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To: House Speaker Larry Householder 
 Senate President Doug White 
 Senator Robert Gardner 
 Senator Gregory DiDonato 
 Senator C.J. Prentiss 
 Representative Arlene Setzer 
 Representative Chris Redfern 
 Representative William Hartnett 
 
From: Susan Tave Zelman, Superintendent of Public Instruction 
 
Date: January 21, 2004 
 
Re: Cost of Implementing NCLB 

 
 

 
Projected Costs of Implementing the Federal 

 “No Child Left Behind” Act in Ohio 
 
Report of Financial Analysis and Projected Costs of NCLB 
 
Section 11 of H.B. 3 directed the Superintendent of Public Instruction to submit to the General 
Assembly a detailed financial analysis of the projected costs of compliance for the state and for 
each school district with the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), the amount of new federal funds 
the state can reasonably expect to receive per year under that act, and the financial consequences 
to the state and each school district for noncompliance with that act. The financial analysis is 
required to examine the costs involved in building the capacity of school districts and buildings 
to assist students in achieving at levels that satisfy federal and state requirements.  
 
“These costs shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

(A) The costs for all school districts and buildings to make adequate yearly 
progress each year through the 2013-2014 school year and to have all students 
performing at the proficient level on achievement tests by June 30, 2014; 

(B) The costs of providing intervention services to students who are not achieving 
at expected levels; 
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(C) The costs of professional development for teachers and administrators on the 
statewide academic standards adopted pursuant to section 3301.079 of the 
Revised Code and on the interpretation of student performance data; 

(D) The costs of extending the school day or year under division (E)(3) of section 
3302.04 of the Revised Code; 

(E) The costs of complying with the requirement that teachers of core subject 
areas be "highly qualified" as defined in federal law.” 

 
The Ohio Department of Education (ODE) determined that the most effective way to comply 
with this legislated request was to issue a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to interested 
researchers who could develop an appropriate methodology and cost estimate.  As a result of that 
RFQ, the Department contracted the work with Levin, Driscoll and Fleeter, a Columbus, Ohio-
based research firm for state and local budget and tax policy. 
 
Today I am providing you with the Driscoll and Fleeter report, entitled, “Projected Costs of 
Implementing the Federal No Child Left Behind Act in Ohio,” along with copies of the ten (10) 
critiques of the report that were conducted by national experts on NCLB and the economics of 
education.  ODE secured the critiques as a method of judging the appropriateness of the Driscoll 
and Fleeter analysis. 
 
The following national experts produced the critiques: 

 
Denis P. Doyle 
Doyle Associates 
 
Margaret E. Goertz 
Professor of Education Policy 
Graduate School of Education 
Co-Director of the Consortium for Policy Research in Education 
University of Pennsylvania 
 
James W. Guthrie 
Chair, Department of Leadership and Organizations 
Professor of Public Policy and Education 
Director, Peabody Center for Education Policy 
Vanderbilt University 
 
Jack Jennings 
Director 
Center on Education Policy 
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David H. Monk 
Dean, College of Education 
Pennsylvania State University 
 
Allan Odden 
Professor of Educational Administration 
Co-Director of the Consortium for Policy Research in Education 
University of Wisconsin-Madison 
  
Theodor Rebarber, President 
Meave O’Marah, Consultant  
AccountabilityWorks 
 
Leanna Stiefel 
Professor of Economics 
Wagner Graduate School of Public Service 
New York University 
  
Neil Theobald 
Vice Chancellor for Budget and Administration 
Professor of Educational Finance 
Indiana University 
 
Ross Wiener, Policy Director 
Kevin Carey, Senior Policy Analyst 
The Education Trust 
 
 

Key Points from the Driscoll and Fleeter Analysis 
 
The Driscoll and Fleeter analysis considers the cost of implementing NCLB in Ohio to be the 
cost of moving from Ohio’s goal of 75 percent of students per school district demonstrating 
proficiency on achievement tests to the NCLB goal of 100 percent.  The analysis estimates that 
the cost to Ohio of complying with NCLB will reach $1.447 billion annually in Fiscal Year 
2010.  Driscoll and Fleeter state that initial intervention investments of $450 million in Fiscal 
Years 2005 and 2006 and of $900 million in Fiscal Years 2007 through 2009 could occur.  The 
Driscoll and Fleeter analysis is predicated on the assumption that current local, state, and federal 
investments in education will continue to support existing initiatives.  They assume that increases 
in productivity will be attained through additional expenditures. 
 
The Driscoll and Fleeter analysis includes two types of costs.  Administrative, teacher, and 
paraprofessional costs include the expenses of additional testing, of meeting the highly qualified 
teacher and paraprofessional requirements of NCLB, and of providing high quality professional 
development.  These expenses account for seven (7) percent of the total cost.  Student 
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intervention costs are the expenses associated with summer school, extended school day, 
intensive in-school intervention, academic coordination services, and early and on-going student 
assessment.  Student intervention expenses account for 93 percent of the total $1.447 billion cost. 
 
 
Key Points from the Expert Critiques 
 
Many of the expert reviewers noted that the Driscoll and Fleeter study is the first systematic 
analysis – based on explicit programmatic assumptions, economic analysis, and the current 
distribution of student performance – that has been conducted for any state of the cost of 
implementing No Child Left Behind.  For example, Doyle stated that: 
 

…to my knowledge it is the first and so far the only such study of its kind . .  . 
NCLB is uncharted territory for all Americans . . . Attempting to anticipate the 
financial costs is a worthy and important goal, and the Ohio General Assembly, 
the State Department of Education, and the authors of the study at hand are to be 
commended for their vision and temerity. 

 
Several of the experts identified the challenges of producing the report in the 90-day timeframe.  
For instance, Stiefel stated that: 
 

The report was prepared under constraints in time (three months from start to 
finish), personnel (two principal authors), and research-based knowledge (of how 
to effect big achievement gains for large numbers of students).  Given these 
constraints, the report is intelligent and provides an answer . . . 

 
While all of the reviewers were critical of at least some aspect of the analysis, most praised 
Driscoll and Fleeter’s effort and transparency.  Guthrie noted: 
 

I find this to be a remarkably able analytic endeavor . . . they have distilled most 
of their assumptions with precision and have presented them explicitly. 
 

Theobald added: 
 

I believe the estimate by Driscoll and Fleeter is reasonably accurate and is 
superior to any other report that has come across my desk. 

 
While the experts offered a range of observations and critiques, the following summarizes their 
responses: 
 

Experts disagree about the accuracy of the Driscoll and Fleeter cost estimate:  Of the ten 
experts: 
• two believe that the analysis and costs are basically accurate (Guthrie, Theobald); 
• two believe that the analysis substantially understates the cost of implementing 

NCLB (Jennings, Odden); 
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• three believe that the analysis substantially overstates the cost of implementing 
NCLB (Goertz, O’Marah/Rebarber, Ross /Carey); and 

• three believe that the assumptions and degree of speculation on which the report is 
based substantially undermine the accuracy of the cost estimates: 

 “There are other methodologies that could have been pursued in estimating 
the cost of NCLB implementation in Ohio . . . providing one number seems 
rash . . . It would be more realistic if a range of estimates were presented, 
especially because the largest costs by far are the least predicable.”  (Stiefel) 

 “The challenge [of estimating the cost of NCLB] is further complicated by the 
degree of speculation that must accompany efforts to estimate cost.  It is 
difficult to assess the costs of something that has never before been 
attempted.”  (Monk) 

 “If NCLB can be made to work, it will be because educators and schools 
change, not because they remain the same . . . more of the same won’t fix it.”  
(Doyle) 

 
Experts believe that failure to consider efficiencies in the use of existing funds limits the 

analysis:  Eight of the ten experts believe that the analysis was hampered by the 
assumption that current revenue (state and federal) will continue to be used as it has been 
used in the past (Doyle, Goertz, Guthrie, Monk, Odden, O’Marah/Rebarber, Stiefel, 
Wiener/Carey).  These experts believe that, in many cases, re-directing current revenue 
has the potential to result in greater efficiencies.  O’Marah and Rebarber make this case 
most emphatically: 

 
[The Driscoll and Fleeter] approach includes the astonishing, up-front 
assumption that no significant improvements are possible as a result of 
changes in how current educational expenditures are deployed, followed 
by a simple assertion that an attractive list of expensive additional 
programs are absolutely necessary. 

 
 Professional development and preschool education are two of the initiatives that expert 

reviewers offered as examples where redeployment of existing revenue or investment of 
new revenue has the potential to result in efficiency gains.  Four of the experts discussed 
the likelihood that greater investment in preschool education programs will result in less 
cost during primary and secondary school to bring all students to proficiency (Doyle, 
Goertz, Odden, Stiefel).  Three of the experts identified redeployment of existing 
professional development funds as a promising means of achieving the high quality 
professional development requirement of NCLB (Goertz, Monk, O’Marah/Rebarber). 

 
Individual student intervention is 93% of the total, and is also the most unpredictable cost:  

The estimated cost of providing individual student intervention represents 93 percent of 
the total identified by Driscoll and Fleeter.  Eight of the ten experts raised concerns about 
the appropriateness of this cost in light of the lack of research to support the efficacy of 
the identified intervention strategies and failure to consider other approaches to bringing 
all students to proficiency (Doyle, Goertz, Jennings, Monk, Odden, O’Marah/Rebarber, 
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Stiefel, Wiener/Carey).  Several experts were concerned about the lack of research-based 
evidence for the intervention proposals.  Odden, for example, states that: 

 
…there is not one citation or one reference to codified best practice or to 
any authority for any of the substantive proposals made in the document. 

 
Two experts, in fact, cited evidence that calls into question the efficiency and efficacy of 
investing in summer school, one of the interventions proposed by Driscoll and Fleeter 
(Goertz, Odden).  Doyle, Goertz, Odden, and O’Marah and Rebarber suggest alternative 
strategies that have the potential to improve student achievement, to reduce the need for 
individual student intervention, and to reduce the cost of bringing all students to 
proficiency. 

 
On the other hand, the approach taken by Driscoll and Fleeter was also seen as too 
limiting in terms of the potential need for continuing intervention.  Jennings notes that: 
 

[The authors’] approach of limiting analysis to only intervention services 
for students in grades K-3 and maintenance of these services in grades 4-
12 is too narrow and disregards the costs involved in bringing all other 
students up to the state’s prescribed levels of student achievement every 
year. 
 

 
State Superintendent’s Summary 
 
The spirit of the federal No Child Left Behind Act is consistent with the spirit of education 
reform in our state. Ohio strives for higher rates of student achievement, higher graduation rates, 
and larger percentages of students going to and succeeding in college. We all want to see all 
Ohio students entering the workforce well prepared for the demands of a competitive, global 21st 
century economy.  Together, we have created a robust accountability system that started with the 
Governor’s Commission on Student Success, was enacted in Senate Bill 1, and was refined by 
House Bill 3. NCLB asks that we get better and better each year at making sure that all of our 
students achieve the state standards. We have embraced that spirit through our state 
accountability system. 
 
Thanks to the continued hard work of teachers, school administrators, and education 
policymakers, including members of the Ohio General Assembly, I am confident that we are well 
on our way to being a state where schools are among the best in the nation and where citizens 
feel that they get an excellent return for their education tax dollars. For a long time, Ohio was 
“stuck in the middle” nationally. Today, Ohio students outperform the national average on the 
SATs, the ACTs, and the National Assessment of Education Progress.  In addition, Ohio is one 
of eight states that recently received an “A” grade for our system of standards and accountability 
by the national Education Week publication. 
 
We have become more efficient.  We have worked with the Ohio General Assembly and the 
State Board of Education to craft strategies for pursuing positive results.  We have created an 
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aligned system that promotes a focused use of fiscal resources in pursuit of high academic 
achievement by clarifying academic expectations through the content standards, promoting 
teacher development, measuring achievement through statewide assessments, and holding 
students, schools and districts accountable for results. As we continue to become more efficient 
in our work, we will see greater results and more cost savings—this is a common principle of 
economics. 
 
The bar we set is high. We know this because we have many schools and districts that are not yet 
meeting expectations. But, the bar is attainable. We have identified 31 Ohio Schools of Promise 
that demonstrate that high achievement is attainable for low-income, high-minority populations. 
We are targeting resources to provide technical assistance and support to schools that are not 
performing well. We not only want to provide opportunities for schools in need of help, but we 
want to learn from the successful schools.  
 
Let me be clear that we are not satisfied with the gains in achievement that we have 
accomplished so far.  Too many students are not reading and learning mathematics at levels that 
will prepare them for postsecondary education and the workforce.  And too often, those students 
are poor and minority. Based on the progress made to date, however, we believe that the goal of 
leaving no child behind is within our reach. 
 
I would like to thank William Driscoll and Howard Fleeter for their hard work on this complex 
project.  I would also like to thank each of the national experts who volunteered to review and 
critique the analysis.   
 
The Driscoll and Fleeter cost analysis and the ten expert reviews contain a common theme:  It is 
difficult to put a single dollar amount on such a large and complex initiative such as NCLB. 
Having reviewed the analysis, and the ten expert critiques, it is unclear how anyone can put a 
definitive price tag on No Child Left Behind without a crystal ball.  It is clear to me however, that 
with increased investment in our education system, and wise deployment of those taxpayer 
dollars, Ohio will realize improved academic achievement. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Projected Costs of Implementing the Federal 
“No Child Left Behind” Act In Ohio 

 
 
 

The Federal “No Child Left Behind” Act (NCLB) 
 
In January 2002, President George W. Bush signed into law the “No Child Left Behind 
Act,” the latest reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 
Commonly referred to as “NCLB,” the act represents a sweeping overhaul of federal 
education policy.  
 
Among its provisions, NCLB:  
 

• Requires states to implement achievement tests in reading, math, and science 
 

• Creates standards for defining “highly qualified” teachers and teacher’s aides and 
requirements to meet those standards 

 
• Requires measurement of progress toward achieving educational goals and a 

system of consequences for schools or districts showing insufficient progress 
 

• Provides federal funds to states for the purpose of paying costs required by NCLB 
 
 
Ohio’s House Bill 3 
 
Both before and since the federal government’s enactment of NCLB, the State of Ohio 
has been revising state law to improve teacher quality standards, strengthen 
accountability, close achievement gaps, and improve success rates for the 1.8 million 
students in Ohio’s primary and secondary schools.  
 
H. B. 3, enacted by the Ohio General Assembly in August 2003 to comply with the 
federal NCLB Act, represents part of that process. Among its many provisions, it revises 
the system of statewide achievement testing, requires an annual determination of each 
school district’s progress toward meeting a proficient level of achievement, and requires 
intervention services to students scoring below the proficient level on achievement tests.  
 
One specific portion of House Bill 3 (Section 10) directed the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction to submit to the General Assembly within ninety days of its enactment a 
detailed financial analysis of the projected costs of compliance with the No Child Left 
Behind Act. This report has been prepared for the Ohio Department of Education in 
accordance with that requirement.  
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The Challenge of Assigning Costs  
 
The task of assigning costs to the requirements of NCLB presents a formidable challenge. 
One major difficulty relates to the Act’s timing. Some provisions of the new federal law 
took immediate effect. Others were delayed until the 2005-2006 school year (math and 
reading tests) or 2007-2008 (science tests).  
 
A far more fundamental difficulty in assigning costs hinges on the whole concept of 
moving toward and achieving 100% proficiency in a state’s educational system. The 
method for measuring achievement under NCLB (and imposing consequences for failure) 
involves a complex system of annual benchmarks. Under this system, each state defines 
“adequate yearly progress” by which its schools and school districts move toward the 
NCLB standard of 100% proficiency by the 2013-2014 school year.  
 
The difficulty of achieving that 100% proficiency can hardly be overstated. NCLB 
requires all schools and all school districts to reach 100% success rates on annual tests in 
reading and math in grades 3 through 8 and annual tests in science in one elementary 
school grade, one middle school grade, and one high school grade.  
 
Two other measures of performance also apply. One measure, graduation rate, applies to 
high schools. This performance measure requires that high schools make annual 
improvements in graduation rates until all pupils who enter high school graduate. The 
other applies to attendance rate standards in elementary and middle schools.  
 
The 2013-2014 school year may seem like the far distant future. But the students of the 
senior class of 2014 are already working their way through Ohio’s educational system. 
They are currently in the second grade. By the time those students graduate from high 
school, Ohio must have achieved full 100% proficiency under NCLB.  
 
 
Report Estimates “Marginal” Costs 
 
This study adopts the standard economic concept of “marginal” cost to measure the 
additional costs imposed upon Ohio that are “on top of” or “in addition to” the costs of 
the pre-existing system. These additional costs result from the additional requirements 
imposed by NCLB. Before NCLB, federal law did not impose a complex set of 
comprehensive academic achievement requirements in connection with federal aid to 
schools. Now it does.  
 
In addition, the federal requirements increase by a substantial degree the pre-existing 
State achievement requirements. State requirements imposed a standard of achievement, 
defined by successful performance on various measures, of 75% of all pupils. The new 
federal requirement imposes a performance standard equal to 100% success in meeting 
performance standards. This 100% requirement dovetails with the federal act’s explicit 
recognition of the moral imperative to “leave no child behind.” 
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“Marginal” Costs (cont.) 
 
The marginal cost of NCLB thus equals the sum of the additional costs for compliance 
with standards or activities that did not pre-exist at the State level plus the additional cost 
for compliance where NCLB standards impose a higher target than former state 
standards.  
 
 
Overview of Cost Measurement 
 
Overall, the process of estimating NCLB costs involves three steps. In the first step, this 
report identifies the costs associated with an NCLB requirement. The next step includes a 
deduction, offset, or other adjustment to separate total NCLB costs associated with a 
requirement from existing expenditures for the same purpose. For example, NCLB costs 
include the need to fund six grades worth of achievement tests. The prior existence of 
proficiency tests in two grades cancels out about one-third of the additional cost related to 
such activities as actually administering the tests.  
 
Finally, NCLB federal aid is applied to remaining costs. Any amount by which costs 
exceed available federal dollars would suggest a net NCLB cost to the State of Ohio. 
 
 
Two Different Types of Costs 
 
The costs of implementing NCLB may be considered to fall into two distinct categories. 
The first includes a series of direct costs capable of reasonably straightforward 
measurement. In this report, such costs are generally described as administrative, teacher, 
and paraprofessional costs. These costs represent clear and discrete items such as the 
costs of administering a battery of subject tests to a given number of pupils in a particular 
grade.  
 
The second type of costs, referred to in this report as “intervention” costs, pertain to 
resources directed at helping those pupils who are often failing to succeed in the current 
education system. Because it is not certain which or how many pupils require 
intervention and also because many alternative methods may exist to improve pupil 
performance, preparing cost estimates for intervention requires making a whole series of 
assumptions with which reasonable persons might reasonably disagree.  
 
Rather than being deterred from presenting estimates for intervention, the authors of this 
report chose to tackle the assignment directly and have provided all of the 
methodological details for others to dissect and critique. Although the costs of 
intervention are more difficult to measure, they are no less real than other NCLB costs.   
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Administrative, Teacher, and Paraprofessional Costs  
 
Chapter 1 of this report summarizes the administrative cost imposed on the State or 
school districts as a result of NCLB. In general, this includes the cost of developing new 
achievement tests and administering those tests. Chapter 2 addresses costs associated 
with ensuring highly qualified teachers and paraprofessionals to meet NCLB 
requirements.  
 
One difficulty in estimating these costs is the fact that some are one-time costs and some 
are on-going expenditures. In Chapter 5, where all NCLB costs are brought together, this 
issue is addressed by pro-rating one-time costs over the 2004 to 2013 time period. This 
allows all costs to be shown on an annual basis in current 2004 dollars. The annual total 
for the combined categories of administrative, teacher, and paraprofessional costs is $105 
million.  
 
 
Intervention Costs 
 
By far, the most significant impact of NCLB on education costs occurs in the need for 
extensive additional intervention to enable all children to meet the 100% success rate. 
Estimates of these costs appear in Chapter 3.  
 
Additional intervention costs come from two major features of the new law: 
 

1. All Ohio pupils, as they progress through their education, must take and pass a 
total of six math and six reading achievement tests in grades 3 through 8, whereas 
in the past they needed to pass only two of each.  

 
2. The passage rate mandated for the six years of tests has increased from 75% to 

100%. This essentially means that every student must pass.  
 
Placing a dollar figure on intervention costs requires a selection of intervention activities 
or programs. This report makes no assertion that the specific combination of programs 
whose costs it estimates provide the only way to achieve successful performance for all 
pupils. Rather, to the limited extent that anyone knows what methods work, the report 
estimates a reasonable combination of interventions focused with increasing intensity in 
pupils with greater margins of failure based on current testing experience in Ohio.  
 
Data show that, as the margin between a pupil’s score and the minimum passing score 
increases, the likelihood also increases that the pupil suffers from a disability and/or 
economic disadvantage. The estimated cost of intervention programs assumes that only 
through the delivery of additional intensive and continuous services to these pupils can 
they raise their achievement to the performance levels required.  
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Intervention Cost Methodology  
 
The concept utilized in this report to estimate intervention costs is based on the premise 
that academic intervention in the first four grades of school provides the most efficient 
method to raise the performance of each pupil over that pupil’s entire 13-year span of 
education.  
 
If the NCLB goals of bringing each and every student up to proficiency in reading, math, 
and science by the year 2014 are to be met, the most cost-effective way to do so is with 
heavy intervention at the very earliest stages of a student’s educational career. In this 
manner, an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure.  
 
The method applied here has a series of steps. First, current data on student performance 
in Ohio is analyzed to determine how many students are currently below proficiency, 
how far away from attaining proficiency these students are, and what the characteristics 
of these students are.  
 
Next, this data analysis can be applied to the current K-3 population of students in Ohio 
and used to break these students into different groups requiring different levels of 
intervention in order to achieve proficiency. Finally, an array of intervention strategies 
can be mapped out for each group that can reasonably be expected to lead to academic 
success, and these strategies can be costed out.  
 
 
Costing Out Intervention 
 
The estimation process begins by analyzing the most recent available performance data of 
Ohio students. Information on the number of pupils who failed to achieve proficiency on 
the reading and math portions of the 4th and 6th grade proficiency tests in FY03 was the 
starting point. These students are divided among quartiles according to how close their 
scores were to passing.  
 
For example, a total of 136,171 pupils took the 4th grade reading test. Of those, 45,627 
students (33.5% of the total) failed. The 45,627 students are then divided into quartiles, 
based on how close their scores were to passing.  
 
The method basically uses data such as this from actual results from the 4th and 6th grade 
tests to estimate how many pupils currently in kindergarten through the 3rd grade would 
likely require additional intervention services beyond what is currently provided in order 
to achieve proficiency in the new testing program required by NCLB.  Consistent with 
the marginal cost basis of the analysis, the cost of raising the performance of the lowest 
scoring 25% of the students in both and math and reading was then estimated.   
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To estimate those performance costs, programs must be assumed and costed out. For the 
purposes of this study, those programs include the following:  
 

• Summer School 
• Extended School Day  
• Intensive In-school Intervention 
• Academic Coordination Services 
• Early and On-going Student Assessment 

 
The study makes clear that the selection of specific intervention programs offers a model 
for estimating costs. It is not intended to present a detailed, ready-to-implement program.  
 
 
Projected Costs of Implementing NCLB in Ohio 
 
The final chapter of the report combines all of the figures to estimate the on-going costs 
of fully implementing the provisions of NCLB with 100% proficiency. The figures are 
presented in current 2004 dollars. The table below, based on Table 30 of the report, 
contains those estimates.  
 
 

Annualized Costs of NCLB in Millions of Current 2004 Dollars 
 
 
 

Cost 

Annualized One-Time Costs $ 3.3 
Test Administration -State $20.3 
Test Administration –Special Education $  1.8 
Test Administration – Local $  3.5 
Annual Test Development-State ? 
High Quality Teacher – New MA $  2.0 
Retooling Teachers $  2.0 
Highly Effective Pro Dev $65.0 
Administrative Costs for Title II (State & Local)  $  5.0 
Consequences – Transportation $  2.5 
        Subtotal: Admin, Teacher, Paraprofessional Costs $105.4 
  
Intervention K-3 $923.7 
Intervention Maintenance Grades 4-12 $462.0 
        Subtotal: Intervention Costs $1385.7 
  
Total Annualized Costs of Full NCLB Implementation $1491.1  
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Projected Costs (cont.) 
 
The federal No Child Left Behind Act provides a significant increase in federal dollars 
for primary and secondary education to the State of Ohio. As shown in Table 4 of the 
report, an additional $44 million is being provided beyond the increase that might have 
been expected based on recent historical experience.  
 
Comparing that amount with the full cost of compliance with NCLB under 100% 
implementation, however, is somewhat like comparing apples and oranges. The federal 
dollars provided are real amounts, provided by existing law. The costs of 100% 
compliance with NCLB are estimated, projected amounts assuming full implementation, 
which is not required until the 2013-2014 school year.  
 
Nevertheless, the comparison of $1.5 billion in additional annual costs for NCLB with 
the additional $44 million provided should give some sense of relative magnitudes. The 
projected additional costs of full implementation of NCLB in Ohio will require 
expenditures far beyond the additional federal dollars committed thus far.   
 
One final table may provide useful perspective. It illustrates two points: (1) most funds to 
pay for education are derived from state and local (not federal) sources, and (2) the costs 
to implement NCLB, while appearing massive in the context of current federal education 
aid, do not appear nearly so large in the context of total education expenditures.  
 
Comparison of Current Operating Revenue for FY04 and Operating Revenue for 
FY04 with Full Funding For NCLB 

Revenue 
Source 

Current Revenue– 
FY04 

NCLB Fully Funded – 
FY04 

Local Operating Revenue $7,200 Million $7,200 Million 
State Aid for Operations $5,460 Million $5,460 Million 
Federal Aid - NCLB $   662 Million $   662 Million 
Unfunded NCLB Cost  $1,447 Million 
Total $13,322 Million $14,769 Million 
 
Another perspective can be gleaned from the table above. If the amounts estimated in this 
report achieved their purpose of “leaving no child behind,” it would represent an 11% 
increase in educational expenditures in this state ($1,447 million increase on a $13,322 
million base) to achieve a 33% increase in results, i.e., moving from a 75% success rate 
to a 100% success rate.  
 
One final comment is in order. The intervention cost estimates in this report are 
predicated on the assumption that children will begin kindergarten in the future at 
roughly the same state of academic readiness as is the case currently.  Significant 
investment in early childhood education that results in better preparation of students 
entering kindergarten can be expected to reduce the intervention cost estimates calculated 
in this study.  As the report tries to make clear throughout, an ounce of prevention is 
worth a pound of cure.  
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Introduction 
 
 This report presents an estimate of the costs associated with the implementation of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 2001.  This federal legislation is 
popularly known as the “No Child Left Behind Act.”  For the sake of brevity, the report 
abbreviates the act’s popular title to “NCLB.”  The report has been prepared pursuant to 
Section 10 of Am. Sub. H.B. 3, enacted in 2003.  
 
 NCLB is a large and complicated piece of legislation.  In printed form, it includes 
670 pages.  Federal regulations eventually may add many hundreds more pages to the 
information needed to implement the act.  
 
 This report does not claim to offer an in-depth summary of all of the requirements 
of NCLB.  Other organizations have provided such summaries.  The amount of 
information about NCLB available from various official and unofficial websites on the 
Internet is overwhelming.  Fortunately, little disagreement appears to exist about the 
major features of NCLB.  These features include: 
 
 1) A requirement that states implement achievement tests in math and reading for 
grades 3 through 8 and achievement tests in science in one elementary, one middle 
school, and one high school year.   
 
 2) Standards for defining “highly qualified” teachers and teacher’s aides and 
requirements that all teachers and aides meet these standards and that states provide 
effective professional development and training for teachers and aides. 
 
 3) A system for measuring progress toward the achievement of educational goals 
and a system of consequences for schools or school districts where a failure to meet 
standards of progress occurs. 
 
 4) Allocation of funds to the states for the purpose of paying for costs required by 
NCLB. 
 
 While it is possible to identify the main features of NCLB, the task of assigning 
costs to the act’s major requirements presents a greater challenge.  Not the least of the 
difficulties involved in understanding the costs of NCLB relates to the timing of the 
changes in the NCLB act.  Some provisions of the act took immediate effect.  Other 
provisions were delayed until the 2005-2006 school year (math and reading achievement 
tests) or the 2007-2008 school year (science tests).   In addition, the system for measuring 
achievement and for imposing consequences for failure adequately to achieve the goals 
established by NCLB involves a complicated system of annual benchmarks.  Under this 
system, each state must define the “adequate yearly progress” or “AYP” achievement 
goals by which its schools and school districts will move toward the ultimate NCLB 
standard of 100% proficiency by the 2013-2014 school year.   Ohio already has begun to 
measure schools against those performance standards of NCLB currently in effect.  As a 
result, the State has begun to determine whether school districts in fiscal year 2002 
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(FY02) and FY03 have met or not met AYP.   (References to fiscal years or “FY” in this 
report refer to State of Ohio fiscal years.) 
 
 Although each state defines AYP standards for the intermediate years between the 
NCLB enactment and the target year of 2013-2014, the federal law establishes 
consequences for failure to meet each year’s AYP goal, as defined by the state.  These 
consequences will impose additional costs on school districts and the State.   However, 
since the consequences and their costs depend on whether or not schools or school 
districts meet complicated AYP goals, the forecast of the costs associated with these 
consequences requires a projection of the number districts where a failure to make AYP 
will occur.  While it seems certain that some districts will not meet the annual goals 
established by the Ohio definition of AYP, too little data exists to enable this report to 
project the specific districts or the number of pupils for whom the consequences of  
NCLB will apply in any given year and at any given level of consequences between now 
and 2014. 
 

A. Marginal Cost Study 
 
 This report presents a marginal cost study of the impact of NCLB.  By “marginal 
cost” the analysis means that NCLB imposed additional costs above or on top of the 
costs of a pre-existing system.  These additional costs result from the additional 
requirements imposed by NCLB.  Before NCLB, federal law did not impose a complex 
set of comprehensive academic achievement requirements in connection with federal aid 
to schools.   Now it does.   
 
 In addition, the federal requirements increase by a substantial degree the pre-
existing State achievement requirements.   State requirements imposed a standard of 
achievement, defined by successful performance on various measures, of 75% of all 
pupils.  The new federal requirement imposes a performance standard equal to 100% 
success in meeting performance standards.  This 100% requirement dovetails with the 
federal act’s explicit recognition of the moral imperative to “leave no child behind.” 
 
 The marginal cost of NCLB thus equals the sum of the additional costs for 
compliance with standards or activities that did not pre-exist at the State level plus the 
additional cost for compliance where NCLB standards impose a higher target than former 
State standards. 
 
 This study assumes that the level of federal funding provided to Ohio in FY02 
(the last year before the enactment of NCLB) forms the foundation upon which additional 
costs must rest.  In other words, if the State received one dollar from the federal 
government for education in FY02, and the State receives $1.25 in FY04, the State has 
twenty-five cents in additional federal money to apply to the NCLB marginal costs.  The 
original dollar continues to provide funding related to the costs associated with the pre-
existing requirements defined at the State level.   
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 Some have argued that the pre-NCLB level of federal funds for education was not 
efficiently employed and that the redirection of those dollars in a more efficient manner 
will pay for some of the marginal cost of NCLB requirements.   Such arguments are 
entirely speculative.   No reason exists to assume that the NCLB configuration of funding 
priorities will eliminate pre-existing costs. 
 
 Readers who believe that the NCLB priorities will achieve some reduction in 
overall education costs through an increase in efficiency can discount the net marginal 
impact of NCLB if they wish.   This report found no basis for doing so. 
 

B. Overview of Cost Measurement 
 
 Overall, the process of estimating NCLB costs involves three steps.  In the first 
step, this report identifies the costs associated with an NCLB requirement.  The next step 
includes a deduction, offset, or other adjustment to separate total NCLB costs associated 
with a requirement from existing expenditures for the same purpose.  For example, 
NCLB costs include the need to fund six grades worth of achievement tests.  The prior 
existence of proficiency tests in two grades cancels out about one-third of the additional 
cost related to such activities as actually administering the tests.  Finally, NCLB federal 
aid is applied to remaining costs.  Any amount by which costs exceed available federal 
dollars would suggest a net NCLB cost. 
 

C. Definition and Measurement of Costs 
 
 This report identifies and measures the cost imposed by NCLB on the State and 
school districts.  Both the definition of “costs” and their measurement present many 
difficult problems.  Many kinds of costs will result from the implementation of the 
NCLB-required changes in Ohio schools.  It is possible to discern several different 
general types of costs that result from the federal requirements.  For example, one change 
required by NCLB will involve the administration of achievement tests in math and 
reading to grades where the State does not require a proficiency or achievement test.  
Costs associated with the new test requirement might fall into three different categories: 
 
 1) Direct costs – the reproduction and scoring of thousands of test instruments has 
a direct cost.   
 
 2) Implied costs – before a test can be administered, someone must design it.  
Someone else must make sure that the test relates to the third grade curriculum.  The 
training and assignment of test proctors is also implied by the requirement to administer 
the test.  Test instruments must be secured between the time that the State prints them and 
the district administers them.   Scores must be collected and reported, and so on. 
 
 3) Opportunity costs – if pupils spend one day preparing for the test and another 
day taking the test, those days are not spent on some other learning activity.  If additional 
days are spent on test preparation, this time also carries the cost of other foregone 
activities.   
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 The identification of costs only accounts for part of the task.  The quantification 
of those costs is the second and more difficult step.  In some cases, prior experience may 
provide a useful guide for estimating NCLB costs.  For example, the State’s 
administration of a 4th grade proficiency test should provide some indicator of the 
additional cost associated with a 3rd grade achievement test.  However, in other instances, 
estimates cannot depend on prior experience.  For example, NCLB requirements imply 
the rejection of professional development programs as implemented in the past.  The cost 
of more effective, scientifically grounded, professional training must look elsewhere than 
prior experience in the State’s education system for an indicator of costs.   
 
