
      
         	
         
      

   
      
         
         
         
         
      

      
         
         
         
            
            Educational
 Entrepreneurship
            

            
         

         
         
         
            
         

         
         
         
            

            





            





            	
            Other Books by These Authors

            
         

         
         
         
            	
            Betwixt and Between: Understanding and Meeting the Social and Emotional Development
                  Needs of Students During the Middle School Transition Years

            

            
            Beyond the Bedtime Story: Understanding and Promoting Reading Development During Muddle
                  School

            

            
            Transforming Special Education Practices: A Primer for School Administrators and 
Policy Makers

            	
            
            
         

         
      

      
         
         
            	
            Educational
 Entrepreneurship
            

            
         

         
         
         
            	
            Promoting Public-Private Partnerships for the 21st Century

            
         

         
         
         
            	
            Nicholas D. Young and Peter J. Bittel

            






            
         

         
         
         

         
         
         
            	
            ROWMAN & LITTLEFIELD

            	
            Lanham • Boulder • New York • London

            
         

         
         
      

      
         
         
         
            	
            Published by Rowman & Littlefield

            	
            A wholly owned subsidiary of The Rowman & Littlefield Publishing Group, Inc.

            	
            4501 Forbes Boulevard, Suite 200, Lanham, Maryland 20706

            	
            www.rowman.com

            	

            	
            Unit A, Whitacre Mews, 26-34 Stannary Street, London SE11 4AB

            	

            	
            Copyright © 2015 by Nicholas D. Young and Peter J. Bittel

            	

            	
            All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced in any form or by any electronic or mechanical
               means, including information storage and retrieval systems, without written permission
               from the publisher, except by a reviewer who may quote passages in a review.
            

            	

            	
            British Library Cataloguing in Publication Information Available

            	

            
         

         
         
         
            	
            Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

            	

            	
            Young, Nicholas D., 1967-

            
         

         
         
         
            	
            Educational entrepreneurship : promoting public-private partnerships for the 21st
               century / Nicholas D. Young and Peter Bittel.
            

            
         

         
         
         
            	
            pages cm.

            
         

         
         
         
            	
            Includes bibliographical references.

            	
            ISBN 978-1-4758-0837-7 (cloth) -- ISBN 978-1-4758-0838-4 (pbk.) -- ISBN 978-1-4758-0840-7
               (electronic)
            

            
         

         
         
         
            	
            1.  Privatization in education. 2.  Public-private sector cooperation. 3.  Business
               and education. 4.  Education and state.  I. Young, Nicholas D., 1967- II. Bittel,
               Peter J., 1948- III. Title.
            

            
         

         
         
         
            	
            LB2806.36.Y68 2015

            	
            379.1--dc23

            	
            2015000227

            	

            
         

         
         
         
            	
             TM The paper used in this publication meets the minimum requirements of American National
               Standard for Information Sciences Permanence of Paper for Printed Library Materials,
               ANSI/NISO Z39.48-1992.
            

            	

            	
            Printed in the United States of America

            
         

         
         
      

   
      Acknowledgments

      
         
         
         
      

      
       

      
      As an ever thoughtful colleague, I support Peter Bittel’s public acknowledgment of
         our coauthors by name for their expertise and contributions to this book. It takes
         a team to tackle the diverse ideas considered in these pages, and we are grateful
         for having assembled such a highly capable one. I would also like to thank Sue Clark
         for her attention to detail and willingness to review the entire tome one last time
         with fresh eyes to ensure that we had all of our bases covered before final submission.
         Her efforts are always appreciated and well received. Additionally, I want to thank
         Butch and Diane Spear of Newbury, Vermont, for showing me and my father, David, such
         wonderful New England hospitality when introducing us to the world of the true Vermont
         Sportsman. Last, but far from least, I also wish to acknowledge the publishing team
         at Rowman and Littlefield for their support and assistance in making this book a reality.
      

      
       Nicholas D. Young, PhD, EdD

      
       

      
       

      Through this book we have combined our experience, resources, and knowledge to present
         to you a “think-outside-the-box” approach to modern education. Dr. Frederick Hess
         initially wrote pioneering studies in education entrepreneurship. As a team we are
         excited to build upon his work to present practical ideas that can be implemented
         to improve the quality of education in real schools, right now. Many thanks to Marc
         Dean Millot, JoAnn Cox, Lynne Celli, Richard Roque, Brian Edwards, Erin Edwards, Christine
         N. Michael, Elizabeth Jean, Rich LaBrie, Pat Wear, and Leslie Wilson for their time,
         expertise, and enthusiasm that combined made this project possible. I would also like
         to send additional thanks for ongoing support from Michelle Lynch and Kindreth Stoia.
      

      
       Peter J. Bittel, EdD

      
      
   
      Introduction

      
         
         
         Nicholas D. Young and Peter J. Bittel

         
         
      

      
      Educational Entrepreneurship: Promoting Public-Private Partnerships for the 21st Century is a book written for school administrators, policy makers, and those within the
         business community who are genuinely interested in finding ways to forge meaningful
         public-private partnerships as a way to stretch limited education funding. We consider
         school superintendents, business managers, principals, and school committee members
         or other local elected officials who have a financial connection to public education
         to be this book’s primary audience. 
      

      
      However, we recognize that private educators and charter school administrators with
         slightly different job titles but similar responsibilities will find the contents
         of this book directly applicable to the challenges they face within their own spheres
         of influence. 
      

      
      Further, we appreciate that teachers, graduate students, parents, and members of the
         larger community also have a vested interest in how education funds are allocated;
         these individuals may find the practical information presented in these pages to be
         equally useful as well. 
      

      
      We contend that strong ideas on how to advance the cause of public education can come
         from all levels and parties, as we live in a society where everyone has a vested interest
         in the educational enterprise; therefore, the more inclusive we can be in our quest
         to engage the largest possible community on how to find creative solutions to maximizing
         school resources, the better. To highlight the point that this topic is worth examining
         carefully, K–12 education is one of the fastest growing segments of the American economy,
         and it accounts for billions of dollars of public and private funds annually. 
      

      
      The motivation for writing this book comes from several sources:

      
      
         	
            
            A deep conviction that educating the next generation is one of the noblest undertakings
               and, as such, we should be looking for better ways to allocate sparse resources whenever
               possible in support of this worthy pursuit.
            

            
         

         
         	
            An understanding, underscored not long ago by the 2008 economic crisis, that there
               is a limit on the level of public funding available to support education or, in the
               case of private education, that there are clear tuition ceilings on how much can be
               charged.
            

            
         

         
         	
            A sense that for all the change that has occurred in schools and school districts
               over the past twenty years, largely brought about through a myriad of federal and
               state mandates, little attention has been given to how K–12 educational institutions
               appropriate and leverage existing fiscal resources.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Our years of experience searching for new ways of allocating school funding to maximize
               its benefits for all stakeholders.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Our interest in opening up a serious dialogue about ways of rethinking how schools
               spend their financial resources as a means of spurring more conversation on this important
               topic.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Our longing to change the perception that little can be done to address budget shortfalls
               other than to cut staffing, programs, and services for deserving students.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Our desire to share best practices with colleagues across the country who are struggling
               to “make ends meet” within their educational institutions.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      This book explores novel and imaginative ways—the very heart of entrepreneurship—of
         allocating tight educational funds in the most effective manner possible within school
         settings. In our travels and professional experiences, we have come to appreciate
         that how schools allocate their scarce dollars can conjure up incredibly strong emotions,
         especially during budget seasons when teacher, athletic or other co-curricular programs,
         special education, or transportation service reductions are being contemplated. 
      

      
      Some might argue that the crux of local politics is tied to the school budgeting process.
         What matters to the decision makers understandably receives the highest priority,
         often to the chagrin of others who have different and competing funding agendas. Rarely
         do these conversations even consider alternative solutions other than the tough choice
         of seeking tax increases on the one hand or making layoffs and service reductions
         on the other. 
      

      
      Through this book, we aim to promote a larger conversation, one that questions the
         financial status quo and provides the potential for a third option. We want to encourage
         fellow practitioners to think beyond union contracts, last year’s financial allocations,
         and zero-sum budgeting techniques that rely on established ways of doing things. 
      

      
      In other words, we ask educational leaders to be open to alternative ways of doing
         business. In so much as this broader view will result in innovative business practices
         being applied to K–12 settings, then we have fostered the true spirit of educational
         entrepreneurship. 
      

      
      Because educational entrepreneurship can be a large and complicated topic, we deliberately
         chose for the purposes of this book to narrow our focus to the use of public-private
         partnerships. Through such partnerships, we see considerable potential for schools
         to reduce costs without sacrificing their desire for high-quality services. Although
         considerable evidence indicates that K–12 education in this country has made progress
         in a number of important areas, it is unrealistic to assume that any one organization—even
         a hardworking local school system—can be the best and most cost-efficient provider
         of all the services needed to educate school-aged children in your region. 
      

      
      If you would merely agree with that one assertion, we are ready to start a dialogue,
         using actual examples where readily available, on how schools and districts can partner
         with private businesses to improve services and programs while simultaneously reducing
         the financial burden to taxpayers or tuition payers. 
      

      
      Recognizing that educational entrepreneurship, even its application to the more focused
         topic of public and private partnerships, is complex and vast, this book does not
         attempt to provide a comprehensive overview of the subject matter but is designed
         to serve as a primer on what is possible and how others have approached this important
         work. 
      

      
      This book is intentionally “light” on research and literature review, opting instead
         to put as much emphasis as possible on actual praxis. Where readily available and
         useful, chapter authors highlight examples of schools or school systems that have
         forged the relevant partnership. We wholeheartedly encourage readers to explore such
         arrangements in greater detail on their own after reading this book. 
      

      
      Noteworthy is that the authors assembled for this book were purposely not all found
         in the halls of academia; rather, we sought out practitioners who, through hard-earned
         experience, have gained expertise and insight into how to assist schools and school
         districts in partnering with private businesses to expand programs and services to
         students or to save public funds without reducing quality. We wanted to go to where
         the work is actually getting done so that other practitioners who share similar interests
         may be able to see, replicate, or expand on what is highlighted in this tome. 
      

      
      If something captivates readers when moving through this book, they should not shy
         away from reaching out to one or more of the chapter authors via the contact information
         offered in the biography section in the back of this book. It is highly likely that
         readers who reach out will find these authors working away in schools throughout the
         country, gaining firsthand knowledge about these topics of interest. There is, after
         all, a longstanding tradition in public education that practitioners have a responsibility
         to help one another; this book attempts to keep that tradition alive and well. The
         following introductory material provides a brief review of what readers will find
         within its covers.
      

      
      In chapter 1, Marc Dean Millot offers an overview of the concept of entrepreneurship
         and considers its historical applications. Here, the stage is set for how educational
         entrepreneurship may be applied to contemporary K–12 institutions that seek to pursue
         new ways of approaching the allocation of financial resources.
      

      
      JoAnn Cox, the author of chapter 2, suggests that even the very heart of education,
         namely curriculum and instruction, has the potential to be enhanced in certain instances
         through public-private partnerships. Through real-world examples and a review of relevant
         data, a compelling case is made for thinking more openly about how schools can approach
         the ongoing educational improvement process. 
      

      
      Acknowledging that even the most cost-effective partnerships cannot fill the resource
         gap confronted by schools, especially those in less affluent areas, the authors of
         chapter 3—Nicholas D. Young, Lynne M. Celli, and Richard Roque—examine the potential
         for outsourcing grant writing, pursuing private foundation funding, and expanding
         corporate relationships in an attempt to find additional revenue sources. Guidelines
         and illustrative examples are offered to assist readers in exploring additional options
         within their own school settings.
      

      
      Richard Labrie, a highly seasoned educational entrepreneur and author of chapter 4,
         offers a critical foundational review of how school leaders can explore the benefits
         of cooperative purchasing and shared services to reduce costs or address service limitations
         within their own organizations. The benefits of teaming up with other organizations,
         including other schools and school districts, are highlighted as is the role of seeking
         outside vendors to provide services when replicating them in-house would be too costly
         and distract from the primary mission of educating students.
      

      
      In chapter 5, Nicholas D. Young, Elizabeth Jean, and Christine N. Michael explore
         how public-private partnerships can and are being used to expand access to technology
         while promoting some of their many benefits in K–12 settings. This topic could easily
         encompass its own book, so tough choices about what to include within this section
         were necessary. Here, the authors opted to consider how virtual education can expand
         educational opportunities while underscoring ways schools are expanding technological
         capabilities relatively inexpensively through such innovative practices as lend/lease
         programs.
      

      
      The relationship between special education and school budgeting can be a tricky topic
         to broach, as simply raising it for discussion tends to trigger a near-instant backlash
         from advocates who tie the level of financial allocations directly to the quality
         and scope of services provided to students who are most in need. Chapter 6 is written
         by a highly experienced team of authors that includes Michael R. Neiman, Peter J.
         Bittel, Brian Edwards, and Erin K. Edwards. They openly discuss how special education
         costs can be contained without sacrificing quality for students by outsourcing specific
         services. Arguably, with special education costs increasing at unsustainable rates,
         promoting substantive conversation in this area among school leaders is long overdue.
      

      
      Chapter 7 is dedicated to ways of promoting K–12/higher education partnerships to
         reduce costs or promote competitiveness for schools while aiding the families of students
         who are intent on pursuing further education. The authors—Nicholas D. Young, Christine
         N. Michael, and Elizabeth Jean—provide an overview of extant programs and then highlight
         existing higher education partnerships that are making a positive difference in the
         lives of students every day. Given the exorbitant and continually rising postsecondary
         education costs, this particular area is ripe for entrepreneurship in the coming years.
      

      
      No book on public-private partnerships in schools would be complete without considering
         where facilities management fits into the discussion. Schools have long struggled
         with how to address ongoing maintenance and extraordinary maintenance expenses, particularly
         because internal expertise on how to manage large-scale facilities is often expensive
         and in short supply. In chapter 8, Richard Labrie offers practical advice to consider
         when determining whether to outsource facilities management tasks.
      

      
      Finally, this book closes with chapter 9, written by Pat W. Wear II and Leslie L.
         Wilson, which focuses on the interesting topic of social entrepreneurship. Here, the
         authors ask readers to expand upon the traditional meaning of educational entrepreneurship
         and apply it even more directly to assisting high school students with special needs
         during their transition to the world of work. We can think of no better way to close
         out this book than with this reminder of what matters most: ensuring that students
         receive what they need—the budget priority that counts—to succeed in life after the
         echoes of the last class bell have long since vanished.
      

      
      
   
      Chapter 1

      Applying Entrepreneurship to American Public Education

      
         
         
         
         Marc Dean Millot

         
         
      

      
      Defining Entrepreneurship in American Public Education

      
      The word entrepreneur originated with the emergence of European market economies, and the term refers to
         an individual who pursues a commercial venture at his own risk (Brewer, 1992). The
         term has gained a much broader significance in American popular culture, where it
         has become a label for people pursuing innovation and realizing societal change rather
         than merely a description of their roles in commerce (Abu-Saifan, 2012; Banks, 1972;
         Perman et al., n.d.).
      

      
      Entrepreneurs recognize opportunities that most people miss. They identify unmet demands
         that those in need often cannot even articulate, and they construct a compelling vision
         of how to meet those demands. Entrepreneurs have the imagination to see a path through
         the inevitable challenges as well as the willpower to surmount obstacles. They demonstrate
         the persistence required to weather the inevitable setbacks. They embrace risk and
         have the confidence to put their personal resources at work to realize their vision.
         In addition, entrepreneurs can convince others to provide required support. Because
         the spirit of entrepreneurship is what truly makes for an entrepreneur, the term is
         broadly applied to people with that spirit whether they make their mark in business,
         nonprofits, politics, or the professions, as independent actors or within large institutions.
      

      
      This expansive view of entrepreneurship is especially relevant to American public
         education. To a generation that came of age after 2000, “education entrepreneurs”
         are very likely peers raising money to develop “edtech”—that is, educational software
         technologies. The generation of policy analysts and political leaders who advocated
         for the legislation on standards, accountability, charter schools, and the reform
         of textbook approval processes in the 1990s that made today’s market possible would
         embrace the label, as would their contemporaries who started independent charter schools.
         
      

      
      To the media, the general public, and certainly opponents of a trend to “privatize”
         or “corporatize” public schooling, “education entrepreneurs” are people with Wall
         Street backing like Edison Schools founder Chris Whittle or Ron Packard, who formed
         the online education provider K12 (Gell, 2012; Petersen, 2014). At the same time,
         educators in nonprofits working on innovations in classroom, school building, and
         district practice for the past forty years have long considered themselves to be entrepreneurs
         (Hess, 2010). Finally, every teacher, principal, administrator, superintendent, parent,
         or union steward who has tried at one time or another to make local change has been
         called an education entrepreneur (Schorr, 2012). As explained in this chapter, the
         people from these various groups are education entrepreneurs because they embody the
         spirit of entrepreneurship. Moreover, each of these groups owes its existence to the
         entrepreneurship of an earlier group. 
      

      
      The structures enabling today’s explosion of edtech entrepreneurs would not exist
         without the efforts of pioneers like Whittle and Packard who caught media attention
         and interested the investment community. This avant-garde of corporate entrepreneurs
         would have no frontier to explore and settle without policy entrepreneurship, which
         opened public education to private enterprise and small businesses that suggested
         the possibility of profitability. Policy entrepreneurs owe a debt to nonprofit entrepreneurs
         who pushed the limits of the monopolistic structure of public education and pointed
         to new possibilities. Nonprofits working in public education generally found their
         programmatic inspiration in the grassroots efforts of educators that led to significant
         change in local schools. Finally, none of these entrepreneurial groups are anachronisms.
         Each exists today. People with the entrepreneurial spirit work throughout public education,
         and the efforts of each expand the scope of entrepreneurship for all. 
      

      
      Before 1990: Monopoly, Monopsony, Monotony

      
      It is impossible to appreciate the broad vistas now open to education entrepreneurs
         without understanding how narrow the scope for innovation in public education was
         until the 1990s.
      

      
       Laws governing public education and defining the legal limits of entrepreneurship
         are creatures of the state more than the federal government (Dennis, 2000). The politics
         of state and local education agencies (SEAs and LEAs, respectively) permit wide variation
         in the implementation of federal and state laws that encourage or discourage—but do
         not require or prohibit—entrepreneurship, creating a patchwork quilt rather than a
         uniform national market (Clack, 2007). Legal conditions restricting the scope for
         entrepreneurship vary by state and even district, and these conditions are still evolving.
         Public education does not operate as a market economy in the way of most consumer
         goods, and it probably never will.
      

      
      Local, state, and federal government funds elementary and secondary education to the
         nation’s children. As such, the costs are borne by all taxpayers. Although public
         education is fundamentally a matter of state law, up to the 1990s, there was considerable
         uniformity across the United States. Children were required to attend some kind of
         organized school. Parents had the choice of sending their children to schools managed
         by school districts and funded at public expense, to private schools, or to schools
         organized by religious orders. 
      

      
      For the most part, parents who choose not to send their child to their local public
         school have been responsible for the full cost of a private education. Consequently,
         the vast majority of children have been educated within the public school system.
         If parents sent their child to public schools, the district decided which school,
         generally the building closest to the parents’ residence. Parental “choice” of public
         schools amounted to a decision of where to live. “Better” schools—as measured by public
         perception—were located in wealthier neighborhoods and wealthier municipalities. 
      

      
      Even today, the overwhelming majority of children attend public schools managed by
         school districts. For all intents and purposes, the local school district has been
         a monopoly provider of education. If the hallmark of American markets is consumer
         choice, there has been no significant market in K–12 education and no market whatsoever
         in public education. Only a small subset of parents can afford private or parochial
         schools, and for most parents, choice in public education remains a matter of deciding
         in which municipality and neighborhood to live. 
      

      
      It is only a slight exaggeration to say that in any grade, in any school, teachers
         taught the same materials using the same textbooks. To the extent that parents had
         any real choice about which public school their child should attend, their judgments
         about the relative performance of schools could not be based on rigorous criteria.
         
