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executive summary
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) promotes
important new reforms in public education, promising flexibility in exchange for greater accountability. Key NCLB
reforms include requirements that states: develop rigorous
targets for determining if schools are succeeding in educating
all students; assess students grade-by-grade in reading and
mathematics; implement corrective actions in failing schools;
offer public school choice and supplemental education services for students in schools in need of improvement; and
ensure that all teachers are highly qualified, possessing
knowledge of their subject matter.
Concerns have been raised that NCLB is an “unfunded
mandate” and that insufficient federal dollars are provided
to enable states to comply with new requirements. This
report reviews studies that have claimed that NCLB provides insufficient funding – we find that all contain significant flaws and unsupported assumptions. Often, expenditures that are not required by NCLB are included in the
calculations. In other cases, such studies include expenditures that were required by prior federal law. In all cases,
careful scrutiny results in little solid evidence that NCLB
is insufficiently funded.
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This study goes further, including a rigorous analysis of
the “hard” costs of compliance with specific new elements
in NCLB. These hard costs are substantial in four areas:
accountability, personnel, information management and
corrective action for schools in need of improvement.
Though most of the assumptions in this analysis tend to
err on the high side for given expenditures, they are based

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
(NCLB) promotes important new
reforms in public education, promising
flexibility in exchange for greater
accountability.
on states and districts selecting efficient, as well as effective, options for meeting NCLB requirements. Some of
the options assumed in this study would require state or
district leaders to demonstrate the vision – and political
will – to change well-established policies and practices. In
many cases, states and districts will make very different
choices in determining how to satisfy NCLB, including
selecting some options that are far more expensive, though
not necessarily more effective. NCLB has already provided substantial additional funding to states and districts to
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assist them with reform efforts, and we project continued
increases; however, NCLB is intended as a spur to reform,
not as a spur to spend more on programs that do not produce results. For the purpose of this analysis, it is reasonable
to expect states and districts to be somewhat creative – in
some cases even frugal – in how they respond to the challenge of reform.
We find that, for every year studied, the additional revenues
provided exceed the state and local “hard costs” resulting from
specific NCLB requirements. Nationally, the money left over
for general school improvement and raising student achievement levels ranges from a low of approximately $785 million
in the 2004-05 school year to a high of approximately $5 billion
in the 2007-08 school year. These remaining funds must be
applied by states to additional reforms not specified in
NCLB. We further review a range of research suggesting
that states and districts can achieve substantial improvements if they redirect current expenditures and practices.

Beyond specific new requirements, NCLB broadly calls on
states and districts to educate all students to state-established standards of proficiency. Some appear to argue that,
as a result, this implies that broad responsibility for funding an effective education for all children now rests with
the federal government. Given the historically limited role
of the federal government in elementary and secondary
education – consistently supporting less than a tenth of total
expenditures – we see no reason to accept such a radical
assumption. Rather, we view NCLB as encouraging states
to honor their pre-existing obligation to ensure a quality
education for all students regardless of their race or background, while also providing additional resources to achieve
success.
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introduction
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) promises
flexibility in exchange for greater accountability. NCLB
aims to ensure that all students in America’s public schools
have access to a high quality education and that schools are
held firmly accountable for student results. This includes
asking states to define precisely what high quality means
in terms of critical indicators such as student performance
and teacher professionalism. Specifically, NCLB:
n

n
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Requires states to develop rigorous formulas for defining adequate yearly progress, with the goal of student
proficiency on challenging subject matter in a specified
timeframe for all student subgroups.
Ensures that states assess the performance of all students
grade-by-grade in reading and mathematics.

n

Defines and requires “highly qualified” teaching and paraprofessional staff in order to ensure that educators have
the knowledge and skills necessary to succeed.

n

Clarifies ways in which under-performing schools must
address their lack of progress.

n

Improves upon the ways in which schools convey student performance and other data to parents and other
stakeholders.

n

Introduces greater flexibility in allocation of funds.

An emerging criticism of the legislation is that it requires
states to undertake expensive new initiatives without adequate funding, suggesting that NCLB is an “unfunded
mandate.” The purpose of this study is to take a closer look
at the actual funding requirements of NCLB in order to
determine the extent to which that argument is valid.
Research for this study:
n

Reviewed the new requirements imposed by NCLB,
including their quantifiable fiscal impact on states and
local education agenciesa (LEAs), and associated new
federal funding.

n

Quantified all significant “hard” costs that could be attributed to compliance with specific mandates in NCLB,
comparing them to new federal revenues above and
beyond what states had previously received from programs in the federal Elementary and Secondary Education
Act and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(the relevant underlying federal statutes).

n

Analyzed previous studies of NCLB revenues and costs,
most of which purported to find insufficient federal dollars.
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There is evidence to suggest that most of these hard costs
– such as improved teacher content knowledge, increased
parental choice and stronger accountability systems – will
lead to improved student achievement. After accounting
for such costs, there remain substantial new dollars to assist
states and LEAs with general school improvement. We
find that studies claiming that NCLB contains insufficient funding for general school improvement lack solid
evidence regarding the cost of improvement. Further, many
of these studies make the questionable assumption that
because NCLB encourages states and LEAs to improve
schools that are not adequately serving all students (by the
states’ own measures), the federal government now has the
primary responsibility for all necessary expenditures.
Historically, the federal government has provided a fraction of elementary and secondary expenditures (approximately 7% in recent years). States choosing to accept Title
I and other federal dollars should be assured that substantial
federal resources accompany new demands. There is, however, no reason to assume that the fundamental federal role

has changed to the point that all new future K-12 needs
are now the responsibility of the federal government.

NCLB aims to ensure that all students
in America’s public schools have access
to a high quality education and that
schools are held firmly accountable for
student results.
Therefore, we conclude that the charge that NCLB is an
“unfunded mandate” is false; additionally, we find that the
level of federal funding provided to support implementation of NCLB requirements has been – and is likely to
remain – sufficient.

a We use the term “local education agencies” to include school districts and other regional administrative entities charged with delivery of

public education.
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methodology
state’s Title I plan must show how LEP students will
be served, and how Title I and other resources will be
used for school wide reform strategies to meet the needs
of all students.” 1

In examining the financial impact on the U.S. public education system of the federal No Child Left Behind Act of
2001 (NCLB), the authors of this report completed three
critical steps. The first step was to compare NCLB to its
predecessor, the Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA),
and to other laws that NCLB affects. The second step was
to establish precise assumptions about the most effective
and efficient options available to states and LEAs in complying with the law (i.e., not necessarily the options states
and LEAs actually choose). The last step was to determine
the cost of implementing those options.

In examining the financial impact on
the U.S. public education system of the
federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
(NCLB), the authors of this report
completed three critical steps.

There are many significant ways in which NCLB departs
from IASA; however, both share common features. Both
acts require the establishment of clear academic standards,
measures of student assessment, professional development
for staff, state planning, parental involvement, and corrective
action when necessary (though NCLB increases demands
for assessment and corrective action). In 1994, referring
to IASA, the U.S. Department of Education wrote:

In examining both IASA and NCLB and reviewing
reports and other materials published by public education agencies, the authors of this study identified four
areas in which NCLB introduces specific new requirements that will have a necessary fiscal impact on states
and LEAs (“hard costs”). These areas – as discussed in
section three of this report and summarized in Table 3 –
are as follows:

“The new Title I requires states to submit plans that 1. Accountability (Adequate Yearly Progress and Student
Assessments)
demonstrate that they have challenging content standards specifying what children are expected to know
2. Personnel (High Quality Teachers and Paraprofessionals)
and be able to do and performance standards in at least
the curricular areas of mathematics and reading … A 3. Information Management (Database System for Dis-
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aggregation of Student Data)
4. School Improvement (Corrective Action and Student
Support)
First, we review hard costs in each of these four areas.
Second, we discuss a number of considerations relevant
to further expenditures on improving student achievement across the board (which, in budgeting, we refer to
as “general school improvement/surplus”). Third, we
review a number of previous studies on the costs of
NCLB, most of which claim to identify “unfunded mandates.” Throughout this study, we also assume that states
follow the legal mandate to use NCLB and federal special education dollars to add to – not replace – local
expenditures (“supplement, not supplant”); given the fact
that the federal contribution to elementary and secondary education is but a fraction of total spending, no imaginable increase in federal funding would be sufficient to
support reform if we assume otherwise. Further, impor-

tant federal regulations regarding accountability for students with disabilities were not yet implemented as of the
publication of this report; we assume that these regulations will be implemented in a flexible manner, permitting
states to design accountability policies that are appropriate
to the special circumstances of these students. The impact
of NCLB on special education costs will need to be monitored in coming years.
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results
Federal Funding Calculations
There are numerous ways in which one might assess the
federal funding made available to assist states in complying with NCLB. There are differences in the resources
available for all public school students, for individual
states, and for individual LEAs and schools. Given this
complexity, this study considers the total federal elementary and secondary funding increases available for NCLB
purposes and the total demand on states directly related
to NCLB. For years extending beyond the 2003-04 school
year, we have used a projection based on historical trends.
While the increase in federal funding for elementary and
secondary education has increased sharply in the first two
years since the passage of NCLB (17.1 percent in 2002
and 9.2 percent in 2003), we assume a more conservative
projection of 7.2 percent (the average annual increase
dating back to 1980) increases in later years. The study
assumes none of the expected funding increases available
for Adult Education or Vocational Education. We include
one-half of the funding increases available for Special
Education under the Individuals with Disabilities Act
(IDEA), given that a major purpose of IDEA (i.e., increasing the reading and math skills of special education students) is also a substantial purpose of NCLB. In Table 1,

[8

the first row includes the total annual revenue for states
as a result of these NCLB-related federal programs. The
second row includes the total amount available in new
federal funds each year (i.e., the amount above and beyond
the funding level in the last year before NCLB). The
third row indicates the annual additional costs to states of
complying with specific NCLB requirements and mandates. The last row, or “bottom line,” reflects the amount of
funds left over that states may use as they see fit for general
school improvement and increasing student achievement.

Total Federal Funding Available Under
NCLB is Sufficient for the Implementation of
New Requirements
If funding continues to increase at least at the conservative
rate we have assumed, cumulative increases through the
2007-08 school year will total $46.4 billion over the 200102 baseline funding school year. The net result of our analysis
shows a “surplus” for general school improvement in every fiscal
year through 2008 after states have covered the costs of all specific
mandates (“hard costs”) of NCLB.
In addition to generating an overall projection through
2007-08, we also studied in detail the first two years of
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actual appropriations for NCLB by program. Again, our 1 Accountability
analysis indicates that it has been possible for states to
(Adequate Yearly Progress and Student Assessments)
develop NCLB implementation plans and applications
Under NCLB, states face more rigorous requirements
that allow them to comply with the law given actual fedfor defining and achieving adequate yearly progress
eral appropriations. As in all of our calculations, we relied
(AYP) and ensuring that all students are proficient in
only on “new” resources, defined as those appropriated by
the core competency areas of reading/English Language
Congress for elementary and secondary education above
Arts (ELA) and mathematics (and later, in science). In
a departure from IASA, NCLB requires that AYP goals,
The net result of our analysis shows a
as well as testing results, be disaggregated for the following subgroups:
“surplus” for general school improvement

in every fiscal year through 2008 after
states have covered the costs of all specific
mandates (“hard costs”) of NCLB.
and beyond appropriation levels prior to NCLB. Funding
increases for elementary and secondary education since the
passage of NCLB (2002-03 and 2003-04 school years)
have included:
n

A cumulative increase of $6.4 billion – 28.5 percent in
total – for all elementary and secondary and special education (see Table 2).

n

Average annual increases of 13.5 percenta versus an
historical average of 7.2 percent.b

n

A cumulative increase of $2.9 billion – or 33 percent –
for Title I alone (see Table 2).

n

An increase to $5.5 billion in total funds (2003-04) to
which Title VI flexibility provisions apply, which should
permit states to increase efficiency.c

n

Economically disadvantaged

n

English language learners

n

Major racial and ethnic groups

n

Students with disabilitiesd

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Plans – $0
NCLB requires each state to develop a plan with new
targets for AYP. Unlike IASA, NCLB requires that AYP
targets be applied to student subgroups. While the establishment and revision of AYP targets for subgroups
represents a substantial shift in practice for many states,
these are, nevertheless, activities typically associated with
educational policymaking and administration. States and
LEAs should be able to utilize existing staff and capacity for these activities, which should not require the
expenditure of incremental new federal funds. Similarly,
there is no basis for assuming that the costs of the
annual determination of which schools and districts have
attained their targets for AYP have increased significantly (though, as indicated below, many states will need to
invest in enhancing state databases in order to permit
such calculations).

a In estimating available funds for later years, we assume the more conservative projection of 7.2 percent.
b Dating back to 1980.
c Title VI applies to Improving Teacher Quality State Grants, Safe and Drug Free Schools, 21st Century Learning Centers (at state level

only), Educational Technology and State Grants for Innovative Programs.
d In addition to the four subgroups listed here, NCLB requires that states disaggregate test results by gender and migrant status, but states are

not required to establish AYP goals for these two additional subgroups.
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$1,557,779,748

General School
Improvement/Surplusb
$1,507,768,740

$3,789,493,255

$5,297,261,995

$28,867,895,500

2003-04
Actual

$784,766,416

$6,013,503,534

$6,798,269,950

$30,946,383,976

2004-05
Projected

$1,846,075,849

$6,588,704,953

$8,434,780,802

$33,174,523,622

2005-06
Projected

$3,395,341,787

$6,821,881,017

$10,217,222,804

$35,563,089,323

2006-07
Projected

$4,951,778,311

$7,205,013,195

$12,156,791,506

improvement/surplus.”

b Funds remaining after the “hard costs” of NCLB are determined (e.g., testing, school choice transportation, supplemental services, etc.) are allocated to the category of “general school

IDEA Special Education funding and all other elementary and secondary education funding excluding vocational education and adult education funds).

2007-08
Projected
$38,123,631,754

a Funds for projected years are adjusted by a future inflation factor of 2.45 percent (Source: U.S. Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia). Funding available for NCLB includes one half of

$1,964,169,338

$3,521,949,086

Total “Hard” Costs
(“new costs”)

Total Increase Over
Last Year of IASA/IDEA
(“new dollars”)

$26,528,912,000

2002-03
Actual

Total Projected NCLB Funding and General School Improvement/Surplus by School Year a

Total Elementary and
Secondary Funding Available
for NCLB purposes
(including 50% of IDEA)

TABLE 1.
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$845,614
$713,328
$385,000

21st Century Community
Learning Centers

Educational Technology

State Grants for Innovative Programs

$22,456,772

$26,528,912

$2,882,356

$4,336,402

$664,269

$120,368

$200,000

$387,000

$385,000

$763,000

$1,000,000

$472,017

$2,850,000

$1,143,500

$10,350,000

$975,000

2002-03

$28,867,895

$2,961,465

$5,016,958

$685,515

$121,573

$198,700

$24,838

$384,484

$382,498

$758,041

$993,500

$468,949

$2,930,825

$1,188,226

$11,684,311

$1,068,012

2003-04

$6,411,123

($490,618)

$1,296,984

$239,515

$6,073

$8,700

$24,838

$384,484

($2,502)

$44,713

$147,886

$29,699

$822,825

$194,924

$2,921,590

$782,012

Cumulative Change

NCLB line item in order to provide a fair comparison between pre-NLCB funding and post-NCLB funding. For example, the Reading First line item in 2001-02 contains funds appropriated for the
Reading Excellence Act. Also, the Improving Teacher Quality State Grants line in 2001-02 contains funds appropriated for Class Size Reduction and Eisenhower Professional Development Grants.
b IDEA funding in Table 2 includes 100 percent of federal funding increases.

a Some of the line items shown for the baseline school year 2001-02) reflect funds that were available for similar purposes, but under different programmatic line items. They are shown here under the relevant

Net Increase to Date Since NCLB

Total Each Year

$3,452,083

Other

$446,000

English Language Acquisition
$3,719,974

$115,500

Indian Education

Special Educationb

$190,000

Charter Schools Grants

Credit Enhancement for Charter
School Facilities

State Assessments

$439,250

$2,108,000

$993,302

Safe and Drug-Free Schools
State Grants

Improving Teacher Quality State Grants

Impact Aid

$8,762,721

$286,000

2001-02 (pre-NCLB) a

Nominal Funding Increases by Program Since the Passage of NCLB by School Year (dollars in thousands) 2

ESEA Title I Grants to Local Educational
Agencies

Reading First

TABLE 2.a
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$295,800,000

$2,553,619,930
$63,750,000

$876,323,325

$3,789,493,255

$295,800,000

$1,152,744,338
$127,500,000

$388,125,000

$1,964,169,338

Accountability
(Adequate Yearly Progress
and Student Assessments)

Personnel
(High Quality Teachers)

Information Management
(Database System
for Disaggregation
of Student Data)

School Improvement
(Corrective Action and
Student Support)

Total Each Year

2003-04
Actual

$6,013,503,535

$1,409,127,907

$65,311,875

$4,170,233,046

$368,830,707

2004-05
Projected

$6,588,704,953

$1,510,585,116

$66,912,016

$4,272,403,755

$738,804,066

2005-06
Projected

“Hard Costs”: New NCLB requirements and their fiscal impact on states and LEAs
2002- 03
Actual

TABLE 3.