 As part of the process of estimating costs, this report attempts to separate new 
costs imposed by NCLB from costs already imposed by policy decisions adopted by the 
General Assembly or the State Board of Education.  In other words, the report tries to 
distinguish between total costs and the marginal costs associated with NCLB.  
Proficiency tests provide a simple and obvious example.  At the time of the NCLB 
enactment, Ohio already required proficiency tests in 4th and 6th grade.  NCLB requires 
proficiency testing in all grades between 3rd and 8th grade.  Only an estimate of the 
proficiency test costs for 3rd, 5th, 7th, and 8th grade are attributed to NCLB since those 
tests represent the source of an increase in Ohio costs.  
 

D. Special Considerations about Intervention Costs 
 
 By far, the most significant impact of NCLB on education costs occurs in the 
need for extensive additional intervention to enable all children to meet the 100% success 
rate required for the achievement standards applied in each state for the federally 
mandated achievement measures.  Additional intervention costs come from two major 
features of the new law.  First, Ohio pupils must take and pass six math and six reading 
achievement tests, but in the past they needed to take and pass only two math and two 
reading proficiency tests.  Second, the passage rate mandated for the six years of tests has 
increased from 75% to 100%.   
 
 The identification of intervention costs requires a selection of intervention 
activities or programs.  This report makes no assertion that the specific combination of 
programs whose costs it estimates provide the only way to achieve successful 
performance for all pupils.  Rather, to the limited extent that anyone knows what methods 
work, the report estimates a reasonable combination of interventions focused with 
increasing intensity on pupils with greater margins of failure based on current testing 
experience in Ohio.  Data show that, as the margin between a pupil’s score and the 
minimum passing score increases, the likelihood also increases that the pupil suffers from 
a disability and/or suffers from economic disadvantage.  The estimated cost of 
intervention programs assumes that only through the delivery of additional intensive and 
continuous services to these pupils can they raise their achievement to the performance 
levels required. 
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 Marginal intervention costs represent the additional effort needed to increase the 
level of performance from 75% to 100% plus the cost needed to address testing activities 
in six grades rather than two. 
 

E. Overview of Funds for School Operations in Ohio 
 
 NCLB did not only require states to implement certain changes in their education 
systems.  It also provided additional revenue to pay for those changes.  An important part 
of the process of estimating the cost of NCLB also involves a comparison of the new 
federal revenues available to pay for NCLB with the new costs required by NCLB. 
 
Table 1: Federal Funds by Program Received for Ohio FY02 and Prior to NCLB 
 
Program State FY02
Technology Literacy Challenge Fund 15,183,430 
  
ESEA Title I--Grants to Local Educational Agencies 312,082,800 
ESEA Title I--Capital Expenses for Private School Children 250,061 
ESEA Title I--Even Start  7,262,911 
ESEA Title I--Migrant 2,394,354 
ESEA Title I--Neglected and Delinquent 1,933,737 
ESEA Title I--Demonstrations of Comprehensive School Reform  7,493,686 
  
  Subtotal, Education for the Disadvantaged 331,417,549 
  
Impact Aid--Basic Support Payments 2,848,893 
Impact Aid--Payments for Children with Disabilities 236,796 
Impact Aid--Construction 0 
Impact Aid--Payments for Federal Property 250,331 
  
  Subtotal, Impact Aid 3,336,020 
  
Eisenhower Professional Development State Grants 16,040,882 
School Renovation Grants 37,618,743 
Innovative Education Program Strategies State Grants 15,041,997 
Class Size Reduction 62,485,399 
Safe and Drug-Free Schools--State Grants 15,812,603 
Indian Education--Grants to Local Educational Agencies 0 
Immigrant Education 539,645 
Subtotal  150,875,289
  
Total 497,476,268
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 This section of the report summarizes the sources and amounts of funds used for 
school operations in Ohio.  The information presented here provides a context for 
understanding the amounts of federal aid available under NCLB and other federal 
programs. 
 
 Table 1 summarizes the funds available to the “regular” school districts in Ohio in 
the last year prior to the enactment of NCLB.  The table reflects federal FY01 and State 
FY02 data. (“Regular” school districts are the 612 public school districts created by law 
for the delivery of education services to 1.8 million pupils in grade K-12.  Charter 
schools, which are called “community schools in Ohio, and joint vocational school 
districts generally are not included in this report.  The addition of community schools to 
the analysis would have increased the time required to do the report without providing 
much additional information.  Community schools account for about 1% of the pupils in 
publicly funded schools in Ohio.  Vocational school districts generally do not serve 
pupils in grades where the intensive testing and intervention occurs in NCLB.  They have 
additional administrative and staff costs associated with NCLB, but the addition of these 
costs would not change the magnitude of the estimates contained in this report.)   
  
 The table groups three types of federal aid into programs.  While NCLB 
eliminated some programs and created others, the groups of programs shown above are 
comparable to the groups of programs included in NCLB.  Table 2 shows the NCLB 
allocations by program for Ohio FY04 (federal FY03). 
 
 Table 2 shows the allocations under NCLB for Ohio in State FY04 (federal 
FY03).   The allocations are characterized as “Estimated.”  These estimates were 
prepared by the U.S. Department of Education and not by the authors of this report.  The 
data on Tables 1 and 2 were obtained from the U.S. Department of Education website. 
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Table 2: Federal Funds by Program Received for Ohio FY04 Pursuant to NCLB 
 
Program Estimated FY04 
ESEA Title I Grants to Local Educational Agencies 399,821,239
Reading First State Grants 31,842,693
Even Start 7,618,205
State Agency Program--Migrant 2,485,708
State Agency Program--Neglected and Delinquent 2,425,658
Comprehensive School Reform (Title I) 7,426,191
        Subtotal, Education for the Disadvantaged 451,619,694
  
Impact Aid Basic Support Payments 4,219,251
Impact Aid Payments for Children with Disabilities 220,032
Impact Aid Construction 0
Impact Aid Payments for Federal Property 725,535
        Subtotal, Impact Aid 5,164,818
  
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants 107,150,776
Mathematics and Science Partnerships 3,099,930
21st Century Community Learning Centers 17,233,223
Educational Technology State Grants 21,866,049
State Grants for Innovative Programs 14,640,671
State Assessments 11,713,330
Rural and Low-Income Schools Program 1,632,051
Small, Rural School Achievement Program 1,469,580
Indian Education--Grants to Local Educational Agencies 0
Fund for the Improvement of Education--Comprehensive 
  School Reform 2,889,496
Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities State Grants 15,812,603
State Grants for Community Service for Expelled or  
  Suspended Students 1,637,148
Language Acquisition State Grants 5,643,930
Subtotal 204,788,787
 
      Total 661,573,299
 
 
 Data on Table 2 show the NCLB allocations for the second year of the program.   
The total NCLB amount allocated in federal FY02 (State FY03) equaled $578.5 million.   
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 In order to compute the additional revenue available under NCLB compared to 
the former allocations under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), it is 
necessary to project how much those programs would have grown under the former law 
assuming historically-based growth rates.   

 
Table 3: Total Allocation of Federal Education Funds in Programs 
Comparable to NCLB for State Fiscal Years 1992 – 2002 and Year-to-Year 
Percentage Changes  

State 
FY 

Fed 
FY 

Total 
Allocation 

Percentage 
Change 

1992 1991 259,390,401  
1993 1992 289,506,411 11.61% 
1994 1993 308,930,909 6.71% 
1995 1994 340,791,859 10.31% 
1996 1995 354,757,830 4.10% 
1997 1996 351,849,201 -0.82% 
1998 1997 357,683,861 1.66% 
1999 1998 365,602,906 2.21% 
2000 1999 411,594,407 12.58% 
2001 2000 453,113,090 10.09% 
2002 2001 496,320,291 9.54% 

 
 
 Table 3 shows Ohio’s federal education aid experience over the period from State 
FY92 through FY02.  The associated federal fiscal year appears in the second column.  
The total allocation in the third column is the sum of the programs shown in Table 1 for 
each year or the comparable programs in existence in some of those years.  Since funds 
for the education of homeless children are not included in NCLB, they have been 
deducted from earlier years as well.   
 
 The average annual change in funds over the period shown on Table 3 equaled 
6.8% and over the most recent five years the percentage change equaled 7.2%.  To 
project federal funding in the absence of NCLB, this report used the more conservative of 
those two averages.  In other words, if federal aid for Ohio schools had grown at 
historical average rates for Ohio FY03 and Ohio FY04, the Ohio FY02 amount shown on 
Table 3 would have increased by 6.8% from FY02 to FY03 and by another 6.8% from 
FY03 to FY04.   
 
 Table 4 summarizes this projection of federal revenues in the absence of NCLB. 
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Table 4: Comparison of Projected Federal Revenue Based on Historical Experience 
and NCLB Revenue for Ohio FY02 through Ohio FY04 
 

State 
FY 

Fed 
FY 

Estimated Total 
Allocation 

Percentage 
 Change 

NCLB 
Allocation 

NCLB 
Increase 

2002 2001 496,320,291 6.80% 496,320,291   
2003 2002       530,063,187 6.80% 578,517,334  48,454,147 
2004 2003       617,848,488  661,573,299  43,724,811 

  
 The first two columns on the table again align the data with the proper fiscal year.  
The “Estimate Total Allocation” column shows the actual revenue for Ohio FY02 and the 
projected revenue for FY03 and FY04 assuming the historical 6.8% average rate of 
increase over the preceding 10 years.  The next column shows the percentage used.  The 
“NCLB Allocation” column again shows the actual revenue for Ohio FY02 under the 
former federal programs, the actual NCLB allocation for Ohio FY03, and the officially 
estimated NCLB allocation for Ohio FY04.   The final column shows the net increase 
provided by NCLB relative to the projected allocations shown in the third column.   
Therefore, the net increase in revenue for Ohio equaled $48.5 million in FY03 and $43.7 
million in FY04 over the amount Ohio could reasonably have expected based on 
historical experience.  
 
 The amounts shown for each program in Tables 2 and 3 include both formula 
driven allocations and grants awarded on a competitive basis.  While all federal program 
dollars are not fungible, NCLB materials are replete with references to the greater 
flexibility in the use of federal funds permitted under the new law.  Also, in those cases 
where a redirection of federal dollars has occurred from one year to the next either under 
NCLB or under earlier funding combinations, the removal of funds creates an 
opportunity cost for the school or district in which the removal of funds from an ongoing 
program occurs.   
 
 For these reasons, this report will not attempt to trace specific program dollars to 
specific program costs.  In some instances, it may be appropriate to mention that specific 
federal program dollars have been earmarked to address specific costs.  However, the 
summary analysis of the report focuses on matching total costs to total resources. 
 
 For comparison purposes, total local revenue for school operations increased from 
about $7 billion in FY02 to $7.2 billion in FY04, a $200 million increase.  Total State aid 
for school operations increased from $5.2 billion in FY02 to $5.5 billion in FY04, a $300 
million increase.  The total revenue provided under NCLB equals about 5% of the total of 
NCLB, local taxes for school operations, and State aid for school operations.  (This 
percentage does not include federal funds provided under the IDEA and ECSE programs 
or federal aid provided under school nutrition programs.) 
 
 Finally, while total federal aid increased from Ohio FY02 to Ohio FY04 as a 
result of NCLB allocations, the increases did not benefit all school districts.  For reasons 
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associated with school enrollment as well as changes in federal census data, changes in 
federal funding occurred for reasons other than policy decisions at the federal level.   
 
Table 5 Summarizes Changes in School District’s Title I Allocations from Ohio 
FY03 to Ohio FY04 

 
Change 

Number of 
Districts 

Average 
 Change Amount 

Zero to Some Title I Dollars 11 $158,000
More Title I Dollars 348 $158,000
Less Title I Dollars 231 $30,000
Remained at Zero 8 0
Some Title I Dollars to Zero 15 $75,000
 
Total increases equaled about $57 million compared to losses of about $8 million.    
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Chapter 1: Administrative Costs of NCLB 
 
 This chapter summarizes the administrative cost imposed on the State or school 
districts as a result of NCLB.  Generally, no attempt is made to distinguish between State 
and local costs.  The analysis assumes that the process of sorting out who will pay for the 
cost of NCLB presents a different issue from the estimation of those costs.  Therefore, the 
analysis attempts to find the costs without addressing the proper level at which payment 
should occur. 
 
 As the introductory material in this report stated, the process of estimating NCLB 
costs involves both the identification of cost requirements and the application of some 
methodology to quantify the costs identified.  The first part of the process is relatively 
easy, and the second part is quite difficult in many instances.  It is possible to perceive 
many new duties for schools in the NCLB laws.  It is less obvious how those new duties 
interrelate with existing duties to create additional financial burdens.   
 
 For example, the federal law imposes new recordkeeping, reporting, and parental 
notification duties on school districts.  However, rather than adding new personnel to 
fulfill these duties, some school districts may accomplish them by requiring employees to 
work longer hours, by delaying the accomplishment of other tasks, or by replacing 
federal compliance duties for other activities.  The quantification of such costs is 
especially difficult. 
 

A. New Achievement Tests 
 
 NCLB requires the State to test for math and reading achievement in all grades 
between 3rd grade and 8th grade.  These tests must begin by the 2005-06 school year.  In 
addition, by the 2007-08 school year, the State must test for science achievement in at 
least one elementary school grade, one middle school grade, and one high school grade.  
Ohio already meets the second requirement for science tests with its system of testing in 
4th  and 6th  grades and with its plan to move the 9th grade science proficiency test to 
become part of the 10th grade Ohio graduation test.   Ohio does not meet the math and 
reading test requirement because it offers proficiency tests in those subjects in only two 
of the six required grades.  The State will phase-in the implementation of the new test 
requirements so that some tests are added each year between 2003-04 and 2005-06.  The 
estimates provided in this section do not attempt to project the costs of these tests for the 
different stages of implementation.  Instead, the estimates provided here show one-time 
development costs and annualized administration costs based on the requirements of full 
implementation.    
 
 1) Test Development Costs   
 
 The State must develop new tests in math for 3rd, 5th, 6th, and 8th grade.  It must 
develop new tests in reading for 4th, 5th, 6th, and 8th grade.   Part of the development 
process will include the alignment of the new tests with the curriculum for the year 
tested.   
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 Table 6 estimates the cost of test development for the four grades listed in the 
preceding paragraph. 
 
Table 6: Estimated Proficiency Test Development Cost 

Number of Pupils Per Pupil Cost Total Cost 
700,000 $13.00 $9.1 million 

 
 The table lists an approximate number of pupils enrolled in grades 3, 5, 7, & 8.   
Based on data contained in contracts between the Ohio Department of Education and test 
development experts, the Department can estimate the per pupil development costs 
associated with the new testing activity required by NCLB.  The cost shown on Table 6 
amounts to a one-time cost for the initial development of the new tests.  Ongoing 
adjustments to such tests also will occur.  The costs associated with such test 
maintenance have not yet been estimated.  
 
 For comparison purposes, it is useful to note that the National Association of State 
Boards of Education estimated that test development costs can range from $25 to $125 
per pupil for statewide tests aligned to the curriculum. 
 
   This estimate does not include any cost associated with the development of 
science achievement tests since the State already complies with the new federal 
requirements in that area.  Also, no test development costs are included with respect to 
the 3rd grade reading, 4th  grade math and 7th grade reading and math tests since the State 
already required those tests.   
 
 2) Test Administration Costs 
 
 NCLB will require schools to administer achievement tests in math and reading 
for four grades in which the State did not require a proficiency test before the enactment 
of the new federal law.  Some school districts may have offered various kinds of 
assessments or other performance measures in these grades under the prior system.  
However, it is important to note that the administration of the “official” State test for 
NCLB purposes differs from the use of former test activity.  The nature of the change 
involves an increase in formality.  Because performance on the official State achievement 
test has consequences under the federal law, the administration of the test must follow 
procedures for securing the test instruments before, during, and after students take the 
exam.   
 
 The administration of each test will involve the distribution of the test instruments 
from the State to each school district.  At the school district level, personnel must have 
appropriate training to present the test to students in a standardized manner.   The districts 
also must collect and return the tests within certain constraints designed to guarantee the 
integrity of the test and the test results.  Each of these steps imposes costs. 
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To further illustrate aspects of the administrative burden imposed on school districts, the 
following list of duties was extracted from the Ohio Department of Education’s Rulebook 
on Achievement Tests: 
 
To protect the security of the tests, each district must establish written procedures that 
address the following components specified by the rules adopted by the State Board of 
Education: 
 -identification of personnel authorized to have access to the test; procedures for 
handling and tracking test materials before, during and after testing; 
 - procedures for investigating any alleged violation of test security provisions; 
and 
 - procedures for communicating annually test security provisions to all district 
employees and students. 
 
Each school district and chartered nonpublic school must adopt policies and procedures 
that deal with 
 - participation of students with disabilities, 
 - test security, 
 - access to individual students’ statewide test results, 
 - grade promotion and retention issues, and 
 - intervention services. 
 
 Each district may elect to assess IDEA pupils with an alternative assessment.  The 
number of such assessments cannot exceed 1% of the district’s enrollment.  Also, for 
other pupils with special needs, the district may make arrangements for special 
modifications to the regular test procedures.  For example, a special needs pupil may take 
the regular test, but the pupil’s special situation may justify a longer period of time to 
complete the test, the administration of the test in oral form, or some other more labor 
intensive method for presenting the test.   
 
 At both the district and the State level, the formality of these NCLB-required 
proficiency tests necessitates strict recordkeeping, data input, and storage.  Results must 
be transmitted from the State to school districts and from the schools to the parents.   
NCLB includes requirements for maintaining separate performance records for specified 
sub-groups of pupils who take each test.  These sub-groups include gender, race, 
economic disadvantage, special education status, and English language learners.  
Adequate progress for a school district involves a measurement of general performance 
as well as the performance of each sub-group.  As a result, the process of determining 
whether a district or a school building achieved adequate progress is complicated, and the 
complication makes the communication of results to parents and the public more 
difficult. 
 
 The Ohio Department of Education has entered into contracts related to the 
administration of the newly required achievement tests mandated by NCLB.  The 
contractor responsible for test administration will distribute test documents to the 
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districts.  It will provide training materials such as test administration manuals.  It will 
score the tests and report the results back to each school district.   
 
 The costs based on the contracted duties described above appear in Table 7.   
 
Table 7: Estimated Annual State Administrative Costs for New Achievement Tests  
 

Grade Enrollment Per Pupil Cost Total Annual Cost 
3rd 145,000 $20 $2.90 million 
4th 145,000 $20 $2.90 million 
5th 145,000 $30 $4.35 million 
6th 145,000 $30 $4.35 million 
8th 145,000 $30 $4.35 million 
Special Education 7,000 $192 $1.44 million 
Total   $20.29 million 
 
 
 NCLB provides about $11.7 million in Ohio FY04 to pay these State costs along 
with the costs described in Table 5 for test development.  These funds are not available to 
pay for local costs of test administration 
 
 The cost estimates in Table 7 do not include additional costs incurred by school 
districts in connection with the NCLB required tests.  School districts will need 
procedures to distribute the tests to appropriate school buildings while maintaining 
adequate security.  The districts will provide training for teachers or test proctors.  State 
contracts cover the costs of generic training for the test administration, but each district 
will have specific instructions related to the handling of the tests in each school building.  
This specific training will occur at district expense.   
 
 Since the NCLB required tests must align with curriculum, teachers and 
administrators in each school district will spend some time adjusting curriculum to bring 
it in line with the new tests.  School district teachers will provide the personnel required 
to administer the test.  The opportunity cost of using teachers for this purpose rather than 
for instruction will appear later in this chapter.  Other district costs will include the 
necessity to determine which pupils qualify for special arrangements because they have 
special needs.   In other words, in addition to developing procedures for administering 
tests to pupils with disabilities, schools districts actually will apply those policies. 
 
 Similarly, the school districts will supply the personnel needed to provide special 
needs pupils with appropriate accommodations at the time of test administration.  Also, 
school district personnel will spend time conducting the alternative assessments for the 
1% of total enrollment with the most severe special needs.  School district will collect the 
completed tests and transfer them to the test administration contractor who will score or 
grade the them.  The contractor will provide scores to the State.  The State will provide 
them to the school districts.  School districts will incur costs related to the 
communication of the test results to pupils and parents.   
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 No obvious methodology recommends itself for computing the local costs 
imposed by the NCLB test requirements.  Table 8 makes an attempt to quantify these 
costs by identifying two general components.   
 
Table 8: Estimated Annual School District Administrative Costs for New 
Achievement Tests 
 

Cost Type Estimated Amount 
Special Education Accommodations $1.8 million 
All Other Administrative Costs $3.5 million 
Total School District Costs $5.3 million 
 
 “Special Education Accommodations” assumes that each special education pupil 
(including those who receive alternative assessments) requires an extra one-half hour of 
teacher time at $23 per 77,000 special education pupils.   While some pupils will not 
require any extra time or effort as a result of their disabilities, others will require more 
than the one-half hour allowance.  This cost estimate does not include the cost of 
interventions to prepare pupils for the test.  It estimates only the extra cost to administer 
the test for pupils with special needs, including time required to decide what special 
accommodations each pupil may require.   
 
 The “All Other Administrative Costs” category assumes that school districts will 
need one full-time equivalent employee to organize and implement the administration of 
the tests for every 10,000 pupils tested.  Based on a population of 700,000 pupils, this 
method suggests 70 full-time equivalent employees with an estimated total payroll cost of 
$50,000 per employee.    
 
 The NASBE estimated the annual cost of NCLB test administration with a range 
between $25 and $50 per pupil.   The cost computed by combining Tables 7 and 8 would 
equal about $25.6 million to test about 732,000 pupils, including those who qualify for 
alternative assessments.  The total cost per pupil using this methodology equals about $35 
per pupil.  That amount falls within the range estimated by NASBE, and it is closer to the 
lower end of that range. 
 
 3) Test Related Opportunity Costs 
 
 An opportunity cost occurs when some force compels the substitution of one 
activity for another.  The loss of the option to continue an earlier activity is a cost 
imposed when a substitution must occur.  For example, a person budgets $600 per month 
for living expenses and of that amount allots $50 for entertainment.  In an unlucky 
month, illness forces this person to spend $50 on prescription drugs rather than 
entertainment.  The lost option to purchase entertainment represents the opportunity cost 
of the illness.  The price of the prescription drugs enables the quantification of the 
opportunity cost. 
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 The example presents a simple situation in which the value of the opportunity cost 
in dollars is easy to see.   
 
 NCLB imposes opportunity costs whenever its requirements change the object of 
expenditure by the State or school districts.  Opportunity costs do not imply a value 
judgment about the relative merits of the earlier or later expenditure.  In the example, the 
expenditure on prescription drugs was “better” than a recreational expenditure, but it still 
carried an opportunity cost. 
 
 a) Time – Each day spent in school has a value.  Assuming 180 days of school for 
1.8 million pupils, the average cost of school per pupil per day equals about $40 in State 
and local operating revenues.  This result is derived from total State and local 
expenditures of about $12.9 billion.  If NCLB requires pupils to spend two full days in 
grades 3, 5, 7, and 8 preparing for a proficiency test, the opportunity cost associated with 
those two days would equal about $40 per day or a total of $80.  This cost represents the 
dollar value of those activities foregone by the requirement to take the proficiency test 
rather than to engage in some other educational activity.  By this method, the opportunity 
cost of the NCLB proficiency test requirement equals about $46 million.   
 
 b) Discretion – NCLB requires the State to participate in the National 
Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP), a national standardized achievement test.  
Ohio already participates in the NAEP, and, as a result, the requirement to participate has 
no substitution effect.  Therefore, no opportunity cost attaches to the time spent taking the 
NAEP.  However, the requirement to take an action previously taken voluntarily does 
have a cost in terms of foregone discretion.  The State no longer can choose whether to 
participate in NAEP.  Now, it must participate.  The loss of discretion or freedom to 
make education policy at the State level has a cost, but it is not possible to place a dollar 
value on that cost.   
 
 c) Money – An opportunity cost exists where the direct expenditure of new 
dollars goes for a purpose other than the one for which a school district would have spent 
the money.  For example, if a school district receives $50,000 in additional funds in a 
given year, it might hire a new teacher, but NCLB dictates that it must offer proficiency 
tests, and the tests happen to cost about the same amount.  The opportunity cost of the 
tests is the inability to hire the new teacher.  It is difficult to track such substitutions in 
the complexity of school budgets even in the most favorable circumstances.  In the 
current situation, the expenditures for the new proficiency tests have not occurred yet.  
Therefore, it is impossible to identify alterations in spending patterns.  
 
 d) Offsetting Savings – Many school districts may replace optional achievement 
or diagnostic tests with the mandatory State achievement test when NCLB requirements 
take effect.  These districts would not have an opportunity cost as described in paragraph 
(a) above with respect to the time actually spent taking the examination.  Opportunity 
costs still could occur where the district replaces an optional test requiring no preparation 
with the mandatory test for which the districts must prepare students.    Such districts 
may experience some savings to the extent that they exchange a proprietary test 
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instrument with a cost for a free State test.  The cost in such cases would result from the 
district’s loss of discretion to choose which test to offer.  
 

B. Summary of Test Related Costs 
 
 The requirement to offer more proficiency tests has one-time test development 
costs, ongoing administration costs, and opportunity costs.  Table 9 presents a summary: 
 
Table 9: Summary - Test Related Costs of NCLB 

Type of Cost One-time Cost Amount Continuing Cost Amount 
Initial Test Development $9.1 million 0 
Updating Test 0 ? 
Test Administration  $25.6 million 
Total $9.1 million $25.6 million 
 

C. Other Administrative Costs 
 
 NCLB creates new obligations for the State and for school districts.  The leverage 
to obtain compliance with the new obligations results from the money offered by the 
federal government to the State and its school districts under Titles I through VI of the 
ESEA.  Failure to meet federal conditions means a denial of federal money.   
 
 Federal dollars under earlier versions of ESEA always came with conditions.  The 
difference in the latest version of ESEA, i.e., NCLB, is that now receipt of federal dollars 
depends upon implementation of State and local actions throughout the education system 
rather than dependence upon the implementation of the federal programs themselves.  In 
the past, Title I aid would require compliance with certain conditions connected with the 
actual use of that money.  Under NCLB, the State and school districts must implement 
changes related to all students and not just the students who receive Title I benefits.  For 
example, all pupils must take the new proficiency tests.  All teachers must meet the 
“highly qualified” standard.  All school districts where a failure to make “adequate yearly 
progress” occurs become liable for the consequences of that failure.   
 
 The broader scope of NCLB also means a broader recordkeeping mandate.  The 
State and school districts must monitor teacher credentials and qualifications of private 
tutors (known as supplemental service providers).  Professional development programs 
and certain educational programs in the schools must meet a higher standard by 
qualifying as “scientifically based.”   The State must monitor compliance with 
requirements in NCLB related to parental notification.   
 
 NCLB imposes the following mandates on the State or school districts: 
 
 1) Adopt challenging academic content and achievement standards aligned with 
curriculum (includes the requirement to adopt science standards). 
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 2) Adopt a statewide system for defining “adequate yearly progress.” 
 
 3) Adequate yearly progress data must be collected and evaluated with respect to 
achievement goals, including disaggregation of the data to evaluate achievement of 
economically disadvantaged pupils, pupils by racial groups, pupils with a disability, and 
pupils learning English. 
 
 4) Adopt specific achievement goals for pupils learning English. 
 
 5) Identify and track two achievement objectives in addition to proficiency test 
performance. 
 
 6) Implement annual English language proficiency assessments by FY03. 
 
 7) Adopt a system of annual State report cards and annual district report cards 
with both reports subject to specific requirements concerning detailed presentation of 
data by pupil subgroups and detailed reports concerning teacher qualifications, schools in 
improvement status, and actions taken to fix inadequate achievement. 
 
 8) Prepare information for parents about the qualifications and certification status 
of each teacher or paraprofessional who provides services to the parents’ children. 
 
 9) Monitor the implementation of consequences in school districts where adequate 
yearly progress fails to occur in two or more consecutive years. 
 
 10) Develop technical assistance for schools with inadequate performance. 
 
 11) Oversee providers of supplemental education services, including the 
development of objective standards for measuring provider performance. 
 
 12) Adopt a support system for low performance schools and a recognition system 
for high performance schools. 
 
 13) Monitor compliance with “highly qualified” teacher and “highly qualified” 
paraprofessional requirements. 
 
 While this list expresses the major administrative requirements imposed on the 
State and school districts by NCLB, it does not attempt to identify each separate duty 
implicit in each obligation imposed by federal law.  No method exists to identify the 
separate costs associated with each of these requirements.  The State already had 
implemented or planned to implement all or parts of some of the items listed here.  For 
example, Ohio already has a system of State and district report cards.  This system 
preceded NCLB.  The new federal law adds details to the contents of the report cards 
already in use.  No attempt was made in the preparation of this report to identify the 
marginal or incremental costs associated with such changes.   
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Chapter 2: Highly Qualified Teachers and Paraprofessionals 
 
 NCLB has three components associated with teacher quality and professional 
development.  First, NCLB requires all teachers to become “highly qualified” by the end 
of the 2005-2006 school year.  Second, paraprofessionals must achieve “highly qualified” 
status by the same year if they provide instructional services in programs funded with 
federal Title I dollars.  Third, the State and its school districts may use Title II funds for 
professional development of teachers, but such expenditures must pay for “highly 
effective” professional development activities.   
 

A. Highly Qualified Teacher Requirement 
 
 NCLB requires that teachers must: 
 
 1) Obtain a fully effective license without any licensure requirements waived for 
“emergencies” or on a “temporary” basis; 
 
 2) Earn a bachelor’s degree and pass a state test related to teaching skills and 
subject knowledge appropriate to the elementary curriculum for elementary school 
teachers; 
 
 3) Earn a bachelor’s degree and show competency in the subjects taught by them, 
or complete an academic major in the subject taught, or obtain a master’s degree in that 
subject or obtain advanced certification, in the case of middle and high school teachers; 
 
 4) Demonstrate competency in all subjects taught based on a state evaluation. 
 
 Generally, teachers who entered the profession in 1991 or later in Ohio rank as 
“highly qualified” as long as they are teaching in the subject area for which they trained.  
Ohio’s licensure standards exceed NCLB requirements already for these “new” teachers.  
Older teachers may not have aligned their professional development with current 
teaching assignments.  These teachers can add appropriate coursework or pass the Praxis 
II examination to meet the highly qualified standard.   
 
 At the time NCLB was enacted in 2001, about 20% of Ohio teachers probably did 
not meet the “highly qualified” standard.  This percentage implies about 25,000 teachers 
whose credentials failed the federal requirement.  Generally, these teachers failed the 
standard because they could not demonstrate competency in one or more specific subjects 
taught by them.  These teachers failed a technical definition for “highly qualified” status.  
In practical terms, they might or might not have performed with excellence or at least 
competently. 
 
 For example, under the federal definition of “highly qualified” a science teacher 
with a chemistry degree would not meet the requirement if she taught three sections of 
chemistry and one section of physics.  The lack of demonstrated competency in physics 
would cause that teacher to fail the NCLB requirement.   
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 By the end of the 2003-2004 school year, about one-half of those 25,000 teachers 
will have achieved highly qualified status.  Therefore, by the end of the current year, 
about 12,500 teachers still will need to meet some aspect of the highly qualified teacher 
requirement.   
 

B. Direct Costs  
 
 For teachers who do not yet meet the “highly qualified” standard, the State offers 
a variety of opportunities to achieve compliance with NCLB.  The options include: 
 
 1) Passing the Praxis II examination; 
 2) Obtaining the equivalent of a college major in the appropriate subject area; 
 3) Obtaining a master’s degree in the subject area; 
 4) Completion of 90 hours of professional development as part of a plan designed  
  designed and approved by the local professional development committee; 
 5) Achieving national board certification in a teaching assignment area; 
 6) Accumulating 100 points of experience, professional development, and related 
  professional activities on the highly qualified teacher “rubric.”  (The 
  “rubric” is simply a scoresheet upon which a teacher records activities for 
  which the State awards experience points.) 
 
 The difficulty of assigning a cost to these various routes to highly qualified status 
results from the difference in costs potentially associated with each option.  For example, 
one teacher might sit for the Praxis II examination without any additional preparation.  
The direct cost for that teacher becomes the cost of the test itself.  Praxis II assessments 
range in price from $55 to $110 apiece with most subject assessments priced about $70. 
 
 Another teacher might complete 90 hours of professional development.  The cost 
of this option might include the direct cost associated with the purchase of the 
professional development activity plus any opportunity cost incurred because the teacher 
misses one or more regular teaching days.  The quantification of this opportunity cost 
could equal the cost to hire a substitute teacher for 90 hours. 
 
 The highest cost option for becoming highly qualified would occur in those cases 
where a teacher earns a master’s degree.  Higher costs occur in this situation because two 
direct costs would result: the cost of education and the cost of the higher salary paid to 
the teacher who now holds a master’s degree. 
 
 Assuming that all 12,500 teachers who need to reach “highly qualified” status can 
accomplish that goal at minimal cost, the total cost would equal about $875,000.  That 
amount equals the production of 12,500 teacher times $70 per teacher to take a Praxis II 
examination.   
 
 Alternatively, assuming that school districts must pay substitute teachers $125 per 
day for 15 days (90 hours at 6 hours per day) of professional development for 12,500 
teachers, the cost of achieving highly qualified status increases to about $23 million 
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without considering direct costs associated with the purchase of the professional 
development activities themselves.   
 
 Finally, the advantage of a master’s degree for salary purposes averages about 
$4,700 per year.  If all 12,500 teachers obtained a master’s degree to achieve highly 
qualified status, the cost in additional salaries would equal about $59 million.  This 
computation also ignores the direct cost of tuition paid to earn the master’s degree. 
 
 The first two options impose one-time only costs for raising existing teachers to 
highly qualified status.  The third option imposes a continuing cost because the new 
degree permanently would raise a teacher’s salary.  Therefore, the marginal increase in 
salary would raise school districts’ costs every year in which that teacher continues to 
work at a higher compensation rate. 
 
 All three of the cost estimates presented here rest on some improbable 
assumptions.  First, it is unlikely that all 12,500 teachers could sit for a Praxis II exam 
with no preparation.  Also, some teachers may sit for more than one exam depending 
upon the teaching responsibilities assigned to them by their school district.  Therefore, 
the first estimate probably understates the cost of achieving highly qualified status.  
Second, the 90 hours of professional development option would demand a greater effort 
from both school districts and teachers.  If a teacher could achieve the required 
credentials with less effort, it would be rational to do so.  Therefore, it appears unlikely 
that all 12,500 teachers would use this option.  Third, for similar reasons, it seems even 
less likely that all 12,500 teachers would expend the extraordinary effort required to 
obtain a master’s degree when less demanding options are available.   
 