      

      
      Until the 1990s, states had not begun to adopt standards defining what students should
         know and be able to do. Prior to that time, there were no tests for assessing student
         performance against such standards or systems in place for reporting student outcomes
         for every school. No teacher, school, or district was directly accountable for student
         outcomes. With no serious competition and absent standards for benchmarking student
         performance, school districts had little incentive to offer what is now called differentiated
         instruction or personalized learning.
      

      
      Educational Entrepreneurship Prior to 1990

      
      As near-monopoly providers of elementary and secondary education, school districts
         also were near-monopsony buyers of the people, products, and services supplying education.
         Even in the smallest political jurisdictions, local school districts are among the
         largest economic actors. The vast majority of job opportunities available to teachers
         are with local school districts. Districts buy the overwhelming majority of curriculum
         content. 
      

      
      The economies of scale enjoyed by school districts moved labor and instructional materials
         markets toward similarly sized interlocutors: teachers’ unions on the labor front
         and national publishers for curriculum. There were opportunities for freelance authors
         and small publishers to supply classroom materials. Teachers left the public school
         system and became tutors, perhaps hiring other teachers to form tutoring centers or
         developing and franchising their approach to remediation or test preparation. Special
         education clinicians followed a similar path. 
      

      
      Sales representatives from major publishers took their address books with school district
         contacts and established their own sales and marketing firms. Senior SEA and school
         district officials became consultants to education agencies or firms selling products
         and services to schools. Particularly daring educators started their own private schools.
         Although market structure confined its scope to the fringes of teaching and learning,
         business entrepreneurship is nothing new to American public education.
      

      
      The monopolistic structure of public education also funneled entrepreneurial talent
         focused on unmet demands in schooling to the nonprofit arena. Nonprofits, supported
         by philanthropic and government grants, have been vital, if ancillary, participants
         in public education. They have provided the most flexible means of addressing the
         needs of communities with large “at-risk” populations (e.g., the economically disadvantaged,
         those who have faced a history of discrimination, English language learners). 
      

      
      Local organizations have developed a wide range of education products and services
         and enjoy strong relationships with the communities in which they work. In some cases,
         at least a portion of their revenues were based on fee-for-service contracts with
         school districts and government social service agencies. Operating outside of the
         rigid economic structure created by the district, union, and publisher triangle, nonprofits
         offered people with entrepreneurial inclinations some freedom of action to innovate
         at the system’s margins.
      

      
      Academic Entrepreneurship Leads the Way

      
      No single academic book is more important to today’s public education marketplace
         than Politics, Markets, and America’s Public Schools (Chubb & Moe, 1990). Arguably, the publisher, the Brookings Institution, played a
         role as important as the authors. Brookings is a centrist think tank that epitomizes
         the “establishment.” Its publications carry great weight in mainstream media outlets
         like the Washington Post and the New York Times, the intelligentsia, and moderate political leaders on both sides of the aisle. In
         a sense, the Brookings Institution’s publications have defined the bounds of acceptable
         policy options. 
      

      
      Before Politics (Chubb & Moe, 1990), market arguments were viewed through the lens of race. In 1955,
         Nobel Prize–winning economist Milton Friedman proposed the idea of government providing
         parents with a fixed-sum payment, or “voucher,” that they could use to enroll their
         child in a private school should they decline the choice offered by their local district
         (Friedman, 1955). Arising in the immediate aftermath of Brown v. Board of Education (1955), voucher legislation became caught in the battle for civil rights.
      

      
      The landmark Brown (1955) decision suggested that the reason minorities performed poorly in school and
         later in the workforce was lack of access to the same education as whites. According
         to the mainstream of education policy analysts, taxpayer-subsidized parental choice
         between school districts and private schools would lead whites to flee public schools.
         Many theorized that vouchers would essentially overturn Brown and reverse decades of civil rights reform by segregating public education, removing
         support for public school funding, and returning minority students to substandard
         educations (Carl, 2011). It seemed clear at this time in history that markets would
         not come to public education via vouchers.
      

      
      Thirty-five years later, however, Politics (Chubb & Moe, 1990) dramatically altered the intellectual landscape of this debate.
         With their emphasis on increasing the autonomy of individual schools at the expense
         of centralized district control, the authors deconstructed the monopolistic political
         economy of public education in a way that appealed to moderates in both parties. By
         shifting the debate from school vouchers to school autonomy, Chubb and Moe created
         a policy framework for charter schools and the administrative decentralization of
         school districts (Hess, 2013). Democrats like then-Governor of Arkansas Bill Clinton
         used the opening created by Politics (Cubbs & Moe, 1990) to bring lessons from the market into the institutions of public
         education, while Republicans like Governor Bill Weld of Massachusetts saw a path to
         breaking up district monopolies (Hassel, 1999; McDermott, 2011; Reichgoot-Junge, 2012).
         
      

      
      More importantly, though, school districts were still considered part of the civil
         rights problem. An emerging movement of African American activists found that the
         integrated public schools were no less of an obstacle to their children’s education
         than segregation. They argued that the dynamics of race in education was shifting
         from desegregation to “the soft bigotry of low expectations” held toward minorities.
         The intellectual formulae offered by Politics (Chubb & Moe, 1990) allowed this group to harness bipartisan interest in education
         markets as a new approach to civil rights. African American inner-city political activists
         like Howard Fuller embraced the idea of school autonomy rooted in local neighborhoods
         rather than more distant central offices (Wilgoren, 2000).
      

      
      Chubb and Moe’s (1990) seminal work successfully separated markets from racism, and
         it also made efforts to dismantle the district monopoly intellectually respectable
         (Bositis, 2004). Fast on the heels of Politics (Chubb & Moe, 1990) came a policy alternative to vouchers: charter schools. The charter
         school concept persuasively suggested parents could have real choice by creating public
         schools that are independent of school districts but draw on students within district
         boundaries and receive taxpayer funding on the basis of student enrollment numbers.
         Markets in public education, especially as embodied in charter school proposals, became
         an expression of minority empowerment. 
      

      
      Legislative Entrepreneurs Create a New Legal Framework

      
      As mentioned earlier, legislation made school districts the monopoly providers of
         public education and the monopsony buyers of the people, products, and services that
         make education possible. To shift public education in the direction of markets, legislators
         had to change existing laws. Legislative restructuring to make public education operate
         more like a market than a monopoly required standards, accountability, and competition.
         Standards of student performance gave parents an objective means to judge the suitability
         of individual schools for their children. Accountability measures set a floor on the
         kinds of schools that could enter the market, protecting taxpayers from waste, fraud,
         abuse, and unacceptable levels of performance (Brown, 2009; Elmore, 2000; Ravitch,
         2000). Competition, of course, required autonomous schools that could differentiate
         their educational programs in ways that offered parents real choices.
      

      
      The legislators who took on the ambitious task of modifying education laws were entrepreneurs
         in every sense. Chubb and Moe’s Politics (1990) may have changed the intellectual landscape for education policy analysts,
         but school districts, teachers’ unions, and publishers are political actors. Each
         derived enormous political, social, and economic benefit from the status quo. Teachers’
         unions and school districts might be at odds on wages, hours, and working conditions,
         but they were united by a desire to keep the “whole pie,” so to speak, for themselves.
         Publishers might not have actively resisted an assault on school district monopolies,
         but neither did they have a compelling interest to promote school choice. 
      

      
      Entrepreneurs recognize opportunities that most people miss, and Lisa Graham Keegan
         is one example of a legislative entrepreneur. As chair of the Arizona House of Representatives’
         education committee, she was the principal author of the 1994 Arizona Education Act
         (Garn, 2000). The act combined standards, accountability, and competition in a single
         statute that shifted from vouchers to charters as the vehicle for introducing genuine
         school competition. Republicans saw a way to give parents the kind of choice expected
         in markets within a system of public schools, and Democrats who supported charter
         schools saw a way to get real K–12 educational choice without turning over public
         education to private schools (Keegan, 2000).
      

      
      Nevertheless, teachers’ unions painted Democrats who advanced market ideas in public
         education as the allies of pro-business, union-busting Republicans. Voucher advocates
         charged Republicans who embraced independent public schools as caving in to the “big
         government,” tax-and-spend policies of Democrats. However, what legislators like Keegan
         saw was the likelihood of long-term public support for a middle way to school reform
         (Ross & Levine, 2011; Witte, Shober, Schlomer, & Engle, 2004).
      

      
      States embraced these principles to varying degrees and adopted a range of legislative
         strategies to put them into practice. In some states, standards and accountability
         statutes were adopted separately from legislation aimed at opening up the market,
         particularly by creating independent charter schools that could compete directly with
         school districts. The rigor of the standards for what students need to know and be
         able to do, the tests that would be adopted to demonstrate proficiency and the consequences
         for schools and districts that failed to perform differed considerably from place
         to place. Similarly, the number, authorization, autonomy, and financing of charter
         schools varied greatly (Millot, 1995, 1996).
      

      
      As a result, the extent to which school districts retain monopoly and monopsony power
         varies, and no state offers a perfect market. On the other hand, districts are undoubtedly
         operating under the threat of market competition for several reasons: the legislative
         option to expand charter schools is now ever-present; standards legislation has exposed
         an unsatisfactory level of school performance; and the experience with accountability
         mechanisms pushes inexorably toward separating poor-performing schools from the districts
         that manage them.
      

      
      Business Entrepreneurs Settle the New Frontier

      
      Charter school laws opened new lands for commercial entrepreneurs interested in public
         education, but for political and economic reasons, the value of this territory was
         problematic. 
      

      
      In most respects, the legal status of charter schools is quasi-governmental—more akin
         to a school district than a private entity. 
      

      
      In most states, only nonprofits can be granted the right to operate such a school.
         Nevertheless, most charter holders have the right to “contract out” substantially
         all of a school’s activities, and these contracts can be held by for-profit entities.
         Charter school laws created expansive opportunities for entrepreneurs—from the supply
         of curriculum and instructional programs to back-office administrative support to
         the complete management of school operations. 
      

      
      Many charter school advocates as well as the legislators who voted for charter laws
         believed the independent public schools would be fundamentally local institutions.
         The charters would be held by nonprofits; those nonprofits would create their own
         educational programs based on local needs, hire a principal and staff, and essentially
         run a school with the look and feel of a private, nondenominational school but with
         a more diverse student body. Today, most charters are held by nonprofits, and most
         charter schools operate as nonprofits. Also, many of these nonprofit charter holders
         do not contract out their core educational program. 
      

      
      The economic challenges faced by charter school operators stem from the relatively
         small size of their schools. On the revenue side, charter schools are generally funded
         at a lower per-pupil payment than district schools. Their funding formula tends to
         account only for direct operating costs. In addition, the cost of certain operating
         services are not recognized, such as snow and rubbish removal (which districts often
         receive from municipal budgets) and rent (which districts account for as a capital
         expense and that taxpayers support separately from the district operating budget).
      

      
      On the cost side, because they are small, charter schools lack economies of scale.
         One charter school cannot negotiate the same price for products and services as a
         school district. Moreover, while school districts can spread basic costs of administrative,
         legal, and accounting support over thousands of students, a charter school may only
         have a few hundred students (Millot & Herdman, 2000).
      

      
      Business entrepreneurs like Gene Eidelman saw the financial problems faced by charter
         schools as a commercial opportunity. After selling a large tutoring business based
         on a proprietary curriculum, he understood that by managing a number of charter schools
         under contract, economies of scale could be recaptured. Eidelman recognized that parent
         desires for a choice of public schools did not mean that every charter school required
         a completely unique educational program. Instead, parents would be attracted to charter
         schools offering quality programs. 
      

      
      Eidelman formed the education management organization (EMO) Mosaica in 1997. This
         firm and similar ones appealed to community groups that sought alternatives to school
         districts but lacked the capacity to operate their own education programs. Those groups
         sought charters, served as the schools’ boards of directors, and hired Mosaica to
         operate their schools. With flexible and innovative management, Mosaica could operate
         profitably and compete effectively with school districts for student enrollment (Cawthorne,
         2011; Mosaica Education, 2014; “Mosaica, Inc. Ranked,” 2005; Smith, 2013; Symonds,
         2000).
      

      
      Entrepreneurial Superintendents Respond to Competition

      
      The education reform statutes that created opportunities for business entrepreneurs
         also made it harder for school districts to behave as isolated monoliths. The implementation
         of standards legislation demonstrated vast disparities in student outcomes across
         district schools. Accountability laws identified and stigmatized specific schools.
         Charter school statutes created the potential for economic competition between public
         schools operated by districts and public schools operated by private entities. Such
         competition addressed parents’ desires for a real choice of schools rather than a
         de facto assignment to interchangeable education programs. 
      

      
      The net result for superintendents was a massive increase in management complexity.
         The era of one-size-fits-all decisions for district schools was ending; superintendents’
         attention would shift to the circumstances of individual schools. Notably, neither
         the district’s central office nor the union local were organized or acculturated to
         think this way.
      

      
      Chubb and Moe (1990) focused elected officials on the autonomy of public schools,
         and charter school statutes addressed this objective by creating independent public
         schools—a legislative decentralization of the public school system. Mike Brandt, superintendent
         of the Cincinnati (Ohio) School District, was among the first to embrace an administrative
         decentralization option offered by the New American Schools Development Corporation
         (NAS; C-SPAN, 1991). 
      

      
      NAS was a $125 million competitive research and development effort sponsored by business
         giants like IBM, Boeing, and Zerox, along with TV Guide founder and philanthropist Walter Annenburg, to create distinct educational models
         aimed at individual schools. If the charter school laws created competition among
         schools, the eight independent NAS “design teams” offered charter schools specific
         ways to distinguish themselves from one another (Glennan, 1998; Workshop 9, n.d.).
      

      
      Brandt brokered an agreement with the local teachers’ union to create an internal
         market for the NAS models and those developed by similar design efforts. Design teams
         presented their models to a set of schools selected by Brandt at a series of “design
         fairs.” Individual teams and schools decided to pursue discussions leading to a multiyear
         contract and a school staff vote of commitment to the agreement. 
      

      
      NAS paid for the first year of a three-year program of design implementation. NAS
         supplied the district with advisory services aimed at reallocating school and district
         finances to support second- and third-year payments. The teachers’ union agreed to
         allow educators in individual schools to vote on exemptions from the districtwide
         collective bargaining agreement required to implement their design (Hendrie, 1996;
         Kellor & Odden, 1999). 
      

      
      Entrepreneurial Alternatives to Teachers’ Unions

      
      At least on paper, the standards, accountability, and charter legislation of the 1990s
         was directed primarily at school districts (Darling-Hammond, 2004; Gratz, 2000; Harris
         & Herrington, 2006). Districts were made responsible for reporting student results
         from tests designed to demonstrate proficiency in key subjects. Legislation specified
         a set of consequences for districts that failed to meet standards. Under charter legislation,
         districts lost their legal monopoly to operate public schools. Nevertheless, school
         reform legislation had consequences for the position of teachers’ unions in public
         education, was deliberately aimed at teachers’ unions, and created entrepreneurial
         opportunities for teachers. 
      

      
      For decades, school districts have been very close to monopsony buyers of the wage
         services offered by elementary and secondary educators. Historically, and even today,
         they bargain over wages, hours, and working conditions with teachers’ unions in most
         states and particularly in most major metropolitan urban areas. Collective bargaining
         arrangements tend to improve compensation and protect teachers from arbitrary treatment.
         
      

      
      Substantive and procedural protections shield the least competent as well as the most
         qualified, and decades of collective bargaining over working conditions gradually
         constrained district managers from adopting competitive strategies consistent with
         emerging education requirements. Even in states prohibiting teachers from collective
         bargaining, teachers’ unions often were able to see the same features become part
         of the state legal code. 
      

      
      Superintendents and school boards were ready for options to expand their organizational
         flexibility. Teach for America (TFA) offered one of the first such alternatives. Formed
         in 1990 by Wendy Kopp, the organization provided a steady stream of recent college
         graduates from the top tier of higher education with energy, high ideals, and the
         readiness to spend a year or two in the most difficult, low-performing schools in
         the country. Although the thirty thousand members of the TFA teacher corps who have
         worked as classroom teachers since then have not seriously diminished the bargaining
         power of local teachers’ unions any more than charter schools have reduced the monopoly
         power of school districts in more than a handful of instances, the TFA has shown policy
         makers that real alternatives to traditional forms of organizing public education
         do exist. Like charter schools, TFA has garnered significant allies and financial
         supporters in local, state, and federal government (Kopp, 2001; Ness, 2003).
      

      
      Education Nonprofits Get Entrepreneurial

      
      The monopoly structure of public education offered a limited scope for business entrepreneurs,
         particularly in the area of curriculum. The dominant vehicle for teaching and learning
         was the textbook. Economies of scale favored the evolution of national and multinational
         publishers. Because school districts provided every student with essentially the same
         education and were not accountable for outcomes, there was no compelling market demand
         for instructional innovation.
      

      
      This is not to say that there was no demand for new pedagogy, only that the parties
         willing to make the payments were not school districts. Philanthropy and the federal
         government saw a pressing need for improvements in student performance among the least
         affluent and largely minority segments of society, especially in America’s urban school
         districts. Both of these sectors made substantial grants available to develop and
         demonstrate new strategies for teaching and learning, with a heavy emphasis on pedagogy,
         professional development (PD), and factors that went far beyond classroom models focused
         on students’ mastery of textbook materials (Hess, 2005).
      

      
      Until recently, only nonprofits were eligible for grants. Even today, most grants
         are confined to nonprofits, and nonprofits are generally favored in grant competitions.
         Nevertheless, education nonprofits did compete in a grant-based market, but their
         customers were the federal government and private foundations. Nonprofits worked in
         schools operated by districts and required district cooperation, and school districts
         benefited from the relationship; however, the nonprofits’ program development work
         rarely had a lasting effect on schools (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2014; Grantspace,
         n.d.; National Institutes of Health, 2012; U.S. Department of Education, n.d.).
      

      
      New ideas would be tried in the classroom, research would be conducted, reports would
         be written, the grant would end, and the nonprofit would move to the next grant opportunity.
         Districts found the development efforts marginally useful as means of improving student
         performance, and districts also enjoyed the public relations benefits of being selected
         to work with prestigious educators, respected foundations, and the federal government.
         For the most committed of nonprofit and district leaders, the grant market was frustrating.
         Nonprofit leaders never saw the results of their development efforts implemented at
         any scale for any significant period of time. Without an ongoing relationship to program
         developers, superintendents saw promising innovations fade away (Millot, 2004).
      

      
      With statutory reforms, nonprofits began to see a shift in their market. Standards,
         accountability, and charter legislation gave school districts strong incentives to
         implement the products of nonprofit research and development. Federal programs like
         Title I provided districts with funding streams to purchase such programs. Because
         of their textbook focus, publishers were not well positioned to meet districts’ needs.
         Foundations began to see district purchases of nonprofit programs as the way to ensure
         that their investments in education research would provide long-term social return.
      

      
      Education nonprofits were not positioned to embrace the opportunity. Research organizations
         could not be easily transitioned to support school-level implementation at scale.
         Many researchers were not interested in moving from a revenue structure based on a
         few large grants to many small payments from districts, and their back-office administration
         typically was not up to the task. Many nonprofit leaders had little interest in entering
         a market for school improvement services where they would compete with publishers
         for business. Beyond this, many education research groups were embedded in larger
         nonprofits where the bulk of revenues remained grants, and neither they nor their
         parent organizations were ready for all the risks associated with spinning out a new
         legal entity (Grant & Crutchfield, 2007).
      

      
      Robert Slavin was ready. A nationally recognized education program developer with
         a profound commitment to formal evaluation at Johns Hopkins University, Slavin and
         his research team created a nonprofit for the new market. Formed in 1998, the Success
         for All Foundation took the team’s comprehensive approach to literacy, mathematics,
         and social studies elementary education out of the university. Around this research
         and development core, they built the capacity to implement the program in hundreds
         of schools and the administrative structure to support operations on a national scale.
         As a nonprofit, Success for All retained the right to compete for federal and foundation
         grants, especially grants to support research, development, and evaluation, but fees
         earned from their work in school districts now provide the bulk of its revenues (Emphasizing
         Evidence-Based Programs for Children and Youth, 2011; Slavin, Madden, Chambers, &
         Haxby, 2009; Peurach, 2011; Slavin & Madden, 2000, 2001).
      