$6,821,881,018

$1,619,347,244

$68,551,360

$4,377,077,647

$756,904,767

2006-07
Projected

$7,205,013,195

$1,735,940,246

$70,230,869

$4,484,316,050

$914,526,030

2007-08
Projected

$32,382,765,294

$7,539,448,838

$462,256,120

$21,010,394,766

$3,370,665,570

Cumulative
Total
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Student Assessments Cumulative Total – $3.37 billion
Title I general education assessments – $2.51 billion
Special populations assessments – $0.87 billion
NCLB clearly increases the financial burden on states in
the area of student assessments. NCLB requires the following assessments over and above IASA requirements:a
n

Four additional reading tests (in grade spans three
through eight) administered annually;

n

Four additional mathematics tests (in grade spans three
through eight) administered annually;

n

Three new science tests (in grade spans three through
five, six through nine, and 10 through12) administered annually;

n

Annual assessment of students with limited English
proficiency (LEP); and

n

Alternate assessments are permitted to be included
in calculations of AYP for some students with disabilities (alternate assessments are also required under preexisting IDEA).

We have developed projections for each of these instruments based on independent research as well as a review
of extant studies on the subject. While IDEA previously required alternate assessments for students with disabilities, we conservatively budget additional expenditures in case compliance with NCLB requires additional
refinement or new development in this area. Based on
information obtained from state testing directors contacted for this study, we estimate that each new assessment will cost up to $1.2 million to develop and that this
development will take up to three years. We included
assumptions about assessment administration costs that
vary by instrument. We have also added an assumption,
missing from some studies, on the development costs for
ongoing test maintenance (i.e., refreshment of forms for
test security purposes).

These assumptions reflect conservative estimates for a
mid-range test design option: they are based on each state
developing and administering custom tests that include
multiple-choice items, a significant number of short
answer open-response items, and a limited number of
longer extended-response items on some tests/subjects.
The lowest cost option would be tests relying entirely on
multiple-choice items while the highest cost option would
be all tests heavily dependent on essays or similar extended performance tasks. Further, we assume that no states
have in place the grade-by-grade testing required by
NCLB (though some, such as Texas and North Carolina,
already do), nor do we assume any savings from the sharing of test development costs through consortia of states
(some of which are, in fact, occurring). Using National
Center for Education Statistics data on student populations for calculating administration costs, we arrive at
total new student assessment costs of $3.37 billion for
the period of this analysis, as detailed in Table 4. Of this
amount, $2.51 billion are for general education assessments required under Title I, while $0.87 billion are for
special population assessments that may be required under
Title III, Title I and overlapping requirements under
IDEA. It is important to note that NCLB does not

NCLB requires the following
assessments over and above IASA
requirements
require the inclusion of open-ended test questions, as
assumed here, for the general education Title I assessments (such test items are assumed because most states
appear likely to include them and because it is likely that
such a mix reflects good policy); states wishing to save,
or reallocate, testing dollars could choose to implement
assessments limited solely to multiple-choice items, which
is permissible under NCLB.

a Biennial participation in the National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) is also required beginning in 2002-03. We have omitted

this from our cost analysis because the law specifies that funds are held at the federal level and administered directly. NAEP funding
increased from $36 million in fiscal year 2001 to $107.5 million in fiscal year 2002 and $90.2 million in fiscal year 2003.
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A variety of federal revenue streams may be used to pay
for these new testing costs. The most obvious are the new
NCLB funds dedicated specifically to assessment and
allocated to individual states based on a federal formula.
Additional assessment funds appropriated by Congress
above this level have been distributed competitively, with
a preference for consortia of states sharing the benefits
of the final product. Costs associated with the development of assessments for LEP students may also be paid
from a portion of NCLB Title III revenues. Costs associated with the development of alternate assessments for
special education students may also be paid from a portion of IDEA revenues. All of these available revenue
streams must be taken into account.
Several studies have already been published concerning
the costs to states to comply with the assessment requirements outlined in NCLB, with price tags ranging from
$1.9 to $7 billion (some of these are reviewed at the end
of this report).

The GAO assumptions, however,
are not appropriate for determining
whether new NCLB requirements
are adequately funded because they are
not focused on the incrementally new
obligations imposed by NCLB.

costs and recommends that states could benefit from the
sharing of information on assessment development. The
GAO assumptions, however, are not appropriate for
determining whether new NCLB requirements are
adequately funded because they are not focused on the
incrementally new obligations imposed by NCLB.a The
GAO estimates include the costs of complying with the
pre-existing IASA requirements for those states that were
not already in compliance.
Our assumptions most closely match those of a previous report developed by AccountabilityWorks for ELC
in that, in order to isolate the impact of NCLB, we have
assumed that all states are compliant with IASA, no
more and no less.4 Thus, we have attributed additional
assessment costs to all states, including states that are
already compliant (or partially compliant) with NCLB
and, conversely, we have made no special allowance for
states that did not meet the requirements set by IASA.
Assuming that all states face additional assessment costs
is clearly a conservative assumption given that some states,
such as Texas and Florida, already have in place gradeby-grade assessment as required by NCLB. The assumption that all states are compliant with IASA is appropriate
in that we are seeking to compare additional costs imposed
by NCLB against additional dollars provided.

2 Personnel
(High Quality Teachers and Paraprofessionals)
Recently, the General Accounting Office (GAO) released
Cumulative Total – $21 billion
a report on assessment development.3 The GAO concluded that the cost to states would be $1.9, $3.9 or $5.3
High Quality Teachers: Evaluation of
billion through 2008 to develop and administer reading,
Current Teachers and Intensive Content-oriented
mathematics and science assessments as required under
Retraining for Those Who Require It
Title I. The three different GAO estimates vary primaCumulative Total – $598 million
rily as a result of different assumptions about the types
By the 2005-06 school year, all teachers of core academic
of test items the states would employ and how the assesssubjects must meet the “Highly Qualified” standards of
ments would be scored.The GAO report has merit because
NCLB. By 2002-03, all new teachers hired using Title
it presents very useful data on overall Title I assessment

a In a response to the GAO report, the U.S. Department of Education questioned the methodology of the GAO, including: it did not collect

sufficient kinds of data in order to inform its estimates of testing costs, as well as the variable characteristics and options available to individual states in the construction, scoring and dissemination of test data; it incorrectly attributes the costs of developing new assessments to the
requirements of NCLB; and it does not consider all possible sources of Federal funding. The U.S. Department of Education agrees with the
overall assertion that information sharing among states can reduce the financial burdens on individual states.
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2005-06

$10,200,000

$295,800,000

$10,200,000

$295,800,000

$368,830,707

$10,449,900

$23,984,007
$104,499,000

$738,804,066

$4,914,323
$13,382,403

$24,571,615
$107,059,226

$756,904,767

$5,034,724
$13,710,272

$25,173,620
$109,682,177

$914,526,030

$5,158,075
$14,046,174

$3,370,665,570

$30,849,900
$15,107,122
$41,138,849

$244,800,000
$99,519,615
$433,609,793

$192,744,241
$122,221,690
$84,277,042

$246,799,200
$477,288,666
$329,110,793

$246,799,200
$477,288,666
$329,110,793

Cumulative Total

NCLB in this analysis). The Department of Education has been allowing the states some leeway in the timing of the implementation of this requirement as long as the states are actively working towards
a solution. Assumes that the test is administered to 1 percent of the K-12 2001-02 population from NCES (47,687,871 pre-K-12 less pre-K enrollment of 866,969).
i Assumes that test administration will cost $20 per student.
j Assumes annual maintenance cost of $500,000 per test.