 The “rubric” scoresheet offers another potentially low cost option for achieving 
highly qualified status.  However, to score the required points for professional 
development on the rubric also may result in costs.  When the rubric scoresheet and other 
options are added to the three estimated alternatives above, it appears that the routes to 
highly qualified status include every cost outcome from minimal one-time costs to high 
continuing costs.   
 
Table 10: Cost of Highly Qualified Teacher Requirement      

Duration Type of Cost Number Cost Estimate 
One-time Pro. Dev.; Sub Teacher 12,000 $11.5 million/yr 
Continuing MA Degree; Higher Salary 500 $2.3 million/yr 
 
 Table 10 summarizes an estimate of the costs associated with achieving the highly 
qualified teacher requirement.  These estimates attempt to balance the factors associated 
with each of the options available to reach the required teaching credentials.  The table 
assumes that any option chosen will involve some continuing education or professional 
development costs for each teacher.  These one-time professional development costs 
would occur in two years – 2004-05 and 2005-06 so that all teachers would meet the 
highly qualified requirement by the end of the 2005-06 school year.  One-time costs also 
would require the assignment of substitute teachers.  The $11.5 million cost estimate 
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assumes that 12,000 teachers will require an average of 42 hours of professional 
development apiece.  It further assumes that the cost of professional development hours 
equals the sum of $25 per hour in direct charges for the professional development activity 
plus $125 per day for seven days to compensate a substitute teacher for the time spent in 
professional development activities.  The total cost computed in this manner equaled 
about $23 million.  Divided into two years, the cost equaled $11.5 million.   
 
 The continuing costs depend on the assumption that 500 teachers (4%) choose a 
master’s degree as the route to highly qualified status.    The product of these 500 
teachers multiplied by the $4,700 average premium for a master’s degree yields an 
ongoing cost in higher salaries of $2.3 million per year.  
 

C. Other Costs 
 
 The preceding section estimated the cost of achieving the minimum requirement 
in NCLB that each teacher have highly qualified status in that teacher’s subject area by 
2005-06.  This requirement has a direct dollar cost associated with the estimated 12,500 
teachers who will not meet that requirement as of September 2004.  Over the long run, 
NCLB’s highly qualified teacher requirement will have other costs.   
 
 One type of cost is associated with teachers who want to switch from one subject 
area to another.  Another type of cost limits the flexibility of school districts to make 
staffing decisions.  Both types of costs will impose a continuing burden on teachers and 
districts.  Together they exact a price measured by reduced efficiency. 
 
 For example, assume that a school district must hire a new science teacher.  The 
district wants a science teacher to teach two sections of physics and three sections of 
chemistry.  Two applicants apply for the position.  One applicant has a double major in 
chemistry and physics.  The other applicant has only a chemistry major.  However, 
between the two applicants, the second has by far the stronger academic record and the 
more convincing recommendations.  Nevertheless, NCLB compels the district to hire the 
inferior applicant if it must have a teacher “highly qualified” to teach both subjects 
because only the first applicant meets the law’s technical definition of “highly qualified.”  
The rigid subject matter requirements in the NCLB teacher qualifications provisions 
elevate form over substance to the extent that the law defines qualifications in a formal 
manner rather than according to actual performance.  In this way, NCLB reduces the 
discretion of school districts in the hiring and staffing process.  These restrictions have a 
cost in terms of reduced efficiency.   
 
 While higher formal qualifications may have some benefit in terms of raising the 
quality of teaching, their inflexibility also ossifies the school bureaucracy.  It is not easy 
to quantify the impact of inefficiencies created in this manner.   Over time,  it seems 
reasonable to assume that school districts will find it necessary to upgrade the credentials 
of some teachers to enable those teachers to qualify to teach more than one subject area.  
Only with such expanded subject area credentials will the school district have the 
flexibility to address changes in staff assignments.  If the cost of such “retooling” were 
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measured by the same method as used in the previous section by multiplying 7 days (42 
hours) of professional development time by $125 per day for a substitute teacher plus $25 
per hour in direct program costs, the statewide annual cost would equal over $2 million 
per year if just one teacher for every 1,500 pupils obtained expanded “highly qualified” 
credentials each year.   
 

D. Responsibility for Costs 
 
  While the NCLB requirement for highly qualified teachers does not directly 
require school districts to pay for the cost of upgrading teacher credentials, it does impose 
those costs.  School districts will have the choice whether to pay some or all of the costs 
or to pass those costs to the teachers who must obtain additional professional 
development or incur other expenses to reach highly qualified status.  In the short run, 
school districts could save money if they required the teachers affected by these 
provisions of NCLB to take necessary professional development activities on their own 
time and to pay for such activities “out-of-pocket” without reimbursement. 
 
 However, both the Governor’s Commission on Teaching Success and the State 
Board of Education have determined that school districts have an interest in recruiting 
and retaining good teachers.  Teachers who fail the formal definition of “highly 
qualified” as set forth in NCLB may possess valuable skills and experience.  They may 
be excellent teachers but not “highly qualified” teachers.   
 
 If school districts decide to pass on the costs of NCLB to teachers, they will make 
a policy decision to obtain short term cost savings at the risk of long term costs.  A 
teacher whose school district passes on the cost of NCLB upgrading may exercise several 
options, including retirement, movement to another school district with a more generous 
upgrade policy, or change of career.  In all three instances, the teacher would leave the 
district and create a vacant position.  The consequent necessity to hire and mentor a new 
teacher would impose other costs to offset any initial savings.  Moreover, if a school 
district requires a teacher to upgrade at the teacher’s own expense, the teacher has an 
incentive to maximize the payoff from that investment by earning a master’s degree.  
Again, the additional salary paid to the teacher would offset the short term cost savings 
obtained by refusing to pay for a lesser form of professional development.   
 
 The task of this paper is to identify costs associated with NCLB.  The cost of 
raising all teachers to “highly qualified” status and the cost of maintaining that status in 
future years exists independently from the identity of the person or organization 
responsible for paying that cost.  For this reason it is not essential to determine whether 
school districts or teachers will pay the “highly qualified” upgrade cost.  It is important to 
note both that school districts could pass on to teachers this cost and that the decision to 
adopt such a pass-through policy could have important costs of its own. 
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E. Highly Qualified Paraprofessional Requirement   
 
 NCLB also establishes a “highly qualified” requirement for paraprofessionals.  
Unlike the highly qualified teacher requirement, which effectively applies to all teachers 
of academic subjects, the paraprofessional requirement applies only to those persons who 
provide instructional services subsidized with Title I federal funds.  Data from the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics (United States Department of Labor) show that Ohio schools employ 
over 31,000 “teacher’s aides.”  Many of these paraprofessionals do not provide 
instructional services.  Thus, the number of paraprofessionals affected by the NCLB 
requirement appears to be relatively small compared to the total number of teacher’s 
aides.  However, it was not possible to determine a reliable estimate of how many 
paraprofessionals actually fall within the scope of the federal requirements.  
 
 Paraprofessionals have three routes to achieve the required “highly qualified” 
credential. 
 
 1) Complete two or more years of college; 
 2) Earn an associate degree 
 3) Pass a competency test for education paraprofessionals. 
 
 The Education Testing Service offers a standardized examination for education 
paraprofessionals throughout the U.S.  The test, called the “ParaPro Examination,” costs 
$40.   Even if all 31,000 teacher’s aides were reimbursed for the cost of the test, the total 
cost would equal only about $1.2 million spread over three years (2003-04, 2004-05, 
2005-06) or about $400,000 per year.   This estimate clearly would exaggerate the cost of 
the requirement since substantially fewer than 31,000 aides will need to take the test.  
Since some districts may incur training costs to assist paraprofessionals in test 
preparation, some additional costs may apply.   
 
 Considering the number of aides who will need to take the ParaPro Examination, 
a reasonable estimate for the total cost of the highly qualified paraprofessional 
requirement would equal a one-time cost of $400,000 in 2003-04, $300,000 in 2004-05, 
and another $300,000 in 2005-06.  This estimate assumes that about one-third of 
paraprofessionals must obtain the highly qualified credential, that each of these 
paraprofessionals receives a $40 reimbursement for the cost of the ParaPro examination, 
and that each paraprofessional who sits for the test spends five hours in test preparation at 
a cost of $11.00 per hour.   Five hours of preparation allows two hours of preparation 
time for every hour of examination time. 
 

F. “Highly Effective” Professional Development Activities  
 
 Prior to the enactment of NCLB, federal funds provided to school districts 
included about $10 million in Eisenhower grants for professional development under 
Title II of the ESEA and about $62 million in class size reduction funds provided under 
Title VI R.  Both of those grants were eliminated in NCLB and replaced by a new Title II 
program under which Ohio will receive about $105 million in FY04.   
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 NCLB does not explicitly require the expenditure of any Title II funds for 
professional development.  It clearly intends that these funds in part should assist school 
districts to pay for the cost of achieving the “highly qualified” credential for all teachers 
of core academic subjects in the district.  Other permissible uses include expenditure for 
salaries of teachers and paraprofessionals and for “teacher advancement initiatives.” 
 
 With reference to the grant of Title II funds to local school districts, the 
Department of Education’s policy guidelines state: 
 

Title II, Part A provides these agencies with the flexibility to use these funds 
creatively to address challenges to teacher quality, whether they concern teacher 
preparation and qualifications of new teachers, recruitment and hiring, induction, 
professional development, teacher retention, or the need for more capable 
principals and assistant principals to serve as effective school leaders. 
 

  Improving Teacher Quality, Academic Improvement And Teacher Quality Programs, 
Office Of Elementary And Secondary Education U.S. Department Of Education, Revised 
Draft, September 12, 2003 
 
 This language defines a broad and apparently flexible scope for the use of Title II 
funds.  However, the grant of funds for “professional development” purposes has a catch.  
The use of Title II funds by school districts for professional development can occur only 
if the expenditures meet the federal requirement that the professional development meets 
the “highly effective” standards expressed in the following lengthy definition of 
“professional development.” 
 

[Section 9101(34)] The term “professional development”: 
 
1. Includes activities that: 

a. Improve and increase teachers' knowledge of the academic 
subjects the teachers teach, and enable teachers to become highly 
qualified; 

b. Are an integral part of broad schoolwide and districtwide 
educational improvement plans; 

a. Give teachers, principals, and administrators the knowledge and skills 
to provide students with the opportunity to meet challenging State 
academic content standards and student academic achievement 
standards; 

b. Improve classroom management skills; 
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c. Are high quality, sustained, intensive, and classroom-focused in order 
to have a positive and lasting impact on classroom instruction and 
the teacher's performance in the classroom and are not 1-day or 
short-term workshops or conferences; 

d. Support the recruiting, hiring, and training of highly qualified teachers, 
including teachers who became highly qualified through State and 
local alternative routes to certification; 

e. Advance teacher understanding of effective instructional strategies that 
are:  

i) Based on scientifically based research (except that this 
subclause shall not apply to activities carried out under Part D 
of Title II); and 

ii) Strategies for improving student academic achievement or 
substantially increasing the knowledge and teaching skills of 
teachers; and 

f. Are aligned with and directly related to: 

i) State academic content standards, student academic 
achievement standards, and assessments; and 

ii) The curricula and programs tied to the standards described in 
subclause (a) [except that this subclause shall not apply to 
activities described in clauses (ii) and (iii) of Section 2123(3)(B)]; 

g. Are developed with extensive participation of teachers, principals, 
parents, and administrators of schools to be served under this Act; 

h. Are designed to give teachers of limited English proficient children, 
and other teachers and instructional staff, the knowledge and skills 
to provide instruction and appropriate language and academic 
support services to those children, including the appropriate use of 
curricula and assessments; 

i. To the extent appropriate, provide training for teachers and principals 
in the use of technology so that technology and technology 
applications are effectively used in the classroom to improve 
teaching and learning in the curricula and core academic subjects 
in which the teachers teach; 

j. As a whole, are regularly evaluated for their impact on increased 
teacher effectiveness and improved student academic achievement, 
with the findings of the evaluations used to improve the quality of 
professional development; 
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k. Provide instruction in methods of teaching children with special needs; 

l. Include instruction in the use of data and assessments to inform and 
instruct classroom practice; and 

m. Include instruction in ways that teachers, principals, pupil services 
personnel, and school administrators may work more effectively 
with parents; and 

2. May include activities that:  

a. Involve the forming of partnerships with institutions of higher 
education to establish school-based teacher training programs that 
provide prospective teachers and beginning teachers with an 
opportunity to work under the guidance of experienced teachers 
and college faculty; 

b. Create programs to enable paraprofessionals (assisting teachers 
employed by a local educational agency receiving assistance under 
Part A of Title I) to obtain the education necessary for those 
paraprofessionals to become certified and licensed teachers; and 

c. Provide follow-up training to teachers who have participated in 
activities described in subparagraph (A) or another clause of this 
subparagraph that is designed to ensure that the knowledge and 
skills learned by the teachers are implemented in the classroom 
[Section 9101(34)]. 

  Improving Teacher Quality, Academic Improvement And Teacher Quality Programs, 
Office Of Elementary And Secondary Education U.S. Department Of Education, Revised 
Draft, September 12, 2003  
 
  Several items in the definition have been underlined for special emphasis in this 
analysis of NCLB costs.  These components of the definition of professional 
development require that professional development be: 
 
- part of schoolwide and districtwide education improvement plans 
- aligned with curriculum 
- scientifically based 
- “high quality, sustained, intensive, and classroom-focused in order to have a positive 
and lasting impact on classroom instruction and the teacher's performance in the 
classroom and are not 1-day or short-term workshops or conferences.”  
 
 The last requirement is especially provocative.  What does it mean to require that 
professional development programs be “sustained?”  This requirement suggests a 
commitment well beyond the current minimum two days of professional development. 
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Likewise “intensive” suggests a high level of commitment of effort if not time.  Finally, 
the explicit rejection of “1-day or short-term workshops or conferences” clearly 
contemplates a greater commitment of time than current practice offers. 
 
 The non-binding policy guidelines do not quantify what these elements of the 
“professional development” definition mean.  It seems reasonable to conclude that the 
references to “sustained” and “intensive” activities, as well as the insistence on classroom 
centered activities which “are not 1-day or short-term,” suggests activities recurring with 
frequency throughout the school year.  A minimum of one day per month seems like one 
approach possibly consistent with the definition.   
 
 If one day per month were devoted to “highly effective” professional 
development, teachers would spend 54 hours per year in professional development 
activities.  Current certification requirements mandate 180 hours of continuing education 
contact over a five year period or about 36 hours per year.  The increase implied by 
monthly continuing education efforts suggests an increase of 18 hours or three days per 
year.  If those three days are multiplied by 125,000 teachers, and the product of that 
multiplication is multiplied by $125 per day as the price of substitute teachers, the cost 
equals about $47 million.      
 
 The estimate understates the cost to the extent that it does not account for the 
direct cost of the professional development programs.  NCLB explicitly requires that 
“highly effective” professional development programs must be “scientifically based.”   
 

According to the United States Department of Education, “scientifically based 
research” 

Means research that involves the application of rigorous, systematic, and 
 objective procedures to obtain reliable and valid knowledge relevant to education 
 activities and programs; and 

2. Includes research that-- 

a. Employs systematic, empirical methods that draw on observation 
or experiment; 

b. Involves rigorous data analyses that are adequate to test the stated 
hypotheses and justify the general conclusions drawn; 

c. Relies on measurements or observational methods that provide 
reliable and valid data across evaluators and observers, across 
multiple measurements and observations, and across studies by the 
same or different investigators; 

d. Is evaluated using experimental or quasi-experimental designs in 
which individuals, entities, programs, or activities are assigned to 
different conditions and with appropriate controls to evaluate the 
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effects of the condition of interest, with a preference for random-
assignment experiments, or other designs to the extent that those 
designs contain within-condition or across-condition controls; 

e. Ensures that experimental studies are presented in sufficient detail and 
clarity to allow for replication or, at a minimum, offer the 
opportunity to build systematically on their findings; and 

f. Has been accepted by a peer-reviewed journal or approved by a panel 
of independent experts through a comparably rigorous, objective, 
and scientific review [Section 9101(37)]. 

  Improving Teacher Quality, Academic Improvement And Teacher Quality Programs, 
Office Of Elementary And Secondary Education U.S. Department Of Education, Revised 
Draft, September 12, 2003  
 
 The demanding requirements embedded in the definition of “scientifically based 
research” imply that the delivery of professional development grounded in such research 
will have significant costs.  School districts’ “home grown” workshops, seminars, and 
training sessions will not meet such a high standard unless a school district itself actually 
invests in research activities or unless a school district invests in its own training staff and 
purchases appropriate scientifically based products for delivery to its teachers. 
 
 Based on the cost of satisfying existing State mandates for continuing education 
through the alternative route of graduate education credits, the program cost for an 
additional 18 hours of continuing education would equal about $146 per teacher per year 
or about $18 million.  This cost is based on the determination that six graduate credit 
hours cost about $1,459, and that the distribution of these six hours over the five year 
recertification period means an annual cost of about $292.  Since the additional 
continuing education dictated by a 1-day per month regimen implies half again as much 
continuing education as mandated by current State procedures, the incremental cost 
would equal one-half of $292 or about $146 per teacher per year.    
 

G. Administrative Costs 
 
 NCLB requires that school districts receiving Title I funds must send a 
notification to parents about teacher qualifications.  The notice must tell parents that they 
may request information about the qualifications of classroom teachers. Information 
available about qualifications would include the degree or degrees earned by the teacher, 
indications of whether the teacher has a provisional or emergency certificate, an 
indication of whether the teacher meets subject matter qualifications, and information 
about whether a paraprofessional provides instruction in the classroom.   
 
 The requirement to provide this information to parents implies a necessity to 
collect and maintain data about each teacher.  Data collection, data management, and 
communications with parents all involve costs for school districts.  
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 Federal law permits the State to reserve 2.5% of Title II funds for various state 
activities associated with reform of the certification system, teacher recruitment and 
retention, professional development opportunities, and numerous other specified 
activities related to improvement in skills of teachers and principals.  The permissible 
uses of these funds are listed in section 2113 of NCLB, subparts (c)(1) through (c)(18) 
and subpart (d).  It seems reasonable to assume that expenditures at the State level for 
implementation of such programs will require a comparable expenditure at the school 
district level.  This assumption suggests an administrative expenditure related to Title II 
programs equal to about $2.5 million at the State level and another $2.5 million at the 
local level for a total administrative cost of about $5 million out of $105 million total 
Title II funds. 
 

H. Summary of Costs Related to High Quality Teachers and Professional 
Development  
 
 Table 11 summarizes the costs estimated in connection with Title II programs in 
this chapter. 
 
Table 11: NCLB Costs Associated with Highly Qualified Teachers and Highly 
Effective Professional Development 

Cost Cause Type Annual Cost 
High Quality Teachers and Paraprofessionals   
High quality teacher One-time (2 yrs)  $10.3 million 
High quality paraprofessional One-time (3 yrs)    $0.3 million 
High quality teacher new MA degree Continuing    $2.0 million 
Retooling existing teachers Continuing    $2.0 million 
Highly Effective professional development   
        Pro Dev substitute teachers Continuing  $47.0 million 
        Program Costs Continuing  $18.0 million 
Administrative Costs (State & Local) Continuing  $  5.0 million 
   
Adjustment for double counting One-time (2 yrs) ($10.3 million) 
Total cost FY04    $72.3 million 
 
 The adjustment for “double-counting” on the table recognizes that the continuing 
investment in highly effective professional development will contribute to the acquisition 
of the credentials needed for “highly qualified” status in the case of those teachers who 
fall short of the NCLB mandate.  In other words, the $65 million for highly effective 
professional development includes the $10.3 million per year needed to bring all teachers 
up to highly qualified status.  This assumption is specifically tailored to make the cost 
estimates included in this report as conservative as possible.  In fact, overlap may not 
exist between the professional development required to meet the “highly qualified” 
standard of NCLB and the requirement for continuing highly effective classroom related 
professional development.   
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 The next table relates the costs estimated in Table 11 with the federal funds 
provided under Title II and with programs formerly funded under Title II. 
 
Table 12: Relationship of Costs and Revenues under NCLB Compared to Earlier 
Federal Programs 

Program Cost Revenue Net 
Pre-NCLB    
Title II – Eisenhower grants – Pro. Dev. $10.7   
Title VI R Pro Dev & Class Size Reduction $61.3   
    
NCLB    
Title II A and D $72.3 $105.1  
Overlap Title II A and Eisenhower ($10.7) 0  
    
Total  $133.6 $105.1  $28.5 
    
 
Former federal law provided $10.7 million in Title II Eisenhower grants for professional 
development for teachers in math and science.  Former Title VI provided $61.3 million in 
class size reduction funds although the funds provided under this program could be used 
for various professional development related purposes as well.  NCLB eliminated both 
the programs and the funding for those programs.   
 
 The new federal law replaced old Titles II and VI-R with a new Title II.  Title II-
A provides funds in FY04 ($97.3 million) for professional development related to teacher 
quality and the enhancement of the teaching profession and Title II-D includes in federal 
funds ($7.8 million) to train teachers in the use of classroom technology.   For purposes 
of the estimates in Table 12, Titles II-A and II-D funds can be combined as the $105.1 
million shown on the table.   
 
 New professional development related costs equal $72.3 million as estimated 
earlier in this chapter.  The total of $105.1 million more than pays for these costs.  
However, the abandonment of pre-existing federal programs also has a cost.  That cost 
equals $72 million (Title VI-R plus former Title II) less the value of the Eisenhower 
grants.  The assumption is that the $10.7 million cost associated with the Eisenhower 
program has been incorporated into the $72.3 million cost associated with new Title II-A 
and II-D programs.  This leaves a net amount of $61.3 million in pre-NCLB programs 
with no replacement funds.  The excess of new Title II funds over new Title II costs 
($32.8 million) can replace part of the funding for these programs.  However, the balance 
of $61.3 million in old Title VI-R programs minus $32.8 million leaves $28.5 million in 
costs for which no replacement revenue exists under NCLB. 
 
 NCLB enacted a change in priorities by which Title II focuses on professional 
development rather than class size reduction.  While school districts still can use Title II 
funds for class size reduction, the new professional development emphasis tends to pull 
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money away from the earlier priority.  This shift in priorities may offer a better policy or 
a worse one.  In either case, the decision to focus on professional quality has an 
opportunity cost.  Money spent on highly effective professional development cannot fund 
small class size initiatives at the same time.  The $28.5 million cost shown on Table 12 
quantifies that opportunity cost. 
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Chapter 3: Intervention 
 
 NCLB requires all schools and all school districts to reach 100% success rates on 
annual tests in reading and math in grades 3 through 8 and annual tests in science in one 
elementary school grade, one middle school grade, and one high school grade.  Two other 
measures of performance also apply.  Reading and math tests in all grades from 3 to 8 
must begin by the 2005-06 school year.  The science tests must begin by the 2007-08 
school year.   One measure, graduation rate, applies to high schools.  This performance 
measure requires that high schools make annual improvements in graduation rates until 
all pupils who enter high school graduate.  The other additional performance measure 
applies to elementary and middle schools and requires that these schools reach attendance 
rate standards. 
 
 To achieve the performance rates mandated for annual tests, the states have a 
phase-in period between 2002 through 2014.  NCLB requires that each state set AYP 
goals for each year during the phase-in period.  Accordingly, Ohio has established 
intermediate goals beginning with 40% passage rates in 2003 and increasing to 50% in 
2005, 60% in 2008, 70% in 2011, 80% in 2012, 90% in 2013, and 100% in 2014.  As 
used in this report, the terms “passage rate” or “success rate” mean the percentage of 
pupils who achieve the required passing score on an achievement test.  The passage rate 
is not the percentage of correct answers.  It is the percentage of pupils who answered 
enough answers correctly to “pass” the test.   
 
 Intervention costs equal the additional costs needed to improve performance on 
the designated measures from the baseline passage of rate (40%) through each of the 
intermediate targets with the ultimate goal of achieving 100% performance by 2014.  
There are two basic approaches to take when estimating the costs involved with 
complying with the requirements set forth in NCLB.  The first would be to attempt year-
by-year estimates of what it would cost for Ohio to achieve the AYP goals established for 
each year between 2002 and 2014.  This approach suffers from two drawbacks, however.  
First, in order to make year-by-year cost estimates it is necessary to make assumptions 
regarding the pace at which intervention programs take effect, which adds an additional 
level of uncertainty to the analysis.  
 
  The second drawback of this approach is that it makes it more difficult to discern 
between the marginal impact of the NCLB requirements and the costs of Ohio’s own 
accountability system that was already in place at the time that NCLB was enacted.  The 
objective of this study is to estimate the cost of intervention strategies to bridge the gap 
between Ohio’s current accountability standards which specify a 75% passage rate on 
proficiency tests in order for a school or district to be deemed “Excellent”, and the NCLB 
standards which specify a 100% percent passage rate on the mandatory achievement 
tests.  For example, if a school had 100 fourth graders take a reading test, Ohio standards 
would rate the school’s performance as meeting the required standard if 75 pupils 
achieved a passing grade.  Under NCLB requirements, all 100 pupils must achieve the 
passing grade.  It is not the passing grade that has changed.  It is the percentage pupils 
who must pass that has changed.   This report estimates the marginal cost of moving 
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from Ohio’s Accountability standards (75%) to the NCLB standards (100%).  This 
implies that the cost of achieving Ohio’s own standards is not part of the calculations of 
this study.  This study does not imply that Ohio is or is not currently providing funding 
adequate to meet its prescribed outcomes, only that these costs are outside the scope of 
this study of the marginal cost of NCLB.   
 
 Consequently, the simplest approach to estimating the marginal cost of the NCLB 
legislation is to rely on a method which estimates the cost of bringing all students up to 
proficiency by the year 2014 without worrying about whether the AYP goals in any 
particular year along the way have been achieved.   
 
A. Intervention Concept and Initial Assumptions 
 
 The methodology utilized in this report to estimate intervention costs is based on 
two fundamental assumptions.  The first assumption is the premise that Academic 
Intervention in the first four grades provides the most efficient method to raise the 
performance of each pupil over that pupil’s entire 13 year span of education.  If the 
NCLB goals of bringing each and every student up to proficiency in reading, math and 
science by the year 2014 are to be met, the most cost-effective way to do so is with heavy 
intervention at the very earliest stages of a student’s educational career.  In this manner, 
an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure, and more intensive earlier intervention 
will pay off with decreased levels of intervention required in later years.   
 
 The second fundamental assumption is based on the economic concept of 
increasing marginal cost.  As is explained in any introductory economics textbook, the 
law of diminishing returns implies that all production processes are characterized by the 
phenomenon by which, ultimately, it costs increasingly more to translate inputs into equal 
increments of output.  In the context of academic intervention, this simply means it will 
cost more to raise students who are further away from a fixed criterion of “success” to a 
given level than it will to raise students who are closer to the cutoff point.    
 
 The estimation methodology has a series of steps.  First, current data on student 
performance in Ohio is analyzed to determine how many students are currently below 
proficiency, how far away from attaining proficiency these students are, and what the 
characteristics of these students are. Next, this data analysis can be applied to the current 
K-3 population of students in Ohio and used to break these students into different groups 
requiring different levels of intervention in order to achieve proficiency.  Finally, an array 
of intervention strategies can be mapped out for each group that can reasonably be 
expected to lead to academic success, and these strategies can be costed out.  At this point 
it is important to emphasize that this report describes a model for estimating costs.  It 
does not attempt to include a comprehensive design of service delivery details. 
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B. Estimate of the Number of K-3 Pupils who will Require Intervention 
 
The first step needed to estimate the costs of intervention necessary to meet the goals of 
the No Child Left Behind Act is to analyze the most recent available performance data of 
Ohio’s students.  Table 13 below presents data showing the number of pupils who failed 
to achieve proficiency on the reading and math portions of Ohio’s 4th and 6th grade 
proficiency test in FY03.   These students are broken down into quartiles according to 
how close their scaled score was to the passing level on each test.  The scaled score 
quartile ranges are defined in Table 14 below.   
 

Table 13: Number of Pupils in each Proficiency Test Scaled Score Quartile, FY03 

Scaled Score 
Quartile 

Grade 4 
Reading 

Grade 4  
Math 

Grade 6 
Reading 

Grade 6  
Math 

Alternate Assessment  N=2300 N=2228 N=2193 N=2135 
Quartile 1 (Q1) N=9708 N=11,567 N=12,313 N=17,602 
Quartile 2 (Q2) N=11,184 N=14,678 N=11,544 N=15,918 
Quartile 3 (Q3) N=11,688 N=13,278 N=12,090 N=15,714 
Quartile 4 (Q4) N=13,047 N=16,214 N=12,801 N=16,813 

Total Failing Test 45,627 55,737 48,748 66,047 
Students Passing Test 90,544 81,793 85,603 73,517 
Total Students* 136,171 137,530 134,351 139,564 
Percent Failing 33.5% 40.5% 36.3% 47.3% 
*The total number of students does not include those who took alternate assessments nor those 
who were exempted from the tests for a variety of reasons.  
 

Table 14: Scaled Score Quartile Range Definitions 

Scaled Score 
Quartile 

Grade 4 
Reading 

Grade 4  
Math 

Grade 6 
Reading 

Grade 6  
Math 

Quartile 1 <195 <184 <185 <166 
Quartile 2 195-204 184-196 185-198 166-179 
Quartile 3 205-210 197-206 200-209 180-189 
Quartile 4 211-216 208-217 211-219 190-199 

Passing Score 217 218 222 200 
 
 The data in Table 13 can be used to estimate the number of students currently in 
grades K-3 who would likely require additional intervention services beyond what is 
currently provided in order to achieve proficiency in the new testing program required by 
NCLB.   
 
 The average number of students failing to achieve proficient scores on the 4th and 
6th grade reading test is roughly 35%.  Similarly, the average number of students failing 
to achieve passing scores on the 4th and 6th grade math proficiency test was roughly 44%.  
In order to be conservative in the estimation process, slightly lower percentages of 34.3% 
for reading and 43% for math were applied to the total number of students in grades K-3 
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during the FY03 school year to arrive at an estimate of the number of students who could 
benefit from additional intervention services beyond those currently provided.   
 

Table 15: Number of FY03 Pupils in Grades K-3 Estimated to Require Reading 
Intervention, by Performance Quartile 

Grade Total # of 
Students 

Quartile 1 
(lowest) Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 

(highest) 
Kindergarten 126,039 10,808 10,808 10,808 10,808 
First 130,735 11,210 11,210 11,210 11,210 
Second 131,101 11,242 11,242 11,242 11,242 
Third 133,180 11,420 11,420 11,420 11,420 
K-3 Total 521,055 44,680 44,680 44,680 44,680 
 

Table 16: Number of FY03 Pupils in Grades K-3 Estimated to Require Math 
Intervention, by Performance Quartile 

 
Grade Total # of 

Students 
Quartile 1 

(lowest) 

 
Quartile 2 

 
Quartile 3 

Quartile 4 
(closest to 
passing) 

Kindergarten 126,039 13,549 13,549 13,549 13,549 
First 130,735 14,054 14,054 14,054 14,054 
Second 131,101 14,093 14,093 14,093 14,093 
Third 133,180 14,317 14,317 14,317 14,317 
K-3 Total 521,055 56,013 56,013 56,013 56,013 
 
While Tables 15 and 16 depict the estimated number of students expected to require 
intervention, not all of these students will be included in the cost estimates in this study.  
This is because the marginal cost nature of this analysis requires that only the lowest 
performing 25% of the students (in both math and reading) are to receive intervention 
services as a result of NCLB.   
 
The total number of students in grades K-3 is 521,055.  25% of this figure is 130,264.  
Therefore, the appropriate methodology is to start with the students in quartile 1,  
continue through quartile 2, and then include exactly enough students from quartile 3 so 
that 130,264 students are to receive intervention in both math and reading.   
 
For reading: 130,264 – (44,680+44,680) = 40,904 students from quartile 3.  

For math: 130,264 – (56,013+56,013) = 18,238 students from quartile 3. 

In each case, the number of students is spread proportionately across each grade.   
 
Tables 17 and 18 provide the new estimates of the number of students needing reading 
and math intervention as a result of NCLB in each grade and in each quartile.  
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Table 17: Number of FY03 Pupils in Grades K-3 Estimated to Require Reading 
Intervention, Adjusted to Total 25%, by Performance Quartile 

Grade Quartile 1 
(lowest) Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 

Kindergarten 10,808 10,808 9894 0 
First 11,210 11,210 10,203 0 
Second 11,242 11,242 10,292 0 
Third 11,420 11,420 10,455 0 
K-3 Total 44,680 44,680 40,904 0 
 
Table 18: Number of FY03 Pupils in Grades K-3 Estimated to Require Math 
Intervention, Adjusted to Total 25%, by Performance Quartile 

Grade Quartile 1 
(lowest) Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 

Kindergarten 13,549 13,549 4,412 0 
First 14,054 14,054 4,576 0 
Second 14,093 14,093 4,589 0 
Third 14,317 14,317 4,662 0 
K-3 Total 56,013 56,013 18,238 0 
 
 The rigid limit on the number of pupils served in the three lowest quartiles of 
failing pupils is a device needed in this report to enable a computation of the marginal 
cost of NCLB.  In practice, the delivery of services to pupils in need of assistance would 
not necessarily use such inflexible criteria.  Once again, it is important to emphasize that 
this report describes a model for estimating costs.  It does not attempt to include a 
comprehensive design of service delivery details. 
 
C. Characteristics of the Performance Quartiles 
 
 Tables 19-22 summarize the characteristics of the students in each performance 
group on each of the 4 proficiency tests studied here.   
 

Table 19: 2003 Grade 4 Reading Characteristics of Students by Performance Level 
 

Scaled Score 
Range 

 
Number of 
Students 

 
% Econ. 