      
      Social Investors Create an Economic Infrastructure for Entrepreneurs

      
      Whether their vehicles to pursue business opportunities are for-profit or nonprofit,
         entrepreneurs cannot realize their vision in the absence of a supporting infrastructure.
         Entrepreneurs in most of the American economy take this for granted. Whatever the
         business, they can readily find expert lawyers, accountants, business planners, bankers,
         and experienced staff. Moreover, whatever their business, the risks, rewards, and
         requirements are well understood. In most sectors of the economy, entrepreneurial
         risk is largely confined to the specific circumstances of an entrepreneur’s particular
         business entity, and investors largely understand the broader risks of the market
         in which entrepreneurs operate. The cost of capital may be relatively high or low,
         but money is available to entrepreneurs, and there are well-defined paths to secure
         that capital. 
      

      
      With the exception of a venture network around the development of computer software
         development, business entrepreneurs proceeded with no supporting infrastructure when
         standards, accountability, and charter legislation created the new education market.
         Consider charter schools as an example. The legal status of these institutions was
         unclear; when charter laws were passed, no lawyer could be sure how this might play
         out. In some ways, they are government entities; in others, they are private organizations
         managed by nonprofit corporations. Further, many nonprofit charters pass virtually
         all their revenues straight through to for-profit entities (Miron, Urschel, Yat Aguilar,
         & Dailey, 2012). 
      

      
      Similarly, charters were held to many of the accounting conventions and reporting
         requirements of school districts. Few accountants in the private sector had this knowledge.
         In the course of a year, charter schools received periodic lump-sum payments that
         lagged expenses by months. Most banks had no experience with cash flow financing based
         on this model. Moreover, would charter school legislation even survive? In the 1990s,
         the risk of repeal was real, and this risk discouraged the development of the very
         expertise required to get the market off the ground. 
      

      
      Finally, traditional business investors had no experience in a charter school market.
         On what basis could they make decisions about investments? Even foundations with no
         expectation of financial return lacked a framework to assess the credibility of nonprofit
         start-up grant proposals. The business of operating charter schools was literally
         terra incognita.
      

      
      The charter school movement did create state-based technical assistance centers. Funded
         largely by the Walton Family Foundation, a network of nonprofit organizations offered
         charter founders access to legal and business advice, support for dealing with education
         agencies, and advocacy in government fora. Because Massachusetts placed chartering
         authority with a state agency, former private school principal Linda Brown of the
         Pioneer Institute was able to create a Charter School Resource Center to capture certain
         economies of scale in technical support for the state’s first charter school applicants
         and operators (Finn & Manno, 2001; Millot & Lake, 1996).
      

      
      The Internet boom of the 1990s played a vital role in the early school improvement
         market. That initial impact was not the direct influence of technology on education,
         as that potential could not really come to fruition until public schools enjoyed something
         like the access taken for granted by households and businesses. Instead, the boom
         created a generation of young business people with monumental wealth who focused their
         philanthropic interest on public education. 
      

      
      Given their appetite for risk, the value they placed on disruptive innovation, and
         the expertise they gained waging fiercely competitive battles with vested interests
         protecting entrenched economic models, it is no surprise that members of this generation
         embraced radical restructuring of the American public school system (Hess, 2012; Phills,
         2008; Saltman, 2010; Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, 2001). The overriding
         interest of this group is changing public education for the better, and their personal
         experience with dynamic for-profits led them to form philanthropies that rejected
         the traditional unwillingness to provide financial support to business or to support
         nonprofits earning revenues from business activities. 
      

      
      NewSchools Venture Fund was the first aspiring nonprofit to support the entire emerging
         industry, and it filled a crucial gap for education entrepreneurs. Formed in 1998
         by social entrepreneur Kim Smith and venture capitalists John Doerr and Brook Byers,
         it invested in nonprofits and for-profits, provided technical support, and offered
         entrepreneurs national networking opportunities (Smith, 2003; Stevenson & Wei-Skillern,
         2007).
      

      
      Standards and Accountability Introduce Schools to Information Technology

      
      In 1990, most districts maintained student records in paper-based systems (i.e., wood
         or metal file cabinets), often in the same building where the students attended school.
         States did not require students to take tests designed to assess the educational success
         of school districts. “Low-stakes” standardized tests were given to students to identify
         strengths and weaknesses to guide instruction, but they were not necessarily a gateway
         to promotion or graduation, nor were schools monitored for the value they added to
         student learning. 
      

      
      From the 1970s on the competitive market dynamics that compelled American businesses
         to adopt computer-based information technology had no material impact on public schools.
         Public schools did not compete for students. Hence, there was no system-wide need
         for computer-based management of student data. While the Internet boom did not have
         an immediate technological impact on public education in the 1990s, standards and
         accountability legislation created immediate demand for education technology to store
         and manipulate student data. 
      

      
      There are educational laws that require schools to test every student for the purpose
         of graduation and report the results to SEAs. The established testing industry quickly
         moved into the new market for “high-stakes” assessment. File cabinet manufacturers
         were not so nimble (Blakeslee, 2013; Cavanagh, 2013; Frontline, n.d.; Swafford, 2007).
         The storage and manipulation of the new test data demanded a level of timeliness,
         reliability, and accuracy in reporting that could only be achieved with computing
         hardware and software (eLearning Infographics, 2013; Mindflash, n.d.; Watson & Watson,
         2007). 
      

      
      American computer manufacturers found a new market for their hardware. Entrepreneurs
         like Greg Porter stepped in to meet the need for student information management software.
         Porter, a native of Sunnyvale, the center of California’s Silicon Valley, began developing
         student information software for his own high school in the early 1980s. After developing
         an Internet shopping site in 1995, he formed PowerSchool in 1997 and offered the firm’s
         first program for sale in 1999. By 2001, Power-
School served two thousand schools. The firm was acquired by Apple that same year
         and sold to Pearson in 2006 (“PowerSchool just latest,” 2006; Schmidt, 2001; Sellers,
         2001).
      

      
      Entrepreneurs Try Digital Content

      
      Three actors dominated the economy of public education prior to 1990. Two receive
         most of the attention: school districts and teachers’ unions. The major impact of
         standards, accountability, and charter legislation was to create markets in school
         management and school improvement. For the most part, these markets have grown without
         much competition from the third major actor: textbook publishers. 
      

      
      Perhaps the most important reason why independent business entrepreneurs have flourished
         since then is that the opportunity was small relative to selling textbooks. Certainly,
         publishers had no inherent capacity to manage entire schools or create school systems.
         In addition, their operational structures and management cultures were not sufficiently
         nimble to react to potential disruptive threats or opportunities. 
      

      
      No doubt public schools have lagged behind the rest of society in the integration
         of digital media into everyday work processes. There are many reasons why printed
         textbooks remain the dominant media for content: schools possess limited telecommunications
         infrastructure; high costs are associated with providing students with devices to
         store digital materials; problems arise regarding security, use, ownership, and maintenance;
         digital divides exist based on age, wealth, and culture; and use of digital technology
         creates the need to develop corresponding teaching practices. 
      

      
      Legislative barriers were another reason for the lag in adopting digital technology
         (Ezarik, 2005; Nadeem, 2013; Paul, 2009; Rapp, 2008). Equally important, publishers
         have resisted the required legislative and administrative reforms to protect their
         market (Federal Communications Commission [FCC], 2012; Fletcher, Schaffhauser, & Levin,
         2012; Intel Corporation, 2010; State Education Policy Center, n.d.). There have been
         many efforts to challenge the dominant position of publishers as the providers of
         content in public education. 
      

      
      Perhaps the most important of these challenges is the entrepreneurship of Salman Khan.
         In 2006, he formed the nonprofit Khan Academy, an online platform with thousands of
         lectures, brief video tutorials, and student exercises covering hundreds of subjects,
         grades, and languages and in which users access a dashboard to keep track of their
         personalized education (Khan Academy, n.d.; Noer, 2012). Khan Academy is funded by
         philanthropy; thus, the content and tools are free to users. Khan Academy has created
         a plausible alternative to textbook publishing as a channel of high-quality educational
         content and points the way toward a highly competitive market in digital content (Sengupta,
         2011; Suhendra, 2014; Thompson, 2011).
      

      
      After 2000: Many Entrepreneurial Possibilities

      
      Since 1990, the structure of public education has evolved to address both the legal
         requirements of standards and accountability laws as well as lawmakers’ implicit threat
         of expanded competition from charter schools and organizations like TFA. Superintendents
         adopted and replicated administrative innovations that push greater autonomy to individual
         schools and even to individual teachers. 
      

      
      Comprehensive curriculum and instruction strategies based on intensive PD provided
         school leaders with a range of pedagogical options beyond the pre-1990s’ combination
         of textbooks, lectures, and “busy work.” Information technology created massive databases
         of detailed student information and test results as well as means of analyzing data
         to pinpoint the learning requirements of individual students; the success of individual
         teachers; and the efficacy of specific educational products, services, and programs.
      

      
      By 2000, educational entrepreneurship was growing into the boundaries set by standards,
         accountability, and charter legislation. Today, over 5,300 charter schools serve some
         1.8 million students and offer serious competitive threats for student market share
         to a number of school districts, including Washington, D.C. (National Center for Education
         Statistics, n.d.). The segment saw an increasing presence of for-profit EMOs and their
         nonprofit equivalent “charter management organizations,” a label deliberately chosen
         by nonprofit advocates to distinguish them from their politically controversial for-profit
         counterparts. A few management organizations even operated schools controlled by districts.
         
      

      
      Standards and accountability legislation created a ready market for computer hardware
         and data management software. To a lesser extent, it encouraged the formation of for-profits
         and nonprofits offering comprehensive combinations of educational practice dependent
         on PD to improve district and charter school performance by meeting the needs of individual
         students. 
      

      
      Setting the Stage for an Edtech Explosion

      
      The initial public offering of Netscape, developer of the first commercially useable
         Web browser, occurred in 1995 (Long, 2007). Although the Universal Service provisions
         of the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 require telecommunications providers
         to supply public schools with Internet service at discounted rates, the ensuing Internet
         boom that transformed every other area of American society has only begun to reach
         public education (FCC, n.d.). Most schools were connected to the Internet by 2010,
         although only 20 percent reported having adequate high-speed capacity to meet current
         needs (Bocher, 2013; FCC, 2010). The FCC has earmarked billions to close this gap
         by 2015 (Wyatt, 2014).
      

      
      As discussed earlier, nonprofit education entrepreneurs accessed vast sums earned
         from the tech boom of the 1990s. A highly entrepreneurial technology elite, committed
         to disruptive growth, threw its political weight behind the reform objectives championed
         by education entrepreneurs. Now, as the telecommunications infrastructure required
         to support Web-based education services emerges, seven trends are creating favorable
         circumstances for entrepreneurs to build education companies based on Internet technologies.
         
      

      
      The first trend is the deconstruction of public education’s teaching and learning
         paradigm and the unbundling of its basic inputs. Until 1990, that paradigm was based
         on the idea of a fully trained teacher lecturing students from a textbook in a classroom
         and then assigning homework to be completed at the kitchen table and turned in the
         next day. The teachers college provided all the training an educator would need in
         the classroom through an entire career. The textbook contained all the information
         education agencies expected students to comprehend. The lecture was sufficient to
         transmit that knowledge. The classroom was where learning took place. The home was
         where students worked on assignments after class. The school communicated with parents
         via student-delivered notes, the postal service, or the telephone.
      

      
      By 2000, that paradigm and its inputs were utterly dated. Teacher training is now
         continuous. Textbooks are one of many sources of the information that education agencies
         expect students to master; printouts, videos, news articles, wikis, databases, and
         websites are no less important. The classroom might be off campus, look like a workroom
         or a lounge more than rows of desks, or exist only as a series of Internet connections
         that link teachers and students in diverse locations. 
      

      
      The transmission of information by lecture that used to take place in the classroom
         may now be replaced by a student’s independent reading or by viewing a lecture on
         YouTube after class. The problem-solving exercises teachers once assigned as individual
         homework might now take the form of group activities in the classroom. Homework might
         be done on a laptop while sitting on the bus or by using a mobile phone while waiting
         for soccer practice to begin. Schools communicate with parents by email, text messaging,
         and web pages.
      

      
      The movement of personalized educational content to digital media through the creation
         of a high-speed Internet infrastructure to public schools has exploded the possibilities
         for product development. No doubt, large firms have new opportunities to capture and
         exploit economies of scale. By unbundling the functions of the teacher-textbook paradigm,
         countless new needs and niche markets have been created; old barriers to entry have
         been swept aside; and the time and costs of bringing a product to market have been
         vastly reduced.
      

      
      The second and most powerful trend is demographic. “Fortysomethings” have been using
         the Internet since age ten, “thirtysomethings” since age five. Their children start
         by preschool (Arafeh, Levin, Rainie, & Lenhart, 2002; Regan, 2002). The adults expect
         Internet technology to improve their productivity in every facet of their lives. Each
         year, “Internet-savvy” adults make up more of the teaching force, and they are entering
         public education’s managerial ranks. More importantly, as parents, they expect schools
         to prepare their children for an Internet age. 
      

      
      Today’s children likely question why their own personal devices offer access to virtually
         unlimited knowledge and expertise everywhere except the very place where they are
         sent five days a week for that express purpose. School districts now have the option
         of vastly reducing the capital and maintenance costs of providing students with access
         to web-based educational resources simply by adopting “bring-your-own-device” policies.
         In brief, demographic change is dragging public education into the internet age (Cisco
         Systems, 2010; Engelbert & Kirchheimer, 2007; International Association for K–12 Online
         Learning, 2013; Public Broadcasting System, 2013; “Wiping Out,” 2013).
      

      
      The third trend is government finance. Since the Great Recession, the American economy
         has been under the enormous strain of restructuring (Altman, 2013; Goodman & Healy,
         2009). Most school districts have struggled through a decade of budget cuts, and they
         face a decade that does not look that much better. The aging population consumes an
         ever-greater portion of public revenues with Social Security and health care. Increased
         taxes are only part of the plausible solution, and they are by no means the consensus
         solution. In any case, public education’s share of tax revenues is unlikely to increase
         (Chakrabati & Steren, 2012; Maynard & Clark, 2013; Rich, 2013).
      

      
      To date, the response to tight budgets has been to spread fewer resources across an
         organizational structure that was put into place a century ago—in other words, to
         “cut out the fat.” When district leaders say they are now “cutting into muscle and
         bone,” they mean that they have already obtained all the efficiencies they possibly
         can from a cost structure that supported public education monopolies. In brief, the
         economic paradigm of public education that held in 1990 has run its course, and it
         will be replaced (Hill, 2011; Petrelli, 2012; Vander Ark, 2013).
      

      
      A fourth trend is state legislation holding individual teachers accountable for student
         outcomes. In 2011, the Obama administration offered states relief from No Child Left
         Behind sanctions in return for teacher evaluation programs and conditioned access
         to major grant programs on their adoption (Associated Press, 2011). By the end of
         2012, twenty states had passed laws that factor student performance on state tests
         into decisions about teacher employment, advancement, and compensation. Many more
         states had instituted similar measures by regulation (Mead, 2012). 
      

      
      Individual teacher accountability reduces the relevance of teachers’ unions that sought
         to create uniform wages, hours, working conditions, and worker protections based largely
         on seniority. Educators also have a strong incentive to make their own decisions about
         the curriculum and instruction offered in their classrooms rather than rely entirely
         on the judgment of their school or district. Personal accountability is focusing teachers
         on improving and increasing their individual productivity.
      

      
      A fifth trend is the low cost of education technology. The Internet economy brings
         the price of useful digital software to well within the cost of a large latte at a
         premium coffee shop. Classroom teachers can access digital teaching materials and
         services directly, bypassing their own district’s central office curriculum and instructional
         supervisors. Digital natives are very comfortable with testing and discarding digital
         productivity applications from new developers, and they are less inclined to rely
         primarily on the brand recognition that publishers have historically used to create
         competitive barriers to entry. 
      

      
      The sixth trend is the falling cost of starting any new technology business, as “five
         hundred thousand is the new five million” (Ante, 2009). This reality has made education
         technology startups more interesting to investors. At $5 million, they might steer
         away from a bet that a new firm could build sufficient market presence in direct competition
         with established publishers. At $500,000, the odds become far more attractive. By
         creating plausible fundraising goals, the new economics of tech startups also have
         encouraged entrepreneurs with innovative solutions to plunge into new businesses.
      

      
      The final trend is the growing interest of companies that dominated public school
         markets in the 1990s to purchase edtech firms to protect and reinvigorate their market
         position. The interest of institutional capital in the creation of edtech companies
         to compete with the established providers on a national level has also grown substantially.
         The two-year period between the beginning of 2011 and the end of 2012 witnessed over
         five hundred new edtech investments valued at well over $2 billion (CB Insights, 2013b).
         For example, in 2012, $1.1 billion was invested in edtech. Six publicly traded companies,
         including Pearson, McGraw-Hill, and John Wiley, acquired or invested in thirty-three
         edtech firms; another four national firms backed by private equity were involved in
         twenty-one such deals. At least two-thirds of the deals completed during this period
         at the early stage of startup suggest that investors see acquisition by a national
         firm as their path to realizing a return on their capital (CB Insights, 2013a). 
      

      
      Revolutionary opportunities were created for all kinds of education entrepreneurs
         thanks to the following factors: the ubiquity of highly portable, affordable, Internet-connected
         personal devices; the quality of individual access to high-bandwidth telecommunications
         beyond the public education infrastructure; the ever-expanding role of digital natives
         in the nation’s K–12 teaching force; the emergence of accountability systems focused
         on individual teachers; the relatively low cost of developing and distributing education
         technologies; and the interest of both traditional established providers and well-capitalized
         national rivals and investors. 
      

      
      Nevertheless, edtech firms have existed since the 1990s. They encompass a vast array
         of products and services aimed at many potential buyers. What differentiates today’s
         edtech entrepreneurs from their predecessors is their status as digital natives, developing
         offerings for teachers who are also digital natives and seeking investment from people
         who are also often digital natives.
      

      
      Edtech’s Entrepreneurial Ecosystem

      
      From 1990 to the mid-2000s, it was possible to discuss the development of public education’s
         entrepreneurial ecosystem as a series of steps. Entrepreneurial policy analysts suggested
         directions for entrepreneurial legislators. Entrepreneurial legislators created market
         opportunities. Nonprofit and business entrepreneurs took advantage of these opportunities.
         Public education’s monolithic institutions accommodated themselves to the new environment,
         creating still more opportunities. Philanthropists recognized the need for intermediary
         organizations to support the new market actors. Social entrepreneurs took up the challenge,
         creating capacity to support more entrepreneurs. In each case, the next step took
         years. This entrepreneurial ecosystem took perhaps twenty years to develop and mature.
         In fact, it is still maturing.
      

      
      The entrepreneurial ecosystem built on edtech is being formed over the course of only
         a few years. Its institutional features are arising simultaneously and in interaction
         with one another. To date, these two groups have been separated. Perhaps the most
         important feature is the development of institutions designed to connect entrepreneurial
         edtech product developers to entrepreneurial teachers. Teachers have very specific
         demands for support from technology and a clear sense of how products work in their
         classrooms. Edtech product developers can rapidly create solutions to meet these demands.
      

      
      School districts typically purchase completed products to serve their entire teaching
         force. Individual teachers find that the products do not meet their specific student
         needs or their own teaching styles, but they have no means of communicating their
         preferences to developers. New edtech developers lack the broad connections to school
         districts enjoyed by the established providers, can only reach teachers they happen
         to know, and so receive haphazard opportunities for product development. 
      

      
      As director of technology integration at the Highlander Institute, a founding faculty
         member of the institute’s charter school, and cofounder of the edtech firm Metryx,
         Shawn Rubin was in a position to cross the institutional chasm that separates digital
         native teachers from digital native developers. The Providence-based institute aggregates
         and refines teacher demand with structured conversations with product developers through
         a diverse set of projects, including Edtech-Rhode Island “meet-ups,” Teachers Design
         for Education events, and the state’s annual Tech for Schools Summit (EdTech Times,
         2012; Greenhaigh, 2012; Highlander Institute, n.d.; Rubin, 2013).
      