g Assumes annual maintenance costs of $500,000 per test based on data gathered from state testing directors contacted for this study (contacts available upon request).
h Assumes that one new test is added and developed over a three-year period and that half of the cost is attributed to NCLB (because only half of the special education funding increase is attributed to

about 5 percent of students have limited English for a total testing population of 2,341,045.

e Assumes the development of four new tests at a cost of $1.2 million each to be developed over a two-year period.
f Assumes the tests will be administered to all K-12 English language learners. Uses NCES Common Core Data for the 2001-02 school year for all K-12 students and a NCES estimate that nationwide

c Projections assume annual maintenance costs of $500,000 per test based on data gathered from state testing directors contacted for this study.
d Same as with reading, but for three additional grades, not four.

an average student enrollment for grades 3 to 8 of 3,698,105 and multiplied this by four for a total annual increased testing volume of 14,792,418.

b Projections assume a cost of $10 per student based on data gathered from state testing directors contacted for this study. The additional grades to be added will vary from state to state so we have used

available upon request), and assume that tests will be developed over a three-year period. Neither our revenue nor our expense projections in this report include figures for outlying areas.

a Projections assume test development will cost $1.2 million per test for fifty states plus the District of Columbia based on data gathered from state testing directors contacted for this study (contacts

Yearly Totals

Alternate Assessment
Development h
Administrationi
Maintenance j

$122,400,000
$25,790,373
$112,369,390

$122,400,000

$65,809,306

$162,962,253
$112,369,390

LEP
Development e
Administrationf
Maintenance g

$64,235,535

$159,065,157
$109,682,177

$162,962,253
$112,369,390

2007-08

$122,221,690
$84,277,042

$62,699,400

$83,599,200

$159,065,157
$109,682,177

2006-07

Science
Development
Administrationd
Maintenance

$81,600,000
$155,261,256
$107,059,226

$81,600,000

$83,599,200

2004-05

Mathematics
Development
Administration
Maintenance

$81,600,000

2003-04

$155,261,256
$107,059,226

$81,600,000

2002-03

Student Assessments for General Education and Special Populations: Development, Administration and Maintenance Costs
by School Year

Reading/ELA
Development a
Administration b
Maintenance c

TABLE 4.

N C L B U N D E R A M I C R O S C O P E > R E S U LT S

15

]

N C L B U N D E R A M I C R O S C O P E > R E S U LT S

I funding must meet these requirements. In general, a
teacher, to be considered “Highly Qualified,” must have
a bachelor’s degree, be fully certified, and have demonstrated knowledge of the core subjects taught. But each
state decides on the specific criteria it uses to determine
whether an individual has met the federal mandate.
Every state already requires a Bachelor’s degree and states
themselves define what it means to be fully certified.a
Therefore, the key new federal requirement in NCLB
is to ensure that teachers possess content knowledge in
the subjects that they teach.
With regard to current teachers, the most obvious concern would be teachers who are teaching “out of field”
as a result of emergency certification or similar waiver,
but there is no guarantee that even teachers who are
teaching within their field possess all of the subject
knowledge they need. Under NCLB, teachers may demonstrate subject competency either through a test or
through another objective evaluation system developed by
the state (such as, an evaluation tied to state academic
content standards, conducted by an administrator). While
it would be unreliable to estimate the cost of still developing – and widely varying – state systems based on
administrative evaluation, one can develop a very rigorous set of assumptions for a test-based approach. Since,
with respect to current teachers, most states appear to be
using administrative evaluations that rely on existing
administrator salaries rather than new “hard” costs, a
test-based cost estimate is likely to be a high estimate.
As the most fiscally conservative – though maximally
reform-oriented option – we assume that all current
teachers are assessed to ensure subject competence.
If we calculate that all teachers are assessed at a cost of
$110 per teacher, the total cost for the current population
of teachers in the United States would be $330 million.b

Providing each teacher to be tested a study guide at a cost
of $25 each would cost an additional $82 million.
It is difficult to estimate the proportion of current
teachers likely to be deemed not “Highly Qualified” by
the states. In July 2003, a report by the U.S. Department
of Education (USDoEd) estimated that more than
half of U.S. teachers would not have met the definition
if the statutory requirements were in place in 19992000.5 However, preliminary results reported by the
states are far more optimistic: while 11 states have not
reported any data so far, “[t]hirty-three states report
that at least four out of five classes in core subjects have
teachers who are ‘highly qualified.’”6 For the purpose of
this analysis, we assume a somewhat higher proportion
of current teachers not meeting subject matter competence requirements than the initial state reports indicate
is likely, though not as high a number as the USDoEd
estimated. We assume that as many as one-quarter of
current teachers would not meet the subject matter
competence requirements and would need to be provided intensive content-oriented professional development
to address their deficiencies. We further include the cost
of re-evaluating the subject matter competence of those
who fail using the same cost assumptions for the initial
testing. The content-based remedial training and the cost
of re-testing add an estimated $186 million in expenses.
As noted previously, a test-based option is only one
way by which states could choose to comply with the
relevant requirements of NCLB. But we have selected it
for budgeting purposes because it is an efficient option
that would provide reliable and consistent information
on the extent of teachers’ content knowledge and is likely
to lead to a conservative estimate of new costs. Though
this cost analysis is focused on new costs and new federal revenues, it is worth noting that states and districts
would do well to review and, in some cases, re-direct
pre-existing federal and state funding for professional

a For example, whether “emergency certified” teachers must take education courses remains up to states. There is little research supporting the

view that such courses typically raise student achievement or assist teachers in creating a disciplined learning environment.
b We have conservatively included all elementary and secondary teachers, although only teachers of core subjects must meet the federal

requirements.
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development. As discussed later in this report, there is
reason to believe that existing professional development
expenditures are often not the type of research-based,
content-intensive experiences that are likely to have the
strongest effect.
High Quality Teachers: Recruitment and Retention
Cumulative Total – $16.2 billion
The challenges of recruiting and retaining high quality
teachers in special education, mathematics and science
in school districts throughout the country, but especially
in those serving disadvantaged students, are well known.
Individuals who possess degrees in the fields of mathematics and science can often be more selective in choosing a high-paying career than many of their fellow liberal
arts graduates. The field of special education requires
additional methodological skills and presents particular
everyday challenges in the classroom.
NCLB outlines a number of innovative ways in which
federal teacher quality grants can be used to attract and
retain high quality teachers, including:
n

Professional development opportunities

n

Signing bonuses

n

Mentoring programs

n

Performance bonuses

n

Scholarships

n

Differential pay

We expect that such reforms in the way existing funds
are being spent could go a long way toward addressing
the challenge of ensuring a “Highly Qualified” teacher in

every classroom. These include reforms in the way teachers are recruited, trained and compensated. Innovative
approaches to attracting “Highly Qualified” teachers
through alternate routes based on high standards –
such as the American Board for Certification of Teacher
Excellence – offer new avenues for states. Therefore, few
reasons exist to believe that after such reforms, noninflationary, across-the-board compensation increases
would be required in non-shortage areas in order to meet
NCLB requirements for “Highly Qualified” teachers
(however desirable these increases may be for other reasons, such as recognizing the social value of the teaching profession).
However, we do assume, conservatively, that additional
teacher compensation expenditures may be necessary to
address shortage areas in science, mathematics and special
education. Therefore, we include the cost of closing the
gap between current levels of teacher compensation in
these shortage areas and the level of compensation for
positions in the private sector requiring similar skills.a
We estimate that teaching positions are, on average, paid
approximately 14 percent below the market value for
equivalent private sector positions (e.g., those employed
in the Life Science and Engineering fields) that require
a Bachelor’s degree in math or science.b According to data
from the National Education Association,7 the average
compensation for classroom teachers is $45,822. A 14
percent increase in compensation would cost $6,415
per teacher. (Note: we are not advocating that the best
approach is for every teacher in these shortage areas to
receive the same increase, but rather are using this figure as an average for the purpose of calculation; though
politically challenging, it is conceivable that a merit-based

a Occupations used in calculating average compensation for those employed in the Engineering and Life Science sectors included: aerospace

engineers, agricultural engineers, biomedical engineers, chemical engineers, civil engineers, computer hardware engineers, electrical and electronics
engineers (except computer), environmental engineers, industrial engineers (including health and safety), materials engineers, mechanical engineers,
mining and geological engineers (including mining safety engineers), nuclear engineers, petroleum engineers, agricultural scientists, food scientists,
conservation scientists, and foresters. Occupations in the life, physical and social sciences for which middle or high school science teachers are
unlikely be qualified (such as, those which typically require an advanced degree in medicine or a Ph.D.) were omitted.
b Drawing on Bureau of Labor Statistics sources, the mean compensation for elementary and secondary teachers in the most recent year available
(2000) was $41,820 while the average compensation for professions with Bachelor’s degrees in the Life Science and Engineering fields was
$60,368. We conservatively estimate that teachers are required to work 190 days each year, while individuals in the Life Science and Engineering
fields work approximately 240 days each year. When adjusted for the differences in days worked per year (by multiplying $60,368 by .79), we
conclude that professions in the Life Science and Engineering sectors earned approximately $47,690, while teachers earned $41,820, for a similar
amount of work (excluding supplemental teacher income through summer employment); thus, teachers earn 14 percent less.