Disadvantaged 

% Students 
with 

Disabilities 

% 

LEP 

%Students 
not in 

Subgroup*  

% Tested 
without 

Accommodatio
ns 

Alternate 
Assessment N=2300 55.8% All 1.3% -- -- 

Zero-194 (Q1) N=9,708 67.9% 56.3% 2.5% 11.8% 60.1% 
195-204 (Q2) N=11,184 57.2% 28.8% 1.7% 28.4% 80.9% 
205-210 (Q3) N=11,688 50.5% 18.6% 1.4% 38.6% 88.7% 
211-216 (Q4) N=13,047 43.4% 14.3% 1.0% 47.6% 91.8% 
Proficient N=77,670 27.2% 6.1% 0.8% 68.1% 97.2% 
Advanced N=12,874 16.9% 3.5% 0.6% 80.1% 98.7% 
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* For the purposes of this table, subgroup does not refer to student race or ethnicity.  
Table 20: 2003 Grade 4 Math Characteristics of Students by Performance Level 

 
Scaled Score 

Range 

 
Number of 
Students 

 
% Econ. 

Disadvantaged 

% Students 
with 

Disabilities 

% 

LEP 

%Students 
not in 

Subgroup*  

% Tested 
without 

Accommodation
s 

Alternate 
Assessment N=2228 56.7% All 1.3% -- -- 

Zero-183 (Q1) N=11,567 68.2% 45.6% 2.0% 15.3% 67.3% 
184-196 (Q2) N=14,678 55.4% 23.7% 1.3% 32.5% 84.6% 
197-206 (Q3) N=13,278 47.0% 16.1% 1.1% 43.6% 90.2% 
208-217 (Q4) N=16,214 39.0% 12.3% 0.9% 53.3% 93.1% 
Proficient N=59,063 26.1% 7.1% 0.8% 68.7% 96.6% 
Advanced N=22,700 15.9% 3.8% 0.9% 80.5% 98.4% 

* For the purposes of Tables 19-22, “Subgroup” refers only to students with disabilities, 
economically disadvantaged students, and limited English proficient students.  It does not 
refer to student race or ethnicity.   
 
Table 21: 2003 Grade 6 Reading Characteristics of Students by Performance Level 

 
Scaled Score 

Range 

 
Number of 
Students 

 
% Econ. 

Disadvantaged 

% Students 
with 

Disabilities 

% 

LEP 

%Students 
not in 

Subgroup*  

% Tested 
without 

Accommodatio
ns 

Alternate 
Assessment N=2193 57.8% All 1.6% -- -- 

Zero-183 (Q1) N=12,313 63.0% 55.5% 2.5% 15.0% 57.5% 
185-198 (Q2) N=11,544 54.2% 28.7% 1.4% 30.3% 79.3% 
200-209 (Q3) N=12,090 45.8% 18.5% 1.1% 42.4% 87.5% 
211-219 (Q4) N=12,801 39.5% 12.4% 0.9% 52.1% 91.8% 
Proficient N=48,931 26.6% 5.8% 0.5% 69.0% 96.7% 
Advanced N=37,212 15.5% 2.2% 0.3% 82.6% 99.1% 

 
Table 22: 2003 Grade 6 Math Characteristics of Students by Performance Level 

 
Scaled Score 

Range 

 
Number of 
Students 

 
% Econ. 

Disadvantaged 

% Students 
with 

Disabilities 

% 

LEP 

%Students 
not in 

Subgroup* 

% Tested 
without 

Accommodatio
ns 

Alternate 
Assessment N=2135 57.4% All 1.6% -- -- 

Zero-165 (Q1) N=17,602 62.1% 44.0% 1.5% 19.8% 66.4% 
166-179 (Q2) N=15,918 50.0% 22.1% 1.1% 37.8% 84.7% 
180-189 (Q3) N=15,714 40.5% 13.5% 0.7% 50.9% 90.8% 
190-199 (Q4) N=16,813 34.4%  9.5% 0.8% 59.3% 93.9% 
Proficient N=64,642 20.6% 4.6% 0.6% 75.6% 97.4% 
Advanced N=8,875 9.0% 1.5% 0.7% 89.3% 99.4% 
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 In each of the four tests, the percentage of students who are economically 
disadvantaged, Limited English Proficient (LEP), and/or are students with disabilities 
increases as the test score range falls further and further from the passing level.  The 
pattern is most pronounced for the bottom performance quartile, and is particularly true 
for the category of students with disabilities where the percentage in quartile 1 is roughly 
twice that of the next highest performing quartile on each of the four tests.  This same 
pattern can also be seen with respect to the summary measure of the percentage of 
students who are neither economically disadvantaged, disabled, or limited English 
proficient.  This percentage is roughly 3-4 times higher for the performance quartile 
closest to passing, as it is in the lowest performance quartile.  This exact same pattern is 
also seen for the percentage of students who are tested without any accommodations 
consistent with an IEP or for other educational reasons.   
 
 The implication of the findings in Tables 19-22 is that the lowest performing 
students are also predominantly those who require the most assistance to overcome the 
adversities in their lives.  From a cost standpoint, it will be increasingly expensive to 
bring students up to proficiency as we move further away from the passing score.  
Furthermore, the cost will be particularly high for the students in the lowest performing 
quartile, who will require the greatest array of interventions.    
 
D. Definition of the Intervention Program   
 
Once the number of students who will need intervention has been estimated, it is 
necessary to define the intervention strategies that districts can adopt in order to achieve 
the performance targets mandated by NCLB.  These programs may include the following 
steps: 
 
       1. Curriculum realignment in response to new achievement tests 
       2. Increased utilization of diagnostic assessments of at-risk students to identify 
 academic problems at an early stage and continually monitor academic progress  
       3. In-school intensive academic intervention programs 
       4. Summer school academic intervention programs (including transportation) 
       5. After school academic intervention programs (including transportation) 
       6. Weekend or after school proficiency test clinics (including transportation) 
       7. Coordination of available resources to make students “ready to learn” and to keep 
 them in that condition 
       8. Parent engagement initiatives to foster support of school-based academic 
 initiatives 
       9.  Professional Development targeted toward more effective intervention  
 
With the exception of curriculum realignment, these intervention initiatives are all on-
going in nature.  It is fully expected that districts will make differing local decisions 
regarding the extent to which they adopt the various intervention strategies listed above.  
It is also understood that many, if not all, districts already have programs in place that 
incorporate elements from each of the components listed above.   There is no data, 
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however, which details the extent to which districts currently address intervention.  
Consequently, for the purpose of this study it is necessary to describe a basic intervention 
plan focused on the grades K-3 population and compute its average cost across the state.  
Once again, this report describes a model for estimating costs.  It does not attempt to 
include a comprehensive design of service delivery details. 
 
The following assumptions were utilized in order to develop the basic intervention plan: 
 
1) Curriculum realignment and weekend or after school proficiency test clinics are 
already in place to a sufficient degree across the state that their inclusion as a response to 
NCLB is not warranted.   
 
2) The professional development activities required by the state apart from NCLB, along 
with the NCLB requirements are sufficient to encompass professional development 
targeted toward more effective academic intervention for low-achieving students.   
 
3) The degree of intervention required will increase for each quartile of students as the 
student performance level moves further away from the passing level.  This is due both to 
the fact that the students require more improvement in order to reach proficiency, and 
because these students are increasingly characterized as economically disadvantaged, 
Limited English Proficient, and/or are students with disabilities.  Increasing intensity of 
service required will be primarily reflected through reductions in the pupil/teacher ratio 
of intervention programs provided to the students in the lowest performing quartiles.  
 
4) The intervention cost estimates in this report are predicated on the assumption that 
children will begin kindergarten in the future at roughly the same state of academic 
readiness as is the case currently.  Significant investment in early childhood education 
that results in better preparation of students entering kindergarten can be expected to 
reduce the intervention cost estimates calculated in this study.    
 
5) While students with disabilities are included in the NCLB standards and are 
specifically identified as a subgroup, no explicit estimate is made of the costs of bringing 
special education students up to the performance standards.  These students are included 
in the estimates of intervention cost, but on an equal basis with other students at similar 
performance levels.  Both state and Federal law mandates that students with disabilities 
be provided with needed services.   The extent to which current federal, state and local 
funding fails to achieve this is outside the scope of this study.   
 
6) The most basic intervention program is considered to be summer school.  This is 
consistent with research which suggests that lengthening the school year is an effective 
strategy for helping students who are below grade level.  By providing a summertime 
learning environment, at-risk students are expected to continue gains made during the 
regular academic year, rather than falling back as is frequently the case.  For the purposes 
of this study, 120 hours of summer school (4 hours a day, 5 days a week, for 6 weeks) is 
considered to be the standard duration for summer study in a single subject area.  Note 
that students who are deemed at-risk in both the math and reading areas will receive 120 
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hours of summer school in each subject area (the exact structure of how to provide these 
hours will be left to the discretion of individual school districts).   
 
7) After school intervention programs are considered to be the next most basic form of 
intervention.  This is consistent with the idea of both an extended school day for students 
who need extra assistance, and with the idea of supplemental services that are mandated 
as one of the “consequences” in schools and districts that are deemed “In Improvement”.  
For the purposes of this study, an additional 1 hour per day for 32 weeks per year is 
considered to be the appropriate length of time to extend the school day.  Choosing 32 
weeks instead of 36, allows time for initial assessment of student needs at the beginning 
of the year.  The pupil/teacher ratios used for summer school will also be used for after 
school intervention services.   
 
8) Intensive in-school academic intervention is considered to be the third basic form of 
academic intervention.  This may strike some as curious because it would seem logical to 
attempt to help students during the course of the normal school day before providing 
assistance over the summer or after normal school hours.  This idea is in fact so logical 
that many students are currently receiving additional academic help during the normal 
school day, paid for through state, local and federal funds.  The in-school interventions 
included here are intended to supplement rather than replace the services currently 
provided.  Daily instruction is to be provided on a basis of one teacher to one or two 
students, depending on the performance quartile that the student belongs to.  This 
paradigm is consistent with that of many programs currently in use.   
 
9) Since the effectiveness of summer school and after-school programs is critically 
dependent upon the attendance of targeted students, funding for transportation (based on 
average cost and ridership during the school year) should also be included in the cost 
estimates.  In the case of after-school programs it is assumed that existing transportation 
schedules can be adjusted to transport these students home at a later hour without 
significant additional cost.  
 
10) Many of the lowest performing students suffer problems that are more than academic 
in nature.  For this reason, coordination of available academic and non-academic services 
(again as a supplement to any services provided currently) is prescribed as increasingly 
necessary for the lowest performing students.   
 
11) Finally, research has demonstrated that intervention programs are most effective if 
the particular needs of students are assessed at an early stage and the progress of 
participants is continually monitored throughout the duration of the program.  A program 
of frequent assessment throughout the school year allows schools to both continually 
monitor the progress of individual students and also to identify new learning issues in a 
more timely manner than would occur with an assessment program that was implemented 
only at the opening and closing of a particular school year.  Consequently, the assessment 
program described here goes beyond the early assessment program that state is currently 
implementing and accordingly merits inclusion in the intervention cost estimates here.   
 



  42

 The various intervention strategies for serving students in each quartile are 
summarized in Table 23 below. 
Table 23: Reading and Math Intervention Services by Quartile, Kindergarten 
through 3rd Grade 

Intervention 
Service Provided 

Quartile 1 
(lowest performing) Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4 

Summer School 
Duration 

6 weeks, 5 days, 4 
hours/day (120 hrs.) 120 hours 120 hours None 

Summer School 
Student/Teacher Ratio 

4:1 in K and 1st  
5:1 in 2nd and 3rd  

 8:1 in K and 1st  
10:1 in 2nd and 3rd 

10:1 in K and 1st  
12:1 in 2nd and 3rd None 

Extended School 
Day Duration 

32 weeks per year  
5 hours per week  

32 weeks per year  
5 hours per week None None 

Extended School Day  
Student/Teacher Ratio 

4:1 in K and 1st  
5:1 in 2nd and 3rd  

 8:1 in K and 1st  
10:1 in 2nd and 3rd None None 

Intensive In-School 
Intervention 

2.5 hours per week, 
1:1 ratio 

2.5 hours per week, 
2:1 ratio 

2.5 hours per week, 
4:1 ratio None 

Academic 
Coordination 1 hour per week  Half hour per week  None None 

On-going Assessment All Students All Students All Students None 
 
 Table 23 shows that students in Quartile 3 are expected to become proficient as a 
result of a combination of summer school and intensive in-school academic intervention.    
The ratio of students to teachers in the provision of each of these programs is largest for 
this quartile.   
 
 Students in Performance Quartiles 1 and 2 are expected to benefit from an 
extended school day in addition to attending summer school and receiving intensive 
intervention through the course of the school day.  The student/teacher ratio for each of 
the three intervention programs is lowest for the Quartile 1 students.  This is consistent 
with the critical assumption that the marginal cost of successful intervention with these 
students will be highest.  Student/teacher ratios are also lower for students in kindergarten 
and 1st grade than they are for students in 2nd and 3rd grades.  This is consistent with the 
cost assumption that more intensive intervention at an earlier age will result in less 
intensive intervention needed at later ages.   
 
 Students in these two quartiles will also be eligible to receive weekly academic 
coordination services.    “Academic coordination services” mean intensive one-to-one 
supervision of a pupil’s progress by a teacher or other professionals designed to shepherd 
the pupil through the education environment, to work with the student and his or her 
family to maximize the pupil’s utilization of available academic and other opportunities, 
and to identify and address performance and learning problems at an early stage.  It must 
be emphasized that the cost of these intensive services relates only to the pupils whose 
performance places them in the lowest two quartiles of failing pupils.   The pupils who 
receive academic coordination services are the pupils in the two groups furthest from 
achieving a passing score. 
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 Finally, students in all three quartiles will receive the benefits of early and 
continued assessment of their academic progress.   
E. Estimating the Costs of Intervention 
 
 Cost estimates for the intervention programs described above were developed in 
the following manner:   
 
1) Teacher and Instructional Assistant Salaries 
 Teachers are assumed to make an average of $30 per hour including benefits.  
This is based upon an estimated wage of $24/hour plus 25% additional for benefits.  The 
$24 per hour wage equates to an annual salary of $30,240 based on 180 school days of 7 
hours in length.  A teacher salary of $30,000 is significantly lower than the average 
teacher’s salary, but the lower salary allowance is used here for two reasons.  First, it 
seems likely that summer school teachers, teachers working in after school tutoring 
programs and new teachers needed for in-school intervention will have less than average 
experience.  Second, the lower allowance leads to a more conservative estimate of each 
intervention program’s cost. 
 
 The average wage for an instructional assistant in each classroom is assumed to 
be $13.50/hour including benefits (based on a wage of $11/hour plus 23% in benefit 
costs).   
 

2) Transportation Costs 
 Transportation costs were computed from FY02 data in the following manner:  

A) Compute the total number of bus riders in the state (1,157,242). 

B)Compute the total Transportation Cost as determined for school funding purposes 
(Type 1 plus Type 2)   ($510,798,190) 

C) Divide the total cost from step B by the total of bus riders from step A ($441.39). This 
equals the average annual cost per bus rider. 

D) Divide the result in step 4 by 180 days. ($2.45) This result equals the cost per  bus 
rider per day in FY02.  In other words, if a pupil rides the bus, it costs his/her school 
district an average of $2.45 per day to transport that pupil.  This $2.45 includes both the 
State's contribution in the form of Transportation Aid and the district's formula 
contribution to the extent not covered by State transportation aid.  

E) The statewide average bus rider percentage equals 60%, however analysis of the FY03 
4th and 6th grade proficiency results showed that roughly one third of the students in 
Quartiles 1-3 were from large urban districts where the percentage of students who ride 
the bus is only about 35%.  Therefore, it seems reasonable to assume that about 50% of 
pupils requiring intervention statewide will require bus transportation.   
 
Therefore the per pupil per day transportation cost = $2.45/2 = $1.225 
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3) Summer School Cost 
 The per pupil cost of summer school can be calculated in accordance with the 
following assumptions (along with the transportation cost and teacher and instructional 
assistant salary levels discussed above): 
 
1) Summer school is 4 hours per day, 5 days a week, for 6 weeks =120 hours 
2) Students attend either for reading, math, or both  
3) Average building capacity is set at 200 students.  
4) Teachers require two 7 hour days of training for summer school at $10/hour 
5) A principal, administrative assistant and custodian/security person is needed in each 
building. 
6) The principal is assumed to receive an average of $4000 per summer session 
7) The secretary makes $10 per hour which is $1200 over 6 weeks 
8) The custodial/security costs are $15 per hour which is $1800 over 6 weeks 
 
Summer School Administrative Costs 

Principal + Secretary + Custodial/Security costs 
$4000 + $1200 + + $1800 = $7000 
$7000/200 students per building = $35 per student 
 
Summer School Transportation Costs 

$1.225 per student/per day * 30 days = $37 per pupil  
 
The only factor that varies across performance quartile is the prescribed student/teacher 
ratio.  From Table 23, the ratios for computing classroom costs for each quartile and 
grade level are as follows: 
 

Intervention Service 
Provided 

Quartile 1 
(lowest performing) Quartile 2 Quartile 3 

Summer School 
Student/Teacher Ratio 

4:1 in K and 1st  
5:1 in 2nd and 3rd  

 8:1 in K and 1st  
10:1 in 2nd and 3rd 

10:1 in K and 1st  
12:1 in 2nd and 3rd 

 
 The rationale for these ratios was arrived at by working backwards from a 
pupil/teacher ratio of 15:1.  While the research on the efficacy of reducing class-size is by 
no means clear cut, there has been evidence to support the notion that class sizes of 15 or 
less are correlated with increases in student achievement.  Because many of these studies 
are based on heterogeneous groups of students, rather than cases where all of the students 
are in need of intervention, it is assumed here that a starting point of 12:1 (quartile 3, 2nd 
and 3rd grade) with reductions for lower ability quartiles and lower grades is reasonable 
for the purpose of estimate intervention costs here.   
 
Summer School Classroom Costs:   

Total Teachers Hours = 4 hours * 5 days * 6 weeks = 120 hours  
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120 hours * $30 per hour = $3600 per teacher 

Instructional Assistant Cost = 120 hours * $13.50 per hour = $1620 per aide 

Teacher Training Costs = 14 hours * $10/hour = $140 per teacher 

Total Classroom cost = $3600 + $1620 + $140 = $5360/classroom 

Per pupil classroom costs are computed by simply dividing the $5360 cost by the number 
of pupils in each grade for each quartile.  For example: 

Quartile 1 K-1 Per Pupil Classroom Cost = $5360/4 = $1340/pupil 
 

Total Costs of Summer School 

The classroom cost for the other quartiles can be found in the same manner.  Table 24 
provides a summary of the per pupil costs of summer school for each quartile and grade 
level. 
 
Table 24: Per Pupil Cost of Summer School, by Quartile 

Summer School 
Component 

Quartile 1 
(lowest performing) Quartile 2 Quartile 3 

Administration $35 $35 $35 
Transportation $37 $37 $37 
K-1st  Classrooms $1340 $670 $536 
2nd-3rd Classrooms $1072 $536 $447 
K-1st Total Cost $1412 $742 $608 
2nd-3rd Total Cost $1144 $608 $519 
 
To compute the total cost of summer school for each quartile it is only necessary to 
multiply the per pupil costs in the bottom two rows of Table 24 times the number of 
students in each grade in each quartile for both math and reading (found in Tables 17 and 
18).   
  
The total number of kindergartners and 1st graders in Quartiles 1 and 2 requiring reading 
and math intervention as found in Tables 17 and 18 =  
10808 + 11,210 + 13,549 + 14,054 = 49,621 
 
The total number of 2nd and 3rd graders in Quartiles 1 and 2 requiring reading and math 
intervention as found in Tables 17 and 18 = 11,242+ 11,420 + 14,093 + 14,317 = 51,072 
 
The total number of kindergartners and 1st graders in Quartiles 3 requiring reading and 
math intervention as found in Tables 17 and 18 =  
9894 + 10,263 + 4412 + 4576 = 29,145 
 
The total number of 2nd and 3rd graders in Quartile 3 requiring reading and math 
intervention as found in Tables 17 and 18 = 10,292+ 10,455 + 4589 + 4662 = 29,998 
 
 



  46

 
Table 25 Total Cost of Summer School, by Quartile 

Summer School 
Component 

Quartile 1 
(lowest performing) Quartile 2 Quartile 3 

K-1st Total Cost $70,064,852 $36,818,782 $17,720,160 
2nd-3rd Total Cost $58,426,368 $31,051,776 $15,568,962 
Total Cost  $128,491,220 $67,870,558 $33,289,122 
 
 
4) Extended School  Day Cost 
The following assumptions describe the after-school tutoring intervention program: 
 
1) An extended school day is only prescribed for students in Quartiles 1 and 2 
2) Students attend either for reading, math, or both  
3) 32 weeks per year 
4) 5 hours per week (the configuration to be left to the discretion of the school or district) 
5) Transportation should be provided, however no additional marginal cost is computed 
since these students are already at school.  In some districts the need to transport these 
pupils home at a later hour may result in additional costs but these are likely to be fairly 
small.   
6) Average teacher compensation of $30 per hour including benefits 
7) As described in Table 23, student/teacher ratios are as follows: 
 

Intervention Service 
Provided 

Quartile 1 
(lowest performing) Quartile 2 Quartile 3 

Extended School Day  
Student/Teacher Ratio 

4:1 in K and 1st  
5:1 in 2nd and 3rd  

 8:1 in K and 1st  
10:1 in 2nd and 3rd None 

 
Cost for Quartile 1 

Teacher Hours = 32 weeks * 5 hours/week = 160 hours  
Teacher Cost = 160 hours per year * $30/hour = $4800 
 
Kindergarten and Grade 1 Per Pupil Teacher Cost = $4800/4 = $1200/pupil 
Grade 2 and 3 Per Pupil Teacher Cost = $4800/5 = $960/pupil 
 
The total number of kindergartners and 1st graders requiring reading and math 
intervention as found in Tables 17 and 18 = 10808 + 11,210 + 13,549 + 14,054 = 49,621 
 
The total number of 2nd and 3rd graders requiring reading and math intervention as found 
in Tables 17 and 18 = 11,242+ 11,420 + 14,093 + 14,317 = 51,072 
 
K-1 Total Cost = 49,621 pupils * $1200/pupil = $59,545,200 

Grade 2-3 Total Cost = 51,072 pupils * $960/pupil = $49,029,120 

Total Quartile 1 Cost = $59,545,200 + $53,279,040 = $108,574,320 
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Cost for Quartile 2 

Teacher Cost = 160 hours per year * $30/hour = $4800  

Because the student/teacher ratios are twice as large as for Quartile 1, the cost for 
Quartile 2 will be half as much. 

Kindergarten and Grade 1 Per Pupil Teacher Cost = $4800/8 = $600/pupil 
Grade 2 and 3 Per Pupil Teacher Cost = $4800/10 = $480/pupil 
 
K-1 Total Cost = 49,621 pupils * $600/pupil = $29,772,600 

Grade 2-3 Total Cost = 51,072  pupils * $480/pupil = $24,514,560 

Total Quartile 2 Cost = $29,772,600 + $24,514,560 = $54,287,160 
 
 
5) Intensive In-School Academic Intervention 
The following assumptions characterize the in-school intervention program: 
 
1) Quartile 1: 2.5 hours per week, 1 student per teacher 
    Quartile 2: 2.5 hours per week, 2 students per teacher  
    Quartile 3. 2.5 hours per week, 4 students per teacher 
2) 1 teacher has 30 hours available per week for this service, so in  
    Quartile 1: one teacher can serve 12 students 
    Quartile 2: one teacher can serve 24 students 
    Quartile 3: one teacher can serve 48 students 
3) Teacher cost = $30,000 per year 
4) Students eligible to receive intervention in reading, math, or both 
5) There are 100,693 students in quartiles 1 and 2 (4 grade levels, both math and reading 
intervention)  
6)There are 59,142 students eligible in quartile 3 (because we are only costing out the 
lowest 25% of the students) 
 
Costs are calculated by computing the number of teachers needed to serve the students in 
each quartile.  Because the pupil/teacher ratio doubles from Quartile 1 to Quartile 2, the 
cost in Quartile 2 will be half that of Quartile 1.  The cost drops by more in quartile 3 
because the pupil/teacher ratio doubles and also because the number of students receiving 
the intervention is roughly 40% lower). 
 
Quartile 1 

100,693 pupils/12 pupils per teacher = 8391 teachers needed 
8391 teachers * $30,000/teacher = $251,730,000 
 

Quartile 2 

100,693 pupils/24 pupils per teacher = 4196 teachers needed 
4196 teachers * $30,000/teacher = $125,880,000 
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Quartile 3 

59,142 pupils/48 pupils per teacher = 1232 teachers needed 
1232 teachers * $30,000/teacher = $36,960,000 
 
 
6) Academic Coordination Services 
Costs for providing intensive academic coordination to students can be computed 
according to the following assumptions: 
 
1) Assume that students in Quartile 1 require 1 hour of services per week, and 
    Students in Quartile 2 require half an hour of services per week 
2) Assume the average hourly cost of a teacher or other professional to be $36/hour  
    This cost is presumed to be higher than the teacher cost assumed for summer school  
  and after school services because a more experienced teacher will be required.   
    However, in order to be conservative, the cost still was estimated at somewhat less  
    than the average teacher salary and without adding the employer's cost of health  
    insurance and other benefits. 
3) Assume that there are 36 weeks in the school year.   36 weeks times 5 days = 180 days 
which is at typical school year.   
 
The preceding estimates have all treated students who have required both reading and 
math intervention as if they are two individual students.  However, to properly compute 
the cost of academic coordination services, it is necessary to estimate the unduplicated 
number of pupils in Quartiles 1 and 2 for each grade from K-3.   
 
 If a simple average is taken of the number of students requiring reading and math 
intervention from grade Kindergarten through 3rd grade in a single quartile, the result is 
100,693/2 = 50,346 pupils.  
  
Quartile 1 Cost  

50,346 students * 1 hour/week * 36 weeks = 1,812,456 hours 
Total Quartile 1 Cost = 1,812,456 hours * $36/hour = $65,248,416 
 
Quartile 2 Cost  

50,346 students * .5 hours/week * 36 weeks = 906,228 hours 
Total Quartile 1 Cost = 906,228 hours * $36/hour = $32,624,208 
 
 
7) Early and On-going Assessment and Intervention Monitoring  
 The Columbus City School District employed the “Target Teach” system in 
FY03.  All students in grades 1-8 were pre- and post-tested 3 times per year in both 
reading and math.  The Annual cost of Instructional Assistants to administer and evaluate 
the results throughout the year was approximately $6 million.   
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$6,000,000 divided by the 41,765 students in grade 1-8 = $144/pupil cost 
 
 While Columbus uses this assessment system for all pupils, for the purpose of this 
analysis it is recommended that a system of this sort be employed for the pupils in 
Quartiles 1-3 in both reading and math.  
 
 As Table 15 estimated that 34.3% of the K-3 population would need reading 
intervention and Table 16 estimated that 43% of the K-3 population would need math 
intervention, it would be reasonable to use the average rate of about 38% to estimate the 
cost of Target Teach-type assessment and evaluation program.  However, considering the 
marginal cost basis of this project it is most appropriate to assume that only the lowest 
performing 25% of the K-3 population will require this type of intervention.   
 
Total number of pupils = 521,055 * 25% = 130,264 pupils  
 
130,264 * $144/pupil = $18,758,016 
 
A simple way to pro-rate this total cost of $18.6 million across the quartiles is to use the 
relative percentage of the students requiring intervention in quartiles 1, 2 and 3, as used 
in the in-school intervention calculation above (100,693 in quartiles 1 and 2 and 59,142 
in quartile 3).   
 
Quartile 1 and 2 percentage = 100,693/260,528 = 38.65% 
Quartile 3 percentage = 59,142/260,528 = 22.7% 
 
Quartile 1 and 2 assessment cost = $18,758,016 * 38.65% = $7,249,973 
Quartile 3 assessment cost $18,758,016 * 22.7% = $4,258,070 
 
 
F. Total K-3 Intervention Cost 
 
Table 26 summarizes the cost estimates derived from the preceding analysis.   
 
Table 26: Cost of Reading and Math Intervention Services by Quartile, 
Kindergarten through 3rd Grade 

Intervention Service 
Provided 

Quartile 1 
(lowest performing) Quartile 2 Quartile 3 

Summer School $128.5 million $67.9 million $33.3 million 
Extended School Day   $108.6 million $54.3 million None 
In-School Intervention $251.7 million $125.9 million $37.0 million 
Academic Coordination $65.2 million $32.6 million None 
On-going Assessment $7.2 million $7.2 million $4.3 million 
Total Cost  $561.2 million $287.9 million $74.6 million 
 
Grand Total Cost of K-3 Intervention= $923.7 million  
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G. Intervention Costs for Grades 4 through 12 
 
 The preceding section of this report has estimated the cost of providing 
intervention from kindergarten to third grade.  This intervention is targeted at those pupils 
with the greatest need to improve performance in order to pass reading and math 
achievement tests.  Conceptually, this intervention addresses the difference between the 
State’s 75% performance standard and NCLB’s 100% performance standard.   
 
 Assuming that the massive intervention in the early grades produces the desired 
results, the ability of these better prepared pupils to achieve passing rates on tests in 
grades 4 through 8 and to graduate should be improved.  However, NCLB’s high 
standards will continue to demand expenditures needed to maintain the level of 
achievement attained by the early intervention in the first four grades.  At an estimated 
cost of one-half of the amount spent on kindergarten through third grade, the following 
list shows the objects to which these “maintenance” expenditures will apply: 
 
 1) Maintain passing rates of 100% through interventions associated with math and 
reading tests between grades 4 through 8.  As with the initial intervention expenditures, 
these expenditures focus on the population whose success will raise the success rate from 
75% to 100%. 
 
 2) Address the need to raise the success rate on three science tests mandated by 
NCLB from the state’s 75% standard to the NCLB standard of 100%. 
 
 3) Provide interventions needed to obtain required improvements in attendance 
rates and graduation rates among the same population of pupils. 
 
 4) Coordinate the interventions needed to preserve improvements in academic 
achievement in the early grades from deterioration caused by social and other pressures 
associated with the transition to adolescence. 
 
 5) Provide interventions in grades three through eight for those pupils missed by 
the initial intervention program because of its inability to predict unerringly which pupils 
will need the most help.  Initial interventions will miss some pupils because the programs 
begin in kindergarten but an actual testing record for each pupil will not begin until third 
grade.   (See also the discussion below about the use of pre-NCLB federal funds.) 
 
 Generally, these expenditures will focus on the approximately 32,000 pupils in 
each grade from kindergarten through third grade for reading intervention and 
approximately 32,000 pupils in each of those same grades for math interventions.   
 
 These interventions with an estimated cost of about $462 million target the group 
of pupils at the bottom of the achievement ladder.  Economic disadvantages and/or 
disabilities affect roughly one-half to two-thirds of the pupils in this group.  This is the 
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group of pupils in each grade with the furthest distance to climb in order to meet 
performance standards on achievement tests and to graduate.   
 This report does not set forth a structure or set of criteria for identifying the pupils 
who qualify for these services either for the initial interventions in the first four grades or 
for the maintenance required in the final nine grades.  The purpose of this report is not to 
define a specific program for delivering all of the services described in it.  Rather, its 
purpose involves the identification of costs conceptually related to the additional burdens 
imposed on the State by the higher standards imposed by NCLB.  Therefore, the cost 
estimates here used programmatic examples as a basis for illustrating how an intervention 
system might reach the lowest performing pupils.  The analysis then applied reasonable 
cost estimates to these examples to obtain a total cost for leaving no child behind.  The 
actual implementation of real programs would require much more work to enable the 
proper identification of pupils and proper design of intervention services.  Such essential 
details go far beyond the scope of this report. 
 
 
H. Phase-in of Intervention Costs 
 
 NCLB allows the states to determine a schedule for reaching 100% success rates 
on the required performance measures.   Ohio begins with a baseline of 40% effective for 
last year and for the current year (2003-04 school year).  For 2004-05, 2005-06, and 
2006-07, the new standard for performance will equal 50%.  For 2007-08, 2008-09, and 
2009-10, the performance standard equals 60%.  Then, for the last four years of the 
phase-in period, the performance standard increases by 10% percentage points per year to 
reach 100% in 2013-14.  Thus, the standard equals 70% in 2010-11, 80% in 2011-12, 
90% in 2012-13, and 100% in 2013-14. 
 
 The standards increase slowly at first and dramatically in the last four years.  This 
arrangement provides time for the State to address performance problems.  For this 
reason, the investment of all $1.4 billion in intervention costs need not occur 
immediately.  For example, an initial investment of $450 million could occur in FY05 
(2004-05 school year) when the standard increases to 50%.  The same annual rate of 
investment of $450 million could remain in place for FY06 (2005-06 school year).   The 
intervention investment could increase to $900 million in FY07 (2006-07 school year) 
just before the standard increases to 60%.  The $900 million per year intervention 
expenditure could remain for FY08 and FY09 (2007-08 and 2008-09 school years).   
Finally, the annual rate of investment could reach $1.4 billion in FY10 (2009-10 school 
year) immediately before the standard begins its four year climb through 70%, 80%, 
90%, and 100%.   The $1.4 billion per year investment would continue indefinitely.  All 
of these amounts are expressed in 2004 dollars.  Thus, the unfunded intervention costs are 
not necessarily $1.4 billion per year for every year of the phase-in of NCLB 
requirements.  Generally, the longer that the intervention efforts remain unfunded, the 
more difficult it will become to meet the 2014 NCLB target.  The phase-in of intervention 
expenditures described here provides an example of how the NCLB costs might be 
addressed over time.  Other implementation schedules are possible.  An ineffective 
implementation schedule will cause some districts to incur unfunded costs related to 
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consequences.  For this reason, the short term avoidance of some intervention costs with 
a less aggressive implementation schedule may not save any money in the long run.    
 Some time lag may exist between the year of investment and the year in which a 
payoff occurs in better performance.  By concentrating interventions in the early years of 
kindergarten through third grade, the intervention model projected in this report would 
need at least four years before it could have the maximum impact on third grade test-
takers.   
 