      
      Through the Gap App challenge, executive director of Innovative Schools for New York
         City’s Department of Education and former Princeton Review executive Steven Hodas
         is showing how school districts can establish similar mechanisms to spur innovation
         (EdSurge, 2012; Hodas, n.d.; Lean Startup Conference, 2013; Wan, 2013). Perhaps $500,000
         is the new $5 million when it comes to the amount required to launch a technology
         company, but even the most innovative software concept requires a business case. 
      

      
      A second important feature of the new ecosystem is the emergence of institutions designed
         to close the gap between edtech developers and capital. Successful entrepreneurs have
         always relied on special relationships with mentors, investors, clients, and even
         one another. The uncertain and dynamic nature of new businesses in emerging markets
         places at least as much emphasis on shared vision, trust, and loyalty among entrepreneurial
         business partners as on short-term revenues or profits.
      

      
      Young edtech entrepreneurs need seed funding, mentorship, business support, a place
         to work, and contacts to demonstrate market feasibility. No less important, investors
         ready to place $500,000 in a new firm need a means of sorting out companies with real
         growth potential from those with merely interesting ideas. The institution that closes
         this gap is the “accelerator.” 
      

      
       Boston-based angel investor Jean Hammond was the catalyst for the emergence of edtech
         accelerator LearnLaunchX in 2013. Hammond figured out how to bring the following assets
         together: a rich store of cash and investment expertise; a strong higher education
         presence in research and development in K–12 education, computer sciences, and information
         technology; a vast and comprehensive supply of highly qualified talent produced by
         the region’s dense higher education infrastructure; and an entrepreneurial culture
         extending back to the 1960s (Cronk, 2013; CrunchBase, n.d.; Hammond, 2013).
      

      
      Digital natives anticipate the digital revolution in education. A new kind of entrepreneur
         has created a vehicle to accelerate that vision. The “edtech accelerator” is not only
         a community but often a physical space and a network of contractual relationships
         among the stakeholder groups. Digital pioneers have pooled the financial and leadership
         resources of angel investors to create physical hubs. These hubs offer investment
         to new firms as well as shared workspace and access to professional support resources.
         The investors, mentors, business entrepreneurs, and professionals create a kind of
         critical mass that attracts others, including entrepreneurial academics, political
         leaders, and classroom educators. 
      

      
      Because digital natives are now coming of age, the new edtech business entrepreneurs
         have the opportunity to address smaller problems than their 1990s-era counterparts.
         The passage of charter school legislation required entrepreneurs to start entire schools.
         The emergence of standardized testing and state accountability systems required entrepreneurs
         to build scalable student information systems. The potential for digital content required
         entrepreneurs to wage extensive legislative and regulatory battles to compete with
         textbooks. 
      

      
      Today’s edtech entrepreneurs can attract investment around a solution to much smaller
         problems. Monica Brady-Meyerov’s Listen Edition is one such example. The emerging
         Common Core State Standards for literacy require students to demonstrate listening
         skills. As a public radio journalist, Brady-Meyerov believed that media’s brief oral
         reports could provide the kind of content and experience Common Core standards were
         meant to address. By gaining rights to the use of such content from across the public
         radio system; tying that content to subject matter, grade, and literacy standards;
         developing lesson plans that integrate radio content with those standards; and devising
         assessments to evaluate students’ listening skills, Listen Edition could meet a specific
         market need and do so entirely over the Internet (Castellanos, 2013; Listen Edition,
         2013).
      

      
      Where to From Here?

      
      In 1990, people with entrepreneurial personalities had limited opportunities in public
         education. Educators could try to carve out space to implement new ideas inside the
         district monolith, work on the margins in education nonprofits, form tutoring businesses,
         write for publishers, or provide individual consulting to school districts or publishers.
         Academic entrepreneurs suggested new ways of organizing public education based on
         accountability for outcomes, new schools independent of district control, and a marketplace
         for parental choice. 
      

      
       Legislative entrepreneurs turned these ideas into laws that hold schools accountable
         to standards of student performance and that allow charter schools. Nonprofit and
         for-profit entrepreneurs created organizations to meet the demand for new schools,
         develop information systems to track student performance, and create innovative approaches
         to teaching and learning that would support the efforts of schools and districts to
         meet standards. School districts responded to the new environment by purchasing information
         services and by expanding their view of teaching and learning inputs from textbooks
         to professional development, digital content, and new sources of teaching staff. 
      

      
      The rise of competition, the continued focus on standards and accountability, the
         decline of the district monopoly, and the decentralization of American public education
         combined with the emergence of the Internet; technologies that leverage its potential
         to reach anyone, anytime, anywhere; and the growing importance of digital natives
         in American society have made it possible for entrepreneurs to sell products and services
         that more narrowly address growing demands to improve teaching and learning.
      

      
       Twenty-five years of evolution have resulted in a market full of immense possibilities
         for education entrepreneurs. Political forces restrain the growth of charter schools,
         but the direction of legislative action has been to increase their numbers. Standards
         and accountability legislation has become steadily more focused on the performance
         of individual students and the role of individual educators. There is no shortage
         of eager entrepreneurs, each ready to find better ways of capturing and analyzing
         student data, informing district administrators and teachers of specific student needs,
         addressing particular student shortcomings, and assessing the contributions of individual
         teachers to improvements in student performance. 
      

      
      Legislative moves toward individual teacher accountability, the growing importance
         of the digital native in the teaching force, and the catalytic role of organizations
         like TFA have encouraged a breed of teacher that embraces the notion of individual
         accountability but expects the autonomy and support afforded to other professionals.
         
      

      
      This is today’s frontier of educational entrepreneurship. For academic entrepreneurs,
         the intellectual task is creating a paradigm for teacher professionalism when public
         education remains dominated by three actors—school districts, teachers’ unions, and
         publishers—that treat teachers as interchangeable workers. For entrepreneurial legislators,
         the challenge is carving out a statutory space for teachers with the prestige, training,
         obligations, discretionary scope, and remuneration of other professional fields, just
         as they carved out a space for the independent charter school. 
      

      
      For entrepreneurial teachers, the challenge is gaining legal recognition as professionals
         through contractual arrangements with schools and districts that hold them accountable
         for improved student learning in the context of autonomous authority to assess student
         needs and apply what they consider to be appropriate pedagogy and instruction. Entrepreneurial
         educators also need to gain some control over the procurement of teaching and learning
         resources available to address the needs of their students. 
      

      
      For entrepreneurs providing educational products and services, the challenge is addressing
         teachers as individual buyers rather than as a broad class of users separated from
         the buyers by several layers of bureaucracy, miles from their central office and having
         entirely different priorities and constraints. Efforts to break the barriers between
         the educator and the provider of products and services aimed at improving student
         performance are presently at the cutting edge of entrepreneurship in American public
         education.
      

      
      Points to Remember

      
      
         	
            
            The popular meaning of entrepreneurship in American public education is expansive,
               including social scientists, legislators, nonprofit executives, philanthropists, superintendents,
               and teachers as well as individual business people and investors.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Today’s education industry follows from the ongoing breaking up of a system once dominated
               by school districts as the sole providers of K–12 public education, print materials
               as the basic means to convey information, and multinational publishing companies that
               enjoy vast economies of scale in production and distribution.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Beginning in the 1990s, the passage of state and federal legislation around standards
               and accountability, school choice, and content as more than print created openings
               for new kinds of schools and new kinds of education-related companies.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Based on education entrepreneurs’ mutually supportive actions, an ecosystem to challenge
               the traditional view of public schooling now exists. There is ample opportunity for
               new entrepreneurs in today’s market.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The frontier of educational entrepreneurship is teacher empowerment. 
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      Fact: school districts can increase efficiency while serving students better! Against the prolonged backdrop of the depressed economy,
         adequate funding of public education remains a national challenge. Ironically, support
         for properly funding public schools, colleges, and universities is sky high in any
         credible survey, while the actual funding remains a contentious issue across the country.
         These days, educators are compelled to do more with less: operate with shrinking resources;
         deal with worsening social issues; meet increased federal and state requirements and
         regulations; and face attitudes of frustration, entitlement, and dismay from parents,
         students, and taxpayers. Public schools struggling to balance budgets have fired teachers,
         slashed course offerings, and imposed a long list of fees, charging students to ride
         the bus, to sing in the chorus, even to take honors courses.
      

      
      The precarious state of the economy makes it imperative that educators take a different
         approach to how public schools operate. The harsh reality is that there is not enough
         money to continue on the present course. This chapter will explore how school districts
         can optimize the use of public-private partnerships or outsourcing to ensure the effective
         and efficient delivery of curriculum and instruction to improve student success. Examples
         will be provided of districts teaming with firms and other resources to enhance the
         quality and variety of the curriculum and instructional services while holding down
         costs.
      

      
      The K–12 market is tantalizingly huge. New financial data released by the National
         Center on Education Statistics show that fifty states and the District of Columbia
         spent more than $527 billion on public K–12 education in fiscal year 2011, including
         $322.5 billion on instruction. Per-pupil spending dipped slightly from 2010 to 2011,
         but it has not dropped below $10,000 on average since 2005. Figure 2.1 shows that
         65.9 percent of a school district’s budget on average is spent for instruction and
         instruction-related activities (National Center for Education Statistics, 2013).
      

      
      
         K–12 Spending Fiscal Year 2011.

            Source: National Center for Education Statistics. Reprinted with permission from Editorial
               Projects in Education.
            

         

      

      In early 2009, the Council of Chief State School Officers and the National Governors
         Association joined forces to launch the Common Core State Standards initiative. This
         initiative is the highest profile national effort to create rigorous, uniform academic
         standards aimed at preparing American students for success. Although implementing
         new standards while continuing to provide a quality instructional program may seem
         overwhelming to administrators, there are options to consider that may help defray
         some of the exorbitant cost. 
      

      
      This chapter provides options for educators to consider related to the operation and
         delivery of curriculum and instructional services. Some of the cost-saving tips can
         be implemented using internal staff, and others suggest partnering with a private
         consultant. The funds that can be saved by implementing the suggestions will empower
         school boards, curriculum leaders, and superintendents to redirect those resources
         to more critical areas of need.
      

      
      Selected Internal District Curriculum Cost-Saving Tips

      
      Educational leaders often consider budget reductions that involve cutting staff, stabilizing
         salaries, and increasing class size; however, the key is actually finding the best
         ways available to improve the effectiveness of curriculum and instruction for the
         least amount of dollars. Ideas educators should consider include but are not limited
         to the following:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Examine subject matter and methods to determine if it is feasible to combine multiple
               courses into a single class period. For example, second-, third-, and fourth-year
               foreign language classes may be pooled together. Likewise, business education courses,
               science labs, and vocational courses should be reviewed for consolidation, thus eliminating
               additional teaching units. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Allow students to earn course credit by examination or some other demonstration of
               competency.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Have volunteers serve as club and organization sponsors or hall, bus, or playground
               monitors in place of paid personnel. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Use virtual field trips, or guided explorations on the Internet that organize collections
               of prescreened, thematically based web pages into structured learning experiences
               (Foley, 2001).
            

            
         

         
         	
            Establish a clearinghouse to coordinate the distribution of used and surplus textbooks
               and to fill shortages. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Avoid duplication of programs in adjacent school districts by sharing programs, equipment,
               and facilities. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Hire educators with special education certification as well as regular certification
               to teach in the general class setting and provide special education services at the
               same time. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Contact other school districts to coordinate cost-saving professional development.

            
         

         
         	
            Move eighth-grade students to the high school to better use staff and space.

            
         

         
         	
            Consider the advantages and disadvantages of lease options when purchasing equipment.

            
         

         
         	
            Consider the pros and cons of unifying the school and public (community) libraries.
               Of utmost importance is that the best library services be provided for children and
               young adults; library services should meet their total needs, including education,
               personal information, recreation, personal interests, and career needs (Fitzgibbons,
               1983). For these reasons, such cooperation may be the only solution to providing adequately
               for students’ library needs.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Advantages of Partnering with Private Consultants 

      
      Public schools have historically partnered with private firms: architectural and contracting
         firms have constructed our schools, provided the buses, and processed the burgers
         served at lunch. Big publishers, such as Pearson, McGraw-Hill, and Houghton Mifflin
         Harcourt, have made hundreds of millions of dollars selling textbooks and standardized
         tests to public school districts. Why shouldn’t schools team with private firms to
         augment teaching and learning services? Teaming with a private firm has many advantages
         for educators. 
      

      
      Partnering goes by many names, including outsourcing. Outsourcing does not mean bringing
         in a provider that relieves the district of the responsibility for the service. It
         means forming a partnership with a company more expert in a category of service than
         a given district is and molding the expert’s services to fit that district’s educational
         goals and strategic plans. In short, outsourcing creates an active back-and-forth
         partnership between a public (or private) school system and a for-profit company.
      

      
      The mission of the National Council for Public-Private Partnerships is to advocate
         for and facilitate the formation of public-private partnerships at the federal, state,
         and local levels, where appropriate, and to raise awareness among governments and
         businesses of the means by which their cooperation can cost effectively provide the
         public with quality goods, services, and facilities. The organization defines a public-private
         partnership as    a contractual agreement between a public agency (federal, state,
         or local) and a private-sector entity. 
      

      
      Through a public-private partnership agreement, the skills and assets of each sector
         (public and private) are shared in delivering a service or facility for the use of
         the general public. In addition to the sharing of resources, each party shares in
         the risks and rewards potential in the delivery of the service or facility (National
         Council for Public-Private Partnerships, n.d.). The key to successful outsourcing
         of services is strong communication between the district leaders and the provider.
         
      

      
      Aiman Mahmoud, business administrator and board secretary with Hillsborough Township
         Public Schools in New Jersey, is an enthusiastic outsourcer. According to Mahmoud,
         “If there is poor communication between you and outside providers, you will lose control
         and fail. If the outside provider’s managers aren’t aligned with your strategic plan,
         they will go in a different direction. You may both have good goals, but if their
         goals aren’t aligned with yours, the consequences can be a total collapse of the services
         and termination of the contract” (Fickes, 2011).
      

      
      Three Compelling Reasons Why a School District Should Consider Partnering 

      
      At the school district level, many characteristics of a formal public-private partnership
         can be adopted into the contractual arrangements the district has with its business
         providers to support new initiatives, accelerate implementation of new programs, lessen
         budget risks, and enhance opportunities for success. The advantages of rethinking
         these business relationships to incorporate elements of a public-private partnership
         will fall into three broad areas (Super & Murray, 2010): 
      

      
      
         	
            
            Public-private partnership contracts can give districts more flexibility in how they
               manage and provide education services than is typically possible through programs
               created solely from within. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            A public-private partnership contract can achieve an optimal level of risk sharing
               between the school district and the private sector, conserving precious budget dollars.
               
            

            
         

         
         	
            Many elements of a public-private partnership promote competition in the market for
               education.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Five More Reasons to Consider Public-Private Partnerships

      
      
         	
            
            A successful consulting firm can do what a district cannot do for itself and may be
               able to do it more cost effectively. 
            

            
         

         
      

      
      There is no lack of creative talent, knowledge, skills, purpose, or vision in today’s
         educational leaders; however, huge workloads, mounting responsibilities, intense day-to-day
         duties, and the occasional crisis prevent leaders from having sufficient uninterrupted
         time to create, develop, and disseminate information. A leader must look at the return
         on investment (ROI) in hiring a consultant versus hiring full-time staff with benefits
         (e.g., retirement, 401[k] plans, sick leave, vacation time). Implementation of the
         Affordable Care Act may make it increasingly difficult for districts to continue hiring
         at the same rate because of potential increased health insurance costs associated
         with insuring staff who work more than thirty hours per week. 
      

      
      Successful leaders enlist partners who can take on a project or task and complete
         it to their specifications. Consultants can take an existing project to the next level
         of refinement or completion. Examples include development of policies, procedures,
         or guidelines for system-wide use; PD planning, development, and delivery; and mini-trainings
         and modules to launch or support an initiative. 
      

      
      Customized web-based PD can provide a means for reaching all or targeted educators
         with a common level of training and information. A train-the-trainer model can be
         implemented; when the work is completed, the district’s internal capacity is increased,
         and the consultant moves on. In this way, the district staff can remain focused on
         the business of educating children.
      

      
      
         	
            
            Partnering with a consulting firm will provide a broader perspective to an isolated
               issue. 
            

            
            A nationally known firm will offer comprehensive views, rich information, and successes
               from other nearby locations, other states, as well as national and international educational
               entities. School systems can work together with consultants to view matters of instruction
               relative to regional, state, national, and international trends and increase possible
               options and solutions for success. While school systems have many things in common,
               stepping outside and partnering with others will allow for more meaningful and innovative
               outcomes. Staff members sometimes fall into ruts and continue to use the same strategies
               they did ten or twenty years ago and wonder why results are status quo. A well-qualified
               consultant can serve as an “information broker” for the district or system by offering
               research, information, examples, and comparison data as well as an objective analysis
               of the information. Examples include comparable district studies on student performance,
               staffing, budget, and enrollment; summaries of current research on specific topics;
               strategic planning; and goal setting.
            

            
         

         
         	
            
            Consulting firms offer a wide range of expertise to address complex instructional
               issues, thus bringing credibility to the desired practice. 
            

            
            Most consulting firms target cutting-edge practices and familiarize themselves with
               the most current research and validated practices. Typically, these experts have had
               direct experience in successfully implementing the system-level practice or have worked
               with many systems to achieve success. They can assess and validate the practices as
               well as acknowledge and celebrate progress. They also can recommend actions for continuous
               improvement and help district leadership showcase successes. Examples include delivery
               of a “keynote” address that will support a district initiative, targeted use of objective
               surveys, and data to gauge faculty perceptions of targeted areas (e.g., curriculum
               instruction, teaching practices, inclusion, administrative support), structured observations
               of classroom practices (i.e., instruction and management), and 
focused attention to specific areas of concern (e.g., reading fluency and seventh-grade
               mathematics instruction).
            

            
         

         
         	
            
            Partnering with a consulting firm can help the district promote a system-wide “jump
               start” for a specific initiative and build the internal capacity necessary to sustain
               it.
            

            
            Creating and sustaining a common vision, a common vocabulary, and a common framework
               for addressing the complex issues of curriculum and instructional delivery while addressing
               the unique needs of each school is perhaps one of the most challenging tasks for a
               school system. A strong foundation and framework is essential, as the system will
               become fragmented without them. Forming a partnership with a highly skilled consulting
               firm to launch an initiative will enable the district to present a unified and seamless
               approach toward achieving a common goal of excellence. Examples include keynote delivery
               to the entire district, structured training to campus teams (who in turn follow up
               at the school level), blended training that involves whole faculty training, use of
               web-based training, and follow-up technical assistance. The following are a few potential
               topics and initiatives: inclusion and least restrictive environment, response to intervention,
               differentiated instruction, positive behavior supports, and curriculum content areas
               (e.g., reading, mathematics, science, and social studies). Consultant partnership
               also may include activities for capacity building of the district leadership who will
               be responsible for sustaining the initiative.
            

            
         

         
         	
            
            A private consulting firm can often provide a more objective, student-centered approach
               that is equally supportive of teacher practices to improve student outcomes.
            

            
            While building authentic relationships and creating a positive climate is essential
               in changing practice, school leaders often can benefit from a more objective, impartial
               approach using someone from outside the school community. The school administrator
               is typically in an evaluative capacity with teachers, who in turn may be reluctant
               or reticent to try new approaches or innovative practices. A partnership with a consultant
               can enhance desired outcomes by providing a fresh view of practices and by perhaps
               challenging “old ways.” Ultimately, this partnership should result in improving existing
               practices or replacing tactics that are not working with approaches that will work.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Selected Examples and Positive Outcomes of Public-Private K–12 Partnerships

      
      Outsourcing District Curriculum and Instructional Staff 

      
      Some outsourcing naysayers argue that the generally less desirable benefits package
         of private companies may discourage company employees from staying long term. This
         is not necessarily true; anecdotal reporting suggests there are many instances in
         which private companies’ turnover rates are lower than the national average. In addition,
         turnover may be a positive occurrence in some cases. Long-term employees may become
         too set in their ways and demonstrate an unwillingness to change with the times; such
         employees can simply “coast” through the day. Hiring new or young employees may actually
         increase productivity. District leaders who fear outsourcing because of stories about current staff losing
         their jobs can solve the problem with a contractual performance criterion requiring
         the outsource provider to hire the current staff if they meet the provider’s criteria.
         