17

]

N C L B U N D E R A M I C R O S C O P E > R E S U LT S

approach would award a greater proportion of this increase
to the best teachers in shortage areas).
According to the Digest of Education Statistics8 the total
number of elementary and secondary math and science
teachers is 376,284.a Thus, a 14 percent average increase
in compensation would cost approximately $2.4 billion
each year, thereafter, increasing with inflation. For budgeting purposes, we assume this large increase is phased
in over two years (50 percent of the increase in 2003-04
and the remainder in 2004-05).
Teaching positions in special education are also difficult
to fill. While it is difficult to find a precise comparison
group in the private sector for special education teachers,
a conservative assumption would be to assume a similar
14 percent average increase in compensation as well.
According to the Digest of Education Statistics, the total
number of elementary and secondary special education
teachers is 309,440. Thus, a 14 percent increase in average
compensation for special education teachers, assuming
the same level of compensation, would cost an additional
$1 billion each year, increasing with inflation.b We
assume this large increase is phased in over two years – 50
percent of the increase in 2003-04 and the remainder
in 2004-05. (As noted above for math and science
teachers, the 14 percent increase is a budgetary assumption that reflects an aggregate adjustment that is averaged
across all special education teachers – we are not necessarily advocating that every individual teacher, regardless of merit, should receive the same size increase.)
No doubt, existing teacher contracts or, in some cases,
state laws present challenges to implementation of the
type of reforms discussed above. While, in the long
term, it is essential that such structural obstacles to an economically rational and efficient teacher recruitment and
compensation system must be addressed, in the short
term there are other ways to accomplish some of the
same ends through different means. For example, while

contractual or legal obstacles could initially prevent
differential (higher) compensation for teachers in shortage areas, it may be possible to offer signing bonuses or
housing benefits for teachers in shortage areas (requiring
such teachers to remain for a minimum number of years).
Reform of recruitment and compensation policies is likely
to be a challenging undertaking, but it is an important one
if ambitious student achievement and teacher qualification
goals are to be met at a reasonable cost to taxpayers.

Reform of recruitment and compensation
policies is likely to be a challenging
undertaking, but it is an important one
if ambitious student achievement and
teacher qualification goals are to be met
at a reasonable cost to taxpayers.
High Quality Teachers: Evaluation of Current
Paraprofessionals, Content-oriented Retraining
for Those Who Need It, and Compensation
Adjustment for Recruitment and Retention
of Individuals With Higher Skills
Cumulative Total – $4.2 billion
There are 675,038 teachers’ assistants9 in the United
States. In order to comply with NCLB, states must
test paraprofessionals for competency or hire paraprofessionals with a Bachelor’s degree or two years of
post-secondary education. Two years of post-secondary
education would be an expensive proposition, so for budgeting purposes we assume competency testing.
If we assume that state education agencies require all
paraprofessionals to be tested over two years beginning
in fiscal year 2002 using a nationally recognized test such
as ParaPro – at a cost of about $40 each or $27 million
– then one can identify the need for professional development assistance.c If states paid for a study guide for

a This should be a conservative number as the Title II report includes full-time, part-time and long-term substitutes.
b As mentioned earlier, we include only one-half of the Special Education funding increase as usable for (overlapping) NCLB purposes and

thus only half of the costs as well.
c ParaPro is marketed and sold by Educational Testing Service, Inc
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each person taking the test (at a cost of $27.50), it would
cost states another $19 million.

we conservatively assume that teacher reporting is 20
percent of the total reporting burden, then the cost to
states would be about $8.2 million more per year to get
access to necessary reports, increasing with inflation.

If we then make a very conservative estimate that onethird of all paraprofessionals fail, states would thus need
to assist 225,013 paraprofessionals in meeting the require3 Information Management
ments of NCLB. Through a combination of remedial,
(Database System for Disaggregation of Student Data)
content-oriented training and assumption of the cost
Cumulative Total – $462 million
to re-take the exam by states, this would cost states an
In order to assess options available for collecting and
estimated $31 million.
reporting disaggregated student data as required by
In order to attract paraprofessionals who possess higher
NCLB, we contacted a number of state officials and
levels of academic skills, it is reasonable to assume that
commercial vendors who have already undertaken or
schools may need to offer higher hourly rates. Using the
are planning to undertake database projects. For a state
average annual compensation for a full-time equivalent
with limited systems to develop an inexpensive yet
paraprofessional of $19,430,10 a 5 percent average increase
NCLB-compliant database for the collection and disin compensation would cost the states $656 million per
aggregation of student data, we estimate that the cost
year, increasing with inflation.
to states would be approximately $2.5 million in initial
High Quality Teachers: Parental Notification
Cumulative Total – $52 million
While reporting school performance data to parents and
public agencies is not a new innovation of NCLB, our
research has indicated that some of the new reporting
requirements involve more than simple modification of
existing communication forms. In particular, the requirement to proactively report teacher quality data to parents
will require some additional resources.
LEAs currently keep data on teacher qualifications, but
until now were not required to disseminate that information to parents. Thus, we have assumed that the costs
of doing so will include data entry and report generation.
We have further assumed that LEAs will contract with
an outside vendor to develop teacher quality reports and
will assume the cost of data entry with existing resources.
Using an average school size of 600 students, it would
cost each district about $455 per year to subscribe to a
service such as that provided by Transact.com that produces and regularly updates communication forms. If

While reporting school performance data
to parents and public agencies is not a
new innovation of NCLB, our research
has indicated that some of the new
reporting requirements involve more
than simple modification of existing
communication forms.
development and $1.25 million per year in ongoing
maintenance costs. (More sophisticated systems – such
as ones that would enable longitudinal tracking and
reporting of student data and allow for periodic auditing – are substantially more expensive; while preferable, they are not required by NLCB).
For the purposes of this study, then, we calculate an
initial development cost to states of $127.5 million and
ongoing maintenance costs of $63.7 million, increasing
with inflation.a

a These calculations assume a base cost of $2.5 million to develop the system and $1.25 million annually.
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4 School Improvement
(Corrective Action and Student Support)
Cumulative Total - $7.5 billion
School Improvement Plans and School
Choice Options
Under NCLB an LEA must require any school that fails
to make adequately yearly progress for two years to develop a school improvement plan, and to offer students school
choice transportation and supplemental services.
The U.S. Department of Education has estimated that
7,000 out of about 85,000 schools are currently on school
improvement plans.11 NCLB is likely to increase the
numbers of LEAs reporting schools facing consequences
under section 1116 of NCLB. Based on a compilation of
USDoEd projections for school choice transportation
and supplemental services by LEAs, see Table 5 for the
maximum state costs for school choice transportation and
supplemental services (i.e., assuming, conservatively, that
all Title I schools fail to achieve AYP and are subject to
these provisions). We have then assumed that a full 75
percent of districts will actually be designated in need
of improvement.
Because not all students will exercise their right to school
choice or supplemental services and because the public
school choice options could be constrained due to limitations of supply, we assume that the total average expense
on public school choice transportation and supplemental
services is 5 percent of Title I funds in 2002-03, 10 percent in 2003-04, and a maximum 15 percent in 2004-05
and the out years (rather than the 20 percent maximum
allowed by law). (The total cost to all states is conservatively estimated at about $388 million in 2002-03, $876 million in 2003-04, $1,409 million in 2004-05, and approximately 7.2 percent more each year after that until 200708, depending on annual Congressional appropriations).
Though the provision of supplemental services has been
hampered by initial state and district administrative start-

up challenges, we estimate that private sector supply will
respond quickly to demand once these are ironed out.a