 In general, some tradeoff exists between investments in intervention and the 
realization of consequence costs.  More intervention should mean less cost from 
consequences.  Less or later intervention investments will save money up front, but any 
resulting costs of consequences will cost money when performance standards are not met.   
Since the intervention model used in this report is only a model for estimating costs, it is 
possible that all of the intervention costs projected here will not prevent some 
consequences from occurring.  No one knows what program will achieve 100% success 
rates. 
 

I. Community Schools 
  
 The report did not develop a separate cost for community school interventions.  
Assuming a cost for community schools proportional to their enrollment relative to 
statewide public school enrollment, the additional cost for community schools would 
equal approximately $17.5 million for interventions identical to those estimated for 
regular K-12 school districts.  That amount equals about 1.25% of the $1.4 billion 
intervention cost.  Since this estimate for community schools has not been computed in 
detail, the report does not include it in the summary of total costs. It is possible that 
community schools do not have the same proportions of pupils in the target grades and 
target populations within those grades as the general public school enrollment. In any 
case, additional dollars for community schools would change the specific marginal cost 
of NCLB, but they would not change the magnitude of the impact from NCLB. 
 

J. Use of Existing Federal Funds 
  
 The report assumes that the intervention costs estimated in this section target the 
pupils furthest from a passing score on achievement tests.  Current federal funds will be 
concentrated on pupils in the fourth quartile of failing pupils, i.e., those pupils who are 
closest to satisfying performance standards.  In addition, current federal funds contribute 
to the successful achievement of those pupils who receive their benefit and do perform at 
the required performance level.  Thus, current federal funds will continue to assist pupils 
to pass achievement tests as they did prior to the enactment of NCLB.  The intervention 
costs modeled in this report will focus on the pupils for whom current federal funds have 
not made a measurable impact.  Finally, the focus on the pupils furthest from achieving a 
passing score on the tests in the third through eighth grades begins three years before 
those pupils take one of the tests because the interventions begin in kindergarten.  It will 
not be possible in every instance to predict the pupils who will need the most help at the 
time the massive interventions modeled here begin for each pupil.   Pre-NCLB federal aid 



  53

will be needed to catch those pupils whom the new intervention programs miss because 
they cannot foretell the future with perfect accuracy.
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Chapter 4: Consequences 
 
 NCLB has created a sequence of accountability measures applicable to schools 
where progress toward achievement goals does not occur.  Specifically, the new federal 
law requires each state to establish a system for measuring “adequate yearly progress” 
(AYP).  Intermediate AYP goals can differ from state to state over the period from 2003-
04 to 2013-14, but the ultimate goal for all schools requires 100% success in meeting 
achievement standards by that latter school year.   
 
 If a school fails to make AYP goals, as established by the state, for two 
consecutive years, it is identified as “in need of improvement.”  Once a school rates the 
“need for improvement,” increasingly severe consequences apply to the school with each 
additional year in which the school fails to meet AYP goals.  Also, once a school receives 
the “need for improvement” rating, it retains that status until it makes AYP goals for two 
consecutive years.   
 
 The accountability measures apply separately both to school districts and to 
school buildings.  In addition, the evaluation of achievement with respect to AYP goals 
applies both to the performance of the student body as a whole and to certain subgroups 
within each district and school building identified by NCLB in terms of racial or ethnic 
groups, economically disadvantaged pupils, and English language learners. 
 
 Table 27 summarizes the consequences applicable at each stage of inadequate 
performance.  All consequences apply in a cumulative manner.  For example, in the third 
consecutive year of failure to meet AYP, the requirement to offer pupils an option to 
choose a successful school, a second year consequence, continues to be available. 
 
 The costs associated with each level of school improvement status are difficult to 
estimate.  The difficulty results from several factors: 
 
 - schools can move in and out of improvement status over the next 10 years 
 - insufficient data exists to predict the status of any particular school building in 
 any given year 
 - the range of possible options at levels  4 and 5 make any prediction for those 
 years impossible. 
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Table 27: Consequences for Failure to Meet AYP Goals for Consecutive Years 

Fail to Meet 
AYP for: 

Cumulative Consequences (Consequences from a previous year 
continue to apply) 

2 Years a) Choice – Pupils in schools identified for improvement can transfer to a 
school not in need of improvement. 
b) Transportation Costs – Districts set aside up to 20% of the Title I 
funds for each school in need of improvement to pay transportation costs 
for pupils who elect the Choice option. 
c) Professional Development – Schools identified for improvement 
must set aside 10% of Title I Part A funds for professional development 
targeted at the teachers and principal associated with the areas where the 
identification of need for improvement occurred. 

3 Years a) Supplemental Education Services – Schools must set aside Title I 
funds with which low income pupils can obtain services from public or 
private providers designed to enable them to achieve performance goals. 
b) Quality Control – States must monitor service providers to insure 
services provided can provide assistance needed. 
c) Continue activities from 2 years of not meeting AYP 

4 Years a) Corrective Action at SCHOOL level – School districts must 
implement at least one of the following changes at the affected schools: 
1) replace school staff 
2) implement a new curriculum 
3) decrease management authority at the school building 
4) appoint an outside expert  
5) extend the school year or day 
6) reorganize the school internally  
b) Corrective Action at DISTRICT level – The State must take action 
where a school district fails to meet AYP including at least one of: 
1) defer programmatic funds 
2) reduce administrative funds 
3) implement a new curriculum 
4) replace personnel 
5) establish alternative governance 
6) appoint a trustee or receiver in place of the superintendent & board 
7) abolish or restructure the district 
8) permit pupils to transfer to other school districts including 
transportation 
c) Continue activities from 3 years of not meeting AYP 

5 Years Fundamental Restructuring – relates to schools and includes 
a) replacing staff 
b) reopen as a charter school 
c) retain private management. 
d) Continue activities from 4 years of not meeting AYP  

  
 



  56

 Certain consequences impose set aside requirements on school districts.  A “set 
aside” forces a district (or in some cases a school building) to reserve a certain percentage 
of a federal allocation for a specific purpose.  Table 28 summarizes the set aside 
provisions of NCLB. 
 
Table 28: NCLB Set Aside Requirements 

Consequence Building Misses AYP District Misses AYP 

Improvement Plan Building Improvement Plan District Improvement Plan 
 
Public school choice 

5% - 15% “district” 
allocation (Title I) 

 
No consequence 

Supplemental services 5% - 15% “district” 
allocation (Title I) 

 
No consequence 

Professional development 10% building allocation* 
(Title I) 

10% district allocation* 
(Title I) 

 
High Quality Teacher 
Support 

 
No consequence 

Not related to AYP 
District reserves 5% 
minimum 

*Building set aside can count as part of district set aside. 
 

Some quantification is possible for four consequences. 
 

A. Transportation set aside  
 
 School districts at level two (second year in improvement status) must set aside at 
least 5% and up to 20% of the district’s Title I federal funds to transport pupils who 
choose to attend a successful school rather than a failing school.  Twenty per cent of the 
funds of all school districts in need of improvement would equal about $62.8 million.  
However, this amount greatly exaggerates the actual choice-based transportation 
requirement.  Limited experience from school districts suggests that relatively few pupils 
take advantage of the choice option when it is offered.   
 
 In the school buildings in need of improvement in FY04 for the second 
consecutive year or more, enrollment equals about 57,000.  If all of these pupils exercised 
the choice option and needed transportation at school district expense, the cost would 
equal about $25 million.  This cost is derived from transportation formula computations 
by which it appears that the per pupil per day cost of transportation equals about $2.45.  
(This estimate probably understates the cost of transportation in urban areas where 
compensation for drivers tends to be higher and greater traffic density tends to increase 
driving times.) 
 
 If 10% of those for whom choice is available as an NCLB consequence exercise 
the choice option, the cost in Title I funds would equal about $2.5 million.  The number 
of schools in the second year of improvement status probably will increase with the full 
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implementation of NCLB at least initially.  Therefore, the $2.5 cost also will increase 
depending upon the percentage of pupils who choose the alternative school option.    
 
B. Professional Development Set Aside  
 
 NCLB requires each school district to set aside 10% of the Title I funds for each 
school in need of improvement.  These funds are to be targeted for the use of the 
principal and teachers responsible for that part of the school responsible for the failure to 
meet AYP.  Ten percent of all Title I funds would equal about $37 million.   
 

C. Supplemental Services   
 
 NCLB requires that a school district must set aside Title I funds for supplemental 
education services when a school fails to make its AYP target for three consecutive years.  
The amount of funds set aside for this purpose must equal a minimum of 5% of Title I 
funds.  Schools may spend an additional 10% on supplemental services provided that the 
total percentage spent for transportation of school choice pupils combined with the 
supplemental education services expenditures cannot exceed 20% of Title I funds.  Five 
per cent of all Title I allocations would equal about $18.5 million. 
 

D. Extension of the School Day or Year   
 
 H.B. 3 specifically requested estimates for the cost of extending the school day or 
school year as consequences for failure to make AYP.  The cost of these two measures 
would differ from district to district.  It is possible to estimate an average cost for both 
measures.  Statewide, it costs about $40 per pupil per day in State and local revenues to 
operate the public schools.  This estimate results from dividing $12.9 billion by 180 days 
and then dividing the result of that step by 1.8 million pupils.  On this basis, each 
additional day of school would cost about $72 million.  In some districts, the cost per 
pupil per day would be less.  In other districts, it would be more.  For example, in 
Cleveland City Schools the cost per pupil per day equals about $46.25.  A one day 
extension of the school year for Cleveland would cost about $3.6 million.    
 
 Similarly, the extension of the school day would cost different amounts in 
different districts.  Statewide, a one hour extension of each school day would cost about 
$2.1 billion per year.  This estimate results from dividing the $40 per pupil per day cost 
by six hours to obtain an hourly cost of about $6.67.  The product of the hourly cost times 
the number of days (180) times the number of pupils (1.8 million) yields the $2.1 billion 
amount.  Again, as an example of a large urban district, Cleveland City Schools have an 
hourly per pupil per day cost of about $7.71.  The addition of an hour to each school day 
in Cleveland would cost around $108 million. 
 
 The estimates presented here are rough ones and not suitable for actually 
preparing a budget.  For example, the extension of the school day probably would not 
involve an increase in transportation costs.  The students only go to school and come 
home once per day regardless of the length of the day.  Utility costs probably would not 
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change much whether the school is open for instruction 6 hours per day or 7 hours per 
day since after school activities already require heat and light on many days, and so on.   
 
 However, the estimates provided here offer a reasonably accurate indication of the 
magnitude of the costs involved in either an extension of the school year or the extension 
of the school day.  Generally, both strategies suffer from the inefficiency of adding costs 
related to all pupils when only some pupils require more assistance to achieve the 
mandated performance levels.  
 

E. Summary of Consequences 
 
 Since the number of schools that fall short of AYP, the amount of Title I funds 
allocated to those schools, and the number of pupils who take advantage of either school 
choice or supplemental education services will vary from year to year, no attempt has 
been made to estimate the additional cost imposed by the set aside requirements.  
However, it is important to emphasize that the combination of set aside requirement in 
NCLB can have the effect of tying up 30% of a district’s Title I allocation for a 
substantial time during each school year. 
 
 While NCLB legislation increase flexibility in the use of federal funds by making 
possible the use of funds from other programs on Title I projects, money transferred from 
other programs into Title I becomes subject to set aside requirements just as though it 
were originally Title I funds.   
 
 Similarly, the administrative costs associated with the higher levels of 
consequences in years three through five are likewise impossible to estimate.  Rather than 
estimate these speculative costs, this report assumes that the commitment of necessary 
intervention funds as described in the preceding chapter would account for the cost of 
consequences by rendering the implementation of such consequences unnecessary.  In 
other words, intervention costs and costs of consequences present a kind of “pay-me-
now-or pay-me-later” alternative.  If intervention investments enable pupils to achieve 
consistent with AYP goals, schools will avoid consequences and the costs associated with 
them by their performance.  If intervention investments do not occur, consequences 
become a more likely outcome.  The estimation of intervention costs provided a less 
speculative problem of projection.   
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Chapter 5: Summary of Estimated Costs 
 
 This final section of the report summarizes the costs associated with various 
requirements of NCLB and matches available federal funds against those costs.  Table 29 
shows the one-time costs.  
 

Table 29: One-time Costs Imposed by NCLB 

  
Cost 

New Test Development $  9 million 
Highly Qualified Teacher $23 million 
HQ Paraprofessional $  1 million 
Total $33 million 
 

 Rather than attempt to sort out the expenditures for these one-time costs from a 
fungible pot of federal dollars, the next table prorates the one-time costs over the period 
from 2004 through 2013.  This results in an annualized cost of $3.3 million per year over 
the period during which the phase-in of NCLB will occur.  This procedure reflects the 
fact that the diversion of some federal resources to pay one-time costs reduces the funds 
available for other uses.  This proration of one-time costs appears as the first cost on 
Table 30. 
 
 Table 30 shows the ongoing costs of NCLB on an annual basis in current dollars. 
 
Table 30: Annualized Costs of NCLB in Millions of Current 2004 Dollars  
 
 Cost 
Annualized One-Time Costs $ 3.3 
Test Administration -State $20.3 
Test Administration –Special Education $  1.8 
Test Administration – Local $  3.5 
Annual Test Development-State ? 
High Quality Teacher – New MA $  2.0 
Retooling Teachers $  2.0 
Highly Effective Pro Dev $65.0 
Administrative Costs for Title II (State & Local)  $  5.0 
Consequences – Transportation $  2.5 
        Subtotal $105.4 
  
Intervention K-3 $923.7 
Intervention Maintenance Grades 4-12 $462.0 
        Intervention Subtotal  $1385.7 
  
Grand Total $1491.1  
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 As noted above, “Annualized One-Time Costs” reflects the fact that federal 
dollars in 2004 are treated as paying for one-time costs entirely with the consequent 
reduction in federal dollars available for all annual costs.    
 
 “Retooling teachers” refers to the cost of expanding the subject area competency 
of already highly qualified teachers to increase the flexibility of school districts to use 
teachers in more than one subject area.  
 
 Table 31 shows the cost of NCLB plus the sum of federal funds received in FY02 
adjusted as described in the Introduction for increases in FY03 and FY04 consistent with 
recent historical experience.  It also shows the estimated federal funds available for FY04 
from NCLB allocations. 
 
Table 31: Comparison of NCLB Costs with NCLB Resources in Millions of Dollars. 

 
Item Millions of Dollars 
NCLB Costs from Table 30 $1,491 
Minus Net New NCLB Funds from Table 4 -$44 
Net Estimated Cost of NCLB $1,447 
 
 

 The table shows Pre-NCLB federal funds as a negative amount consistent with the 
marginal cost approach taken by this report.  Pre-NCLB federal dollars define the cost of 
federal programs in existence before the enactment of NCLB.  The itemization of these 
dollars programmatically appears in Table 1, and the computation of an adjustment to 
bring pre-NCLB federal funds up to an Ohio FY04 level appears in Table 4.   “NCLB 
costs” are those costs defined in the report as flowing from the new requirements 
imposed by the law.  These costs are itemized on Table 28.   NCLB revenues equal the 
total federal dollars allocated to Ohio as identified on Table 2.  Amounts drawn from 
Tables 2 and 4 are rounded to the nearest million. 
 
 The final row of the table shows the net NCLB cost after prior levels of federal 
funding and newly imposed costs are deducted from NCLB revenues.  The bottom line of 
this table is the “bottom line.”  NCLB requirements will cost Ohio about $1.45 billion.  In 
any given year, the net amount may differ from the annualized amount computed on 
Table 29, but the net cost shown on the table should approximate the average annual cost 
of NCLB in 2004 dollars.   
 
 Table 32 summarizes the unfunded portion of NCLB costs in the context of other 
sources of revenue for school operations in Ohio.  The first column of data shows the 
current revenue for operations from local, state, and federal sources.  The local revenue 
includes property taxes for operations and school district income taxes.  State aid includes 
all revenues as reported on the most recent statewide data for total SF-3 spending.  
Federal revenue is drawn from Table 2.  The second column of data shows the same 
information as the first column, except that it adds the amount of unfunded NCLB costs 
as computed in Table 31.   



  61

Table 32: Comparison of Current Operating Revenue for FY04 and Operating 
Revenue for FY04 with Full Funding For NCLB 

Revenue 
Source 

Current Revenue– 
FY04 

NCLB Fully Funded – 
FY04 

Local Operating Revenue $7,200 Million $7,200 Million 
State Aid for Operations $5,460 Million $5,460 Million 
Federal Aid - NCLB $   662 Million $   662 Million 
Unfunded NCLB Cost  $1,447 Million 
Total $13,322 Million $14,769 Million 
 
Federal aid, as shown in Table 32, does not include IDEA funds ($242 million), ECSE 
funds ($8 million), or federal funds for nutrition programs.  The federal government does 
not consider NCLB to include these funds.   
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Conclusion 
 
 NCLB imposes many costs.  These costs differ in kind and in amount.  There are 
direct costs and indirect costs.  There are administrative, professional development, 
intervention, and consequence costs.   
 
 With respect administrative costs, some of them result in a fairly predictable way 
from the new testing mandates imposed by NCLB.  The analysis in Chapter 1 found some 
methods for predicting specific costs associated with the new tests.  Other administrative 
costs are harder to identify and estimate.  Generally, the many new requirements of 
NCLB, including interactions between the schools and the State, the federal government, 
the pupils, the teachers, and the parents, all require some kind of monitoring.  The 
process of monitoring compliance with the federal requirements includes the 
development of rules and procedures, the communication of those rules and procedures, 
and the implementation of those rules and procedures.  The costs associated with such 
activities tend to be woven into the existing administrative apparatus at State and local 
levels.  For this reason, identification of specific costs is difficult, but it is clear that the 
administrative burden on the State and its school districts imposed by NCLB has a cost 
even if that cost is not predictable. 
 
 NCLB also mandates a change in the use of professional development.  While one 
part of this mandate affects the quantity of professional development necessary for 
teachers and other education professionals, the other part requires a qualitative 
improvement in professional development.   This report found some methods for 
projecting costs implied by the need for more professional development, but it could not 
reach the level of detail needed to estimate the extent to which the quality of pre-NCLB 
professional development must improve or the cost of such improvement. 
 
 Intervention costs clearly involve the greatest marginal impact on education 
spending.  NCLB requires that Ohio improve from its goal of a 75% success rate among 
the state’s pupils on achievement tests to a 100% success rate.  This increase in the 
population of pupils from whom the system demands successful performance represents 
the greatest source of NCLB costs.  What does it take to raise performance from 75% of 
all pupils passing a test to success for 76% of the same population?  What does it cost to 
raise the performance of those pupils from success for 99% of the students to 100%?   
 
 Perhaps the following analogy will provide some insight.  Imagine that a 
randomly selected group of 100 young adults agree to participate in a fitness program.  
The program has two goals.  One goal involves the completion of a 400 meter distance in 
65 seconds, and the other goal involves a 200 pound lift to full extension above the head.  
For some of the participants, an hour per day of training will provide enough preparation 
to pass the standards.  Others may need two hours per day.  Still others must add some 
life-style changes such as a reduction in alcohol and tobacco consumption or a change in 
diet.  Even with these changes, some participants are working several hours a day to pass.  
After ninety have passed, the ninety-first participant spends the equivalent of a full-time 
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job in training.  When ninety-nine have passed, the hundredth participant must work 
every waking hour, and still this last person may not get over the bar. 
 
 Presumably, the participants in such a program would need some strong incentive 
to continue as the costs in terms of their training time mounted.  Perhaps, they might be 
paid.  How much would the 99th or 100th participant demand in payment to compensate 
for round-the-clock training?  However, if the program were operated like NCLB, not 
only would the trainers who run the exercise program have no additional rewards to offer 
the participants, but they also would be penalized themselves if the participants failed to 
achieve the goals.   
 
 If it seems hard to imagine how much it would cost to get that one-hundredth 
volunteer across a finish line in 65 seconds, so also does it seem hard to project how 
much it would cost to get the last student over the achievement test bar as required by 
NCLB.  This report has attempted to attach dollar amounts to the interventions necessary 
for schools to enable all pupils to meet the academic standards imposed by NCLB.   
 
 Pupils who came close to passing an achievement test in the past may need only a 
small boost to get over the bar the next time.  Other pupils with multiple handicaps in the 
form of economic disadvantages and physical or emotional disabilities may need almost 
totally individualized to care to reach the same goals.  As the percentage of success 
increases, so does the additional cost for each pupil who remains unsuccessful.  Finally, it 
is worth remembering that the achievement of goals with one cohort of pupils does not 
necessarily make achievement any easier for the next cohort.   
 
 In many ways, the projection of the cost of consequences for failure to meet 
NCLB targets imposes the most difficult task.  To estimate the cost of consequences 
would not only require the quantification of a whole variety of options, including both 
complementary and mutually exclusive ones, but it also would require a forecast of which 
schools will make or not make NCLB goals.  In the short run, many districts meet the 
intermediate requirements under the AYP system.  Over a longer term, every school 
district is at risk because no school district currently meets a 100% achievement level.  
Between 2004 and 2013, only a crystal ball could foretell how many districts will be 
subject to which consequences in any given year.  For this reason, only a tiny fraction of 
the costs likely to result from NCLB consequences actually appears in the summary of 
costs in Table 28.  This omission is justified in part by the strategic decision to emphasize 
intervention costs in this report rather than to focus on the costs of consequences. 
 
 This report was prepared without the time to work exhaustively with school 
districts to identify additional NCLB compliance costs.  Additional time probably would 
have enabled the identification of specific additional costs.     
 
 Way back in Table 4, this report shows that additional federal funds for NCLB 
purposes amount to about $44 million more than Ohio could have expected to receive if 
federal dollars had increased at a rate consistent with average historical experience.  The 
marginal costs imposed by NCLB as estimated here amount to many times that increase.
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Mr. Mitchell D. Chester 
Assistant Superintendent for Policy Development 
Ohio Department of Education 
25 South Front Street -- Mail Stop 702 
Columbus, Ohio  43215-4183 
 
Dear Mitch: 
 
This is in response to your request for a review of the December 12, 2003 report 
by William Driscoll and Dr. Howard Fleeter, Projected Costs of Implementing the 
Federal “No Child Left Behind Act” in Ohio, prepared for the Ohio Department of 
Education, pursuant to House Bill 3 (effective August 2003) Ohio General 
Assembly. 
 
Permit me to begin by observing that the very idea of such a study is itself 
significant; to my knowledge it is the first and so far the only such study of its 
kind.  It is not likely to be the last.  NCLB is a massive piece of legislation, and 
while its purposes are widely embraced, much of its hundreds of pages wait to 
be fully understood.  By taking the lead in such an analytic effort, the state of 
Ohio is performing a public service for the nation as a whole, not just Ohio. 
NCLB is uncharted territory for all Americans.  It offers great promise but will 
exact significant costs, organizational and cultural, as well as financial.   
 
Attempting to anticipate the financial costs is a worthy and important goal, and 
the Ohio General Assembly, the State Department of Education, and the authors 
of the study at hand are to be commended for their vision and temerity.  Not 
least because the NCLB mandates are upon us all: as the author’s observe, “the 
2013-14 school year may seem like the far distant future … but the students of the 
class of 2014 are … currently in the second grade.” 



Implementing NCLB: A Review 2

 
Driscoll and Fleeter’s 63 page study is comprehensive and thorough, covering 
the five key points identified by the General Assembly’s House Bill 3 which 
stipulates that the cost analysis shall include: 
 

1. Making all students proficient by June 30, 2014; 
2. Intervention services for all students not achieving at expected levels; 
3. Professional development; 
4. Extending the school day or year; and 
5. Complying with the “highly qualified” teacher requirements of NCLB. 

 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

 
The authors are to be commended for a straightforward and clear exposition of 
their conceptual framework and methodology, which they present in seven 
categories: 
 

• Challenge of Assigning Costs 
• “Marginal Costs” 
• Overview of Cost Measurement 
• Two different types of Costs 
• Administrator, teacher and Paraprofessional Costs 
• Intervention Costs 
• Projected Costs of Implementation 

 
Two tables are crucial to the report, presented in summary form here. 
 

FIGURE 1 
 

Summary Annualized Costs of NCLB in Millions of Current 2004 Dollars1 
CATEGORY COST 

Administrator, Teacher, Paraprofessional $ 105.4 
Intervention K-3 923.7 
Intervention Maintenance Grades 4-12 426.0 

Total: Full NCLB implementation $1,491.1 
 
 
Because the estimated costs of Intervention, both for K-3 and 4-12 represent 
ninety-three percent of the cost estimates, it is appropriate to focus attention on 
them. 
                                                 
1 All quotations, tables and references not otherwise cited are drawn from the Driscoll/Fleeter 
report; this table is a condensed version of one that appears on p vi of the Executive Summary. 
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FIGURE 2 
 

Comparisons of Current Operating Revenue for FY 04 and 
Operating Revenue for FY 04 with Full 

Funding for NCLB  
In Millions 

 
Revenue Source Current FY 04 NCLB Fully-funded FY 04 

Local operating revenue $7,200 $7,200 
State aid for operations 5,460 5,460 
Federal aid – NCLB  662 662 
Unfunded NCLB Cost 0 1,447 

Total $13,322 $14,769 
 

Assuming that these estimates are accurate, they represent a not inconsiderable 
increase -- 11% -- in Ohio education expenditures.   They are predicated on the 
assumption that they would increase achievement by 33%, i.e., moving from a 
75% success to a 100% success rate.  (While not part of the study mandate, it is 
noteworthy that academic improvements of such a magnitude are without 
precedent and would be a wonder to behold.) 
 
There are some offsetting increases in federal funding as projected by the 
authors: $44 million to be precise. But as the authors dryly note, comparing it to 
the $1.5 billion increase required gives “some sense of the relative magnitude” 
between funding increases and expenditure increases.  They go on to observe 
that “full implementation of NCLB in Ohio will require expenditures far beyond 
the additional federal dollars committee thus far.”  Far indeed. 
 
At this point, it is important to note what the authors were not asked to address: 
the questions “will it work?” or, “is it worth it?” were not assigned tasks, for 
either the Driscoll/Fleeter report or the expert reviewers.   Even though they 
were not asked, the questions will not go away, but they are properly the subject 
of another essay; for better or worse, these questions are left to the reader’s 
imagination. 

COST MEASUREMENT 
 
As Figure 1 reveals, there are staggering differences in estimated costs – there are 
direct costs (teachers, administrators, paraprofessionals); as the authors note, 
these costs “represent clear and discrete items such as the costs of administering 
a battery of subject tests to a given number of pupils in a particular grade.”  
These costs are relatively straight forward and can be estimated with some 
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confidence.  True, technological or political events might reduce these costs – 
e.g., on the technological front, computer-based testing and assessment promises 
to increase speed and accuracy as well as reduce cost and on the political front, a 
consortium of states could band together to increase buying power and reduce 
overhead.  Either or both developments could occur but they would not be likely 
to dramatically reduce costs in the first year or so, though long-term cost 
reductions might be impressive.   
 
But this line of inquiry is speculative and beyond the scope of the report.   In my 
judgment, the estimate of Administrative costs can be taken at face-value and 
fine-tuning can be left to the ingenuity of civil servants and policy wonks. 
 
It is “intervention” costs that are most problematic and they deserve closer 
scrutiny; as the authors point out, “preparing cost estimates for intervention 
requires making a whole series of assumptions with which reasonable persons 
might reasonably disagree.”  They go on to note that “although the costs of 
intervention are more difficult to measure, they are no less real than other NCLB 
costs.”  No less real indeed. 
 

PERFORMANCE-DRIVEN SCHOOLS 
 
One of the major problems NCLB analysis presents is that it is a performance-
driven system laid on top of an old-fashioned input-driven system.  That is to 
say, NCLB attempts to measure the out-put of schools – how many students 
graduate, all of whom are expected to be competent (with an eventual target of 
100%) -- while schools are still organized around input metrics – the number of 
days of school per year, number of hours of course work per day or week, the 
number of semesters enrolled, number of students per teacher, years studied and 
so on.  The limitations of this approach are profound:  if the school year and 
grade placement of students is fixed, everything that a school must do to 
“improve” is an “add-on.”  More graduates mean more time and money; more 
high achievers mean more time and money, more early readiness means more 
time and money. Visualized this way, NCLB is a one-way ratchet, with 
corresponding one-way cost implications. 
 
By way of illustration, the Driscoll/Fleeter study provides nearly straight-line 
extrapolations of performance improvement costs: 
 

• Summer school 
• Extended day 
• Intensive in-school intervention 
• Academic coordination services 
• Early and on-going student assessment 
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By way of contrast, a rationalized performance-driven system would make 
provision for academic acceleration and early graduation as well, not just 
measuring those costs for those who catch up.  For example, a student who 
completes in 11 or 12 years of work what most take 13 years to complete 
represents a net saving yet NCLB (to date) neither encourages nor accounts for 
such behavior.  Alternately, an enriched pre-K through 11 (rather than 12) might 
do more to accelerate more children than the conventional k-12 format does.2   
Trading the last year of high school for one to two years of early childhood 
enrichment might be a wise thing to do. 
 
At the same time, substitution of capital for labor is a strategy that the private 
sector would spontaneously gravitate toward, while most schools find the idea 
terra incognita. So too, substituting lower cost labor (TA’s in colleges, 
paraprofessionals in lower education) is a cost saving strategy that gets too little 
attention.  
 
Technology use – or lack thereof – in schools is the most notable example of 
foregone opportunities to increase productivity, whether as content delivery, on-
line (embedded) assessment or performance-tracking software. 
 
Obviously, these observations are testable hypotheses which is the spirit in 
which I raise them; they are not yet viable, across the board policy options; but it 
is important to think – and act -- outside the box, now.  This is particularly the 
case with a new and dramatic program like NCLB.  As past is prologue, similar 
implementation puzzles characterized NCLB’s precursor legislation, ESEA.   
 
A recent guest editorial by Stanford Professor and former California State Board 
of Education Chair Michael Kirst (who was the second person hired for ESEA 
when it was in its infancy) chronicles ESEA’s considerable growing pains.3  (In 
some respects the main problem with ESEA was the exact opposite of NCLB, 
because ESEA called for “supplement” not “supplant” a provision that made 
ESEA a funded mandate.) 
 

                                                 
2 Many of these issues have been explored in depth by the National Commission on Time and 
Learning on which I was privileged to serve.  Suffice it to say that the use of “time in the saddle” 
as a proxy for learning is an artifact of the industrial revolution and the factory model of 
schooling we still labor under.  As former Harvard Ed School Dean Pat Graham used to say, in 
the factory model “time” was the fixed resource, “learning” the  variable outcome; in the future 
“time” must become the ”variable” resource and “high levels of learning for all” the fixed 
outcome.  See the report of the Commission, Prisoners of Time, US Gov. Printing Office. 
 
3 See Education Gadfly,  at www.educationexcellence.net, an Ohio philanthropic effort. 
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The lesson of Title I from the 1960s and 1970s is that we should give NCLB 
a long time before making final judgments about its effectiveness.  
Growing pains and problems are to be expected with such an ambitious 
and complex law, and as we gather feedback…Congress will likely move 
to adjust the law.  This was the case with Title I…the Nixon 
Administration vowed to clean up the mess, and did so in a bipartisan 
effort that included …Walter Mondale. 
 

But if ESEA presented implantation challenges, NCLB presents even more for the 
simple reason that ESEA was a “more of the same” program; more instruction, 
more books, more time on task and so on.  NCLB’s vision is radically different.  It 
asserts that the key variable in schooling is outcomes not inputs.  Conceptually 
NCLB is designed to measure performance but it is yoked irrevocably to the old 
in-put driven factory model of schooling, hierarchic, autocratic and rigid.  If 
NCLB can be made to work, it will be because educators and schools change, not 
because they remain the same.   
 

FACTORY MODEL: RIP 
 
Teachers are not hiding solutions to intractable learning problems is the back of 
their desk drawers, waiting to be found out and embarrassed into performing.  
The old bromide is true: no one wants to be a bad teacher.  Bad teaching is a 
consequence of misconceptions, inadequate information flow, inappropriate 
training, limited subject matter knowledge, misguided pedagogy, irrelevant 
professional development, poor administration, misplaced incentives and 
disincentives (not necessarily in that order!).  Turning “bad” teaching into 
“good” teaching is not a matter of fiat or diktat.  But neither is more of the same. 
 
Al Shanker, the visionary leader of the AFT famously observed that if “one 
quarter of the products on the assembly line don’t reach the end and another 
quarter don’t work when they get there, you don’t increase output by speeding 
up the line or running it longer.”  So too schooling.  The system is broken and 
more of the same won’t fix it.  That, in a nut shell, is both the problem with 
Driscoll and Fleeter’s analysis and the structural problem with NCLB; their 
assumptions are logically consequent; they build out from NCLB, but precisely 
in those areas where NCLB is weakest. 
 
The irony of NCLB and the Driscoll and Fleeter analysis is that both assume that 
performance standards lead ineluctably to standardization.   Yet that is precisely 
what performance standards are meant to avoid.  They demand flexibility, 
agility, imagination, entrepreneurship.  They are the opposite of 
command/control organization, in which orders emanate from the top and filter 
down the ranks. Successful implementation of performance standards calls for 
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what Charlotte Mecklenburg Superintendent John Murphy meant when he 
called for an academic decathlon.4  Students would be expected to demonstrate 
mastery in ten areas – as with its athletic counterpart, some events (math, science, 
English) would have higher scores and some lower, but a composite passing 
score would be the key.  Upon successful demonstration of mastery a diploma 
would be awarded.  The educator’s task is to backwards map from the diploma (a 
statement of what students should know and be able to do to graduate) to scope 
and sequence and best practice in the classroom.  In this ideal world, the 
curriculum would be both vertically and horizontally integrated.  But the 
curriculum’s objectives could be secured by whatever methods teachers and their 
communities deemed appropriate.  
 

PROSPECTS FOR CHANGE 
 
 In Atlanta, for example, Superintendent Hall and her Board have decided as a 
matter of policy that the district-wide curriculum (from the State of Georgia) can 
be met with diverse approaches, ranging from Modern Red School House, to Core 
Knowledge, to the International Baccalaureate.  Each of these approaches – and 
numerous others – can and do lead to curricular mastery; none need be 
mandated.  Neither does age placement in grade, length of school periods (or 
periods at all, for that matter), length of school day or school year.   
 