      

      
      Although the following examples of outsourcing are not intended to endorse any particular
         educational staffing firms, they are representative of thousands of similar partnerships
         across the country: 
      

      
      
         	
            
            Burlington City School District, New Jersey: In July 2013, the Board of Education
               approved measures that will outsource paraprofessionals and substitute teachers in
               the district.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Murphy School District, Phoenix, Arizona: With only four schools, the superintendent
               says he turns to private companies to find qualified personnel for hard-to-fill positions,
               including school nurses and special education teachers who work with students with
               severe disabilities.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Duval County Public Schools, Jacksonville, Florida: Experiencing difficulty finding
               qualified substitutes, the school board decided in 2011 that the best solution was
               to outsource the service to Kelly Educational Staffing. Many of the substitutes provided
               by the 
private firm exceed the district’s minimum education requirements, with roughly 75
               percent having a college degree. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Wayne Regional Educational Service Agency, Michigan: The regional agency realized
               a savings of $7 million by reengineering the delivery of their related services provider.
               
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Outsourcing District Curriculum and Instructional Services 

      
      The following examples are representative of thousands of similar instructional services-related
         public-private partnerships across the country. Again, they are not intended to endorse
         any particular educational service or consulting firms. 
      

      
      Clear Creek Independent School District, League City, Texas.

      
      
         Clear Creek ISD Accountability.

            Source: Stetson and Associates.

         

      

      
      In the 2012–2013 school year, Clear Creek Independent School District (ISD) partnered
         with an international firm (Stetson and Associates) to collaborate on creating a walk-through
         classroom observation instrument for students with disabilities that supported the
         district’s existing walk-through practice. The observation instrument was based on
         twelve critical areas identified by the district. Campus leaders were seeking help
         in determining how to observe those characteristics in classrooms where there were
         students with disabilities. 
      

      
      The guidelines developed by the firm provided additional questions, supporting evidence,
         and examples for each target area and even added two target areas (i.e., accommodations/modifications
         and collaborative teaching). For approximately $6,000, each district leader received
         a manual that continues to be used throughout the forty-three schools and by all the
         district’s teachers. Principals expressed a high level of satisfaction with the additional
         guidance provided by the walk-through document, especially with its helpful format
         that included guiding questions and supporting evidence. This extra support enabled
         them to focus on the success of all learners in the classroom, including those with
         diverse learning needs. Teachers, too, were pleased to have clear, concrete expectations
         regarding classroom practices, and they used the guiding questions and supporting
         evidence in planning and delivering lessons.
      

      
      Clear Creek ISD achieved Recognized status in the Academic Excellence Indicator System,
         and all forty-three of its schools met the standards and exceeded the targets set
         by the state. As revealed in Figure 2.2, which was provided by Stetson and Associates,
         Clear Creek ISD schools continue to show improvement in assessment results at all
         levels (including among students with disabilities). The district met the state accountability
         standards for student achievement, progress, closing performance gaps, and postsecondary
         readiness. This reflects all areas of the accountability ratings. In addition, the district met the system safeguards
         concerning performance rates in state assessments, participation rates, and graduation
         rates, achieving an impressive 98 percent rating on the safeguards in place.
      

      
      Austin Independent School District, Texas.

      
      
         Austin ISD Parental Satisfaction.

            Source: Stetson and Associates.

         

      

      
         Austin ISD Federal Compliance with 100 Percent Indicators.

            Source: Stetson and Associates.

         

      

      
      Hiring an outside firm can help improve student performance as well as create cost
         savings. Austin Independent School District (ISD) contracted with a private firm to
         provide system-wide intensive common training and follow-up technical assistance to
         campuses participating in the training. Training addressed the inclusion of students
         with disabilities and provided a framework that addressed four key factors: a common
         vocabulary, instructional practices that support all learners, models of support and
         collaboration, and staffing and scheduling based on student-centered decision making.
         
      

      
      All schools were trained over a twelve-month period, and central office staff was
         trained to continue the process after the private firm finished its training. The
         firm also provided online PD to support implementation of best practices at the school
         level. As a result of this contract, Austin ISD yielded the following outcomes:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Promoted a systems approach to inclusion with a common vision, vocabulary, and practices

            
         

         
         	
            Increased efficiency of staffing practices

            
         

         
         	
            Improvement in Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) for students with disabilities
               
            

            
         

         
         	
            Improvement in graduation rates for students with disabilities

            
         

         
         	
            An increase from 78 percent to 80 percent in parent satisfaction with services for
               students with disabilities 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Found in compliance with all federal compliance indicators

            
         

         
      

      
      Further, figures 2.3 and 2.4 (also provided by Stetson and Associates) indicate the
         following improvements:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Ninety percent of Austin ISD schools were implementing the Step-By-Step Process for
               Inclusion of students with disabilities.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Parent satisfaction with services for students with disabilities exceeded the state
               rate, targets, and previous school year rate.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The district increased compliance rates with federal compliance indicators.

            
         

         
         	
            The district implemented a more effective and more cost-efficient process for allocating
               staff based on student needs with the result that schools were able to justify requests
               for staff using an objective, student-centered approach.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      AdvancePath Academy at Fred C. Beyer High School, Modesto, California.

      
      AdvancePath Academy is an outstanding testimony to the impact a successful public-private
         partnership can have on students, families, the school district, and the community.
         AdvancePath Academy received the National Dropout Prevention Network’s 2012 Crystal
         Star Award for its highly effective, research-based at-risk intervention and dropout
         recovery programs. 
      

      
      The goal of the AdvancePath Academy is to provide students who are not succeeding
         in traditional classroom settings with an opportunity to obtain academic credit and
         extended teacher/peer support in an alternative setting that will lead to the earning
         of a high school diploma (not a GED). The academy leverages the power of research-based
         instructional strategies complemented by supportive and trained faculty and staff
         to create an instructional environment conducive to learning. The academy serves students
         who are behind their cohort class in credits earned or have otherwise been unsuccessful
         in a regular classroom environment.
      

      
      For all learning paths, the academy curricula coverage includes remedial (reading,
         writing, and mathematics) and core high school content for students, providing a full
         complement of core and elective courses that meet the Modesto District’s mandates
         as well as California’s state requirements for graduation. The scope and sequence
         of each course is based on state content standards, resulting in standards-based instructional
         content specifically developed for online delivery. 
      

      
      Here are the key AdvancePath Academy strategies that lead to successful student outcomes:

      
      
         AdvancePath Academy, Gain in Credit Attainment by Age.

            Source: AdvancePath Academics.

         

      

      
         AdvancePath Academy, Gain in Credit Attainment by Ethnicity.

            Source: AdvancePath Academics.

         

      

      
      
         	
            
            safe learning environments

            
         

         
         	
            alternative schooling

            
         

         
         	
            professional development

            
         

         
         	
            educational technology

            
         

         
         	
            school-community collaboration and service learning

            
         

         
         	
            family engagement

            
         

         
         	
            career and technical education

            
         

         
         	
            data collection and evaluation

            
         

         
      

      
      
         Results of AdvancePath Academy Enrollment.

            Source: AdvancePath Academics.

         

      

      
      Through implementation of a data collection and evaluation model, the AdvancePath
         Academy is able to document achievement results, measure program effectiveness, and
         continually enhance the instructional program. One measure of student performance
         is Gain in Credit Attainment. The average student entered the academy 1.12 years behind
         academically. After enrollment in the program, however, the average student showed
         a 165 percent gain in credits earned over the course of the school year. Figures 2.5
         and 2.6 indicate AdvancePath Academy student outcomes as included in the 2012 Modesto-AdvancePath
         Crystal Star submission materials provided by AdvancePath Academics, Inc. All student
         groups, across ages and ethnicities, realized credit attainment gains as shown in
         these two figures.
      

      
         The expectation for all students enrolling in an AdvancePath Academy is high school
         graduation. Figure 2.7 illustrates previous school performance for the at-risk students
         and their performance after enrollment in the academy. The students move clearly and
         directly toward attaining the credits needed to graduate. Because of the transient
         nature of the AdvancePath student population, AdvancePath views graduation, continuing
         on track to graduation, transferring back to mainstream school, or transferring back
         to another district program as success measures. By this measure, AdvancePath achieves
         success with 92 percent of its students.
      

      
      Selecting a Partner

      
      When selecting a partner, the school district leadership should ensure the application
         of appropriate criteria. A district’s leaders will want to consider the following:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Geographic location of the consultant (Contract with someone close by if travel expenses
               are paid separately.) 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Type of institution or program with which the consultant is familiar (e.g., state
               versus private, large versus small, master’s versus doctoral)
            

            
         

         
         	
            The consultant’s years of experience

            
         

         
         	
            Stated areas of expertise (e.g., curriculum design and development, needs assessment,
               admissions, clinical practicum models, faculty recruitment and development, planning,
               budgeting, research) 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Reference(s) who have contracted with the consultant

            
         

         
         	
            The consultant’s written reports or published works

            
         

         
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      A school district can often find internal or public-private partnership ways to minimize
         costs and maximize resources within the district’s operation. Public-private partnerships,
         privatizing, contracting, outsourcing. No matter what it’s called, one thing is certain:
         attempts to cut costs or improve efficiencies by hiring private companies to manage
         and perform part of a district’s support services, from instructional, custodial,
         and food service to transportation and substitute teachers, are likely to face some
         union, staff, or community opposition. School system leaders must conduct an ROI analysis
         to ensure they are receiving the best quality services at the most economic rate.
         Many districts hire an outside firm to evaluate the pros and cons of outsourcing a
         particular service. 
      

      
      Points to Remember

      
      
         	
            
            Start small. Begin with a one-year renewable contract to give the district an “out.”
               This contract should include details about the district’s expectations of what the
               partner will and will not do. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Ensure adequate district oversight of the partner. Select a staff member to be primarily
               responsible for administering the contract, communicating regularly with the partner,
               dealing with any media issues, and quickly troubleshooting any concerns that arise.
               
            

            
         

         
         	
            Perform due diligence. Talk to other districts that have used the partner’s services.
               Continue to ensure that the partner is performing the required employee screenings
               (from background checks to credit reports) in a timely manner. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Limit the district’s liability. Include a hold harmless agreement in contracts to
               identify a vendor’s responsibilities and limit a district’s liability in case the
               contractor is negligent in performing its duties. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Run the numbers. Each year, have the district’s finance gurus create financial reports
               to show or verify promised cost savings. 
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      The need to explore new grant, foundation, and corporate relationship strategies to
         support cost containment and revenue generation efforts in K–12 school districts is
         growing in response to the decline in available federal, state, and local resources
         that was exacerbated by the economic crisis that began in 2008. Public school districts
         have been focused, and some might suggest overly so, on identifying ways to cut costs
         and extend financial resources with the goal of improving academic outcomes for students.
         
      

      
      For its part, the federal government funds schools through various laws and programs,
         including Title I, Reading First, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA),
         and the school lunch program, among others. However, the total federal allocation
         to public schools remains quite small and hovers in the 6 percent range of total budgets
         on average. 
      

      
      State and local dollars, in contrast, traditionally make up the majority of available
         educational revenues; however, each state determines its funding floor separately,
         resulting in vastly uneven allocation levels of between 32 percent and 89 percent
         of total K–12 funding. These factors depend upon the size of the state and its existing
         tax base, which frequently allocates funding for urban centers while leaving suburban
         and rural districts underfunded (King, Swanson, & Sweetland, 2003). Public school
         administrators understand that the traditional funding formulas often leave much to
         be desired at the school and district levels. 
      

      
      Traditional sources of revenue are simply inadequate to keep pace with the rising
         costs being incurred by schools—from more attractive salaries for educators to the
         many unfunded special education, state, and federal mandates. Consequently, today’s
         education marketplace has created a unique need to work with outsource partners, both
         public and private, to secure new sources of funding in the form of grants and foundation
         contributions.
      

      
      Missed Opportunities

      
      As a result of unfunded and underfunded federal, state, and district mandates and
         programs, the opportunity to expand academic services has long been neglected in public
         school districts across the country (New York State School Boards Association, 2008;
         Shelly, 2013). Districts seem unable to make an explicit commitment to routinely secure
         new funding sources, such as grants and private partnerships, with corporate entities
         and foundations. The inability to identify and secure innovative grant and foundation
         strategies have strained administrative-, academic-, and facilities-related services,
         undermining educational opportunities during a time when public accountability regarding
         improved student outcomes is at its highest (Editorial Projects in Education Research
         Center, 2004). 
      

      
      The marked funding level disparities among districts across the United States cannot
         be ignored. Both public education programs and local autonomy are burdened by the
         immense state and federal mandates placed on them despite the comparatively small
         contribution delivered to the districts meant to cover the cost of such mandates (Shelly,
         2013). Adequate funding required to fully implement programs is a moot point then,
         as the disproportionate relationship between policy-driven mandates and local district
         control provides the perfect breeding ground for education policy to pass unnoticed
         (Ginn, 2013; Shelly, 2013).
      

      
      Public school districts find themselves at a disadvantage as the requirements of state
         and federal accountability schemes, escalating health-care costs, increasing expenses
         for utilities, and a seemingly unending stream of new and costly mandates without
         the necessary funds to accompany them are now coupled with the harsh realities of
         a global recession (New York State School Boards Association, 2008). In combination,
         these factors suggest that school leaders need to become more innovative and competitive
         in finding alternative sources of funding. 
      

      
      Tapping into Alternative Income Sources and Outsourcing Grant Writing

      
      Grant sources, both public and private, are rarely consistently pursued by public school districts across the United States. Larger urban school
         districts typically have greater human resources to research, identify, apply for,
         and then secure new grant funding to meet specific institutional needs. Unfortunately,
         this is not the case in the vast number of suburban and rural districts. If this is
         such a vital part of securing additional funding, why isn’t it more formally and aggressively
         pursued? Numerous factors contribute to the lack of a strategic effort to consistently
         and routinely secure grant funding, including the following:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Not enough human resources to focus the district’s efforts in researching grants

            
         

         
         	
            Lack of experience and knowledge in knowing where to look for grants

            
         

         
         	
            Lack of formal grant writing experience 

            
         

         
         	
            Missed grant application deadlines because of the lack of district support in providing
               necessary data and information 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Lack of a proactive view of resource needs at the district level

            
         

         
         	
            Lack of support from the school committee or the administration to focus more specifically
               on grant-related activities
            

            
         

         
      

      
      To further illustrate this point, in 1992, a survey of elementary and secondary school
         teachers was conducted in New Jersey. The goal was to determine whether teachers considered
         grant-oriented activity to be a necessary part of their professional development.
         Over 70 percent of respondents never or rarely pursued grants or engaged in grant
         seeking activities. Overall, educators are neither trained in nor accustomed to securing
         external monetary sources. Teachers are not administratively encouraged to seek out
         grants, and educators do not view this as central to their teaching responsibilities
         (Monahan, 1992). 
      

      
      For these reasons, it can be helpful for school districts to outsource grant-writing
         efforts. How districts determine who their outsourced grant writers are is important
         to the longer-term success of the grant writer’s efforts. Even though a high percentage
         of successful public schools and districts practice outsourcing of grant-writing functions,
         outsourcing is often viewed by unions and certain community members as a threat to
         the livelihoods of existing district resources.  
      

      
      Student achievement is aided by grant outsourcing because securing additional funding
         via grants provides a tremendous amount of positive energy to a school or district,
         which translates into an overall improvement in student performance (Rivera, 2009).
         When selecting an outsourced grant partner, it is important to keep a few main points
         in mind  (Mathis & Jimerson, 2009):
      

      
      
         	
            
            Properly define the problem and the use of grant funds.  A solution is effective in
               proportion to the clarity with which the problem is understood. It is important to
               internally discuss and review the root cause, conditions, and effects of the problem
               being analyzed, along with considering the anticipated impact of fixing or ignoring
               the problem in the future. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Perform a cost analysis.  Many grant firms will do it on a contingent basis (i.e.,
               on whether or not a grant is secured), but there is merit in paying for the outsourced
               grant writer’s attention through a monthly retainer that is then recovered upon securing
               a grant. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Select the right grant writer.  It is important that a grant writer be appropriately
               matched with a project. For example, if there are specific grants available that target
               health and fitness education, then the grant writer should have some experience directly
               or indirectly in this area. Otherwise, the lack of experience will be evident in the
               application.  
            

            
         

         
         	
            Set clear agreement terms, including termination details.  The term and termination
               are important elements to any outsourced grant writer agreements. If the relationship
               is not working, it is important for the district to have the freedom to secure other
               resources by terminating the relationship with the outsourced grant writer. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Examine a grant writer’s track record.  How much money has that grant writer secured
               for other districts? Past success is the best predictor of future success. Districts
               should not be timid in requesting past references from both the other districts and
               the grant sources. 
            

            
         

         
      

      
      The grant-writing process is both tedious and labor intensive. Many districts do not
         have dedicated grant writers even though extensive resources are available through
         public and private sources to fund educational goals. There are several primary incentives
         for school districts to pursue outsourced grant services. Such services are cost effective
         and, if closely aligned with the strategic direction of the district, can produce
         a consistent revenue stream from public and private funding sources through a sustained
         application, follow-through, and presentation process. Outsourced grant services assist
         in increasing per-pupil funding, thus decreasing the acquisition costs of grants as
         a result. Other reasons for outsourcing grant-writing activities may be to significantly
         increase revenues for the district and avoid long-term fixed costs in hiring human
         capital to pursue grants. Frequently, such services are paid on the awarded grant,
         so there is ultimately either very little or no capital expenditure in pursuing available
         grants for schools.
      

      
      Hiring outsourced, experienced grant writers helps school districts seek answers to
         the following questions: What choices do school districts have for securing alternative
         revenue streams? What sources of money are available? Given limited human resources,
         how can such avenues be pursued? 
      

      
      It is important to dispel the many misconceptions associated with pursuing grant awards
         because many school districts do not pursue grants as a means of expanding school
         funding as a result of such misunderstandings. It is worth mentioning that grant writing
         is more common in higher education, where it is widely regarded as a key factor in
         educational research (Henson, 2003). It could be viewed similarly in K–12 education.
         
      

      
      Here are a few tips related to pursuing grants:

      
      
         	
            
            There are literally hundreds of millions of dollars waiting to be applied for. All
               it takes is effort, clarity, and focus to apply for them. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Grant funds come from both private and public sources. The U.S. Department of Education
               offers numerous grants, such as the Investing in Innovation program, which is a $650
               million grant distributed to districts with a track record of improving student achievement
               and attainment. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Grant writing does not require connections, just a focused ability to draft a quality
               proposal that will convince grant givers that they will get the best return for their
               money by awarding the funds to the applicant’s district. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Grants are not necessarily awarded to “needy” districts; they are awarded to those
               districts that best related to the mission and values of the organization that manages
               the funds being awarded.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Given limited resources, one effective strategy is to outsource the grant-writing
         needs of the school district. By outsourcing grant services, districts can apply a
         more formal approach to identifying and being awarded with a consistent revenue stream
         of grant funding. There are many service providers available to support these efforts.
         The following are traditional grant associations and firms made up of grant writers:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Grant Professionals Association (www.grantprofessionals.org)

            
         

         
         	
            Association of Fundraising Professionals (www.afpnet.org)

            
         

         
         	
            ForGrantWritersOnly.com 

            
         

         
         	
            GrantPathWays.com

            
         

         
      

      
      By networking and contacting grant writers who are association members or part of
         management firms, a district can ensure it is contracting with high-quality, committed
         professionals. Another alternative is Guru.com. This website enables districts to
         post project-related needs online and receive competing bids from grant writers. Grant
         writers are rated for their funding percentages and grant earnings, and the site also
         lists writers’ hourly rates. 
      