General School Reform and Improvement
Under both IASA and NCLB, schools that fail to make
AYP for two consecutive years must be identified for
improvement. NCLB, then, sets aside substantially greater
funding for school improvement than IASA.12 Furthermore,
as illustrated above in Table 1, we find that the efficient
strategies for complying with the identifiable NCLB “hard”
costs that we have already delineated would still leave a
substantial “surplus” of new dollars that would be available
for further school improvement activities. More important
is how all funds, new and pre-existing, are expended; in
other words, whether current dollars for initiatives that
are not the most effective and efficient approaches can be
re-directed toward better uses. While there is extensive
evidence, reviewed below, suggesting that existing funds can
be re-channeled to substantially increase student achieve-

Under both IASA and NCLB, schools
that fail to make AYP for two consecutive
years must be identified for improvement.
NCLB, then, sets aside substantially
greater funding for school improvement
than IASA.
ment, we are not arguing that increased funding is not
helpful. Highly efficient school systems that are already
making best use of current resources could improve further with additional funding (though the research below
suggests that there are few such actual cases). Further,
public school funding allocation decisions inevitably involve
political pressures and constituencies, so increases can be
helpful in “greasing the skids” for change. Many of the
requirements of NCLB (as discussed above) also do require
additional funding, much of which is likely to spur
improved achievement.

a For example, according to the New York Times, “Free Tutoring Reaches Only Fraction of Students”, August 29, 2003, obstacles exist for parents to

take advantage of supplemental services for their child. The article suggests that at least one education service provider – Sylvan Education Solutions
– has begun its own extensive outreach efforts into city neighborhoods. We anticipate that such aggressive forms of marketing will increase.
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$ 30,987,688
$ 5,950,309
$ 34,649,266
$ 19,451,565
$ 289,766,091
$ 19,276,927
$ 20,825,275
$ 5,534,761
$ 6,974,036
$ 95,303,758
$ 62,666,101
$ 6,734,307
$ 6,559,078
$ 86,135,644
$ 30,533,836

$ 154,938,441
$ 29,751,544
$ 173,246,329
$ 97,257,824
$ 1,448,830,457
$ 96,384,634
$ 104,126,374
$ 27,673,803
$ 34,870,179
$ 476,518,789
$ 313,330,504
$ 33,671,534
$ 32,795,392
$ 430,678,219
$ 152,669,180

28,780

73,091

7,588

6,173

62,271

102,089

4,606

3,623

16,440

20,128

297,367

22,113

39,583

4,354

34,855

Children Eligible for
Supplemental Services c

2.9%

3.5%

3.1%

3.3%

4.2%

4.1%

6.1%

3.1%

2.9%

2.7%

4.8%

4.9%

4.3%

3.2%

4.7%

Percent of
Total Enrollment d

creation of new LEAs, including charter school LEAs, that are not accounted for in the USDoEd calculations. States also are permitted to reserve up to 1 percent of allocations for administration and must
reserve 2 percent of allocations (rising to 4 percent in fiscal year 2004) for school improvement activities. These adjustments will reduce the actual amounts available.
b An LEA must use up to an amount equal to 20 percent of its Title I, Part A allocation (the “20 percent reservation”) received from the State to cover choice-related transportation costs for students who
exercise a choice option and to pay for supplemental educational services for students whose parents request such services. The 20-percent reservation may include Title I, Part A funds or funding from other
Federal, State, local, and private sources. The amount shown in this column is the USDoEd’s estimate of the amount that affected LEAs – those with schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring – may have to spend to meet this requirement. Actual expenditures will depend on such factors as the number of students exercising either a choice option or supplemental educational services
and the costs of satisfying these requests. An LEA has discretion to determine the allocation of these funds between choice-related transportation and supplemental educational services, except that it must
spend at least one-quarter of the 20 percent reservation – or an amount equal to 5 percent of its Title I, Part A allocation – on each activity if there is demand for both from students and their parents.
c An LEA that must arrange for supplemental services is required to pay, for each child receiving services, the lesser of the actual cost of the services or an amount equal to the LEA’s Title I, Part A allocation
received from the State divided by the number of poor students in the LEA, as determined by estimates produced by the US Bureau of the Census. Thus the amount shown in this column reflects the
statutory “cap” on per-child expenditures for supplemental services.
d This column is derived by dividing the USDoEd estimated transportation and supplemental services total allotment by the USDoEd estimated per child maximum.

a Actual amounts received by LEAs will be smaller than shown here due to state-level adjustments to Federal Title I allocations. States adjust allocations, for example, to reflect LEA boundary changes or the

Indiana

Illinois

Idaho

Hawaii

Georgia

Florida

Maximum Required Expenditures For
Choice-Related Transportation And
Supplemental Educational Servicesb

FY 2002
Title I Allocationa

Estimated Maximum Cost of Fiscal Year 2002 Choice-Related Expenses13

District of Columbia

Delaware

Connecticut

Colorado

California

Arkansas

Arizona

Alaska

Alabama

TABLE 5.
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Ohio

North Dakota

North Carolina

New York

New Mexico

New Jersey

New Hampshire

Nevada

Nebraska

Montana

Missouri

Mississippi

Minnesota

Michigan

Massachusetts

Maryland

Maine

Louisiana

Kentucky

Kansas

Iowa

TABLE 5.
Maximum Required Expenditures For
Choice-Related Transportation And
Supplemental Educational Services
$ 12,591,134
$ 14,627,778
$ 30,429,060
$ 42,626,700
$ 7,588,446
$ 30,796,651
$ 44,129,181
$ 84,159,784
$ 22,592,910
$ 26,086,193
$ 32,748,652
$ 6,858,822
$ 7,528,024
$ 8,138,174
$ 5,374,846
$ 51,404,365
$ 16,438,564
$ 205,539,174
$ 42,884,474
$ 5,305,994
$ 68,221,411

FY 2002
Title I Allocation
$ 62,955,668
$ 73,138,888
$ 152,145,299
$ 213,133,499
$ 37,942,232
$ 153,983,257
$ 220,645,907
$ 420,798,922
$ 112,964,549
$ 130,430,964
$ 163,743,258
$ 34,294,108
$ 37,640,120
$ 40,690,871
$ 26,874,231
$ 257,021,827
$ 82,192,818
$ 1,027,695,871
$ 214,422,370
$ 26,529,972
$ 341,107,057

(continured) Estimated Maximum Cost of Fiscal Year 2002 Choice-Related Expenses

59,976

3,667

46,393

153,032

18,769

41,069

3,623

9,029

6,589

6,479

33,340

24,842

21,618

63,645

34,141

25,378

5,807

42,985

30,739

14,304

12,850

Children Eligible for
Supplemental Services

3.3%

3.5%

3.5%

5.3%

5.9%

3.1%

1.8%

2.5%

2.3%

4.3%

3.7%

5.0%

2.5%

3.7%

3.5%

2.9%

2.8%

5.9%

4.7%

3.0%

2.6%

Percent of
Total Enrollment
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Grand Totals

Wyoming

Wisconsin

West Virginia

Washington

Virginia

Vermont

Utah

Texas

Tennessee

South Dakota

South Carolina

Rhode Island

Puerto Rico

Pennsylvania

Oregon

Oklahoma

TABLE 5.
Maximum Required Expenditures For
Choice-Related Transportation And
Supplemental Educational Services
$ 24,525,719
$ 18,867,763
$ 79,919,939
$ 66,658,967
$ 6,850,037
$ 28,472,651
$ 5,481,013
$ 30,495,964
$ 172,551,255
$ 8,730,269
$ 4,476,311
$ 34,869,307
$ 28,539,772
$ 16,206,569
$ 29,949,267
$ 4,791,219
$ 2,048,805,000

FY 2002
Title I Allocation
$ 122,628,594
$ 94,338,817
$ 399,599,693
$ 333,294,835
$ 34,250,183
$ 142,363,253
$ 27,405,067
$ 152,479,820
$ 862,756,275
$ 43,651,344
$ 22,381,556
$ 174,346,537
$ 142,698,862
$ 81,032,847
$ 149,746,336
$ 23,956,093
$ 10,244,025,000