Finally, there are the choice provisions of NCLB; if one believes in the 
importance of market forces as a source of ingenuity, innovation and invention, 
the importance of the choice (or supplemental services) cannot be overestimated.  
In most states the approved list of providers includes not just EMOs (for profit 
education maintenance organizations, modeled on HMOs) but colleges, 
universities, museums, and other non-profits with education as part of their 
mission.  They are already entrepreneurial, living by their wits in an increasingly 
chilly economic climate and they can be expected to innovate in ways that public 
schools have not.  They will seek and find ways to increase productivity, just as 
firms in the larger economy do.   
 
                                                 
4 Murphy assembled a World Class School Panel to advise him and the Charlotte community about 
how CMS could be totally restructured.  They recommended a performance-based academic 
decathlon.    The Panel was visionary but before its time.   In addition to Murphy and me, the 
members included former Secretary of Education Bill Bennett, former US Commissioner of 
Education Ernie Boyer, Yale University Child Study Center Head James Comer, former Assistant 
Secretary of Education Checker Finn, former Harvard Grad School of Education Dean Pat 
Graham,  former Radcliff President Matina Horner, NBPTS founding President Jim Kelly, former 
U of MD President John Slaughter and College Board President Don Stewart.  The WCSP was 
appointed in the Fall of 1991 and issued its final report in the Spring of 92.  For a full account, see 
A Study in Change: Transforming Charlotte -Mecklenburg Schools, Phi Delta Kappan, March 1993 
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Indeed, that will be the acid test for NCLB, greater value, not more funding or 
greater cost.  Whether NCLB leads schools and educators out of 150 years of 
lockstep into a post-industrial era in which schools look less and less like 
factories and more and more like the high tech firms of the IT revolution. 
 
The major problem with the Driscoll/Fleeter analysis is that it takes the language 
of NCLB too literally, which is to say, their analysis perfectly embodies the 
shortcomings of NCLB itself.  A well-intentioned piece of legislation if ever there 
was one – it is an irrefutable moral statement – NCLB’s virtues are its vices. By 
trying to ratchet-up improvement, it further ossifies the factory model.  By 
requiring age and grade specific measures of academic competence it locks 
schools into practices which reflect their greatest shortcomings.  As Teaching at 
Risk:A Call to Action boldly asserts: “Clearly what we are doing today is not 
working.  It is time for revolutionary – not evolutionary – change.”5 

____________________________________________ 
 
As you can see from the forgoing, it has been a pleasure to speculate about NCLB 
and the task the General Assembly gave you and your colleagues.  Once again I 
commend you and the report authors for your temerity.  When the report is 
released, however, the hard work will begin: of one thing you may be sure. It 
will be roundly attacked and rousingly acclaimed, as NCLB itself is. 
 
Permit me in closing, then, to have the temerity to make my own 
recommendation.  Establish a blue ribbon panel to design a modern school 
system for Ohio, one that would stimulate students to ever higher levels of 
achievement and one that would reward teachers for successfully taking risks.  
The format of this new system should be performance-based, consistent with the 
best practices of our most productive institutions, public and private, for-profit 
and not-for-profit. Murphy’s World Class Schools Panel provides a good model.  
And the time for such a panel has finally arrived. 
 
Finally, in the spirit of full disclosure, I should confess that I am a party-at-
interest -- my own education has been powerfully shaped by Ohio, first as a 
nursery school student in Shaker Heights, and later as an undergraduate at 
Oberlin College.  In that spirit I owe Ohio a debt of gratitude and was pleased to 
have been invited to comment on the Driscoll/Fleeter Report. 
 
I hope that this note is helpful. If I can be of further assistance, please do not 
hesitate to call on me. 

                                                 
5 Teaching at Risk A Call to Action, the report of the Teaching Commission, January, 2004.  Chaired 
by former IBM Chairman Lou Gerstner, the 19 member commission released its unanimous 
report in mid-January 2004.  For more information, see www.theteachingcommission.org  
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With best wishes, 
 
Denis P. Doyle 
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Margaret E. Goertz, Ph.D 
Graduate School of Education 
University of Pennsylvania 
 
January 16, 2004 
 
Review of Driscoll and Fleeter, “Projected Costs of Implementing the NCLB Act in 
Ohio” 
 
 Mr. Driscoll and Dr. Fleeter prepared a very detailed analysis of the projected 
costs of implementing the NCLB Act in Ohio under severe time constraints.  They note 
that if they had more time, they could have consulted with local school districts to 
identify additional costs of complying with the new federal legislation.  Had more time 
been available, the authors might have been able to collect two other kinds of information 
of use in preparing this kind of cost estimate: (1) intervention and other educational 
practices that some OH schools have used to increase the performance of students with 
diverse backgrounds and to narrow the achievement gap (e.g., the State Superintendent’s 
Schools of Promise); and (2) an unduplicated count of students who did not meet 
proficiency in reading and mathematics.  I will make reference to these two kinds of data 
in my review, understanding that there was not sufficient time for the authors to collect 
this information.  
 
 I address three issues in my review: (1) the authors’ assumptions about what is 
mandated under the NCLB; (2) the authors’ assumptions about actions and cost structures 
in each of the chapters; and (3) the cost/benefit of funding the recommended actions.   
 
What is mandated under NCLB 
 

The authors identify what they feel are the additional requirements imposed by 
the NCLB on Ohio.  These additional requirements form the basis for calculating the 
marginal, or additional, costs of complying with the federal law.  While the NCLB Act 
imposes some clear cut, new responsibilities on the state, such as testing additional 
grades in reading and mathematics, or expanding the criteria for “highly qualified” 
teachers and paraprofessionals, there are instances where the authors overstate what the 
new law mandates.  
 

For example, the authors incorrectly attribute to the NCLB Act provisions that 
existed under the preceding law, IASA, and should have been met by OH and its school 
districts.  In Chapter 1, pp. 17-18, items #1-3, 7, 9, 10 and 12 were required under IASA.  
OH was supposed to report disaggregated test scores, identify at least Title I schools that 
did not make AYP, provide technical assistance to these schools, and apply consequences 
if they did not improve.  While IASA was not as prescriptive about the consequences, it 
did include a much shorter timeline for imposing these consequences. 

 
In a few cases, the authors attribute new mandates to policies that are good 

practice, and should be in place regardless of the mandates.  These include the alignment 
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of curriculum to state standards, the use of sustained professional development programs, 
and the selection of professional development that is (a) aligned to state standards and 
assessments, and (b) research-based (pp. 26-27).    

 
 Finally, the assumption that I find most interesting, and personally most troubling, 
is that OH is responsible for ensuring that only 75% of its students reach proficiency on 
the state standards.  Thus, any costs associated with bringing the other 25% of the state’s 
students—about 450,000 students—to the proficient level is considered an unfunded 
federal mandate.  This appears to be a correct interpretation of the state’s accountability 
laws, although it appears to be at odds with the stated philosophy that underlines the 
design of the new state accountability system (e.g., a focus on the achievement gap).  
While the new Performance Index Score provides an incentive for lower-performing 
districts to bring students up to the Basic level, schools can meet state standards by 
leaving 25% of their children behind, even at Below Basic.  The data that the authors 
provide on the characteristics of the low-performing students—high poverty and a high 
incidence of disabilities—is not surprising.  The potential social and economic costs of 
not educating this group of students cannot be ignored, however.  I will return to this 
point at the end of my review when I discuss the cost/benefit of funding intervention 
programs.     
 
Assumptions about Actions and Cost Structures 
 
Chapter 1: Administrative Costs of NCLB 
 
I had some trouble following this chapter, as the authors were inconsistent (and in some 
cases, incorrect) in identifying what grades were currently tested and in which grades 
testing needed to be expanded.  After reviewing the ODE website, I determined that the 
grades where new tests are needed are 3, 5, 7 and 8 in reading and mathematics.  I don’t 
understand how the authors arrived at the number of 700,000 newly tested students.  My 
calculations show that the number should be around 580,000 (4 grades*145,000 students 
per grade).  That would lower test development costs to $7.5 million.  This assumes that 
their $13.00 per pupil cost of test development includes both reading and mathematics.  
(This is not clear in their text.)  I don’t understand Table 7 since it includes what are 
already tested grades: 4 and 6.  On page 15, the authors do not specify how they arrived 
at the assumptions underlying their projected resources for special education 
administration or other administrative costs.  Shouldn’t one project these costs from costs 
of administering the current state test?  
 
Chapter 2:  Highly Qualified Teachers and Paraprofessionals     
 
I had fewer issues with this chapter.  I do question the need for any school district to pay 
the cost of a master’s degree in order to get a teacher to meet the highly qualified criteria 
(p. 21).   I also question the assumption that all teachers must participate in an additional 
three days of professional development to meet the “sustained PD” requirement.  We 
know of many schools that restructure their schedules so that teachers are free to work 
with coaches or other teachers during the school day.  Finally, the section on 
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administrative costs (G) needs to consider what kind of record-keeping system the state 
already has in place to track teacher licensure and re-licensure.   
 
Chapter 3:  Intervention 
 
The costs identified in Chapters 1 and 2 pale in comparison, however, with those 
identified in this chapter.  Here the authors assume that substantial new funds will be 
needed to bring the 25% of lowest-scoring students to proficiency (a valid assumption, in 
my opinion) and that these costs are part of the unfunded mandate of NCLB (a policy 
assumption).   From the limited information I have, the authors appear to do a good job in 
identifying the test score distribution of students scoring below proficiency and the 
demographic characteristics of these students.  What follows are some questions (but not 
necessarily criticisms) about the assumptions underlying the actions and costs presented 
in this chapter.     
 
1. The authors assume that the only way to bring the lowest scoring students to the 

proficient standard is through intensive and sustained individual interventions.  They 
do not consider alternative approaches, such as reorganizing the structure of schools 
(e.g., significantly reducing class size, either overall or for early literacy) or, for the 
long-term, focusing additional resources on high quality early childhood programs.  If 
OH does not have all day kindergarten in its most disadvantaged school districts, this 
would be a necessity.  High quality pre-school programs for 3 and 4 year olds will 
yield children with a much higher level of school readiness, and therefore in need of 
less intensive remediation in the regular school grades.  These programs may not cost 
less, however, than the interventions focused on individual children.  The state’s 
Schools of Promise may also provide some insights into interventions that succeed in 
getting large numbers of students with special needs to the proficient level.   

2. The authors do not consider whether the heavy investment in professional 
development of teachers and paraprofessionals discussed in Chapter 2 will improve 
the quality of instruction and reduce the amount of individual intervention necessary 
to get students to proficiency. 

3.  I am not as convinced as the authors are about the positive impact of summer school 
(item #6).  The research is very mixed, as are the quality and intensity of existing 
summer school programs.  A major problem is getting students to attend consistently 
for the entire summer (e.g., experiences of New York City, Chicago and Florida). 

4. In calculating the costs of the interventions, the authors use a duplicated count of 
students (e.g., they count students who are low-scoring in both reading and 
mathematics twice), rather than an unduplicated count (e.g., counting these students 
once).  I realize that the authors did not have the time (and perhaps the data) to 
calculate an unduplicated count.  However, for a program like summer school, the use 
of a duplicated count increases the projected level of summer school time, resources, 
and therefore costs, that are necessary (unless students who need both reading and 
mathematics attend summer school for 8 hours a day).  The authors also do not 
consider whether there is some transferability from intervention in reading to math 



Goertz review 4

skills (e.g., as students learn to read better, learning math becomes easier and 
therefore require less intense intervention).   

5. The authors assume that in the first four grades (K-3), a child will need the same level 
of intervention services as she moves from one grade to another.  In other words, 
there is no discussion of whether a heavy dose of intervention in, say, grades K and 1 
might move a child from Quartile 1 to Quartile 2, so that she would need a less 
intense set of interventions in grades 2 and 3.  In this case, the overall cost of 
interventions for these latter grades would be lower.  Similarly, if a child who starts in 
Quartile 2 moves to Quartile 3 by grade 2, the cost of services for her will be lower as 
well.  To expand on the analogy at the end of the report, as young adults train and get 
in better shape, they will need to spend less time on daily training to meet their goal.  
There may be a core of students, however, particularly those with specific disabilities, 
who have difficulty moving up through the achievement levels and will need an 
intensive level of intervention services in all grades. 

6. As the authors note, they really do not have a basis for their estimate of intervention 
costs for grades 4 through 12.  There will be costs for students who do not meet 
proficiency at the end of grade 3, for students who need help maintaining a proficient 
level of achievement, and for students who move in and out of the state and school 
districts.  The actual costs will depend, however, on how much and at what rate 
students improve their performance in both the early and later grades and the level 
and nature of student mobility.  Hopefully, in the long run, the intervention costs for 
grades 4 through 12 will not be as high as those “guesstimated” by the authors.      

Chapter 4:  Consequences 

 The authors do not make it clear that consequences apply only to Title I schools.  
According to the 2001-02 CCD data, about 60% of Ohio schools participated in the Title 
I program.  Thus, costs like extending the school day should be applied to only about 
60% of the state’s student population.  This will reduce their projected cost of a one hour 
extension of the school day by about $800 million. 

Cost/benefit Calculations 

 The authors conclude that the mandates of the NCLB Act will incur an additional 
$1.447 billion in educational costs.  Most of this cost ($1.385 billion) comes from the 
intervention services needed to bring 100% of students (as opposed to only 75% of 
students) to the proficient level.  [The non-intervention costs of meeting NCLB are 
estimated to exceed additional federal revenue by only $61 million a year.]  There is no 
discussion of what social and economic costs OH will incur if these students are not 
brought to the proficient (or even basic) level of achievement.  I realize this type of 
calculation is outside the directives of the HB 3 study, but it is one that policymakers 
must consider as they debate this “unfunded” mandate.  

 



Driscoll/Fleeter Review   

JWG 1 1/21/04 

SUBMITTED BY: 
James W. Guthrie 

 
 
I have reviewed the Driscoll and Fleeter analysis of No Child Left Behind 
implementation costs for the State of Ohio.  I appreciate having had a chance to 
read this report. 
 
I find this to be a remarkably able analytic endeavor.  The researchers have 
accomplished a number of tasks to a high standard.  First, they constructed a 
template of NCLB cost categories that is more complete and precise than any 
other I have encountered.  They have thoroughly steeped themselves in Ohio’s 
education operations relevant to NCLB.  Finally, they have distilled most of their 
assumptions with precision and have presented them explicitly. 
 
I think this is one of the best initial efforts at determining actual costs of a federal 
program I have ever seen.  In general, I concur with the analyses and the 
outcomes. 
 
I wish to bring three assumptions to your attention, however.  I think these three 
assumptions are questionable.  I do not mean to imply here that I believe Driscoll 
and Fleeter are wrong.  Rather, I think I might simply tip to the other side on the 
dimensions listed below. 
 
One assumption is that existing ESEA Title I funding must continue to flow in its 
current path in order to sustain today’s levels of Ohio student academic 
achievement.  This is not a foolish way to look at the matter.  However, before 
joining this assumption, I would have to know better how Ohio’s current title I 
funds are allocated. 
 
I believe that some members of congress and the Bush Administration assumed 
the opposite, that the existing Title I funding stream could be reshaped to 
support NCLB.  I am predisposed to believe that, at least in part, this is possible.  
However, I am not adamant in my view.  I would need better information 
regarding current Title I spending to persuade me one way or the other. 
 
The issue is important.  If existing title I funds can be redirected, it substantially 
lowers the estimate of incremental implementation costs. 
 
Here is another assumption I wish to question.  Most states now spend 
approximately two percent of annual professional personnel (teacher and 
administrator) costs on salary increments for units gained beyond the bachelor’s 
degree.  If this pay, in the future, could be redirected toward fulfilling NCLB 



high quality teacher requirements, than incremental implementation costs would 
be reduced yet more. 
 
Finally, the largest assumption of all is that virtually all current operating 
expenditures for Ohio’s Public schools, or those of districts in other states too for 
that matter, are being effectively used, that what is now occurring is all valuable 
and inviolate, and that these existing funding patterns cannot be altered in 
greater support of NCLB 
 
James W. Guthrie 
 



 
 

Observations on the Ohio Cost Study of the 
Effects of the No Child Left Behind Act 

 
Submitted by: 

Jack Jennings, Director 
Center on Education Policy 

 
  
 In December 2003, the Center on Education Policy was asked by the state 
department of education in Ohio to comment on a cost study of the effects on Ohio’s 
public schools of the implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act.  This cost study, 
conducted by consultants William Driscoll and Howard Fleeter, was undertaken pursuant 
to August 2003 state legislation modifying certain aspects of Ohio’s accountability 
system to conform with the requirements of the federal law. We agreed to submit an 
analysis but cautioned that it would be brief due to the press of finishing work on our 
second annual report on NCLB which will be released in late January. 
 The Center on Education Policy, based in Washington, D.C., is a private, non-
profit organization supported almost totally by funds from charitable foundations. The 
mission of the Center is to be an independent advocate for public schools and to work for 
the improvement of public education. One major area of CEP’s work is to monitor and 
report on federal legislation affecting the public schools. In January 2003 From the 
Capital to the Classroom: Federal and State Implementation of the No Child Left Behind 
Act was issued by CEP, and at the end of January 2004, From the Capital to the 
Classroom: Year Two of the No Child Left Behind Act will be issued. The Center expects 
to follow NCLB for the life of that legislation by issuing        comprehensive annual 
reports. 
 
Major Conclusion 
 The Driscoll-Fleeter report is an accurate, but limited, estimation of the costs of 
improving student achievement in Ohio as required under the No Child Left Behind Act.  
We base our conclusion about accuracy on the report’s description of the law and of its 
effects, which shows a good understanding of the legislation. Our conclusion about the 
report providing a limited or conservative estimation of costs results principally from its 
adopting a narrow approach to considering the costs of raising student achievement. The 



report is also accurate, but again limited, in its estimation of other costs imposed by the 
legislation. 
 
Discussion  

Accuracy. Since our expertise involves a knowledge of federal legislation and its 
effects on education, we paid particular attention in reviewing the report to whether the 
consultants showed an understanding of the No Child Left Behind Act. We did not 
consider whether the consultants chose the correct economic or statistical analysis of the 
costs of compliance with the legislation.  When we were approached by officials from the 
Ohio state department of education, they assured us that they sought judgments from us 
on the first matter and not the second. 
 We are pleased to report that the report does demonstrate an understanding of the 
basic concepts in the legislation and of its particular provisions. We have only a few 
questions about whether all the basic provisions were understood correctly. 
 The principal question concerns the requirement that all teachers must be “highly 
qualified” by 2005-6. In one part of the report a reference is made to all teachers having 
to be so qualified, and then in another part of the report it states that all teachers of 
academic subjects have to be qualified. The law says that all teachers of basic academic 
subjects must be highly qualified. We cannot tell whether the consultants limited their 
analysis to teachers of basic academic subjects or whether they used a broader gauge. If 
they used a broader definition, then their estimates of costs may be somewhat overstated. 
 Another issue concerns the NCLB requirement that each state must test once in 
grades 10-12 in mathematics and reading, in addition to the testing required in grades 3 
through 8. The report only mentions the requirement that there must be a test in science 
in one year in high school, and does not refer to the requirement for testing of 
mathematical and reading achievement in high school. We cannot tell whether the 
consultants were unaware of that latter requirement or whether they assumed that the 
Ohio test for high school graduation would fulfill that requirement and therefore there 
was no need to refer to it. If they were unaware of the requirement, then it is possible that 
there may be additional costs entailed in altering the state test to comply with NCLB or in 
instituting a new test to bring students to proficiency. 
 Those are the two main areas where we could not be sure that the consultants 
were knowledgeable about all aspects of the legislation. Our chief concern, though, is 
with the approach they adopted to show how much it would cost to raise student 
achievement in Ohio.  



 Intervention costs. The report discusses how difficult it would be to estimate how 
much it would cost to bring students every year to the level of proficiency prescribed by 
the state, and so settles on estimating only the costs of bringing students who could be the 
lowest achieving and who are in kindergarten through 3rd grade to proficiency and then 
maintaining that proficiency for children in grades 4-12.  
 That limited approach ignores the costs of bringing students who are currently in 
grades four and above to the levels of achievement prescribed by the state for all the 
intermediate years. The NCLB law not only requires that all students must be proficient 
by 2014, it also requires that students in grades 3 through 8 and in one grade in 10-12 
must achieve at the state’s prescribed test scores for each year until then–and that each 
subgroup of such students must meet these achievement levels.  
 If schools do not bring students to the levels set by the state for one year, then 
they will be labeled by the state as “not meeting adequate yearly progress.” Newspapers 
around the country for the past year have frequently tagged these schools as “failing.” If a 
school receiving Title I funds does not bring each subgroup in each affected grade to the 
state’s prescribed level for two years in a row, then all students in that school must be 
offered a choice of another public school. If the school does not hit the target for all such 
subgroups for another year, then it must use federal funds to offer supplemental services 
to poor, low achieving children, as well as continue to offer a choice of another school to 
all students. The penalties increase each year if targeted scores are not reached by every 
subgroup, as laid out in a chart in the report.  
 Teachers, school principals, superintendents, and school board members are 
unlikely to ignore the consequences of not making the targeted test scores every year for 
every subgroup, and consequently there will probably be a concentrated set of 
interventions to bring all students to these levels. The report only estimates the costs of 
interventions in the early grades and intervention maintenance in the later grades, but 
does not address the costs of assisting students currently in school who are not scoring at 
the proficient level.  Further, the analysis seems to presume that the group is static—that 
there will not be a need for remedial services for non-proficient scoring students in grades 
4-12 who move to the state and enter Ohio’s schools after grade 3 and therefore missed 
the early intervention services.  
 Since the report does not consider the costs of those currently in the public 
schools of Ohio who are in grades four and above and also does not consider those who 
may enter Ohio’s schools after grade 4, its estimate of the costs of compliance with the 
No Child Left Behind Act are low.   



Another point deals with the report’s presumption that it will only consider those 
costs involved in bringing to proficiency those students who are in the bottom quartile in 
kindergarten and 3rd grade.  The reasoning is that Ohio now has a goal that schools 
should have 75% of their students attain proficiency and therefore state and local funding 
will be available to reach that goal, and so the federally imposed costs would only be 
those related to bringing the last 25% to proficiency.   
 We may not be correct, but as we understand it, Ohio has set that 75% as a goal 
and does not penalize schools for not reaching that target. Clearly–if we are correct in our 
understanding, that is not as demanding as NCLB.  School administrators will pay more 
attention to the federally imposed requirements, even if the percentages they must 
achieve are lower than 75%, than they will to a state goal because the federal 
requirements carry with them penalties if schools receiving Title I funds do not meet 
them. This will mean that school districts will want to institute intervention programs for 
students to make the federally required and state determined test scores in the 
accountability system resulting from NCLB.  Additional funds will be needed to provide 
those services, and this report does not consider those costs. 
 Administrative costs. The report states that it is too difficult to estimate how much 
more administrative costs would increase due to the extra duties prescribed by NCLB. In 
our work with states and local school districts, administrators especially complain often 
about the costs of complying with the choice and supplemental services requirements. 
Those costs could increase in years ahead as more schools may not be able to meet the 
state’s increasingly higher prescribed levels of test scores–and so have to offer choice and 
supplemental services and then take other corrective actions.  It might be difficult to 
estimate all the additional administrative costs of the federal legislation, but it would have 
been possible to ascertain how much more it has cost school districts like Cleveland to 
comply with the NCLB choice and supplemental services requirements in the last school 
year and then extrapolate to an overall estimate. 
 Graduation and attendance rates.  The report notes that Ohio has set a schedule of 
increases in the rates that students graduate from high school, and increases in attendance 
rates in middle schools, additional measures of success pursuant to the No Child Left 
Behind Act. Yet, no attempt was made to estimate the costs involved in attaining these 
goals. It is reasonable to assume that Ohio’s public schools will have to spend a 
considerable sum to ensure that more students attend middle school, perhaps through the 
use of truant officers, and that more students graduate from high school, probably 
through offering more remedial courses to students now failing. 



 Choice and supplemental services.  As already explained both in this paper and in 
the report, a school must use Title I funds to provide transportation for students moving 
to another public school as a result of that school not making adequate yearly progress for 
two years. Additional Title I funds must be used to provide supplemental services for 
poor children if the school does not meet the targets for three years. This report does not 
consider the costs of transportation and of paying supplemental services providers from 
Title I.  If it had, there would have been fewer federal funds to offset the costs this report 
identified as resulting from the requirements of NCLB. 

Teacher and Paraprofessional Qualifications.  The report also estimates how much 
it would cost Ohio to bring its teaching staff to the levels of “highly qualified” as required 
by NCLB. There are some points, though, that may have been overlooked, and these 
would add to the costs. 
 The report states that teachers who entered the profession after 1991 would rank 
as highly qualified due to improvements in the state’s certification system. This would 
seem to overlook the problem of teachers, even though newly certified, who are teaching 
classes for which they are not certified, especially in urban and rural school districts. 
Since this is a major problem in many states, we presume that it is a problem in Ohio.  If 
school districts have to hire new teachers to teach subjects in which they have training, 
then additional costs would be involved. 
 Regarding paraprofessionals, the report states that only a small number of 
paraprofessionals in Ohio would be affected by NCLB’s requirements because many do 
not have instructional duties. That may be correct, but the state reported to the federal 
government last year that only 4.5% of its paraprofessionals affected by NCLB are 
“highly qualified.”  Therefore, it would seem that there would be substantial costs 
involved in upgrading so many paraprofessionals’ qualifications.  
 
Conclusion. 
 This report is an accurate but limited estimate of the costs resulting to the Ohio 
public schools of compliance with the No Child Left Behind Act. The authors went out of 
their way to be cautious in attributing costs, e.g. they assumed lower salaries for teachers 
in summer remedial programs than teachers would receive during the school year, they 
disregarded any additional transportation costs due to extending the school day for certain 
children so that they could attend remedial classes.  The authors’ caution in those 
examples may be understandable because they wanted to be able to show definite results 
of the legislation. But, their approach of limiting analysis to only intervention services for 
students in grades K-3 and maintenance of these services in grades 4-12 is too narrow 



and disregards the costs involved in bringing all other students up to the state’s prescribed 
levels of student achievement every year.  Some other aspects of the federal legislation 
may also impose costs not accounted for in this report. 
 The authors did a thoughtful job, but their estimate ought to be considered a 

minimum amount of the additional funds needed for Ohio to achieve the goals contained 

in No Child Left Behind. 



 
 
 
       January 7, 2004 
 
 
 
To:        Mitchell D. Chester, Assistant Superintendent, Ohio Department of Education 
 
From:   David H. Monk 
 
Re.:       Requested Comments on the Driscoll and Fleeter Report 
 
 
 I have reviewed the report entitled Projected Costs of Implementing The Federal 
“No Child Left Behind Act” In Ohio, by William Driscoll and Howard Fleeter and find it 
to be a well conceived and well executed analysis of an inherently difficult policy 
question.  It is impressive that the Ohio Legislature and the Ohio Department of 
Education have engaged the services of an external consulting firm to gain insight into 
the costs of coming into compliance with the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB).  This 
step is quite unusual and as a consequence there are few if any benchmarks against which 
to make comparisons.  The challenge is further complicated by the degree of speculation 
that must accompany efforts to estimate costs.  It is difficult to assess the costs of 
something that has never before been attempted, and this is the crux of the problem 
facing all states as they seek to fulfill the requirements of the new law. 
 
 While I find the analysis to be fundamentally sound, particularly in the sense that 
the authors apply the appropriate caveats and are quite transparent in how they generated 
their cost estimates, there are several places where either the caveats warrant greater 
emphasis or where additional caveats need to be kept in mind.  In the balance of my 
comments, I call attention to these points in the hope that my observations prove to be 
helpful to those who are developing policy.  I begin by raising three cross-cutting issues, 
and then turn to some points that are tied to particular pages in the report. 
 
Costs vs. Expenditures 
 

There is a widespread tendency in the literature to use the terms cost and 
expenditure interchangeably.  This is problematic since cost strictly speaking deals with 
the minimum levels of resources necessary to achieve some result while expenditure is 
more of an accounting notion and measures flows of resources regardless of their impact.   
The distinction is particularly important in this analysis since the goal is to estimate costs 
but the available data tend have more to do with expenditures.  The authors resolve this 
difficulty by making assumptions about what levels of resources are required to achieve 
particular results.  This approach gives rise to estimates of resource magnitudes, but the 
validity of these estimates is very sensitive to the underlying assumptions.  This is not a 
fault of the authors since they are working with the best available information about 



relationships between resources and outcomes.  However, this reality needs to be kept in 
mind as the results are examined. 
 
The Potential for Gains in Efficiency  
 

The authors are quite quick to dismiss the potential and indeed the need for the 
existing schooling system to realize efficiencies.  They state rather boldly on page 3 that 
this report found no basis for thinking that NCLB would lead districts to realize 
efficiencies.  This is a strong statement particularly in light of the views that gave rise to 
NCLB.  For example, one of the premises of NCLB is that a great deal of the existing 
professional development for teachers is ill conceived and ineffective.  Thus, the call is 
for highly effective professional development and the hope is that the districts will 
substitute allegedly ineffective professional development for highly effective forms of 
professional development.  The intent is not to layer highly effective professional 
development on top of the existing allegedly ineffective practices.   
 

This issue has very practical implications for the treatment of costs.  The authors 
point out that they are conducting a marginal cost analysis.  This is appropriate since it 
answers an important policy question:  How much more will it cost to implement the 
provisions of NCLB?  The authors’ analytic strategy is to identify all activities that are 
required by NCLB to assign costs to these and to then calculate the totals.  What this 
misses is whatever tendency there is on the part of the districts or the State to re-deploy 
existing resources to fulfill the requirements of the law.  Granted, the districts/states will 
have to forego the benefits of whatever was being done with the resources prior to the re-
deployment, but some of these benefits could actually be quite small.  Indeed, as I have 
indicated, this is one of the premises of the NCLB legislation (i.e., that resources are 
being spent unwisely at the state and local levels).  The degree to which existing practices 
are unwise is certainly debatable, but it needs to be recognized that an unwillingness to 
recognize re-deployments of resources in response to NCLB will tend to put upward 
pressure on the estimates of the marginal costs of NCLB.   
 
Use of Economic Principles 
 

I was pleased to see the authors make use of standard economic productivity 
assumptions (e.g., the principle of diminishing marginal productivity) in their cost 
analysis of interventions.  This grounds the analysis reasonably in what economic theory 
has to say about relationships between inputs and outcomes.  See my further comments 
re. page 34. 
 

I also see virtue in identifying the different dimensions along which enhanced 
compensatory services can vary.  For example, districts can respond by having students 
spend more time receiving the kinds of services that are ordinarily supplied (variation in 
the quantity).  Districts may also respond by altering the intensity of the services being 
provided.  Indeed, a given response could involve both of these elements and could be 
characterized in terms of the balance between quantity and intensity of the services being 



provided.  The authors begin to develop this distinction in their assessment of 
intervention costs (page 40). 
 
Page Specific Points 
 
Vii:  Juxtaposing the 11% projected increase in state costs vs. the  33% hoped for 
increase in pupil performance is a bit misleading, since both percentages are generated 
primarily thanks to assumptions.  This is the sort of statement that can be taken out of 
context and be misinterpreted.   
 
Page 8:  The variation in Table 3 is quite remarkable.  The method the authors  adopt to 
project federal spending in the absence of NCLB is not unreasonable, but is still 
problematic in light of this great variation. 
 
Page 22:  The authors have a tendency to respect the integrity and wisdom of local 
decision making in their scenarios.  Here, for example, the local district is faced with the 
choice of two teachers, one of whom has a dual major.  The local district is allegedly 
forced by NCLB to hire the dual major applicant even though the single major candidate 
is asserted to be the better choice, by virtue of his/her grades and external 
recommendations.  Of course this is a plausible scenario, but I could generate an equally 
plausible one that reflects poorly on the local district and positively on the impact of 
NCLB (how about a case where the local district wants to hire the brother-in-law of the 
assistant principal despite the absence of even remotely reasonable credentials).  My 
point is that scenarios drawn out of the air like this are not very useful. 
 
Page 23:  Good discussion here about the complexity of assigning costs correctly. 
 
Page 34:  Good use of economic principles to guide the generation of cost estimates.  It is 
reasonable to build in assumptions about diminishing marginal productivity of 
intervention resources, particularly if they take the form of adding more of the same 
services.  The magnitude and rapidness of the diminution is of course debatable, but the 
assumptions the authors have imposed appear reasonable. 
 

There are two huge challenges that face the intervention cost analysis:   1.  lack of 
data about the extent to which districts currently address intervention (page 40) and 2. 
lack of data about the input-outcome relationships associated with each of the 
intervention initiatives.  The authors make reasonable assumptions about a plausible 
range of services that could be offered and then generate credible cost estimates for each.  
They provide quite detailed descriptions of the services they envision and adjustments 
can be readily made there is discomfort with any (or all) of what they propose to provide 
to each of the quartiles.  Thus, the authors fulfill their promise of providing a model that 
can be used under various assumptions to generate cost estimates of the intervention 
services.  Readers need to keep in mind that the promised results are all based on 
assumptions and that relatively little is known about the resources currently being 
provided.   
 



Moreover, just as there is a strong case to be made for differentiating among the 
quartiles in terms of the degree of severity of what must be overcome, there is also a case 
to be made for drawing similar distinctions within the quartiles.  The most needy students 
within the most needy quartile are going to have immense requirements for resources.  
This is a colossal challenge for policy makers who are taking the NCLB 100% proficient 
requirement seriously.  The authors of this report have handled the problem 
appropriately, but this by no means solves the problem for policy makers.  
 
Page 58:  It seems overly optimistic to assume that the interventions are going to be so 
successful to eliminate the costs of consequences that the authors outline in chapter 4.  
Here again, the authors are quite clear about what they have done, so a reader with a 
different view can make the appropriate adjustments.  But, it seems implausible to think 
that all of the highly speculative effects are going to be achieved, and the zeroing out of 
these consequence costs could miss a significant category of cost that will be a real part 
of states living with NCLB. 
 