      
      From Outsourcing to Crowdsourcing: Other Innovative Grant Opportunities

      
      What does it mean for a district to transition its financial needs from outsourcing
         to crowdsourcing? The word crowdsourcing describes a process of distributing fundraising tasks across a large platform of
         people, such as the general public, employees, or individuals engaged officially as
         part of an organization. This is important to public schools because it potentially
         taps into a broader audience of interested donors or philanthropic sources. 
      

      
      Crowdsourcing platforms for education enable districts to design, promote, and fundraise
         for specific efforts. In contrast, financial management of schools is often done behind
         the scenes in committee-level environments. Crowdsourcing helps encourage innovative
         thinking by expanding financial planning beyond a few key leaders to a broader audience
         of interested parties. For example, educator Brian Cohen used crowdsourcing in a magnet
         high school in the 137,000-student Philadelphia school district to purchase laptops
         for each student in his class. In this instance, he raised over $8,500 from family,
         friends, and parents (Davis, 2013). 
      

      
      While the use of crowdsourcing is growing in popularity in the private sector, it
         is only now beginning to impact education. Public school districts have to determine
         whether to ignore this trend, work with third-party outsourced partners to embrace
         it, or build their own versions internal to the school district. While many of these
         platforms serve the higher education community, they could clearly apply to public
         K–12 schools. Here are examples of platforms that can be accessed by schools:
      

      
      
         	
            
            With DonorsChoose.org, public school teachers post projects online, and funders choose
               a project to contribute toward. Donors and teachers can connect to discuss and collaborate
               more in depth regarding the nature and goals of the instruction, project, or research.
               
            

            
         

         
         	
            Sciflies.org is another micro-donation funding site that supports research projects
               across medical, engineering, and environmental science fields. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            On MiddSTART.Middlebury.edu, Vermont-based Middlebury College solicits funds for students
               who are exploring specific interests through creative, entrepreneurial, and innovative
               projects. Alumni and friends can contribute to support particular activities or efforts.
               
            

            
         

         
         	
            RaisingSocial.org offers crowdsource funding opportunities for schools where donors
               become acquainted and aligned with one another and specific interests. 
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Corporate Grants, Foundations, and Public Schools

      
      Despite the economic downturn, corporate grants in public schools have increased since
         2008 (Robelen, 2010). Strong interest exists in supporting educational programs, specific
         entrepreneurial skills, and funding for specific projects. Philanthropic interests
         in K–12 education have seen substantial growth in the last ten years (Hess, 2005).
         Although corporate grants represent a small percentage of the overall funding formula
         for public education, they represent a key discretionary funding source to meet specific
         educational needs. 
      

      
      Overall charitable giving toward education is broken down with a year-over-year increase
         of nearly 2 percent from 2011 to 2012 
(MacLaughlin, 2013). During this same time period, approximately 14 percent of all
         giving was earmarked for education. There is a growing trend for companies of all
         sizes to participate in their communities and support various needs within public
         education. Most notably, foundations such as those started by Bill and Melinda Gates,
         Eli Broad, and the Walton family were created by entrepreneurs and business people.
         
      

      
      It does not stop there, however, as many local businesses, independents, and small
         chains are also heavily involved in philanthropy to increase their public exposure
         on a local level. This provides an opening for public schools to encourage businesses
         to become more philanthropic while also enabling school districts the opportunity
         to tap into existing levels of support. According to Schnitzer (1995), educators should
         consider the following recommendations for effectively targeting and securing corporate
         grants: 
      

      
      
         	
            
            Define and outline a grant-writing process. 

            
         

         
         	
            Review and discuss the basic principles and vocabulary of specific organizations and
               their interests.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Identify where there is alignment between the district strategic plan and the corporate
               mission or market purpose of the corporate partner.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Organize a public relations team to engage with the corporate entity about various
               financial and academic needs as well as how the two institutions could work together
               closely.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Secure district, school, and community data and share it across the team.

            
         

         
         	
            Identify matching funds and in-kind services.

            
         

         
         	
            Secure letters of support from parents and other key figures in the community.

            
         

         
         	
            Check the district’s policy regulations. 

            
         

         
         	
            Write, review, modify, and then distribute the grant application to the funding organization.
               
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Private or Family Charitable Trusts

      
      Private or family charitable trusts are important components in alternative funding
         for financially challenged public school districts; any additional funding is critical
         and often helps to maintain existing K–12 programs and personnel. In some instances,
         alternative funding serves to expand, enhance, and even create new programming to
         ensure that all students are guaranteed curriculum that is up-to-date with twenty-first-century
         skills. Thus, across the country, many large and small private or family charitable
         trusts are partnering with urban, suburban, and rural public, private, charter, and
         parochial school districts and are striving to become key players in the delivery
         of quality education programs.
      

      
      Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation

      
      One of the largest and most lucrative private foundations is the Bill and Melinda
         Gates Foundation. Its grants totaled $3.4 billion in 2012, and its approach to grant
         making is focused on collaboration, innovation, risk taking, and results (Bill and
         Melinda Gates Foundation, 2014). The foundation has used the results and evaluation
         of grant programs to build the trust endowment to $36.4 billion. Data shows that positive
         results from grants issued continue to boost this trust endowment. 
      

      
      The Gates Foundation forms partnerships with various organizations around the globe
         to assist the world’s poorest nations in getting out of poverty. In the United States,
         the focus of the foundation is to improve high school and postsecondary education
         for at-risk students (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2014). Examples of grants
         awarded in education include Hillsborough County Public Schools ($100 million), Memphis
         City Schools ($90 million), the College-Ready Promise in Los Angeles ($60 million),
         and Pittsburgh Public Schools ($40 million). These grants assisted districts in supporting
         programs that recruit high-quality teachers, provide professional development, and
         improve compensation to aid in retaining quality teachers. 
      

      
      Significantly, these programs build in assessment and evaluation systems for data
         collection to illustrate positive results and outcomes. Data illustrating the positive
         results and outcomes then give the foundation the basis to maintain and add contributors
         so that the trust endowment continues to increase.
      

      
      Goldman Sachs and the Pritzker Group

      
      Goldman Sachs and the Pritzker Group forged a unique partnership with investors seeking
         a return on their contribution (Meehan, 2013). Goldman Sachs and the Pritzker Group
         partnered with the Granite School District in Utah, which educates sixty-seven thousand
         students, with the goal of expanding early childhood programs. This partnership emphasizes
         what is referred to as “pay-for-success.” This process is centered on outcomes and
         utilizes the philosophy that proactively investing in prevention and intervention
         programs will reduce future necessary remediation costs in educational programming.
         
      

      
      The first investment of its kind, this partnership is an atypical way to finance components
         of education that are ordinarily publicly funded. The investment includes $7 million
         over eight years and has as its primary goal to expand early childhood programming
         in the Granite School District. The assessment and evaluation data provided by Voices
         for Utah Children indicate that students who take part in this expanded preschool
         program will be less likely to need expensive interventions or special education programs
         later in their educational programs (Meehan, 2013). Thus, this unique partnership
         with traditionally nonacademic entities may be yet another creative solution to the
         ever-present financial challenges facing U.S. school districts that continually try
         to improve programming and address the learning needs of all students.
      

      
      Pew Charitable Trusts

      
      The Pew Charitable Trusts are another set of private or family charitable trusts that
         focus on solving the most pressing issues in society today. This nonprofit is actually
         comprised of seven trusts that originated from 1948–1979 and were fostered by the
         two sons and two daughters of Sun Oil Company founders Joseph N. and Mary Anderson
         Pew (Pew Charitable Trusts, n.d.). The Pew Charitable Trusts are entrepreneurial at
         heart and is mirrored after its founders’ motivation to succeed. 
      

      
      Its early support was for such causes as cancer research, the Red Cross, and a project
         to fund black colleges. Contemporary Pew projects base their focus on research, including
         research on the importance of early childhood education. Much of this research demonstrates
         that what children learn and master before the age of five has a tremendous impact
         on their future. As with the Goldman Sachs and Pritzker Group partnership, the Pew
         Charitable Trusts’ underlying premise is that investing in quality prekindergarten
         programs will pay future dividends regarding educational intervention as well as the
         broader social impact (Pew, n.d.). 
      

      
      Examples of Pew’s initiatives include the Pre-K Now program that works diligently
         with governmental agencies and policy makers to create high-quality, voluntary pre-kindergarten
         for all three- and four-year-old children. Pew also supports the National Early Childhood
         Accountability Task Force that examines prekindergarten performance on an ongoing
         basis. Based on analysis of these data analysis, the Pew Charitable Trusts partners
         with states to increase and strengthen preschool programs to improve student performance.
         In addition, the National Institute for Early Childhood Education Research provides
         continuous data collection and analysis of prekindergarten and kindergarten programs
         to ensure that the outcomes of these programs are positive for all early childhood
         students (Pew, n.d.).
      

      
      Pew has invested considerable time, money, and personnel to help guarantee that all
         children in prekindergarten and kindergarten have successful and positive experiences
         that will lay the critical foundation for their future education. Pew’s funding in
         these areas exceeds $8 million.
      

      
      Helmsley Charitable Trust

      
      The Helmsley Charitable Trust is another well-respected and highly involved organization
         that supports high-quality teaching and learning. Most recently, this charitable trust
         has funded $6.4 million in education grants. The Helmsley Charitable Trust focuses
         on learning outcomes in the South Bronx section of New York City and beyond. This
         trust supports diligent work on closing the achievement gaps that occur between diverse
         groups of students by collaborating with administrators and teachers to address the
         different learning needs of all students and by creating an outcomes-based funding
         source that spans across New York City (Leona M. and Harry B. Helmsley Charitable
         Trust, 2011). 
      

      
      The Helmsley grants target students from early childhood to postsecondary education.
         Areas in education that are typically funded include extending the school day or the
         school year and adding summer programs to provide the much-needed extra time some
         students require to progress and succeed academically. Further funding is provided
         for sustained and substantive professional development for both educators and administrators,
         with the goal of improving programming and targeting interventions for student academic
         success. 
      

      
      In addition, the Helmsley Charitable Trust funds youth development programs, initiatives
         that highlight cultural development, and efforts that encourage students to seek postsecondary
         education. These postsecondary initiatives match students’ needs for learning and
         access to higher education with the goal of expanding postsecondary opportunities
         for all students (Leona M. and Harry B. Helmsley Charitable Trust, 2011).
      

      
      The Helmsley Charitable Trust also recognizes the need for additional funding of public
         and charter schools. Such grants include Turnaround for Children, Building Educated
         Leaders for Life, the New York State Education Department, and the National Summer
         Learning Association. The Helmsley Charitable Trust launched its first grants in February
         2011.
      

      
      Virginia G. Piper Charitable Trust

      
      The Virginia G. Piper Charitable Trust awarded up to $3.8 million in grants in 2013
         in Arizona (Virginia G. Piper Charitable Trust, 2013). By empowering partnerships
         with various businesses, the trust is able to grow and prosper. Prior to the 2012–2013
         academic year, the Piper Charitable Trust granted 305 school districts in Maricopa
         County, Arizona, significant grants to fund the purchase of necessary school clothes
         and uniforms for students. This giving is based on the understanding that children
         who begin the school year with the appropriate and necessary clothing will be ready
         to learn and armed with higher confidence and improved self-esteem (Virginia G. Piper,
         2013). These characteristics are critical elements in creating an academic environment
         that welcomes students and lets them know they are important. In this way, students
         are made to feel as though they matter, have the ability to succeed, and possess tremendous
         potential. 
      

      
      In addition, Piper’s grants help fund improved early learning environments. This focus
         includes providing appropriate and adequate funding for promoting quality early childhood
         curricula, inter-rater reliability regarding content and pedagogy among early childhood
         education professionals, and maintenance of appropriate national early childhood accreditation
         (Virginia G. Piper, n.d.). 
      

      
      Finally, the Piper Charitable Trust supports initiatives that enhance tutoring as
         well as enrichment programs for children in elementary school. The hope is that children
         who need extra support will have the opportunity to access it and remain current with
         their peers through afterschool tutoring programs. Funding also supports students
         who need to be further challenged academically when there may not be adequate funding
         at the state or local levels for this type of activity. Examples of this support area
         include Junior Achievement and the College Depot; both programs are targeted to encourage
         students’ smooth transition to postsecondary education (Virginia G. Piper, n.d.).
         
      

      
      Gelfand Family Charitable Trust

      
      Based in Swampscott, Massachusetts, the Gelfand Family Charitable Trust funds educational
         initiatives in the areas of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM).
         Examples of the Gelfand Family Charitable Trust include partnerships with Case Western
         Reserve University and the Swampscott (Massachusetts) Public Schools. These programs
         exemplify grassroots efforts that strive to motivate all students to become more creative
         and more involved in STEM learning areas. 
      

      
      The goal of Gelfand’s partnership with Case Western Reserve University is to use resources
         to encourage, mentor, and guide PK–12 students by including lessons that focus on
         the importance of scientific practices and concepts so as to interest them in STEM
         for life. This partnership works with school districts, such as the Cleveland Metropolitan
         School District and districts in northeast Ohio, that are designated as high need
         by the Ohio Department of Education (Leonard Gelfand STEM Center, n.d.). Funding is
         made available to public, private, charter, and parochial schools. 
      

      
      The Gelfand Family Charitable Trust supports school-wide science fairs and provides
         funding for students to plan, develop, and implement science projects. Gelfand Fellows
         are also available to assist with the implementation of district-wide and school-wide
         science fairs as well as to motivate students to carry out their own individual science
         fair projects. The Gelfand Fellows assist with developing student projects, teaching
         about experimental design, and guiding students through the data analysis and data
         presentation phases of the process. Case Western Reserve University and the Gelfand
         Family Charitable Trust gives approximately $1,000 toward the kickoff of school-wide
         science fairs and $500–$750 for student funding to jump-start students’ projects (Leonard
         Gelfand STEM Center, n.d.). 
      

      
      The Gelfand Family Charitable Trust recently funded a four-year STEM initiative in
         the Swampscott (Massachusetts) Public Schools, with a fifth year of additional funding
         through 2015. The Gelfand Family Charitable Trust and the Swampscott Public Schools’
         partnership has produced positive results since its inception in 2011. The total money
         earmarked for the five-year project is $1.265 million. There are five components included
         in this K–12 partnership. These important funding targets are investments in the STEM
         infrastructure that provide expert STEM teachers at the elementary, middle, and high
         school levels who are responsible for planning and implementing STEM curricula and
         modeling appropriate interdisciplinary STEM lessons. 
      

      
      The components of this partnership include funding ongoing and substantive professional
         development for teachers and administrators to ensure sustainability of quality STEM
         programming when the grant is no longer available, investing in resources and curriculum
         necessary to implement a cohesive K–12 STEM program, and funding STEM-related extracurricular
         activities, such as an elementary afterschool science enrichment program and a chemical
         engineering club at Swampscott High School, with the goal of eventually infusing these
         foci in the district’s required STEM curriculum. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      The importance of collaboration among private or family charitable trusts, districts,
         and schools cannot be underscored enough. As demonstrated by these examples, many
         districts and schools could not further initiatives to improve varied programming
         for all students under the current fiscal structure without the support of grants
         and innovative partnerships. Proactive programming and curriculum are necessary for
         a quality, twenty-first-century education, as all students must graduate well prepared
         to face the rapidly changing expectations necessary to succeed in the contemporary
         global society. Thus, alternative funding sources like grants from corporations and
         private or family charitable trusts must be considered as viable, ongoing sources
         of income to augment federal, state, and local K–12 education budgets.
      

      
      Points to Remember

      
      
         	
            
            A decline in federal, state, and local funding has led to relationship building between
               school districts and private foundations and corporations.
            

            
         

         
         	
            To comply with unfunded mandates, which have proven to be a turning point in education,
               districts now need creative fundraising options.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Grant sources are not pursued often enough by districts, but they offer a plethora
               of opportunities for the education sector.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Grant writing is so involved that smaller districts tend to outsource this function,
               while larger districts have in-house employees to serve this purpose.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Crowdsourcing is an innovative way to access wealth from a large population.

            
         

         
         	
            Corporate foundations and private trusts often partner with schools and districts
               to augment traditional funding and focus on specific goals.
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      Chapter 4

      Promoting Partnerships in Cooperative Purchasing and Shared Services
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      This chapter will discuss the cost and benefit for both public and private entities
         in developing and participating in cooperative purchasing programs. Whether in the
         private or public sector, procurement requirements have become more complex, making
         it increasingly difficult to determine the most cost-advantageous method of acquiring
         needed goods and services. Not surprisingly, cooperative agreements are becoming increasingly
         popular at the federal, state, and local levels. This chapter will describe the various
         types of cooperative purchasing initiatives as well as best practices in both the
         public and private sector.
      

      
       This chapter also will discuss opportunities for shared services arrangements between
         public and private entities, among public entities, and also between various departments
         of public entities. The goal of shared services activities is to identify areas of
         redundancy and overlapping efforts and then streamline both processes and employee
         workloads to improve the overall delivery of services. 
      

      
      The result of shared services agreements can be a more effective and efficient utilization
         of available human and financial resources. Increased cost effectiveness and efficiencies
         generally lead to both immediate cost savings as well as future cost avoidance. This
         chapter will describe the various types of shared services initiatives as well as
         best practices both between public and private sectors and among public entities.
      

      
      Cooperative Purchasing

      
      As financial support for public education has declined over the past decade, cooperative
         purchasing programs have become increasingly popular. As already mentioned in the
         chapter’s introduction, procurement requirements in the private and public sectors
         have become more complicated, which makes it harder to acquire needed goods and services
         in the most fiscally advantageous manner. In response to this trend, cooperative contracts
         have grown in popularity at the federal, state, and local levels. A cursory review
         of any state’s procurement efforts will identify numerous governmental contracts for
         a wide array of goods and services. 
      

      
      Cooperative Purchasing: An Operational Definition

      
      The Government Contract Reference Book (Nash et al., 1998) describes cooperative purchasing as two or more governments purchasing
         under the same contract. Cooperative purchasing is simply a joint effort among one
         or more entities to combine demand and develop a larger economy of scale to take advantage
         of quantity discounts and buying power. The premise is that the larger economy of
         scale will lead to savings by each participating entity. 
      

      
      Most early cooperative arrangements were informal and involved the purchasing of commodities
         (e.g., cleaning supplies, office supplies, and fuel) or services (e.g., hazardous
         waste disposal). More recently, the cooperative purchasing concept has been applied
         to information technology services, computer hardware and software, copiers, pharmaceuticals,
         and various consulting services.
      

      
      According to the National Association of State Procurement Officials (NASPO), there
         are three types of cooperative purchasing arrangements:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Cooperative contracts: Several organizations combine their requirements, and one of them manages the procurement
               process for all participants. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Piggybacking contracts: Entities other than the original participants can “piggyback” or participate in that
               procurement after the fact, usually for a fee.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Third-party contracts: An outside entity manages the process and results on behalf of the participating
               organizations.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Cooperative Purchasing Models

      
      Typically, there are three types of cooperative purchasing contracts:

      
      
         	
            
            Definite quantity and delivery: In this type of procurement, there is a definite economic relationship between risk
               and price: lower risk = lower price. Definite quantity bids specifically identify
               all cooperative participants and their respective requirements. Definite delivery
               bids also specify the delivery location(s) and time schedule(s). These contracts usually
               provide the lowest price because the demand is guaranteed. However, participants are
               often unable to accurately forecast their specific requirements and timelines or even
               agree on common bid specifications.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Indefinite quantity and delivery: In this type of procurement, participants may achieve larger economies of scale and
               thereby reduce administrative costs. Although the participants are identified, requirements
               for quantity and time schedules are only estimated, with no specific purchase guarantee.
               Specifications for this type of contract may be easier to develop because there are
               no specific quantities or any guaranteed purchases. Despite not being as advantageous
               as definite quantity commitments, pricing is still based on a larger economy of scale
               from that of single customers. These procurements are more flexible for the participants,
               as they allow for slight variations in requirements and possible negotiation of terms
               and conditions. On the other hand, the lack of specificity, in quantities especially,
               often results in higher prices. Potential bidders, if not confident in the estimated
               requirements, may not offer their best prices.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Piggyback model: In this type of procurement, a lead agency will issue a solicitation that will allow
               other participants to “piggyback” on the contract terms and prices. The lead agency
               must specify and include piggyback language in the solicitation, and the bidder must
               agree to allow additional agencies to participate. It is important to note that not
               all states allow for piggybacking of contracts. Piggybacking solicitations are relatively
               easy to administer. They also can make a large number of procurement contracts available
               to a large number of participants, thereby reducing overall management costs and resulting
               in cost savings, especially for smaller entities. Nevertheless, because solicitation
               participation and quantities are not specified, cost savings may be minimal. Potential
               bidders may offer minimal discounts and benefit when the actual quantities exceed
               their expectations. Local vendors are not generally pleased with piggyback procurements
               offered through another community. 
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Purchasing Cooperatives

      
      A purchasing cooperative is a type of cooperative arrangement, often among businesses,
         to agree to aggregate demand to obtain lower prices from selected suppliers. It is
         often used by government agencies to reduce procurement costs. Purchasing cooperatives
         are used most frequently by governmental entities because they are required to follow
         laws requiring competitive bidding above certain thresholds. Counties, municipalities,
         schools, colleges, and universities in the majority of states can sign an interlocal
         agreement that allows them to legally use a contract that was procured by another
         governmental entity. 
      