(continured) Estimated Maximum Cost of Fiscal Year 2002 Choice-Related Expenses

1,959,166

2,434

24,739

13,709

29,470

37,840

2,275

10,428

176,700

32,150

4,919

30,508

5,537

99,787

62,770

16,527

28,039

Children Eligible for
Supplemental Services

4.1%

2.8%

2.8%

4.8%

2.9%

3.3%

2.2%

2.2%

4.2%

3.5%

3.9%

4.4%

3.5%

16.5%

3.4%

3.0%

4.5%

Percent of
Total Enrollment
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According to the text of NCLB, school plans for improve- ed to be highly effective at the high school level with students who are far behind academically in reading, math
ment must
and language skills.
“… Incorporate strategies based on scientifically based
research that will strengthen the core academic subjects
A report published by the American Federation of
in the school and address the specific academic issues that
Teachers19 estimates the cost of implementing Direct
caused the school to be identified for school improveInstruction as a comprehensive school reform program at
ment, and may include a strategy for the implementa$150-$200 per pupil, which includes materials and protion of a comprehensive school reform model … (and)
fessional development. According to information posted
adopt policies and practices concerning the school’s
on its Website, The Comer School Development Program
core academic subjects that have the greatest likelihood
costs $5,000 for up to 5 schools within a district and
of ensuring that all groups of students … will meet the
$1,000 for each additional school. Leadership training at
State's proficient level of achievement …”14
Yale University costs $1,000 per participant and on-site
professional development costs are $1,200 per day for each
Fortunately, states and LEAs have a number of resources
consultant hired. The American Federation of Teachers
available that, should they have the political will to use
report estimates total costs for implementing the Success
them, can raise student achievement in underperforming
for All program at “between $261,060 and $646,500 for a
schools by redirecting pre-existing expenditures rather than
school of about 500 students.” Thousands of schools serving
adding new costs.
A recent meta-analysis of the 29 most common comprehensive school reform models15 sought to identify those
models proven to raise student achievement. According
to the authors,
“(Comprehensive school reform) focuses on reorganizing
and revitalizing entire schools, rather than on implementing a number of specialized, and potentially uncoordinated, school improvement initiatives. In general, the
funding sources supporting the implementation of CSR
have been targeted toward the schools most in need of
reform and improvement: high-poverty schools with low
student test scores.”16
Those models identified as having the “strongest evidence
of effectiveness” and possessing “statistically significant and
positive achievement effects based on evidence from studies
using comparison groups or from third-party comparison
designs” include Direct Instruction and Success for All.17
Such models “have clearly established, across varying
contexts and varying study designs, that their effects are
relatively robust and that the models, in general, can be
expected to improve students’ test scores.”18 While most
of such models are designed for the elementary grades,
the Direct Instruction model has also been demonstrat-
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Many of the requirements of NCLB
(as discussed above) also do require
additional funding, much of which is
likely to spur improved achievement.
low socio-economic status populations have been able to
redirect funds to implement these models at such costs
prior to the passage of NCLB. The fact that many more
thousands have chosen not to implement evidence-based
models suggests that there are other obstacles, beyond funding, to fundamental reform.
A number of studies detailed later in this report20 draw
conclusions about the appropriate level of “educational
adequacy” (i.e., funding) required to get students to perform at a specified level of proficiency (e.g., under No Child
Left Behind). In many of them, precise levels of funding
are appended to particular proficiency levels. Is the level of
aggregate funding correlated to student achievement? Several
decades of research and hard data suggest that it is not.
According to Eric Hanushek, “Real spending per student
– that is spending per student adjusted to remove general
inflation – has grown steadily and dramatically. From
spending of $164/student in 1890, the average for the
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United States quintupled roughly every fifty years, reaching $4,622/student in 1990” (p. 72).21 As the funding
level increases, one would reasonably expect a corresponding rise in student achievement, or at least be able
to draw a causal link between levels of increased spending and student achievement. However, this is not the
case. In his review of school-based studies, the author
concludes that there is “no systematic relationship between
resources and outcomes once one considers families and
other factors that determine achievement.” 22
Other researchers provide further commentary on the tenuous relationship between resources and student achievement:
“… The last several decades of research suggest that relationships between resources and outcomes are not that
direct. Researchers report that schools and teachers with
the same resources do different things, with different
results for students’ learning. If so, resources are not
self-enacting, and differences in their effects depend on
differences in their use. That makes school improvement
appear to be a much more complex enterprise, one that
depends as much on what is done with resources as
with what resources are provided.”23

students and resources.24
n

Educators in U.S. schools do not maximize the use of
available instructional time, especially for diverse learners25 and comparisons to other nations.26 One author
estimates that “American students are actively engaged in
learning for less than 40% of the time they are in school.”27

n

Focusing on developing the professional skills of individual teachers is more effective than class-size reduction
strategies (often cited as one of the most costly school
improvement strategies)28 and that some student grouping
patterns are more effective than others.29

n

LEAs and schools do not accurately account for professional development spending;30 new strategies by which
educators can more precisely direct professional development funds to improve student performance;31 and
studies that suggest professional development that is not
specific to the needs of individual schools is unlikely to
realize improvements in student achievement.32

n

Teacher quality – and thereby, student achievement – may
be enhanced by financial incentives linked to developing
the professional knowledge of teachers rather than existing
methods of teacher compensation based on years of teaching, according to Odden.33

If, as research suggests, the way in which resources are
Careful selection and implementation of evidence-based
employed – including both human and material resources
instructional interventions or whole-school reform models
– is more important to the performance of a school than
overall funding, then educators and policymakers might
can raise student achievement.34
want to consider the research evidence on school improveFinally, several elements of NCLB are designed to reduce
ment such as the following:
state costs even as they improve results. For example, the
Schools with similar demographic characteristics and
Reading First program to teach students to read using
funding levels perform quite differently due to differresearch-based models (which are not widely implemented)
ences in educational practices – the “opportunity gap”
could substantially reduce state and district special education
– and work performed by NCEA (formerly, Just for
identification and attendant costs.
the Kids) to identify and disseminate “best practices” from
high-performing schools. In the eight states in which
NCEA has implemented at scale, they have found that
a majority of schools have a substantial opportunity gap
between what they are currently achieving and what
they could be achieving at present resource levels. For
example, in fifth-grade mathematics in Texas, 2003 data
indicate that 77.9% of schools are performing substantially below the level attained by other schools with similar
n

n

25

]

brief commentaries

on previous studies of nclb funding
The fiscal impact on states, LEAs or schools of complying
with NCLB is determined by what actions are inspired
by the legislation and the actual costs of those initiatives.
There will be variances among schools, and thus states, as a
result of geography, local economics, and student populations. There will also be variances depending on the decisions of local educators given the options available.

ensure teacher quality.35 The study did not contemplate
any other options such as improved recruitment strategies,
hiring bonuses, merit rewards, increases in compensation,
or other incentives in shortage areas, or targeted professional development. All of these other options are readily
available under NCLB. The study contains other erroneous assumptions as well, including a substantial cost
for LEAs to update their technology plans. Analysis by
AccountabilityWorks actually indicates that no additional
costs are required beyond what is already covered by prior
federal requirements and standard management practices.36
Further, the study suggests that NCLB will result in the
misclassification of 4,400 students as requiring special
education but without any clear justification.

In our review of existing fiscal impact studies of NCLB,
we find a number of significant flaws or limitations that lead
to questionable conclusions. Several studies failed to consider innovative reforms and approaches to compliance
(many discussed earlier), instead relying on unnecessarily
costly assumptions. Other studies that fail to identify a causal
link between funding levels, related expenses and increased
student achievement, nevertheless, go on to claim that large
Democratic Congressional Study
increases in expenditures are essential. Below are brief comA recent Democratic Congressional study37 asserts that
ments on a number of studies.
NCLB is under-funded in a number of areas, including
Title I, IDEA, after-school opportunities, teacher qualiNew Hampshire School Administrators
ty grants, and funding for children of military personnel.
Association Study
The report confusingly represents the legislated “authorIn a study of the impact of NCLB on the state of New ization levels” as the expenses needed to fulfill the
Hampshire, for example, the authors concluded that an requirements under NCLB without evidence to support
across-the-board pay increase for teachers was necessary to the assertion that authorized levels of federal expenditure
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are necessary. An important distinction needs to be made
between authorized funding, which establishes the maximum amount of funding possible under the law, and
appropriations, which represents the funding actually provided. While the authorized levels are the maximum
amount envisioned by Congress, they do not, by themselves, provide a justification for what is necessary. It is
common for Congress to appropriate less than what was
originally authorized; our calculations support the actual
appropriation levels passed by Congress as adequate.