It also seems prudent to be sensitive to hidden costs, one of which is similar to the 
costs of consequences that are discussed in Chapter 4.  If students fail to achieve the 
stipulated proficiency levels, they could find themselves having to spend extra time in 
school.  This will create upward pressure on enrollments since these students prior to 
NCLB would have graduated.  Thus, school systems may be facing higher enrollments, 
not because there are additional students to educate but because their existing students are 
taking longer to graduate.  And these additional enrollments are going to be those with 
extra need.  Indeed, assuming graduation requirements remain fixed and the intervention 
services prove to be relatively ineffective, school districts could find themselves dealing 
with increasingly large proportions of struggling students, unless the students begin to 
respond by dropping out of the system. 
 
Pages 59-61:  The tables on these pages provide useful overview information. Table 32 
provides particularly important contextual information.  The comparison between the 
$14.8 billion projected dollars and the $13.3 billion current dollars is particularly 
instructive. 
 
Pages 62-63:  The fitness program analogy is quite telling and provides a good closing 
point for the analysis. 
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To: Matt Cohen 
 
From: Allan Odden 
 
Date: January 2, 2004 
 
Re: Review of Projected Costs of Implementing the Federal “No Child Left Behind 
Act” in Ohio 
 
Let me first state that the task given to the authors of the report is very difficult.  
Policymakers seem to want detailed information not only on the costs of implementing 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) but also the costs of implementing a state’s own 
standards-based education reform agenda.  The research community is lacking in the 
knowledge base to respond precisely to those demands.  What is done, and in general 
what Driscoll and Fleeter attempted to do is to take the information and knowledge that 
are available and make as accurate estimates of costs as are possible.  So although their 
task was daunting, an attempt to accomplish the task is possible. 
 
Having said that, I find the document lacking in nearly all key aspects and I really do not 
consider the findings to be of very much use to Ohio policymakers.  In sum, although the 
authors attempted to make an estimate of the costs of complying with NCLB I believe 
they fell far short of the goal, so short that the results are of not much use. 
 
Let me explain this negative conclusion. 
 
Their approach generally is one that could be justified.  Generally their approach was to 
identify a series of interventions to could educate all students, particularly the bottom 
quartile of students, to the proficiency levels in Ohio’s testing system, to delineate the 
ingredients of those interventions, and to cost out those ingredients.  That is a reasonable 
approach to the task.  However, the report includes no substantive justification for any of 
the interventions they identify, in many cases the ingredients they delineate for various 
interventions fall far short of what is required, and the “price” they put on each teacher is 
far below the state average salary for teachers.  Thus, the interventions they recommend 
have no rationale, the elements identified as needed for each intervention are incorrect, 
and the price they attach to the most critical ingredient – teachers – is far below the Ohio 
market.  Thus their cost estimates have no validity. 
 
Another “flaw” in the report is an implicit assumption that current state, local and federal 
dollars in the system are adequate to meet state performance standards, while the data 
referenced in the report shows that the system is not yet meeting state standards.  So a 
reasonable approach would have been first to outlined what is needed to get 75 percent of 
students to state proficiency standards.  Then to identify what additional would be needed 
to get the remaining 25 percent, or most of the remaining 25 percent to state standards.  
But the following simply refers to flaws in the report for its recommendations and costs 
for the latter 25 percent. 
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The major problem throughout the report is that proposals are made about strategies or 
interventions but with no reference to any evidence that the proposals have substantive 
merit.  Even though the report refers to the NCLB requirement to engage in scientific or 
evidence-based practice, there is not one citation or one reference to codified best 
practice or to any authority for any of the substantive proposals made in the document.   
The problem with this lack of evidence is that that is the major task for the report.  Put 
differently, the prime challenge for this report was to identify a series of actions and 
interventions that if implemented would boost student achievement.  Each action or 
intervention would need to be backed with evidence on its effectiveness.  But the report 
includes absolutely no justification or evidence; huge substantive claims about various 
interventions but with no evidence to back them up.  Thus the foundation for the report is 
non-existant. 
 
Let me provide a few examples of why the dour conclusions in the above paragraph were 
reached.1  First, the study identifies what it will take to produce a high quality teacher, a 
high quality paraprofessional staff, and effective professional development.  But the 
report does not define what a high quality teacher or paraprofessional would be.  I’m 
guessing it takes the state’s definition of what high quality is, and in a way, that is 
justified.  But the report should at least probe whether the state definition has substantive 
justification.  For example, though NCLB does call for high quality paraprofessionals, 
research from the Tennessee STAR study also has concluded that paraprofessionals have 
no impact on student learning. So a report could at least suggest that investing more in 
paraprofessional might not be a fruitful act.  Further, the one approach to effective 
paraprofessionals, that by George Farkas in Texas, has shown what is needed to make 
them effective, and the proposals in the report ignore those recommendations. 
 
But the largest problem in this section of the report is in the professional development 
section.  This section concludes, again with absolutely no reference to the professional 
development literature, that one professional development day a month, or about 54 hours 
a year, is adequate.  The report in this section even refers to the Eisenhower professional 
development funds that were rolled into NCLB.  But the report ignores the most 
comprehensive study of the effective professional development programs funded by 
Eisenhower money, which concluded that effective professional development requires a 
minimum of 100 hours per year per teacher, twice what the report suggests.  However, 
other professional development research suggests that even more is needed to make 
professional development effective – i.e., produce changes in classroom practice that 
leads to improvements in student achievement, the goal of NCLB and the costs of what it 
would require to comply with NCLB.  In our Arkansas report, we summarize this 
research and suggest a set of ingredients required for effective professional development 
that are far more comprehensive than proposed in this report. 
 
The intervention section of the report is bizarre, to say the least.  I have read several 
studies of the costs of state school finance adequacy, which many suggest is the very 
much the same as the costs of implementing NCLB, and even a couple of reports on the 
                                                 
1 Citations for my comments can be found in Odden, Picus, Fermanich.  (2003).  An Evidence Based 
Approach to School Finance Adequacy in Arkansas.  Little Rock: State Department of Education. 
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costs of implementing NCLB, and no report makes the programmatic recommendations 
of the Driscoll and Fleeter report.  They suggest that the most effective intervention is 
summer school.  They reference no research to support this assertion, when in fact most 
research shows that summer school typically administered has little if any impact on 
learning.  The next most effective strategy, the report claims, is extended school days, 
again with no reference to evidence to support this, I would argue, unique claim.  I know 
of no research that would support this claim.  Then the report moves to within-the-
school-day intervention but never describes what it is, yet they end up with a set of 
ingredients to cost out for these interventions, again not saying what the ingredients 
would be used for.  They also have no evidence to back up their varying the pupil-teacher 
ration for within the day interventions by quartile of student performance.   
 
If I were proposing programmatic interventions for which there is evidence of 
effectiveness, particularly for low achievers the bulk of whom are from lower income 
backgrounds, I would suggest: 
 A full day preschool program for 3 and 4 year olds 
 Full day kindergarten 
 Class sizes of 15 in grades K-5 
 Individual tutoring if a student is still struggling to meet achievement standards. 
Our Arkansas report provides citations for each of these proposal, each one of which 
individually has between a ¼ and ½ standard deviation impact on student academic 
achievement.  Why the report ignores these interventions is perplexing to my, and why it 
proposes longer years and longer days instead is equally perplexing, especially because 
the report offers no one citation as evidence that these other recommendations are more 
effective. 
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Review of Projected Costs of Implementing The Federal “No Child Left 
Behind Act” in Ohio by William Driscoll and Dr. Howard Fleeter 

 
 

Prepared by 
Meave O’Marah & Theodor Rebarber 

 
 
Overview 
 
While the Driscoll & Fleeter report, “Projected Costs of Implementing The Federal ‘No 
Child Left Behind Act’ in Ohio,” presents an extended discussion of the costs of 
compliance with the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) which is clearly the 
product of much time and effort, we find that it contains fundamental flaws which impel 
us to recommend that it not serve as the basis for decision-making by Ohio state 
policymakers.  
 
These flaws fall into two categories: a) those relating to revenues and “direct costs”, and; 
b) those relating to interventions selected by the authors to raise student achievement. 
The flaws in the first category consist of fallacious reasoning with respect to available 
federal revenues as well as several of the “direct costs” of compliance (such as the costs 
of additional testing). While these issues, in some cases, involve significant sums, the 
amounts are still relatively small in comparison to those in the second category. The 
second category, which includes 93 percent of the estimated costs, consists of 
questionable assumptions based on what might be called as the “wish list approach” to 
increasing student achievement. This approach includes the astonishing, up-front 
assumption that no significant improvements are possible as a result of changes in how 
current educational expenditures are deployed, followed by a simple assertion that an 
attractive list of expensive additional programs are absolutely necessary.  
 
The authors dismiss the possibility of any efficiencies leading to improved results as 
simply “speculative” and offer none but the vaguest arguments to support the pricey new 
add-ons.While the recommended enhancements are in themselves unobjectionable, 
perhaps even desirable, extensive research and other evidence contradict the assumption 
there are no improvements to be made with respect to current spending practices; we 
highlight just a sample of that evidence below. We believe that major increases in 
spending without improvement in the way expenditures are currently being implemented 
may not achieve the results suggested in this report. In any case, a more prudent approach 
to spending taxpayers’ money would be to see what is first attainable with the significant 
new federal dollars, with expected new state dollars, and with reforms that restructure 
current expenditures and programs, before assuming the need for pricey new initiatives. 
 
Though the state charged the authors of this report to address the validity of near-versus-
out-year estimates, the report does not appear to have taken into account one of the most 
fundamental challenges to long-term cost estimates for NCLB: the statute itself expires 
by 2008. While there are other uncertainties relating to out-year estimates, this one is 
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certainly the most straightforward. In the case of Ohio, it is worth noting that the year 
2008 arrives before two thirds of the planned increase in the state student achievement 
targets required by NCLB. As late as 2010, the state achievement targets require only 60 
percent of students to attain proficiency, less than the current state target of 75 percent 
(though the NCLB also applies these targets to student subgroups, while the state 
ostensibly does not). Previous reauthorizations of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA) have tended to result in significant changes. While one cannot 
assume that achievement targets for later years would be eliminated, the range of 
potential refinements and modifications to all aspects of the statute are so numerous that 
cost projections past 2008 are dubious. 
 
The main area where NCLB requires improvement prior to 2008 is with respect to 
student population subgroups which have been educationally disadvantaged, such as 
African American and special education students. While the state target of 75 percent of 
all students attaining proficiency refers only to aggregate performance, we find it hard to 
believe that, absent NCLB, Ohioans would be entirely comfortable with the large 
inequities in student achievement currently evident between student subgroups (e.g., 71 
percent of all Ohio students achieved proficiency in Math in grade 9, while only 42 
percent of African-American students did). For the last several decades, Ohio has 
increased its per pupil expenditure on public education in real, non-inflationary dollars as 
part of efforts to reform and improve education, as have other states. The Driscoll & 
Fleeter report contains no acknowledgement that such increases are likely to continue 
over the next decade, nor that the historically limited federal role in elementary and 
secondary education—as a catalyst to spur improvement, particularly for the 
disadvantaged—has not changed fundamentally. Ohio, not the federal government, 
continues to have the primary responsibility to educate all of its students. In this context, 
likely increases in state and local expenditure need to be taken into account. Though there 
is little basis for reliably estimating the spending increases that are truly necessary for 
general achievement gains, we hope that Ohio leaders will insist on greater efficiency as 
well as effectiveness in exchange for future increases spending. 
 
Tallying Up The Impact of Questionable Assumptions 
 
The Driscoll & Fleeter report concludes that Ohio will need to spend an annual average 
of $1.4 billion through the 2013-14 school year against new revenues of $44 million to 
meet federal requirements.  Our review of the study, applying the general premise that the 
state and local schools will adopt the most cost-effective steps needed to comply with the 
NCLB, results in large adjustments to the Fleeter projections. These are illustrated in the 
table below. 
 
We find that there are approximately $141 million in new federal revenues in 2004 
available for new NCLB requirements. The (modified) direct cost of compliance with 
NCLB requirements under reliable assumptions will be approximately $38.16 million. 
The basis for these adjustments, including the removal of large intervention costs from 
the calculation, is explained in the sections following the table. 
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Summary of Costs Adjustments in Driscoll & Fleeter Report 
(No listings for costs without any adjustment)   
     

 Dollars in millions  Fleeter Cost Adjustment 
     
     
Increase in federal revenues   $                      +44.00   $               +96.60 (plus) 
 
Adjustments for Assessments    
 Eliminate cost of special ed testing   $                        -1.44   $                 +1.44 
 (since no special ed revenues are assumed)    

 assessment administration (special ed and general)   $                        -5.30   $                 +5.30 
 
Highly Qualified Teacher    

 

Added professional development for teachers 
who do not meet the requirements  (cost of subs to free 
teachers)   $                      -47.00   $               +42.30 

 

Added professional development for teachers who do not 
meet the requirements  (cost of professional 
development)   $                      -18.00   $                +16.20 

 adjustment for low cost testing and no master's degrees    $                        -2.00   $                  +2.00 
 
Interventions    
 Questionable intervention costs for K-3   $                    -923.70   $               +923.70 
 Questionable intervention costs for 4-12   $                    -462.00   $               +462.00 
     
 Total Fleeter est. costs and adjustment  $                   -1491.10  $              +1452.94 
     

 
“New” funds remaining (‘04) to assist state with 
general achievement improvement after adjustments    $                 +102.44 

 
 
 
 
Category I. Assumptions Regarding Federal Revenue and State Direct Costs 
 
Flawed Federal Revenue Assumptions 
 
NCLB Revenues Underestimated  
Driscoll & Fleeter state that estimated and/or actual federal revenues for 2002 through 
2004 are as follows:  $496.3 million in 2002; $578.5 million in 2003; and $661.6 million 
in 2004.  The unadjusted increase is thus $82.2 million in 2003 (16.6%) and $83.1 
million in 2004 (14.4%).   
 
The report adjusts this increase to allow for an historical increase in federal funds of 
6.8%; this approach means that the authors assume that all pre-existing federally-funded 
programs will not only continue at inflation-adjusted levels, but will grow and expand 
without supporting the goals of NCLB. Clearly, this is not an appropriate assumption. 
Allowing for all existing programs to continue with an inflationary adjustment of 2.45% 
annual growth, the increase in federal funds available for new NCLB requirements is $70 
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million in 2003 (the $578.5 million allocation less the inflation adjusted baseline of 
$508.5 million) and $140.6 million in 2004 (the $661.6 allocation less the $521.0 million 
adjusted baseline). Following the Driscoll & Fleeter methodology, we simply insert into 
the summary table (above) the appropriate adjustment to the FY ’04 revenue amount in 
the first row, treating this amount as the average annual “marginal” revenue. It should be 
noted that this still leaves in place another substantial flaw that biases the “out-year” 
federal revenue estimates substantially below what the amounts are likely to be. As with 
state expenditures on education, federal expenditures have been growing at historical 
rates that significantly exceed inflation; thus the fixed amount in ’04 is not the average 
for the entire period of NCLB and revenue will grow substantially each year. While it is 
beyond the scope of this review to incorporate this correction, the (compounded) 
difference will be substantial. 
 
Special Education Costs and IDEA Funding 
The report includes a variety of expenses related to special education students, with the 
costs falling primarily under student assessments and intervention. While NCLB does 
contain provisions that affect special education students, these overlap with similar 
requirements under the federal IDEA program, which has its own separate federal 
revenue stream. Coordination between the two statutes is expected to increase even 
further under revisions currently being developed in Congress. Such coordination makes 
sense. Both NCLB and IDEA authorize alternate assessments for special education 
students who need them, provide for instructional interventions to raise the reading and 
math achievement of special education students. Clearly, there are also other provisions 
in each statute that serve entirely different purposes. Since the passage of NCLB, federal 
IDEA funding has also increased far beyond the rate of inflation; the similarities in scope 
between NCLB and IDEA suggest that ignoring IDEA revenues while incorporating the 
cost of meeting the same objectives—as reflected in the Driscoll and Fleeter report—is 
illegitimate. IDEA revenues can, and should, be used to help accomplish these purposes. 
 
Special education expenses projected in the Driscoll and Fleeter report (not including 
academic interventions, which are addressed later) include: 
 
Test administration for special education: $1.44 million 
Accommodations for special education: $1.8 million 
 
These should be removed (unless a portion of IDEA revenues are to be added). 
 
Some might argue that it is inappropriate to consider IDEA revenues since federal IDEA 
revenues have never covered the full 40% of all special education costs promised at the 
original passage of IDEA. This debate is not relevant, however, to calculating the costs of 
assessment or of reading and math interventions associated with NCLB and IDEA. Many 
other aspects of IDEA cost money, some of which may or may not be funded sufficiently 
by the federal government (such as legal procedures to protect the rights of special 
education students, or costly technological supports for students who need them). Yet, 
basic academics is clearly a major goal of IDEA and it is at least conceivable that federal 
dollars are adequate for academic purposes but not for other requirements. In any case, 
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the argument over the need for federal government funding of 40 percent of IDEA is a 
separate issue. 
 
Direct Costs 
 
Test Administration 
The Driscoll and Fleeter report estimates two types of test administration charges that we 
believe are unfounded.  First, the figure for special education accommodations of $1.8 
million assumes teacher salary costs associated with giving special education students 
additional time. Yet, these tests are administered during the school day, so teacher costs 
are already included in school budgets. The report also projects $5.3 million in costs 
associated with hiring 70 new employees to oversee test administration. The state already 
has a testing program in place that it manages with existing staff and most of the 
administrative burden will be borne by the testing vendor. The state currently oversees a 
state testing program at several grades, while districts typically also administer a national 
standardized test in addition to the state test. At all levels, the system is experienced in 
administering student assessments. Further, grade-by-grade testing at the state level will 
enable many districts to drop or reduce the use of commercial tests, saving time and 
money. We find these costs to be unwarranted. 
 
Further, it should be noted that state test printing and scoring cost assumptions appear 
unusually high. Unlike Driscoll and Fleeter, we did not have an opportunity to review 
these costs with the state, and we leave the assumptions as they are. However, we simply 
note that they appear higher than the costs borne by most other states, including states 
with assessments that include open-ended items as well as multiple-choice items. 
 
High Quality Teachers 
While the report accurately summarizes the requirements for high quality teaching 
mandated by NCLB, the methods proposed for achieving and maintaining compliance are 
costly and not required. They could be adjusted in a number of ways. 
 
The report projects cost based on a mix of approaches to meeting the high quality teacher 
requirements.  The report includes inexpensive (Praxis examination) and expensive 
solutions (acquisition of a master’s degree).  While it is certainly valid to assume that the 
state will incur new expenses associated with bringing existing teachers into compliance, 
NCLB does not require the state to encourage costly solutions such as acquisition of a 
master’s degree. Research (cite) indicates that programs to support teachers in obtaining 
master’s degrees, which typically do not require the advanced degree to be in the content 
area the teachers instructs, show no relationship to improved student outcomes. The state 
should encourage solutions that demonstrate quality in the most cost effective manner. 
 
An effective but less costly solution would be to for states and districts to secure the high-
quality remediation necessary to bring all of the estimated 12,500 teachers into 
compliance.  Using the expenses associated with professional development in the report, 
we assume two years of professional development for these teachers that is intensive and 
content-focused. 
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Professional Development: 
 
The report overstates the additional costs of fulfilling NCLB requirements for 
professional development.  The authors argue that NLCB requirements that professional 
development be sustained and intensive “suggests a high level of commitment of effort if 
not time.” (p. 28).  They then go on to state that “A minimum of one day per month 
seems like one approach possibly consistent with the definition [for high quality 
teacher].” (p. 28).  This represents a substantial increase from the amount of professional 
development provided prior to NCLB, they note. 
 
Driscoll and Fleeter report that about 90% of the state’s teachers meet the NCLB Highly 
Qualified Teacher requirements and they have done so with the pre-existing level of 
professional development.  This raises questions about whether Ohio’s current 
requirements are effective and why an increase to one day per month will have a 
significant or necessary impact.   
 
We assume that it is necessary to leave in place the added costs of professional 
development for those teachers who do not meet the highly qualified requirements (as 
discussed in the previous section).  
 
There is no basis, however, for assuming that the remaining NCLB funds for professional 
development could not be implemented in a manner that is consistent with the law’s 
requirements for a sustained and intensive approach, including modifying previous 
models of professional development.  Nothing in NCLB requires states to spend 
additional dollars on professional development, only that those funds that are expended 
are used in the most effective manner. 
 
In fact, we think an increase in the amount of well-designed professional development, 
even for those who already satisfy the Highly Qualified Teacher provisions, would be a 
good thing. NCLB encourages increased professional development through grants that 
combined other, previously discrete revenues, including the former Class Size Reduction 
grants. While states are permitted to continue using money from the combined grant to 
pay for class size reduction, the new program does encourage a shift to intensive 
professional development. We believe that such reallocations of resources to more 
productive ends (though, no doubt, not all would agree about this particular case), are a 
fine example of the type of tough decisions that could lead to improved results at a 
manageable cost. 
 
Further, Driscoll and Fleeter state that “The demanding requirements embedded in the 
definition of ‘scientifically based research’ imply that the delivery of professional 
development grounded in such research will have significant costs.  School districts’ 
‘home grown’ workshops, seminars, and training sessions will not meet such a high 
standard unless a school district itself actually invests in research activities or unless a 
school district invests in its own training staff and purchases appropriate scientifically 
based products for delivery to its teachers.” (p. 29). 
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The authors thus assume that the cost of obtaining graduate credits is the only way to 
comply with NCLB requirements that professional development must be scientifically-
based.  No information is included in the report either about the possibility of contracting 
with experts to review existing professional development offerings or to modify existing 
activities within the currently allotted time period.  In other words, the authors assume 
that additional time and expense rather than a redeployment of time and expense is 
required yet there is no proof that supplemental activities are needed.  We believe that it 
is quite possible to redirect current professional development that is consistent with 
scientifically-based research and which are reasonably priced (i.e., this applies to those 
areas where the research base is fairly well-developed, such as reading instruction and 
behavioral management).  
 
Thus, we conclude that the new costs of compliance in this area, as presented in Table 11 
of the Driscoll and Fleeter report, should be limited to the cost of intensive professional 
development for teachers who do not meet the Highly Qualified Teachers requirements, 
resulting in a decrease from $72.3 million to $13.8 million. 
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Category II. Costs Associated with Assumptions Regarding Interventions 
 
The report describes a second major category of NCLB compliance costs involving 
academic interventions costing $1.39 billion annually, or nearly 93% of the total 
projected costs.  Driscoll and Fleeter note that their proposal for an extensive expansion 
of school services—including after school programs, summer school, and providing 
intensive tutoring—is just one of many potential approaches that Ohio could adopt in 
response to NCLB. However, the authors provide no rigorous evidence to support the 
need for these interventions or for their particular design, in fact little evidence of any 
kind is provided. Typical is the explanation offered for extending the school day: “…an 
additional 1 hour per day for 32 weeks per year is considered to be the appropriate length 
of time to extend the school day.”  (p. 41)  Considered by whom?  On the basis of what 
body of research?  Similarly, the summer school student-to-teacher ratio is assumed to be 
4:1 for kindergarten and 1st grade and 5:1 for 2nd and third grade for the lowest 
performing quartile.  Again, the basis for these ratios is only loosely identified and yet the 
cost of this structure is tremendous. 
 
In their conclusion about the interventions, the authors note that “the $1.4 billion per year 
investment would continue indefinitely.” (p. 51). While many of the particular 
assumptions about the actual cost of the interventions seem reasonable, the overall 
necessity of the actions themselves is unresolved.  Further, no evidence is provided that 
these interventions are superior in either effectiveness or cost to other types of 
interventions that may be considered. The argument for all of these interventions merely 
consists of simple assertion. 
 
The report further notes, “It is also understood that many, if not all, districts have 
programs in place that incorporate elements from each of the components listed above.  
There is no data, however, which details the extent to which districts currently address 
intervention.” While it is perhaps understandable that the authors did not have time to 
compile such data in the 90 days they had to develop their analysis, we are left with the 
disturbing possibility that many of the interventions will duplicate efforts already in 
place, thus limiting any positive impact. Yet no assumptions are built into the cost 
estimates for less than full participation, inflating costs. 
 
Before embarking on such massive spending projects or—worse—before throwing up 
their hands and declaring the NCLB goal of educating all of Ohio’s children to be 
unreachable, we encourage state policymakers to engage in a more rigorous analysis of 
the issue. This analysis should include, first, a review of the data on where Ohio students 
are today, the extent to which they are already improving, and where they need to be in 
the foreseeable near term (e.g., the next 5 years). Second, the analysis should consider the 
extent to which there exist opportunities to revise current practices and redirect pre-
existing expenditures in order to achieve substantial improvements. If, and only if, the 
first two elements of the analysis indicate insufficient opportunities to achieve the 
necessary gains, there should be a review of the range of possible interventions along 
with a careful comparison of which are the most cost-effective (i.e., which would 
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accomplish the greatest benefit for students at the lowest cost). While it is beyond the 
scope of this review to conduct such an analysis, we can touch on some of the key issues. 
 
The achievement targets set by the state, and required by NCLB, start by requiring that at 
least 40% of students pass state achievement tests in reading and math starting in the 
most recent school year. Over time, these targets increase (in an uneven fashion), to 
requiring at least 60% of students meet state standards by the years 2008-2010. On the 
most recent state test, overall performance ranged from a low of 53 percent of students 
meeting 6th grade math standards to a high of 87 percent of students attaining 9th grade 
reading standards. According to the state composite index, overall performance has 
increased each of the last several years, though the increases have been smaller in the last 
two years. Nevertheless, these figures indicate there is little reason to be overly 
concerned about most Ohio students meeting the federally-required standards for at least 
the next several years. Similarly, data from the independent National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) also indicate recent improvement: between 1990 and 2000, 
Ohio’s 8th graders gained 19 points on the NAEP math assessment (from the Ed Trust’s 
2003 edition of Measuring Up). 
 
On the other hand, NCLB also requires that student subgroups—such as racial/ethnic 
groups, low-income students, special education students, and students with limited-
English proficiency—also meet similar standards (such groups may also meet the 
requirements even if they do not attain the same targets if schools are successful in 
achieving substantial improvement in group’s performance, as specified in the NCLB 
“safe harbor” provision). Even in the foreseeable near term, Ohio has significant work to 
do in improving significantly the achievement of students in these subgroups. African 
American students in Ohio, for example, pass at substantially lower rates than the general 
student population; only 40% of African-American Ohio students attain proficiency in 6th 
grade reading, for example, and as few as 25% in 6th grade math. Other historically 
disadvantaged student subgroups also score substantially below the overall student 
averages, with the lowest group being students in special education. 
 
Yet, Ohio has also been making substantial progress in improving the performance of 
most subgroups. Just in the most recent year, the percent of Native American, African 
American and Hispanic students meeting state standards has increased 5.1 percent, 5.5 
percent and 2.3 percent, respectively. Focused attention on improving the academic 
achievement of disadvantaged subgroups will continue to be necessary. 
 
Several of the NCLB-required reforms whose expenses are addressed above as direct 
costs are likely to boost student achievement. For example, Grissmer of RAND has 
documented the higher student achievement gains of students in states with grade-by-
grade testing and strong accountability systems (not only on the state’s test, but on 
independent measures). Similarly, a number of careful studies buttress the notion that 
high school math and science teachers with strong content knowledge, as required by the 
Highly Qualified Teachers provisions, are associated with increased student achievement 
(see: Brewer & Goldhaber in 2000; Monk, 1994; Monk & King in1994; Rowan, Chiang, 
& Miller in 1997). Even the school choice consequence provisions (public school choice 
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and supplemental education services) which concern many public schools fearful of their 
revenue impact are likely to lead to increased student achievement in the public schools 
(large-scale analyses by Caroline Hoxby have demonstrated that increased parental 
choice is associated with higher achievement scores). 
 
In considering what else must be done to improve student performance, the next step 
should be to review evidence that substantially higher performance can be accomplished 
as a result of reform at current expenditure levels. 
 
Our analysis of data on Ohio schools reveals that a number of predominantly low-
income, minority schools are succeeding where many others are failing. For example, 21 
Ohio elementary schools serving majority low-income, minority students surpass state 
averages in 4th grade math. Eight such schools even performed in the top 25 percent of all 
schools state-wide. These ranged from McGuffey elementary in the Warren City school 
district (66 percent low-income, 51 percent minority, and 75th percentile in achievement 
statewide) to Carthage Paideia Academy elementary school in the Cincinnati City school 
district (69 percent low-income, 66 percent minority, and 96th percentile school in 
achievement state-wide). A careful study of these schools’ methods may well lead to 
lessons that could be applied in other contexts. At a minimum, they provide evidence that 
under the right circumstances it is possible educate all students to higher levels of 
attainment at present spending levels. 
 
Similarly, Grover Whitehurst, head of the federal institute for educational research, has 
summarized evidence that some teachers effectiveness is both important and highly 
variable and has argued for taking whatever steps are necessary to eliminate or greatly 
reduce this gap. 

Sanders and Rivers (1996) used value-added methods to examine the cumulative 
effects of teacher quality on academic achievement. The effectiveness of all math 
teachers in grades 3, 4, & 5 in two large metropolitan school districts in 
Tennessee was estimated by determining the average amount of annual growth of 
the students in their classrooms. These data were used to identify the most 
effective (top 20%) and the least effective (bottom 20%) teachers. The progress 
of children assigned to these low and high performing teachers was tracked over 
a three-year period. The next figure illustrates the results. 
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Children assigned to three effective teachers in a row scored at the 83rd 
percentile in math at the end of 5th grade, while children assigned to three 
ineffective teachers in a row scored at the 29th percentile. 

The next figure illustrates results from an equivalent study on math performance 
in Dallas (Jordan, Mendro, & Weerasinghe, 1997). The results are very similar. 

 

…The typical child is not lucky enough to get 3 highly effective teachers or 
unlucky enough to get 3 highly ineffective teachers in a row. However, these 
studies demonstrate persuasively that the potential effect of teacher quality on 
academic achievement is quite high. 

Until now, relatively little attention has been paid to systematically measuring the 
effectiveness (“value-added”) of individual teachers using objective measures, much less 
leveraging existing resources to intervene in cases of underperformance. There is a 
substantial opportunity for improved effectiveness and efficiency as a result of such 
initiatives. 
 
Further, Goldhaber has identified deficiencies in the compensation system widely used in 
public schools. 
 
 

… the compensation structure used by virtually all school districts is not well 
aligned to promote the acquisition of skills found to influence student outcomes. 
For instance, data from the National Center for Education Statistics show that 
salary schedules provide pay premiums of about 11 percent for master’s degrees 
and 17 percent for a doctorate. Generally, these premiums are received regardless 
of whether degrees are specific to the subjects in which teachers teach, despite 
the evidence that out-of-field degrees contribute little toward student 
achievement. The compensation structure also does not provide policymakers 
with tools to address areas of shortage, to reward job performance or the 
acquisition of skills deemed to be important, or to compensate for the difficulty 
of a teaching assignment. Do alternatives to the compensation structure currently 
in place in public schools work? Unfortunately, there is very little evidence to 
answer this question. However, given the concern about the quality of the 
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existing teacher workforce, experimenting with alternative pay structures may be 
worthwhile 

 
Another area ripe for reform is teacher education. The standard certification to teach 
indicates that the teacher candidate has completed extensive coursework to prepare him 
or her for the classroom. At a minimum, one would expect that those who are certified 
would be more effective in instructing students than those who have not completed the 
certification requirements. Yet Goldhaber and Brewer (1999), as well as others, have 
found that the students of teachers with standard elementary certification do not 
outperform the students of teachers with only emergency certification (i.e., teachers who 
have not completed the requisite education coursework). The effectiveness of the current 
expenditures on the coursework necessary for elementary certification could clearly be 
improved. 
 
For example, there is great room for improvement in preparing teachers to teach reading, 
one of the two major achievement targets under NCLB. The American Federation of 
Teachers (AFT) has noted that while “scientists now estimate that fully 95 percent of all 
children can be taught to read,”  
 

…a chasm exists between classroom instructional practices and the research 
knowledge-base on literacy development. Part of the responsibility for this divide 
lies with teacher preparation programs, many of which, for a variety of reasons, 
have failed to adequately prepare their teacher candidates to teach reading 
…preparation for teaching reading often is grounded in ideology than evidence. 
(both quotes from AFT (June 1999) “Teaching Is Rocket Science”: What Expert 
Teachers of Reading Should Know and Be Able To Do.) 

 
 
In a welcome recognition that there may be room for improvement, we are pleased to 
read that Ohio education schools recently announced a major reform initiative under 
which they will evaluate the value-added data for their graduates to identify areas where 
they could improve. If Ohio schools of education are successful in improving the 
effectiveness of the resources they currently spend, we should see substantial 
improvement in student achievement, especially among historically disadvantaged 
student subgroups such as African Americans, special education students, and others. 
 
The education schools, however, should not be scape-goated as the cause of all problems. 
The AFT report further notes that: 
 

Inadequately prepared novice teachers often find themselves dependent on the 
information given in teachers’ manuals to learn about spoken and written 
language concepts and to generate strategies for teaching students to read.  
…The most popular programs being used today are…very weak or simply wrong 
when it comes to the structure of English and how children actually learn to read 
the words on the page. (see Stein, M.L. (1993). The beginning reading 
instruction study. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.) A recent 
review of major classroom reading programs shows that they continue to lack the 
content necessary to teach basic reading systematically and explicitly. (see Stein, 
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M., Johnson, B. & Gutlohn, L. (unpublished). Analyzing beginning reading 
programs. The relationship between decoding instruction and text. (Distributed at 
the Virginia Reading Forum, Roanoke, VA, Nov. 3, 1998.) 

  
But with regard to reading instruction, especially, there is no excuse for such 
inadequacies to continue. That is because the reading research, which accumulated 
steadily over much of the last century, has now been synthesized and distributed in 
widely accessible reports, including the report of the National Reading Panel (NRP) as 
well as the report of the National Research Council panel on the Prevention of Reading 
Difficulties in Young Children. The NCLB Reading First initiative is designed to 
leverage some new funding to move classroom practice toward the adoption of research-
based techniques. 
 
Lastly, there is also evidence that a fair amount of what has historically passed for teacher 
professional development (e.g., generic workshops on cooperative learning) has left 
much to be desired. Here, too, there is evidence for what works. Several studies indicate 
that professional development that is focused on academic content and curriculum and 
aligned to standards-based reform will positively impact teaching practice and student 
achievement. (See: Cohen and Hill, 2000; Kennedy, 1998; Brown, Smith and Stein, 
1996; Wiley and Yoon, 1995).  Re-focusing current expenditures for professional 
development on approaches that work, in conjunction with other changes noted above, is 
likely to pay substantial dividends in the form of improving student achievement. 
 