      
      An example of this is Harris County Department of Education (HCDE), a governmental
         organization with three procurement cooperatives: Choice Facility Partners, a facility
         services cooperative; the Gulf Coast Cooperative, a food cooperative primarily serving
         schools; and the HCDE Purchasing Cooperative, a cooperative offering more than 275
         vendor contracts for commodities. Schools, colleges and universities, municipalities,
         counties, municipal utility districts, and other governmental entities sign an interlocal
         contract with HCDE, thus becoming members that can access any of the multitude of
         competitively bid and legally awarded contracts available through its cooperatives.
      

      
      Private-Sector Initiatives

      
      Association of Educational Purchasing Agencies

      
      In 2000, ten educational service agencies from around the country joined together
         to form the Association of Educational Purchasing Agencies (AEPA). Their goal was
         to gain economies of scale by bidding on a national level, allowing them to save school
         districts in their states money on everything they need to operate a successful school.
         By leveraging the purchasing power of the schools across the country, AEPA member
         agencies offer schools the ability to purchase at equal buying levels, regardless
         of their size. To date, the organization has grown to twenty-six states, serving twenty-five
         million students, with annual purchases of nearly $400 million.
      

      
      With shrinking budgets and fewer resources, more school districts and public agencies
         are looking to cooperative purchasing agreements like AEPA to meet their purchasing
         requirements. Not only does the process save school districts the time, cost, and
         aggravation of having to bid themselves, it also reduces the redundancy of the same
         bids being done in multiple service centers. By working together, these agencies can
         expand the contracts they are able to offer, affording them the time they need to
         provide support to their school districts in their purchasing endeavors.
      

      
       AEPA is unique in that each purchasing contract is awarded separately in each member
         state, in accordance with local bidding laws. While convenient and efficient, AEPA’s
         volume purchasing also protects buyers from some of the legal pitfalls of the public
         procurement process because it is state specific.
      

      
       Further, AEPA’s structure adds to its cost efficiency. AEPA membership is comprised
         of nonprofit educational service agencies, and each member agency provides staff to
         volunteer a portion of their time to AEPA work. All the bidding and support is done
         internally, utilizing the experience and knowledge of school purchasing agents from
         those states. The nonprofit and volunteer nature of the agency sets AEPA apart from
         other purchasing cooperatives.
      

      
       Combining the needs of the twenty-five million students who fall under AEPA’s umbrella
         provides an incentive to vendors to offer their best prices and the highest quality
         products. Currently, AEPA offers over thirty contracts, ranging in discounts that
         run as deep as 80 percent. While it is difficult to quantify the actual savings being
         recognized, the discounts are significant. The true result is a lower cost of procurement
         and ownership for individual agencies that can then better utilize their staff and
         resources to put those dollars back into the classroom. 
      

      
      Pennsylvania Educational Purchasing Program for Microcomputers

      
      A national technology bidding and purchasing program administered by Central Susquehanna
         Intermediate Unit (CSIU), Pennsylvania Educational Purchasing Program for Microcomputers
         (PEPPM) has been authorized by the Pennsylvania Department of Education for the past
         thirty years to maintain responsibility for state bid law compliance in technology
         procurement. PEPPM has proven to be a highly cost-effective, bid-protected source
         for technology purchases. 
      

      
       PEPPM bids are conducted and awarded in Pennsylvania and California. Awarded PEPPM
         contracts are available in all other states where piggybacking is permitted. PEPPM
         has also partnered with the Capitol Region Education Council (CREC) in Hartford, Connecticut,
         to further support the technology needs of schools throughout New England. Buyers
         eligible to purchase through PEPPM include K–14 schools and agencies as well as (with
         vendor approval) four-year colleges and universities, local county and state governments,
         authorities, and other nonprofits.
      

      
       PEPPM’s bidding and purchasing program does the bid legwork for the schools and other
         eligible agencies in advance, saving busy school business officials precious time.
         PEPPM solicits sealed competitive bids on popular lines of computer equipment, peripherals,
         copiers, software, and audio/visual and communication equipment. PEPPM aggregates
         buyers and demand in states across the country to secure the lowest prices for technology
         products. There are currently 269 product line contracts awarded to more than 185
         different vendors (Hart, 2013). In addition to product line awards, PEPPM has conducted
         and awarded twenty catalog awards in various technology category areas as audiovisual
         equipment, general hardware and software, end-of-life computer systems and parts,
         refurbished computer systems and parts, and remanufactured laser toner and ink cartridges.
         
      

      
       Purchasing through PEPPM can save time and money as well as satisfy state competitive
         bidding requirements. Orders can be placed without the cost and delay associated with
         local bid development and award. It even provides a source for schools to obtain a
         required number of pricing quotes, further saving the need for individual bidding
         for those who need extra security in using a nationally bid contract. Foregoing the
         traditional—and sometimes lengthy—bid process allows for delivery, setup, and use
         to begin more quickly, which can make it a better value for schools with many demands
         to meet. 
      

      
       As budgets continue to shrink, technology funds are often first to be cut. The PEPPM
         technology bidding and purchasing program is one way of obtaining the best value and
         iron-tight bid protection when making technology purchases. PEPPM goes beyond conducting
         the bids and making the awards. PEPPM’s service after the bid separates it from all
         other contract opportunities, including volume and spot pricing, free shipping for
         orders over $500, and vendor price reviews. Since PEPPM began in 1982, schools, libraries,
         and governmental and nonprofit agencies have bought more than $2 billion of technology
         products, saving not only on the price of the products but also on the cost of bidding
         (Hart, 2013).
      

      
      National Cooperative Purchasing Alliance

      
      National Cooperative Purchasing Alliance (NCPA) is a leading national government purchasing
         cooperative working to reduce the cost of goods and services by leveraging the purchasing
         power of public agencies in all fifty states. NCPA utilizes state-of-the-art procurement
         resources and solutions that result in cooperative purchasing contracts that ensure
         all public agencies are receiving products and services of the highest quality at
         the lowest prices. 
      

      
      NCPA works with a public agency that (as lead agency) competitively solicits national
         master procurement contracts for use by all public agencies. These contracts are established
         using the following process:
      

      
      
         	
            
            The lead agency issues a competitive solicitation for a product or service on behalf
               of NCPA and all public agencies.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The solicitation is advertised nationally for a minimum of four weeks and can be viewed
               on the NCPA website.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The solicitation includes language that makes the contract accessible nationally to
               public agencies in states whose laws allow for intergovernmental contract use (i.e.,
               “piggybacking” or “adopting”).
            

            
         

         
         	
            Vendors respond to the solicitation with sealed responses that are recorded and publicly
               opened.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The lead agency evaluates the responses and awards contracts.

            
         

         
      

      
      There are over ninety thousand agencies nationwide from both the public and nonprofit
         sectors that are eligible to utilize NCPA’s cooperative purchasing contracts. These include but are not limited to the following agency types: school districts
         (including public and private K–12 as well as charter schools); higher education institutions
         (including universities, community colleges, private colleges, and technical/vocational
         schools); cities, counties, and local governments; state agencies; health care organizations;
         church/religious entities; and nonprofit corporations.
      

      
      Public-Sector Initiatives 

      
      More recently, the public sector has taken note of the benefits derived through cooperative
         purchasing in the private sector and continues to strive for best practices. The following
         best practices have been successful in the public sector—both for school districts
         and their governing municipalities.
      

      
      General Services Administration

      
      The U.S. government’s General Services Administration (GSA) maintains a large list
         of multiple award procurements. Vendors are selected for GSA multiple award schedules
         through an open and continuous solicitation and qualification process instead of competitive
         bids or proposals. GSA typically seeks competition through a quotation process that
         requires the bidder’s most favorable prices. Both state and local agencies may participate
         in these GSA procurements and receive the best prices because of the federal government’s
         economy of scale. There is usually a surcharge for GSA purchases, which is generally
         referred to as the industry funding fee (IFF).
      

      
      Rhode Island Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, Office of Statewide
         Efficiencies
      

      
      Typical state government initiatives have focused on mandating municipal-school cost
         sharing and consolidation by increasing personnel and service delivery efficiencies.
         The Rhode Island legislature has mandated a number of statewide efficiency initiatives
         designed to reduce the cost of certain operations for both school districts and the
         state. To develop and implement these mandates, the Rhode Island Department of Elementary
         and Secondary Education (DESE) has organized an Office of Statewide Efficiencies.
         
      

      
      The following are among its specific statewide efficiency initiatives: state master
         purchase agreement for school and office supplies, statewide food service contract,
         statewide transportation program, school construction regulations, e-rate program,
         statewide uniform chart of accounts, statewide facility assessment templates, and
         technology bond (economy of scale). Other initiatives under DESE consideration include
         statewide health insurance benefits for school employees, statewide teacher contract,
         consolidation of facilities, and consolidation of educational administrative functions.
      

      
      Mohave Arizona Cooperative Purchasing Consortium

      
      Another state-level effort is the Mohave Arizona Cooperative Purchasing Consortium
         (MACPC). It provides statewide bidding for school-related equipment and services that
         schools can access through an intergovernmental agreement. MACPC also operates the
         Arizona School Partners in Nutrition (ASPIN), specializing in cooperative procurement
         of food service–related products for over one hundred participating school districts.
         Through this public-private partnership, MACPC contracts benefit both the member school
         districts and the vendors.
      

      
      Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative, Municipal Medicaid Reimbursement Department

      
      The Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative   (LPVEC, 2013) began the Municipal
         Medicaid Department in December 1993. The goal of the department was to obtain provider
         status for its seven member towns and effectively implement billing software as well
         as design billing procedures that would match the federal requirements and allow for
         direct service claiming. 
      

      
      The member towns began receiving reimbursement from the program in May 1994. The revenue
         for the first year of the Municipal Medicaid program was approximately $600,000 (Oyler,
         2013). The LPVEC Municipal Medicaid Reimbursement Department has continued to obtain
         maximum reimbursement for its member districts. In fiscal year 2005, the members received
         revenues of approximately $1,818,097, with a matching revenue amount to the Commonwealth
         of Massachusetts (Oyler, 2013).
      

      
       Over the past several years, the LPVEC Municipal Medicaid Reimbursement Department
         has expanded, and it now allows the LPVEC to contract with area nonmember LEAs. The
         LPVEC currently has twenty-nine contracts with local LEAs that have collectively received
         revenues of approximately $4.3 million, with a matching revenue amount to the Commonwealth
         of Massachusetts (Oyler, 2013). The contract stipulates that the fee for services
         is 10 percent of the net reimbursement from the federal Medicaid program. Every year
         since its inception, the Municipal Medicaid program has contributed a revenue surplus
         to the collaborative’s fund balance. 
      

      
      Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative, Energy Management Services

      
      The LPVEC’s Energy Management Services was started in 1998 when this program was eliminated
         as part of the restructuring of the Hampden County government. Because the program
         had a direct benefit to the LPVEC member school districts and municipalities, the
         LPVEC hired the county staff and assumed the program. This department makes four main
         activities available to participating school districts and municipalities:
      

      
      
      
         
         	
            Consulting services: LPVEC Energy Management Services has expertise in construction bidding, contract
               management, and utility conflict resolution. Because the collaborative is a governmental
               entity, participants pay approximately one-third of the amount they would have to
               pay to private consultants for the same work. Boilers, lighting, air conditioning,
               windows, doors, insulation, and ceilings are just some of the projects handled by
               Energy Management Services (LPVEC, 2013).
            

            
         

         
         	
            Natural gas: The LPVEC Energy Management Service natural gas collaborative bid has been successful
               in saving members approximately 15 percent on their natural gas bills (Schroeder,
               2013). There are sixty-five members, including school districts, municipalities, housing
               authorities, and nonprofit organizations, with an annual gas usage of over nine million
               therms (Schroeder, 2013). Through prudent management and by taking advantage of market
               conditions, the program has saved the participating agencies more than $800,000 annually
               (Schroeder, 2013).
            

            
         

         
         	
            Heating and transportation fuels: LPVEC Energy Management Services successfully created in creating cooperative bids
               for heating oil, diesel, and gasoline. The fuel oil co-op bid covers over sixty awarding
               authorities in Western Massachusetts, including school districts, municipalities,
               and other organizations, with a combined annual use of over six million gallons per
               year (Schroeder, 2013). By allowing members to “lock in” a fixed price when fuel prices
               are low, Energy Management Services has saved its members more than $1.1 million annually
               (Schroeder, 2013).
            

            
         

         
         	
            Electricity: LPVEC Energy Management Services has partnered with Strategic Energy of Pittsburg,
               Pennsylvania, to bring participating school districts, municipalities, and nonprofit
               organizations considerable savings on their electric bills. Strategic Energy is unusual
               among power marketers in that it returns most of the profits of its power trades to
               customers in the form of prices lower than even their guaranteed low ceiling price.
               Cost savings to the participating agencies are collectively in excess of $450,000
               annually (Schroeder, 2013).
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Time and Cost Savings through Cooperative Procurements

      
      Cooperative purchasing solicitations produce lower prices. Through standardization
         of products or services and by aggregating requirements, the participating agencies
         benefit from combined economies of scale. Cooperative procurements are especially
         advantageous for smaller entities because they benefit from the participation of larger
         entities (i.e., state and federal governments).
      

      
      Cooperative purchasing solicitations also generally provide higher-quality products
         and services. By utilizing the technical expertise of larger organizations, procurement
         professionals, and more technical evaluations, lead agencies are able to develop better
         specifications for higher-quality products and services. Smaller entities naturally
         benefit from this expertise.
      

      
      The utilization of solicitations developed by another entity saves time and effort
         and reduces redundancies. With one procurement process and one solicitation serving
         multiple participating agencies, cooperative purchasing contracts save administrative
         costs because those costs are spread over several participating agencies. Cooperative
         procurements are convenient. Instead of multiple procurement efforts, agencies can
         simply select products or services from a cooperative contract catalog, saving each
         participant time, effort, and costs.
      

      
      In addition, when procured through a state or local government entity, participants
         can be assured that the solicitation meets state regulations. Ultimately, the general
         public benefits from cooperative purchase agreements through a better allocation of
         resources and a more efficient method of procuring both goods and services.
      

      
      Shared Services

      
      Shared services are a method of reorganizing various administrative or management
         functions to optimize their delivery by making them more cost effective and efficient.
         The goal of shared services activities is to identify areas of redundancy and overlapping
         efforts and then streamline both processes and employee workloads to improve the overall
         delivery of services to the customer or, in the case of public entities, to the public.
      

      
      Shared services between municipalities and school departments generally seek greater
         efficiencies through the identification and elimination of organizational and staffing
         redundancies. Successful sharing efforts have been made in the areas of human resources
         management, payroll functions, technology and network administration, building and
         grounds maintenance, accounting and financial management, and creation of government
         trusts for cost containment of health insurance and workers’ compensation insurance.
         
      

      
      Shared services are similar to the collaboration that might take place between different
         but related organizations, such as a school district’s business office and its municipality’s
         business office. For example, adjacent entities might decide to collaborate by merging
         payroll, human resources, accounting, or technology functions.
      

      
      Shared services are often more than centralization or consolidation of similar activities.
         Such activity can also mean operating more like a business by delivering services
         to both internal and external customers at a cost, quality, and timeliness that is
         competitive with other alternatives. The result can be better use of the human and
         financial resources available. Increased cost effectiveness and efficiencies generally
         lead to cost savings, though these savings may be more of a future or long-term cost
         avoidance rather than an immediate cost reduction.
      

      
      Shared services is significantly different from outsourcing, which occurs when a third party provides a service that was previously conducted
         by the organization. It is sometimes assumed that a joint venture between a governmental entity and a commercial organization is an example of shared
         services. However, a joint venture usually involves the creation of a separate legal
         entity (jointly owned) that operates the entity on behalf of the stakeholders and
         provides profits to its shareholders.
      

      
      Shared services generally fall under two common design structures: unitary and joint
         initiatives. Unitary structure involves a single organization consolidating and centralizing
         a service so that it will now be shared by others within the organization. Joint initiatives
         structure is an agreement between two or more organizations to set up and operate
         a shared service. 
      

      
      There is an ongoing debate about the advantages of shared services over outsourcing.
         The largely unfavorable cultural response to the more traditional process of reorganization
         can be a key component of a move to shared services, even though it may still include
         elimination of redundancies and the revision or reassignment of work practices. 
      

      
      Private-Sector Initiatives

      
      The private sector has been utilizing shared services since the beginning of the 1980s.
         Large organizations such as the BBC, British Petroleum, Bristol Myers Squibb, Ford,
         General Electric, Hewlett Packard, Pfizer, Rolls-Royce, Arcelor Mittal, and SAP have
         operated them with great success. 
      

      
      Among the benefits of the shared services model (Peeriosity, 2012) are:

      
      
         	
            
            Economies of Scale—Lower costs.

            
         

         
         	
            Agreed-Upon Service Levels—Value decisions on what and how much to provide.

            
         

         
         	
            Standardization of Processes—Best practices.

            
         

         
         	
            Common Technology Platform—Enables coordinated transformation of front, middle, and
               back offices.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Culture—People with the skill and mind-set to optimize the model beyond the back office.

            
         

         
         	
            Operating units free to focus on their operations and external customers—Rely on Shared
               Services for support.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Corporate free to focus on strategy—Rely on Shared Services for statutory compliance,
               controls, and information.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Decision Support—Data analyzed and delivered as reliable and actionable information.

            
         

         
         	
            Flexibility—Shared Services can be sourced through multiple delivery channels or geographic
               locations.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Scalability—The Shared Services delivery model can be scaled for both acquisition/geographic
               and service scope expansion with relatively low incremental costs.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      A Shared Service Center (SSC) (Bain, 2011) reduces costs by consolidating one or more
         back-office operations used by multiple divisions of the same company—such as finance,
         information technology, customer service, and human resources—into a shared operation.
         By creating a stand-alone or semi-autonomous SSC, companies can eliminate redundant
         activities and improve efficiency, services, and customer satisfaction. Because of
         the need of every corporate department for finance and human services, these functions
         offer a common opportunity for an SSC model. Many of the savings come from standardizing
         technology and processes on a national and regional basis, making it easier to provide
         support for multiple business units, reduce personnel, and improve the speed and quality
         of service.
      

      
      Shared Service Centers are used not only to improve cost savings; they also help companies
         respond to the marketplace and pursue rapid growth strategies by:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Delivering higher quality service and improved customer satisfaction;

            
         

         
         	
            Capturing economies of scale;

            
         

         
         	
            Increasing standardization and use of leading edge technologies;

            
         

         
         	
            Freeing up employees to spend more time and resources on their core jobs;

            
         

         
         	
            Providing flexibility to quickly add new business units and expand geographically;

            
         

         
         	
            Enabling rapid integration of new acquisitions.