General Accounting Office (GAO) Study 38
Another flaw common to a number of studies consists of
applying costs necessary for fulfilling requirements of the
old IASA to the new NCLB. For example, IASA required
that all states develop “high quality, yearly assessments” in
math and reading (or language arts) to be used at one grade
each between three through five, six through nine, and
ten through twelve. Under NCLB, the testing requirements in elementary and middle school math and reading
have been expanded to yearly testing in grades three through
eight. States will thus have to administer six assessments
at these levels, instead of two. The maximum added cost
to states, then, is the development, administration, scoring
and maintenance of four additional tests.

ing several performed by Augenblick and Myers, Inc. –
that use various methodologies to determine the levels of
funding required for LEAs to achieve educational adequacy: the professional judgment method, the successful
schools (or school district) method, and the statistical
approach.40 Regardless of the methodology, these studies
uniformly recommend across-the-board increases in per
pupil spending in order to comply with the demands of
standards-based reform that have been in place for nearly
a decade. If one accepts the reasonable proposition that
standards-based reform merely focuses educators’ attention
to the area of their work that matters most to policymakers
and the public – high academic achievement of all students

Another flaw common to a number
of studies consists of applying costs
necessary for fulfilling requirements
of the old IASA to the new NCLB.

– these cost studies do little to connect funding levels to
student performance in meaningful ways. And while
research does not provide a strong causal link between
funding and student performance levels, the studies nevertheless assert that present funding levels are insufficient.
The use of these studies to suggest that the funding for
In an April 2002 study (discussed previously), GAO NCLB is insufficient to ensure success is therefore misguided. Due to the number and importance of these studies,
reported:
what follows is an extended discussion of one example of
“Many states may not be well-positioned to meet the such an analysis.
requirements added in 2001. Only 17 states were in
compliance with the assessment requirements of the 1994 A recent study of the cost of educational adequacy for
law in March of 2002; therefore, the majority of states Colorado41 employs the same methodology as many of
will still be working on meeting the 1994 requirements as the cost studies cited by the author of the evaluation of
they begin work toward meeting the new requirements.”39 the impact of NCLB on the state of Vermont. Because it
contains a detailed discussion of the assumptions used in
It is not reasonable, however, to attribute increased costs determining proposed funding levels, the Colorado study
associated with the lack of compliance to IASA to NCLB, is an ideal case study for evaluation of the assertion that
as this study has been widely interpreted.
NCLB is an unfunded mandate.
The Colorado study and others – including ones performed for Indiana, Montana, Nebraska and New York42
In an evaluation of the impact of NCLB on the state of
– employ a methodology known as the “professional
Vermont, the author cites a number of studies – includjudgment approach” in which panels of state and local

Cost Studies of “Educational Adequacy”
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educational experts determine the funding levels necessary for all students in a given state to receive an adequate
education. However, studies that utilize this approach do
not specify connections with the actual requirements of
NCLB (nor do the studies appear to take into account extant
resources and spending for compliance with IASA):
“… It should be noted that while the NCLB was considered by the professional judgment panels, it was not
fully considered due to the lack of rules and regulations
in place at the time of this work. (We received the state’s
requirements for the NCLB after the work of the professional judgment panels was completed.)”43

The technology requirements specified by the panels in the
Colorado study do not appear to take into account existing
funding for technology staff or resources, nor is there an
effort to link recommendations for substantial technology
investment to the improvement of instruction or student
achievement; instead, panel members were provided with
a menu from which to create a virtual wish list:
“In order to develop the technology needs, panels were
given a standard list of equipment … In most cases,
the panels wanted to see an extensive array of technology available in classrooms, in computer labs, in media
centers, and for teachers and administrative staff.”47

The panels of professional experts in the Colorado study Furthermore, there is little indication as to how the prices
were unable to specify the linkage between increases in were computers (e.g., why laptops must cost $2,309 or
spending and higher levels of student performance.
justification for the distinction given between desktop
computers estimated at $1,432 vs. “CD/DVD Towers”
“We asked panels to be as precise as they could, but
estimated at $2,355).48
precision should not be over-interpreted; that is, panel
members found it difficult to precisely link resources to
Regarding calculations of per-pupil expenditures, the
performance expectations … Finally, we treated each
estimates provided in the Colorado study are purely
group of students with special needs as if they were
hypothetical:
independent while, in reality, there may be cross-over
“A note of caution is in order concerning these costs.
among groups that leads to some double counting of
They represent estimates based on the best judgments
resources (for example, some ELL students might also
44
of many people, reviewed multiple times, and on estibe eligible for free lunch).”
mated prices, based on statewide average figures. We
The panels recommend funding for professional developpresent them as precise figures reflecting the assumptions
ment activities that is unsupported by “best practice” research
that were used to calculate them. But it is probably wiser
in professional development – such as embedded, classroomto view them as indicative of an order of magnitude that
45
based professional development activities.
might be slightly low or slightly high and that could
change more substantially if other people, informed by
The panels failed to take into account how existing resources
experience, research, and expertise, thought the objeccould be reallocated to professional development and how
tives identified to the panels could be met even if some
the professional development activities are tied to educacomponents were modified or eliminated.”49
tional research on effective teaching methods and practices;
instead, they simply specified a blanket amount of funding: Regarding estimates of assessment costs, per pupil expenditures varied widely based on school size and grades served
“After reviewing the work of the other panels, the expert
without consideration to the economies of scale that larger
panel agreed that school districts needed $1,000 per
school systems might provide in mitigating assessment
teacher for professional development each year, which
costs; rather, converse estimates are used in which midmight be paid as a stipend for time spent before the
range school systems actually incur higher costs per pupil
start of or after the school year for students and/or to
than small ones.50
pay for fees, materials, or travel associated with development activities.”46
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In addition to the “professional judgment approach,” the
Colorado study also makes use of the “successful school
district approach”, a methodology that consists of determining the funding levels for high-performing school
districts and tying the funding levels to other districts
with similar demographic characteristics.
No indication is provided as to how funding is currently
spent in the “successful” school districts, (e.g., innovative
programs, creative staffing arrangements or professional
development initiatives). Determinations for how funds
should be spent avoid innovation and do not appear to
differ from approaches of the last several decades:
“The average basic expenditure number does not tell us
anything about how the districts spend their money. It
only tells us, on average, the amount of money districts
need to provide programs and services for students
with no special needs, in average districts, to be successful. Our belief is that districts can use this amount
of money in the way they feel best meets the needs of
their student population.”51
The two methods used (i.e., the professional judgment
and successful school district approaches) produced estimates that differed significantly. No indication or discussion is provided – backed by verifiable data – as to which
approach is more appropriate for given states and LEAs.
The studies do not adequately account for the fairly large
difference in the cost estimates resulting from the two
approaches – on the order of 46% higher for the professional judgment approach in Colorado and 25-27%
higher for the professional judgment approach in Kansas
and Maryland.52

represents the full cost of meeting all standards, it seems
reasonable to assume that 70.4 percent of that amount,
$4,798, would be the amount needed to reach the 2002
performance benchmark. This amount compares favorably to the amount of basic revenue available in the 27
successful districts in 2000-01 ($4,654 in 2000-01,
which would be $4,794 if inflated by three percent to
2001-02). Therefore, we suggest setting the base level
at $4,798 in 2001-02, increasing it by inflation every
year until 2013-14 and raising it to a higher level in
those years in which the state expects performance to
increase (using the same proportional approach used to
calculate the 70.4 percent in 2002) until it reaches 100
percent of $6,815 in 2013-14 adjusted by inflation
every year between 2001-02 and 2013-14.”53

The studies do not adequately
account for the fairly large difference
in the cost estimates resulting from
the two approaches
The study thus calculates that per-pupil costs should rise
as the percentage of students supposed to be at proficiency
increases under NCLB without consideration of improvements in efficiency or increases in school and district
capacity and competence. The study assumes that given
levels of student performance are explicitly and directly tied
to corresponding levels of funding. There is little basis in
research for this assumption.

In the Colorado study, the authors further note the following:
“The fact is that the base cost figure derived from the
professional judgment approach is a goal in much the
same way that the expectation that all students will
meet state standards in 2013-14 is a goal. That is, the
state performance benchmark for 2002 represents partial achievement of an ultimate objective – the average
performance benchmark for 2002 is about 70.4 percent
of the expectation for 2013-14. Therefore, if $6,815
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