Conclusion 
 
In closing, we find that the Driscoll and Fleeter report underestimates available federal 
revenue and, to a limited extent, overestimates the direct costs of compliance with NCLB. 
In our view, it’s greatest flaw, however, is the assumption that huge infusions new federal 
funding is essential in order to substantially increase student achievement, including the 
achievement of historically disadvantaged groups. While we are not opposed to 
additional resources being devoted to education—in fact, we support it—we fear that 
unrealistic demands for a massive change in the federal role in education are likely to 
discourage local efforts to reform and improve public education. Such a result is, no 
doubt, not intended by Driscoll and Fleeter. Regardless, the available evidence supports 
the notion that substantial improvements in educational results are attainable with 
available federal expenditures combined with reasonable state additions. We hope Ohio 
chooses to move forward on reform. 
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Introduction 
 

“Projected Costs of Implementing the Federal ‘No Child Left Behind Act’ in Ohio,” 
prepared for the Ohio Department of Education by William Driscoll and Dr. Howard Fleeter, 
delivered on December 12, 2003, answers a very difficult question with a report that is 
transparent, well written and credible.  The report was prepared under constraints in time (three 
months from start to finish), personnel (two principal authors), and research-based knowledge (of 
how to effect big achievement gains for large numbers of students). Given these constraints, the 
report is intelligent and provides an answer to the question: What are the costs of full 
implementation of NCLB in the state of Ohio?  I have been asked to review the report’s findings 
in terms of methodology, research base, assumptions and validity of numerical estimates.  To do 
this, I will make suggestions that ignore the realistic time and personnel constraints imposed on 
the study.  That is, I am not proposing that the authors could have remedied the issues I identify 
below given their constraints; instead I am pointing out that more could be done. 
 

I believe that any assessment of NCLB costs in Ohio would find relative orders of 
magnitudes in the same ballpark as Driscoll and Fleeter have.  That is, the costs of bringing 
almost all students to proficiency (called intervention costs in the report) will vastly outweigh 
other costs, such as testing or consequences.  Obtaining high quality teachers, including through 
professional development, will be the next highest cost.  In the report, these costs are estimated 
at close to $1.39 and $.07 billion respectively, out of a total annual cost of around $1.5 billion (or 
approximately 93% and 5% respectively).  I believe that these two categories of costs are also 
the most unpredictable.  Because of their size and their uncertainty, it makes most sense for me 
to concentrate on them for most of this review. 

 
Before discussing the intervention and teacher quality costs, however, I want to say that 

the estimation of other costs is impressive. There is great attention to detail and some cross 
validation (for example for costs of test preparation and administration). There are many explicit 
and reasonable assumptions about professional development costs. 
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Other Methodologies 
 

There are other methodologies that could have been pursued in estimating the costs of 
NCLB implementation in Ohio.  The report would have benefited from a discussion of these at 
the outset, with a rationale for choosing the authors’ method.  Also, a report that used several 
methods, or at least did a sensitivity analysis of the basic assumptions, thereby providing 
alternative cost estimates, would have been very helpful.  In an area of so much uncertainty, 
providing one number seems rash – a range of high, low and middle estimates would be helpful. 

 
What are some possible other methods and where might a sensitivity analysis be useful? 

In terms of methods, there are similarities between this project and others that ask how much an 
adequate education will cost. In this project, the definition of adequacy is 100% of all students at 
the proficient level on a set of state tests, plus a cohort high school graduation rate of 100% and 
some attendance targets.  (Teacher and test administration would be a separate calculation, but 
again these are minor costs in the full NCLB implementation). 
 

The state of Ohio has had some experience with costing out adequacy and I won’t go into 
great detail except to say that there are at least four well-known methods.  First is the 
professional judgment method, whereby a set of professionals identify the kinds of resources 
(broadly defined to include size of schools, grade configurations, class sizes etc.) needed to 
achieve pre-specified achievement levels with various kinds of students.  These resources are 
priced (assigned a dollar value), aggregated to the school or district level, and presented per pupil 
or district. 

 
A second method involves identification of a set of successful school districts (whose 

students are meeting adequate standards) and then averaging their costs.  More subtleties are 
involved in choosing districts with diverse sets of students who are not spending exorbitant 
amounts. 

 
A third method uses pre-designed school reforms, such as Little Red Schoolhouse or the 

Success for All program, to identify resources needed for achievement.  Their resource 
requirements are then costed out.  There is an assumption that these programs will produce the 
achievement needed. 

 
Finally, the econometric methods model school district behavior in order to statistically 

estimate a district cost function, which relates expenditures per pupil to levels of output 
(achievement on the part of pupils) while controlling for the composition of the student body, the 
variation in costs of same quality inputs, such as teachers, across districts, and the nature of 
parents and other contextual factors.  The estimated equation is used to construct a cost index, by 
district, based on pre-set levels of achievement. 

 
This report comes closest to using a professional judgment method, although the authors 

state many times that they are not proposing a “comprehensive design of service delivery 
details.” (p.37).  Still, they choose several kinds of interventions, assume how much of each 
would be necessary to move from the Ohio goal of 75% of students proficient to 100% of 
students proficient, and then cost out the interventions. (Pages 39 to 42 discuss the interventions 
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and Table 23 summarizes them.  Pages 42 through 49 cost out the interventions and Table 26 
summarizes the costs for K-3).   

 
A more convincing cost report would have used the other methods as well to show a 

range of estimates that depended on the method. 
 
Sensitivity Analysis of Assumptions 
 

Other ranges in estimates could be provided by a sensitivity analysis on a number of 
assumptions.  One of the most illuminating concepts in economics is that individuals and 
organizations change their behavior in response to incentives.  Responses to NCLB are possible 
on the part of the Federal government, the State, school districts, schools, parents, and students 
(at least!).  The report implicitly assumes that all of these will react in fairly limited (inelastic) 
ways to the increasingly high standards of NCLB.  However, what if some alternative 
assumptions were made? A report could show low and high estimates based on various 
combinations of assumptions (including those in the report itself). The following are a few 
indications of the kinds of changes that could be modeled. 

 
Assumptions about what works and how: Although the research base on the sizes of the 

effects of various interventions on student achievement is not large, it would be possible to 
review literature on the effects of summer school, class size reduction, teacher qualifications, 
peer effects, and so on, to arrive at a range of numbers to use when estimating how much of each 
kind of intervention is needed.  These ranges would provide a “confidence interval” on how 
much intervention is needed. 

 
Federal:  The federal government may eventually modify the “100%” goal. As the report 

states, the marginal cost of bringing the least proficient students to passing will be the greatest, 
and probably the goal is impossible for 100% of the students. Because we are so far from 100% 
compliance in any state, and because the cost estimates are so extrapolated (out of the range of 
any known reality), it is not crucial for this report that this number be known.  But, the costs will 
no doubt be exponentially higher as we approach the 100% mark. 

 
State: The state might change its standards.  How much would it cost to have lower (or 

higher) cut scores on state tests (number of correct responses for passing)?  What might happen 
if the state invested in early childhood or more early health care for children?  The state might 
change its funding system, which in turn might lead to relocations of families. 

 
Districts:  Districts might reallocate resources in response to NCLB.  They might, for 

example, take resources from gifted programs or from sports or other non-tested areas, and 
allocate them to interventions aimed at passing tests.  Or districts might reorganize their schools 
into smaller ones or into ones that target certain groups of students (disadvantaged or English 
language learners). Districts might reclassify students into or out of disability groups in response 
to state funding or to the need to report subgroup scores. 

 
Students: Students might work harder or get discouraged.  Peers might start to affect 

students in positive ways as more students become proficient. 
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Parents: Parents might provide more or less support at home or at school for students. 

They might withdraw failing students from the public system and transfer them to private 
schools or to other public schools, such as charters. 

 
 
While some of these responses are desirable, many are not. They are hard to quantify. 

But, again, a more realistic set of estimates would mention them, identify those most likely to be 
large and provide some sort of numerical estimate of their effect. 
 
 
Costs of Having Highly Qualified Teachers 
 
 Again the authors make a credible estimate of these costs, but they do not comment on 
the continuing costs of recruiting and hiring highly qualified teachers.  There seems to be an 
implicit assumption that all districts in Ohio can hire such teachers at the current salary 
schedules, but this assumption needs either to be justified or modified.  Many states and districts 
have trouble recruiting bilingual, science and math teachers. Is Ohio different? If not, will 
salaries, at least for these and other specialties where there is a shortage at current salaries, need 
to be raised?  Can all issues be remedied by teacher professional development or pursuit of 
masters’ degrees? 
 
Conclusion 
 
 The report is credible as far as it goes and seems to be an excellent effort given the time 
and personnel devoted to it.  It would be more realistic if a range of estimates were presented, 
especially because the largest costs by far are the least predictable.  While $1,491.1 million is a 
precise number, it is unlikely to be an entirely accurate one, and it would be useful to see the 
likely range of the costs. 



SUBMITTED BY: 
Neil Theobald 

 
December 24, 2003 
 
Mitchell D. Chester 
Assistant Superintendent for Policy Development 
Ohio Department of Education 
25 South Front Street -- Mail Stop 702 
Columbus, Ohio  43215-4183 
 
Mitch: 
 
 Thank you for the opportunity to review “Projected Costs of Implementing The 
Federal “No Child Left Behind Act” in Ohio. As you know, we have been engaged in 
similar work here in Indiana. I want to first comment that I am hugely impressed by the 
report. I have reviewed similar work from Maryland, New York, and Texas and find the 
Driscoll and Fleeter study to be superior to any of these analyses. 
 

Our estimate in Indiana is that the marginal cost of NCLB will be roughly $930 
per student. Until I read the Driscoll and Fleeter study, this was the lowest estimate that I 
had seen—roughly one-half the estimated cost in Maryland or Texas. The $790 per 
student marginal cost specified in Table 30 of the Ohio report is even more conservative 
than our figure. However, this 15% variance likely results from the careful work that the 
Ohio report does in netting existing fixed costs from the marginal costs of NCLB. For 
example, the state testing program in Ohio is more robust than our program in Indiana. 
Thus, Indiana will likely need to spend more than Ohio to determine if a school and/or 
school district meets Adequate Yearly Progress. 

 
I would raise two issues with the Driscoll and Fleeter study, although I lack the 

data to determine if my concerns are valid. First, I was surprised by the relatively low 
cost forecast for ensuring that low-income and minority students in Ohio are not taught 
disproportionately by inexperienced, unqualified, or out-of-field teachers. Possibly, the 
Ohio definition of “highly qualified” differs significantly from the definition we use in 
Indiana, but research in this area suggests that classes in high-poverty high schools are 
nearly twice as likely to be assigned to an out-of-field teacher than in low-poverty 
schools. Given the much larger percentage of Ohio students enrolled in Title I schools 
than qualify in Indiana, my assumption was that your costs for meeting the teacher 
quality goals would be higher. 

 
Second, Indiana endured an extremely painful and costly school district 

consolidation policy implementation. As a result, we have about 50% more students per 
district than does Ohio. If the argument upon which our consolidation movement was 
based—that larger districts are more cost-effective than smaller districts—is accurate 
then one would expect the cost of implementing a statewide program such as NCLB to be 
higher in Ohio than in Indiana. However, in fairness, this would not be the first time we 
have questioned the accuracy of this assumption. 

 



SUBMITTED BY: 
Neil Theobald 

In conclusion, I believe the estimate developed by Driscoll and Fleeter is 
reasonably accurate and is superior to any other report that has come across my desk. I 
hope my comments have been useful to you. Possibly, our paths will cross when the 
Hoosiers invade Ohio Stadium next October. 

 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
 
 
Neil Theobald 
Vice Chancellor for Budget and Administration 
Professor of Educational Finance 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To:   Mitchell Chester, Assistant Superintendent for Policy Development, Ohio 

Department of Education 
 
From:  Ross Wiener, Policy Director  
 Kevin Carey, Senior Policy Analyst 
 
Re:   Comments from The Education Trust on “Projecting Costs of Implementing The 

Federal No Child Left Behind Act in Ohio,” by William Driscoll and Dr. Howard 
Fleeter  

 
Date:  January 16, 2004 
 
The Education Trust would like to thank the Ohio Department of Education for the 
opportunity to comment on the report regarding the costs associated with the No Child Left 
Behind Act.  Our comments and suggestions fall into seven main categories: 
 
1) The need for clarity on the meaning of “compliance” 
 
In meeting the guidance to analyze “the projected costs of compliance for the state and for 
each school district with the No Child Left Behind Act,” the analysis focuses, as directed, on 
the costs of having “all students performing at the proficient level on achievement tests by 
June 30, 2014.”1  The vast majority of costs estimated in the analysis relate to this goal.   
 
However, the guidance also mentions the “financial consequences to the state and each 
school district for noncompliance with that act.”2  We believe it is crucially important to 
emphasize that under NCLB, failure to meet achievement goals does not constitute noncompliance.   
 
In other words, the cost of having all students proficient by 2013-2014 is not the same as the 
cost of participating in the federal Title I program.  It does not represent the cost of 
avoiding the “financial consequences to the state and each school district for noncompliance 
with that act.”  The costs of avoiding penalties for noncompliance are far smaller than the 
total amount of $1.5 billion outlined in the report.  So long as Ohio measures the 
achievement of all students against state standards, publicly reports disaggregated results, and 
commits to undertake improvement efforts in schools not making Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYP), Ohio will be in compliance with the student achievement provisions in the law.  
Likewise, in order to comply with the teacher quality provisions of the federal law, Ohio 
needs to determine and report on the percent of teachers who are highly qualified, and 
                                                 
1 Description of Section 10 of H.B. 3 provided by Ohio Department of Education via email, December 12, 
2003.  
2 Ibid.  
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address the disproportionate assignment of unqualified, out-of-field, and inexperienced 
teachers to poor and minority students.  It must commit to develop plans for ensuring all 
teachers are highly qualified, but the state’s actual progress in meeting these goals is 
irrelevant for federal funding eligibility.  
 
We do not intend in any way to discourage Ohio from determining how much money is 
needed to bring all students to proficiency.  This is a worthy goal and Ohio is to be 
commended for commissioning this analysis.  That said, the cost of actually educating all 
students to proficiency in reading and math should in no way be represented as the cost of 
complying with NCLB.  Federal funding under NCLB is not contingent on student 
performance levels. The costs of actual compliance, therefore, which include the expense of 
test development and administration, the public reporting of disaggregated data, some 
professional development for teachers, and various administrative expenses are estimated by 
the authors as $105.4 million.  This represents only 7% of the total estimate put forth by the 
authors, making clear the need to clearly distinguish between the costs of complying with the 
law and the costs of meeting the goals of the law – two very different things.   
 
An estimate of the cost of avoiding noncompliance penalties might also reasonably include 
the cost of the specific interventions for schools failing to make Adequate Yearly Progress, 
as described in the law.  However, it should be noted that state and local administrators 
retain virtually unfettered discretion to determine the appropriate interventions.  As a 
condition of the grant, states promise in essence that they will do something to change the 
pattern of underachievement in persistently low-performing schools, but state and local 
leaders decide for each individual school whether the intervention should be discreet or 
comprehensive, intensive or moderate.  Several of the intervention options among which 
states and districts can choose, such as appointing an “outside expert” to advise the school 
or “decreasing management authority” do not, on their face, require significant new 
expenditures.  
 
Even the intervention options for schools that fail to make “AYP” for six consecutive years 
– the most serious interventions required by the law – are for the most part focused on 
changing the management of the school, by shifting oversight responsibility to a charter 
school, the state Department of Education, or a private entity, or any other fundamental 
reform consistent with state law.  Implementing these options may involve some transition 
costs, but they do not mandate significant new expenditures.  Of course, state and local 
educators may determine that more comprehensive and intensive interventions (and 
consequently more expensive interventions) are appropriate, but these are the costs of 
providing an adequate public education, not the costs of complying with NCLB. 
 
The analysis would benefit from additional emphasis and clarity on the distinction between 
the costs of fully achieving the goals of NCLB and the compliance costs of participating in 
and complying with the NCLB program, given how very different those amounts are.  
Otherwise, policymakers and the general public may mistakenly believe that Ohio must 
spend $1.48 billion to avoid loss of federal education funding, which is clearly not the case.   
 
Moreover, the authors significantly understate the commitments Ohio had undertaken 
pursuant to the 1994 reauthorization of Title I.  For example, Ohio previously committed to 
administering statewide assessments (including the development of modified assessments so 
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that all students could participate), compiling disaggregated student achievement data, and 
determining whether schools and districts were making Adequate Yearly Progress.  For 
example, while the authors describe the development of protocols to ensure the security and 
legitimacy of state assessment results as new responsibilities, these procedures already should 
have been developed.  It is not accurate to characterize the tests required pursuant to NCLB 
as more “official” than the tests required under the prior version of Title I.  There are new 
costs that can fairly be attributed to expanded assessments and public reporting, but some of 
the work that is being undertaken now should have been completed in the past.  The 
authors’ blanket assertion that “[b]efore NCLB, federal law did not impose a complex set of 
comprehensive academic achievement requirements in connection with federal aid to 
schools” both overstates the current federal law and understates the continuity between the 
prior federal law and the current version. 
 
2) Assumptions about future increases in student achievement 
 
The large majority of costs described by the authors are related to the expense of moving all 
students to proficiency by 2013-2014.  In doing so, the authors use a “marginal cost” 
approach, examining “additional costs above or on top of the costs of [the] pre-existing 
system.”  Because Ohio has already set the goal of having 75% of pupils proficient, the study 
only examines the potential costs of raising the previously lowest-achieving 25% of students 
to proficiency, that being the marginal difference between the state goal of 75% and the 
NCLB goal of 100%. 
 
This approach is likely to significantly overstate the true marginal cost of NCLB.  This is 
because it assumes that the “pre-existing system” would not have raised achievement above 
the 75% level, absent NCLB.  A look at existing Ohio achievement levels and trends in 
student test scores calls the validity of that assumption into question. 
 
For example, the report’s estimate of the number of students statewide needing to be served 
is based on the percent of students currently failing to meet proficiency levels in reading and 
math in grades 4 and 6.  The analysis shows that the percent proficient in those areas 
currently range from a low of 52.7% in grade 6 math to a high of 66.5% in grade 4 reading.  
These amounts are already not far from the 75% target.  For example, the percent of 4th 
graders proficient in reading would have to increase by less than one percentage point per 
year over the next decade to exceed the 75% target, and therefore reduce the costs that 
should be attributed to NCLB.   
 
Is it reasonable to assume that such growth will occur?  While changes in standards, test 
format, exclusion protocols, and test schedule limit our ability to analyze Ohio achievement 
data over the previous ten years, the long-term trend is clearly one of steady improvement.  
For example, the Ohio Department of Education’s “2002-2003 Annual Report on 
Education Progress in Ohio”3 notes the following: 
 

“Even with the inclusion of all students, we’re still seeing improvement statewide.  This 
year’s state performance index shows that over the past three years, the averages of all 
students’ scores on the proficiency tests increased from 73.7 to 83.1 points. We also are 

                                                 
3 http://www.ode.state.oh.us/reportcard/state_report_card/src_final0203.pdf 
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making significant progress in certain areas.  For instance, our sixth graders this past year 
increased their reading proficiency rate by 6.8 percentage points when compared to the 
previous year (58.2 to 65).”  
 

While NCLB was enacted two years ago, the accountability provisions were only fully 
implemented in the Fall of 2003, suggesting that most, if not all, of the significant 
achievement gains noted above were the result of Ohio-specific policies and practices 
implemented prior to, or outside of, the NCLB program.  
 
If Ohio was able to increase the percent proficient by almost seven percentage points in one 
year, it seems reasonable to assume that it will be able to increase the percent proficient by 
more than ten percentage points (65% to 75%) over the next ten years, and that such 
improvement would occur regardless of NCLB, even after taking into account the increasing 
marginal difficulty of helping students who are not yet proficient.   
 
The current performance of Ohio 9th graders also supports the likelihood of the state’s 
students exceeding the 75% target absent NCLB – those students have already achieved 
87% proficiency in reading, well above the target, and 71.2% proficiency in math.   
 
We recommend that the cost analysis be adjusted, based on a reasonable projection of the 
increase in student achievement that would have occurred in Ohio over coming decade 
absent NCLB, and only attributing to NCLB the cost of the marginal achievement above 
that level.     
 
3)  The potential for improving educational outcomes with current resources 
 
There is little doubt that achieving proficiency for 100% of students in Ohio will require the 
expenditure of significant additional resources.  But there is also little doubt that it will 
require the more efficient, effective use of current resources.  Unfortunately, the authors 
essentially dismiss the latter component of Ohio’s long-term prospects for increasing student 
achievement, saying: 
 

“Some have argued that the pre-NCLB level of federal funds for education was not 
efficiently employed and the redirection of those dollars in a more efficient manner will pay 
for some of the marginal cost of NCLB requirements.  Such arguments are entirely 
speculative.  No reason exists to assume that the NCLB configuration of funding priorities 
will eliminate pre-existing costs.  Readers who believe that the NCLB priorities will achieve 
some reduction in overall costs through an increase in efficiency can discount the net 
marginal impact of NCLB if they wish.  This report found no basis for doing so.” 

 
First, the appropriate question is whether all funds, not just federal funds, have been 
efficiently employed, since NCLB performance goals relate to educational activities 
supported by state, federal, and local funds. Moreover, while the report may have indeed 
found no basis for the potential of increased efficiency, nothing in the report indicates that 
the authors conducted any analysis or research regarding efficiency, or lack thereof, at all.  
Given that, the lack of such evidence is unsurprising, and of limited utility.      
 
Instead of answering the question, “How much more money do we need to spend to achieve 
100% proficiency?” the report answers the question, “How much more money do we need 
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to spend to achieve 100% proficiency, given the assumption that spending more money is the only way 
to do that?”  The answer may or may not be accurate, but the question itself is too narrowly 
defined.       
 
It is, in fact, entirely reasonable to assert that more effective use of resources is to be 
expected in the future.  We can say with confidence that increased efficiency can occur, and 
likely will occur, because more efficient use of resources is already occurring.    
 
For example, it should also be noted that the significant achievement gains achieved by the 
state during the last several years, noted above, occurred in an exceptionally challenging state 
fiscal environment, one characterized by stagnant or even declining levels of funding, 
providing evidence that increased efficiency, in terms of dollars / performance, can occur.     
 
The analysis correctly notes that a disproportionate number of low-achieving students are 
low-income.  Low-income students are not evenly distributed among schools in Ohio – in 
some schools, the majority of students live in poverty, while in others the poverty rate is 
close to zero.  It follows that high-poverty schools are more likely to be missing state 
performance targets, and an examination of Ohio performance data shows that this is indeed 
the case. 
 
However, the same data also show that a significant number of high-poverty schools in Ohio 
are already exceeding state performance targets.  Ohio performance data collected by the 
American Institutes for Research and provided to the Education Trust indicate that in 2002, 
there were 47 schools in Ohio that had greater than 50% of students eligible for the free and 
reduced-price lunch program, and had greater than 75% of students proficient in reading.    
There were 38 such schools for 4th grade math, and 20 schools that exceeded 75% on both 
tests.4  
 
Similarly, in 2003 the Ohio Department of Education identified a group of 52 “Schools of 
Promise” that are achieving high levels of success with large numbers of low-income 
students.5  It is clear that among Ohio schools serving low-income student populations, 
some are operating in a much more efficient and effective manner than others.  This, in turn, 
means that less effective schools can learn from their more effective peers, and that it is 
reasonable to expect that school leaders, faced with strong accountability and every incentive 
to improve, will do so.   
 
Nobody can predict with absolute certainty the extent to which increased accountability for 
results created by NCLB will, in and of itself, create the impetus for greater efficiency, thus 
greater achievement.  However, it is unreasonable to assume, as the authors have done, that 
no such improvement will occur.  There are many fundamental reforms that need to and will 
be undertaken to improve the system of public education without requiring large new 
expenditures of funds.   
 

                                                 
4 This analysis can be replicated using the Education Trust’s Dispelling the Myth Online interactive database at 
www.edtrust.org.  
5 http://www.ode.state.oh.us/achievement_gaps/schools_of_promise/SOP_Awardees.doc 
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For example, the Ohio Partnership for Accountability recently announced a new initiative to 
study the teacher effectiveness and improve the quality of teacher training in higher 
education.  By better understanding what practices and policies result in effective classroom 
teaching, schools of education in Ohio will be able to improve the quality of education they 
provide, with enhanced student performance as the ultimate result.  While initiatives of this 
nature aren’t free, the cost of gathering information and using it to improve the effectiveness 
of current resources in this manner falls far short of the more cost-intensive reforms that are 
the exclusive focus of the report.   
 
The Ohio Department of Education also has a strong role to play in increasing the 
effectiveness of public schools.  While the authors discuss the “opportunity cost” of 
gathering more information about student performance via testing, no mention is made of 
the benefits to be derived from analyzing previously-unavailable annual performance data, 
aligned to the state standards, and using that information to improve practices in processes 
at the school, district, and state level.   
 
In the long run, an approach to meeting NCLB performance goals that combines greater 
resources and greater efficiency is both more optimal and more likely.  We recommend that 
the analysis include estimates of future costs that reflect this.   
 
4)  The means of directing more resources to low-performing students 
 
Since the report focuses on the use of additional monetary resources as the principle means 
of increasing student achievement in the future, it is fair to conclude that the current lack of 
performance is substantially the result of an insufficient amount of resources being provided 
to low-achieving students in the present.  As noted previously, the analysis is clear that a 
disproportionate number of low-achieving students in Ohio are low-income. However, the 
report does not note that a significant number of low-income students in Ohio live in school 
districts that receive inadequate resources, due to a school funding system that provides far 
more resources to some school districts than others – a fact determined on multiple 
occasions by the Ohio Supreme Court and extensively documented by, among others, the 
authors of the report.  Ohio school districts serving the highest concentrations of low-
income students actually receive less money in state and local funds than school districts 
educating the fewest low-income students.6 
 
The report identifies $1.5 billion in additional expenditures for low-performing students that 
would result in increased achievement.  The report does not specifically say from where 
those resources should be derived, as the authors were not charged to do so.  There is a 
danger, however, that the report’s conclusions will be inferred to mean that Ohio must 
spend an additional $1.5 billion to achieve full proficiency.  This is not necessarily the case – a 
substantial portion of those resources might be provided by creating an education funding 
system that more equitably distributes funding to the school districts currently educating 
low-achieving students.  
 
 
 
                                                 
6 See The Funding Gap, The Education Trust (2003), available at www.edtrust.org.  
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5) Federal funding 
 
The analysis notes on “Table 4” that federal funding under NCLB grew by 16.5% in state 
fiscal year 2003 and by another 14.4% in FY 2004, a one-third increase over two years 
resulting in an additional $165 million for Ohio public schools.  The report also notes that 
“the increases did not benefit all school districts,” which is correct.  However, the report 
does not note that one of the principle reasons that Ohio school districts benefit unequally 
from additional NCLB resources is that NCLB included changes to the federal Title I 
formula that were designed to provide a disproportionately large increase in funding to the 
highest-poverty school districts.  For example, while overall NCLB funding grew by 33.3% 
in Ohio, the three school districts educating the largest number of low-achieving, low-
income students received substantially larger increases in Title I funding: 
 

 FY 2002 FY 2004 Difference 
% 

increase 
CLEVELAND        $35,884,244 $53,933,993 $18,049,749  50.3%
COLUMBUS         $21,182,937 $29,695,793 $8,512,856  40.2%
CINCINNATI         $19,343,851 $26,607,544 $7,263,693  37.6%

 
Since low-achieving students in Ohio are disproportionately low-income, and new NCLB 
funding is disproportionately targeted to low-income students, the amount of additional 
NCLB funding attributed to low-achieving students in the report is understated.  The report 
should reflect this fact. 
 
In addition, the authors determined how much additional federal money Ohio could have 
expected to receive in the absence of NCLB’s more rigorous accountability and public 
reporting provisions, and then offset that amount against projected increases.  Because the 
federal investment in public education has historically gone up in most years, the authors 
concluded that Ohio could have expected to receive more money from the federal 
government without implementing any of the reforms demanded by NCLB.  There is no 
particular basis for this assumption – Congress routinely fails to increase funding for federal 
programs, including many K-12 education programs.  The overwhelming bi-partisan support 
for the law and the increased funding contained therein was directly contingent on states’ 
adopting the standards and goals embodied in the law.  As such, all of those additional funds 
should be “attributed” to NCLB for the purposes of the report’s net cost calculations.   
 
6) The offsetting benefits of increasing student achievement 
 
The report provides an estimate of the financial costs to the state of reaching 100% 
proficiency.  It does not, however, contain an estimate of the financial benefits to the state of 
achieving this goal, because the authors were not charged to do so.  This has the effect of 
substantially overstating the net fiscal impact of reaching the 100% proficiency goal for the 
state of Ohio.  From the point of view of state policymakers and the general public, the 
important number is not the absolute amount of dollars that must be spent to attain 100% 
proficiency.  The important number is the net amount of public resources available, after the 
costs have been borne and the benefits received.   
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The financial benefits of increased education levels are profound and thoroughly 
documented.  Students with higher levels of academic achievement in grades K-12 are less 
likely to need remedial courses in college and more likely to graduate on time and attain 
advanced degrees.  They earn far more throughout their lifetime, generating additional state 
tax revenues.  They are less likely to rely on public services, be incarcerated, or otherwise 
generate costs paid by the state Treasury.  For example, there is a high degree of correlation 
between substandard reading skills and the likelihood of incarceration. Every person not 
incarcerated in Ohio saves the taxpayers tens of thousands of dollars annually.  Thus, 
achieving 100% proficiency will have significant offsetting benefits to the state, which 
should be reflected in the analysis.  
 
If Ohio is going to provide a serious estimate of the costs of achieving 100% proficiency, it 
must take the benefits of that achievement seriously, and recognize the substantial increases 
in tax revenues and decreases in public costs that would inevitably result from a significant 
increase in student achievement and overall societal education levels.  We recommend that 
the analysis be extended and modified to provide an estimate of the net cost to Ohio of 
achieving the goals of NCLB, which would be significantly lower than the absolute cost.   
 
7) Other corrections and suggestions 
 
The report states the following: 
 

“One measure, graduation rate, applies to high schools.  This performance measure requires 
that high schools make annual improvements in graduation rates until all pupils who enter 
high school graduate.” 

 
This statement is inaccurate.  NCLB requires that states use high school graduation rates as a 
measure for accountability, but it does not require that states set a goal of 100% graduation.  
In fact, Ohio has established an escalating series of graduation rate benchmarks that 
culminate in a 91% goal for 2013-2014.  
 
The analysis is conducted under the assumption that, under the NCLB measure of Adequate 
Yearly Progress, 100% of students must be proficient by 2013 – 2014.  While this is indeed 
the overall goal, the “safe harbor” provisions of NCLB are such that schools can make AYP 
without meeting the state’s overall proficiency goal, if they reduce the percentage of students 
not proficient by at least 10% in a given year.  For example, a school that achieves 90% 
proficiency by 2012-2013 will only have to achieve 91% proficiency in 2013-2014 to make 
AYP, even though the state goal will be 100%.   
 
Given that the report strongly emphasizes the increasing marginal costs of bringing the 
lowest-performing students to proficiency, both in the text and in the cost estimation 
methodology, it is important that this fact be noted in the report.  It is not the case, as the 
report implies in its conclusion, that schools and districts will ultimately be forced to expend 
exponentially larger amounts of money to move from 90% proficiency to 100% proficiency 
in order to avoid being identified for improvement in 2013-2014.  As long as they continue 
to make progress, NCLB will recognize their improvement.   
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Conclusion 
 
First and foremost, it is critically important that the report be absolutely clear regarding the 
distinction between the costs of compliance with NCLB, and the costs of completely 
achieving the goals of NCLB.  These amounts are very different, and this distinction is not 
always clear in the language and tone of the report.  Without more clarity, there is a real 
danger that the report’s conclusions will be badly misconstrued.   
 
The report also suffers from a limited perspective on the overall subject of school 
improvement.  To a significant extent, this is a result of the limitations of the parameters of 
analysis under which the authors were charged, and the limited amount of time which was 
provided to complete the analysis.   
 
But we also believe that the massive level of resources projected to be needed in this report 
is significantly the result of two key, and in our opinion mistaken, assumptions.  The first is 
that the state of Ohio would not have exceeded its 75% performance goal, absent NCLB, 
before the 2013-2014 school year, and that it is therefore appropriate to attribute to NCLB 
the cost of bringing the entire bottom 25% of Ohio students to proficiency.  Current state 
data on absolute performance levels and the growth of performance suggest that this 
assumption is faulty.   
 
Second is the assumption that increases in the efficiency and effectiveness of current Ohio 
educational resources cannot be assumed to occur in the future.  Again, current Ohio 
performance data suggests otherwise.  In combination, we believe these assumptions have 
the effect of overstating the cost of both complying with NCLB and the more ambitious 
goal of reaching 100% proficiency.   
 
Let us be clear – we fully acknowledge that meeting 100% of the NCLB goals will not come 
without significant additional costs to the state of Ohio, and we congratulate Ohio for taking 
this important first step in meeting that obligation.  But the estimate of those costs should be 
based on both the assumption and the expectation that the state can and will continue to 
make strides in improving the effectiveness with which it educates its students given the 
resources it has.  This is both the most prudent course of action and the most likely, and it 
should be reflected in the analysis.      
 
We recommend revising the analysis with these criticisms in mind, and including additional 
estimates of the offsetting fiscal benefits to the state of meeting NCLB goals.  We also 
encourage the state to be thorough, judicious, and accurate in communicating the results of 
the study.  Given the high public profile of NCLB, and the fact that Ohio is the first state to 
conduct such a study, the results will likely inform the larger public debate regarding the law.  
For that reason, the results and limitations of the study should be conveyed as carefully as 
possible. 
 
Again, we very much appreciate the opportunity to provide comment regarding this report, 
and look forward to working with education leaders in Ohio in the future.   
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