            
         

         
      

      
      Despite the success of SSCs, some SSC pioneers are moving to variations on the model:
         outsourcing back-office operations to a third-party provider, and consolidating and
         moving SSCs to countries with lower labor costs.
      

      
      Public-Sector Initiatives  

      
      More recently, the public sector has taken note of the benefits derived in the private
         sector and continues to strive for best practices in municipality-school district
         shared services such as identification and elimination of redundancies, human resources
         management, payroll, technology, building and grounds maintenance, and accounting
         and financial management. The following case studies for shared services implementation
         will identify various best practices that have been successful in the public sector—both
         for school districts and their governing municipalities (Futures Education, 2012).
      

      
      Barnstable, Massachusetts (Futures Education, 2012)

      
      Consolidation in Barnstable was borne out of a need to address the school district’s
         operational deficiencies. Specifically, the district had ended the year with a $1.9
         million deficit. This was the second year that school department spending exceeded
         appropriations. Clearly, there was a need for the development of more accurate, consistent,
         and timely financial data. While consolidation had been under consideration for some
         time, it did not become practical until a new school committee was elected and an
         interim school superintendent was hired. These individuals were supportive of the
         concept. District officials saw the merging of finance and personnel operations as
         enabling the schools to better focus on their core mission of educating children.
      

      
      The Pioneer Institute (Candal, 2009) was engaged to conduct an assessment of potential
         consolidation, and an implementation plan was agreed to by the stakeholders. In 2004,
         the town and school district began working together to consolidate the school department’s
         finance and human resource functions with those of the town—a model that is permissible
         under state law but not often permitted in Massachusetts cities and towns. Within
         a year and a half, the town had developed a system to deliver to school leaders accurate
         and constantly updated financial information regarding each school department budget
         area. This process is ongoing as additional consolidation areas continue to be identified
         and investigated. 
      

      
      For obvious reasons, finance was the initial area chosen for consolidation. At the
         time of the deficit, many felt that the town’s financial management had more credibility
         than the school department’s financial management. As a result, the town accountant
         assumed responsibility for the financial management of both the town and the school
         department. In essence, the assistant town accountant was assigned to be the primary
         school district financial officer. School transportation services and food services
         were excluded from that consolidation. These areas remain under the direction of school
         department personnel.
      

      
      Table 4.1 indicates the positions that were consolidated as part of the reorganization
         of the school and municipal finance departments.
      

      
      
         
         
         
         
            
            
             Finance Department Consolidation in Barnstable, Massachusetts.
            
            
            
            
            
               
            
            
               
            
            
               
            
            
               
            
            
               
               
                  	
                     
                     Eliminated Positions

                  
                  
                  	
                     Number Eliminated

                  
                  
                  	
                     Created Positions

                  
                  
                  	
                     Number Created

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     Administrative Assistant

                  
                  
                  	
                     1

                  
                  
                  	
                     Assistant Finance Director

                  
                  
                  	
                     1

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     Principal Assistants

                  
                  
                  	
                     3

                  
                  
                  	
                     Comptroller

                  
                  
                  	
                     1

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     Division Assistants (PT)

                  
                  
                  	
                     2

                  
                  
                  	
                     Financial Analyst

                  
                  
                  	
                     1

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     School Business Manager

                  
                  
                  	
                     1

                  
                  
                  	
                     Financial Support Team

                  
                  
                  	
                     4

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     Finance Clerk

                  
                  
                  	
                     2

                  
                  
                  	
                     Insurance Coordinator

                  
                  
                  	
                     1

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     Payroll Supervisor

                  
                  
                  	
                     1

                  
                  
                  	
                     None

                  
                  
                  	
                      

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     Payroll Assistant

                  
                  
                  	
                     1

                  
                  
                  	
                     None

                  
                  
                  	
                      

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     Payroll Clerk

                  
                  
                  	
                     1

                  
                  
                  	
                     None

                  
                  
                  	
                      

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     Total

                  
                  
                  	
                     12

                  
                  
                  	
                      

                  
                  
                  	
                     8

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                      

                  
                  
                  	
                      

                  
                  
                  	
                      

                  
                  
                  	
                      

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     Estimated Salary Cost Savings: $75,000

                  
                  
                  	
                      

                  
                  
                  	
                      

                  
               

            
         

         

      

      Of the twelve eliminated positions, only two of the current staff were retained. All
         others were terminated, as they were not qualified for the newly created positions.
         In addition, $692,835 was reallocated from the school budget to the town budget to
         cover the costs associated with the staff consolidation.
      

      
      To date, information technology remains separate for both the town and the district.
         Each have their own IT manager because the town and the school department run on separate
         technology platforms. As technology advances, the consolidation of IT personnel (i.e.,
         network administrators) will continually be reviewed and considered.
      

      
      An assessment of the amounts expended utilizing outside counsel resulted in the hiring
         of in-house counsel for the school district. The in-house counsel handles all the
         school district’s legal issues. The result is an increase in availability and a cost
         savings of approximately $125,000 annually.
      

      
      A recent study conducted by the Cape Cod Collaborative in Massachusetts (Brown, 2010),
         of which Barnstable is a member school district, recommended continuing to outsource
         their regular transportation. The district contract with First Student has been extended
         at mutually agreeable terms for five years. Special education transportation has been
         brought in house, utilizing the Cape Cod Collaborative for the provision of those
         services. The collaborative utilizes multidistrict routing, scheduling, and cost sharing
         among the participating school districts. This shared service ultimately results in
         increased operational quality and reduced costs. 
      

      
      The district has outsourced its food services program for several years because the
         program historically yielded financial losses when it operated internally. The current
         contract with ARAMARK contains a financial guarantee. The district retains the responsibility
         for the management of the free or reduced-price lunches for eligible students. This
         responsibility, along with liaison with the contractor, is vested in a food services
         director who reports to the assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction.
      

      
      Overall, the finance consolidation appears to be working quite well (Czajkowski, 2012).
         There have been some organizational issues with the human resources consolidation,
         but these seem to be working themselves out over time. Because of the personalities
         of the administrators involved, there is both interest and support to continue to
         review possible consolidation in the future as opportunities or needs arise.
      

      
      Westfield, Massachusetts

      
      Westfield is in the process of consolidating the human resources and finance departments
         of both the school district and the city. The consolidation concept originated from
         a need to move the district’s administrative offices from an old school building to
         city hall, where there is limited office space. While a personnel director position
         has been established to oversee both the city and the school district, assistant personnel
         support positions have been created for each. School personnel staff have been relocated
         to the city payroll office. The net result has been an increase in organizational
         efficiencies but no significant reduction in staff or expense. Other areas under consideration
         for consolidation in Westfield are technology and buildings and grounds maintenance.
      

      
      Harvard, Massachusetts

      
      Harvard has had a consolidated school business administrator and town accountant for
         over twelve years. The consolidation was initiated as an “experiment” when both the
         town accountant and the school business administrator positions became vacant. An
         external candidate was recruited to fill the joint position, and additional support
         positions were created in each department. Reportedly, this configuration continues
         to work today because no one remembers any other situation. The current school business
         administrator and town accountant has been serving in that role since the consolidated
         position was first created. The superintendent reported that while he has inherited
         the structure, it seems to be working quite well (Connelly, 2012).
      

      
      Arlington, Massachusetts

      
      In May 2011, two months after a new human resources officer was hired by the school
         committee, town meeting members voted to move forward with the process of consolidating
         the town and school human resources departments. The school district had been without
         a human resources officer since 2003. The function had been handled by various school
         administration staff, including the superintendent, assistant superintendent, business
         manager, and the superintendent’s executive secretary. With such a decentralized system,
         no one had the overall responsibility for planning and managing the personnel and
         human resources functions. This consolidation is an emerging process.
      

      
      Andover, Massachusetts

      
      In June 2010, after spending months investigating the potential consolidation of the
         school business office with the town finance departments, Andover officials have been
         told by the state to maintain the status quo of separate positions and hire a qualified
         school business administrator to replace the former business manager who had left.
         The town is now seeking a permanent school business administrator separate from town
         operations. The business administrator qualifications include certain state-required
         certifications and licenses, which no one in the town finance department held. The
         recommendation was contained in a report by the Massachusetts Department of Revenue
         and the state’s Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (Sullivan, 2010).
         The town, however, will continue to investigate other areas of possible consolidation
         relative to finance and human resources. 
      

      
      Westport, Connecticut

      
      In June 2011, the town of Westport began an information technology consolidation effort.
         The superintendent was the initiating force behind the IT consolidation, as it was
         predicted to reduce costs. Under the consolidation plan, the school district has assumed
         the overall responsibility for all town and school mailroom functions operated by
         IT and is working to develop a new model governing town and school Voice over Internet
         Protocol (VoIP) telephone responsibilities. The school district technology help desk
         will be expanded to include all requests for technology repairs and assistance. The
         consolidation was recommended by Westport’s board of finance, citing the need to reduce
         funding requests for IT, finance, and personnel department budgets. 
      

      
      Notably, cable television service has been culled out of the IT consolidation effort
         because of its uniqueness. A town technology and communications position was eliminated
         in the budget, and those responsibilities were transferred to school district personnel.
         The IT department was reduced by $75,000, but a communication specialist position
         for $41,000 was created in the school district budget. The net effect is that the
         consolidated IT department is staffed by two employees compared to the three that
         had formerly worked under the separate staffing pattern. IT is only the first of several
         other possible areas being considered for consolidation or shared services. 
      

      
      Longmeadow, Massachusetts

      
      The consolidation of town and school district building and grounds maintenance and
         financial operations was mandated by Longmeadow’s newly revised town charter. In 2006,
         upon the retirement of the longtime school business manager, the town select board
         began investigating the possibility of combining the position of school business administrator
         with that of the town accountant. The process was spearheaded by the select board
         with the acquiescence of newly elected school committee members. 
      

      
      Two positions (payroll clerk and accounts payable clerk) were transferred to the town
         offices, and the remaining office administrative assistant was promoted to interim
         business manager for the school district. This structure remained in place for two
         years, at which time the school committee reestablished the school business administrator
         position, with the interim business manager returning to the vacant administrative
         assistant position. 
      

      
      Additional support positions were maintained at the school district level, but the
         school district custodians and maintenance staff were transferred to the town. The
         Massachusetts Labor Relations Board had to mediate the differences in the two distinct
         collective bargaining agreements. Overall, school maintenance is satisfactory; however,
         the principals do not always feel that their needs are a town priority. The departments
         of public works and the school administration have developed a memorandum of understanding
         to handle both routine and emergency situations and to improve communications between
         department personnel. 
      

      
      The town’s IT department has been transferred to the school district, and this arrangement
         seems to be working reasonably well, as the schools possess the vast majority of technology
         hardware and software. Issues regarding end-of-year line item balances continue to
         be problematic, though. The town seeks the return of funds, while the school administration
         wishes to prepurchase items for the subsequent year, thereby providing a budget cushion.
         
      

      
      While the original goal was to reduce duplication of effort as well as the number
         of collective positions and thereby reduce overall costs, the results have been disappointing
         (Mazza, 2012). Even though some efficiency has been achieved, the perception is that
         those efficiencies could have been attained through the increased use of technology.
         Longmeadow is a community with high expectations for quality service. The town is
         currently in the process of conducting an independent third-party review of possible
         consolidation options and alternatives.
      

      
      Belmont, Massachusetts

      
      In September 2011, Belmont began reviewing recommendations made by various informal
         groups regarding areas of possible consolidation. The idea of consolidation had been
         discussed with no appreciable implementation since August 1993. At that time, a report
         prepared by the town’s consolidation committee identified three possible consolidation
         strategies:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Use of a single legal counsel to handle labor contracts for both the town and the
               school district
            

            
         

         
         	
            A meeting among the selectmen and school committee, together with the single labor
               counsel, to discuss collective bargaining strategies for the upcoming year
            

            
         

         
         	
            Consolidation of all maintenance and custodial functions for all public buildings,
               including the schools, with this new overall responsibility being centralized in the
               director of public works, who would report jointly to the town administrator and the
               school superintendent 
            

            
         

         
      

      
      These initiatives are currently under discussion by Belmont’s selectmen and school
         committee.
      

      
      Winthrop, Massachusetts

      
      In February 2010, Winthrop initiated the process of investigating the possible consolidation
         of town and school administrative departments. This idea was originally put forth
         by the town council president. Among the first steps was determining if consolidating
         certain overlapping and duplicative services would actually save the town any money.
         
      

      
      While Barnstable reportedly saved approximately $75,000, Winthrop leaders realized
         that the savings—if any—would be significantly less because of its considerably smaller
         size. The town council certainly recognizes the human factor involved in planning
         and effectuating any type of consolidation. The plan has been referred to the town
         finance director and the school business manager to think through the “nuts and bolts”
         of business function consolidation and whether any cost savings can be realized. Prior
         to being put before Winthrop voters, the plan with recommendations is currently under
         consideration by the town council and the school committee.
      

      
      Long Island, New York

      
      A September 2011 study entitled Town-Wide School Districts: A Case for Long Island Education   at a Lower Cost  (Cantor, 2011)  suggests that rather than consolidate services among small towns
         and small school districts, individual towns and school districts may be better served
         by collaborating with neighboring towns and school districts. The report indicates
         that intermediate agencies and educational collaboratives can help consolidate programs
         and services. By creating a larger economy of scale, the participants can create greater
         efficiencies and more significant cost reductions.
      

      
      The concept of multidistrict collaboration has gained considerable traction since
         the report was released, and it is now being actively discussed by both school and
         municipal officials in the various Long Island regions.
      

      
      Natick, Massachusetts

      
      At a town meeting, a study committee examining the consolidation of the town and school
         district’s custodial departments presented some goals for consideration. The committee
         was composed of two school committee members, two selectmen, the town administrator,
         and the school superintendent. Highly satisfied with its current facilities management,
         the school committee does not want to put that quality at risk.
      

      
      In addition, school administrators can shift funds between other budget line items
         in the event that there are more pressing priorities. They may lose the authority
         to manage their own budgets in a consolidated department, with fund transfers made
         to possibly support nonschool departments. When the town lost its longtime facilities
         director, the idea of sharing one was put forward. In response to town meeting, the
         school committee began conducting its own “parallel” study to determine the feasibility
         of combining custodial departments. The results of that study have not yet been publicly
         released.
      

      
      Case Study Summary

      
      As can be seen from the preceding material, the most successful consolidations between
         municipalities and school districts have been attained in the areas of building and
         grounds maintenance programs and information/instructional technology departments.
         Many of the efforts to merge district and town finance operations were relatively
         unsuccessful.
      

      
      Shared Services/Consolidation Process

      
      The shared services/consolidation process requires the following elements to be successful:
         
      

      
      
         	
            
            The political will of all stakeholders for change, which recognizes the significantly
               different business and education cultures (e.g., reporting requirements, missions,
               goals, and objectives) between town government and school districts 
            

            
         

         
         	
            A clear consensus of understanding among all involved parties before proceeding with
               any efforts to consolidate town and school functions
            

            
         

         
         	
            The realization that cost savings are a perk but not the reason for the consolidation
               process
            

            
         

         
         	
            A clearly articulated goal that is shared by all stakeholders. (Caution: Failure to
               collaborate often leads to a long and troubled path to any eventual consolidation.)
            

            
         

         
         	
            An independent assessment of the capacity for shared services or consolidation as
               well as identification of resources (both human and financial) and where those resources
               reside
            

            
         

         
         	
            A clear plan that identifies areas for consolidation, a timeline, and the implications
               of those changes (i.e., personnel, financial)
            

            
         

         
         	
            A joint decision on how and who will provide the essential services required by each
               entity
            

            
         

         
         	
            An identification of process efficiencies, which may require the elimination and creation
               of positions appropriate for the consolidated position. (Caution: Current personnel
               are not always then qualified for the newly created consolidated position.)
            

            
         

         
         	
            Training for new staff and retraining for current staff that is appropriate to consolidated
               performance responsibilities and positions
            

            
         

         
         	
            Constant evaluation of the effectiveness of revised processes as well as the accuracy
               and timeliness of information and data exchange
            

            
         

         
         	
            Honest and open dialogue among all stakeholders regarding performance issues and concerns

            
         

         
         	
            A willingness to revise processes along the way while keeping the original goal of
               consolidation in mind
            

            
         

         
         	
            A solid commitment to providing the new human and financial resources necessary to
               support the consolidation process, including enhanced technology, training, and management
               support
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Points to Remember 

      
      
         	
            
            As financial support for public education has declined over the past decade, various
               types of cooperative purchasing programs have developed and expanded. Procurement
               requirements in the private and public sector have become more complex, making it
               difficult to attain the most cost-advantageous method of acquiring needed goods and
               services. Consequently, cooperative contracts have increased in popularity at the
               federal, state, and local levels. A cursory review of any state’s procurement efforts
               will identify various governmental contracts for a wide array of goods and services.
               
            

            
         

         
         	
            Cooperative purchasing can be a cost-effective method of procuring quality goods and
               services at the best possible prices. Aggregated volume creates larger economies of
               scale, which lead to greater quantity discounts for the participating agencies. Partnering
               with a lead agency also reduces time and administrative costs while taking advantage
               of broader technical expertise relative to a particular product or service. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Cooperative purchasing is not without its share of problems, however. Cooperative
               solicitations must pay close attention to public procurement regulations and contract
               compliance issues. Competitive bidding must be maintained with awards made to the
               most responsible and responsive bidders. Any participation fees must be reasonable
               in relation to the overall cost savings generated.
            

            
         

         
         	
            With shrinking financial resources at both the state and local levels, it is essential
               that administrators consider innovative ways to maximize taxpayer dollars. This goal
               can be accomplished, to some degree by using a more efficient and cost-effective procurement
               process. Through cooperative purchasing arrangements, participating agencies benefit
               from a shared technical expertise, a larger economy of scale, and more significant
               quantity discounts.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Most consolidation efforts are city or town initiated and the result of a precipitating
               event, such as a financial problem, unforeseen deficits, or poor audit reports; personnel
               changes, retirements, or terminations of key positions; necessary budget reductions;
               and administrative space issues.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The success of any consolidation effort depends entirely on the mutual willingness
               and cooperation among the affected stakeholders toward achieving the agreed-upon goals.
            

            
         

         
         	
            To establish and maintain organizational credibility, the planning group must include
               both municipal and school department personnel.
            

            
         

         
         	
            To achieve greater efficiency, it may sometimes require a change of personnel in addition
               to a realignment of job-related tasks.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Consolidation has been more successful in larger municipalities and school districts
               where there are multiple positions with single primary responsibilities as opposed
               to single positions having multiple responsibilities, which is more common in small
               towns and school districts.
            

            
         

         
         	
            In relatively small towns and school districts, while efficiencies can be increased,
               there is generally no significant reduction in expense or elimination of staff positions.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Consolidation is not a single event or procedure. For consolidation to be and remain
               effective, it must be an ongoing process.
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      Regardless of the particular school district, educational leaders in the United States
         have been tasked with providing more educational experiences for students with fewer
         resources. The federal and state governments have continuously slashed budgets that
         were once aimed at providing quality education for all. Leaders in cities and towns
         across the country are left wondering how to deliver the necessary educational experiences
         as federally funded elementary, middle, and high school programs lose billions in
         aid under the latest set of cuts; in many cases, these cuts can translate into approximately
         8 percent of a district’s annual budget (Rich, 2012). 
      

      
      At the same time, school districts are feeling the financial pinch and tightening
         their educational accounts. As an illustrative example, between fiscal year 2009 and
         fiscal year 2013, one district experienced a 7.61 percent decrease, with additional
         decreases in state aid of 13.7 percent and town assessment decreases of 3.1 percent
         (Gateway Regional School District, 2012). Sadly, this trend is not isolated to any
         particular geographic area. With these dismal numbers and more cuts imminent, it is
         understandable that educators and district leaders may worry about providing quality
         education that will allow today’s youth to compete in the twenty-first-century global
         economy. 
      

      
       One way to provide a plethora of diverse learning outcomes is through the use of
         information and communication technology (ICT). As Solomon, Allen, and Resta (2003)
         point out, “technology proficiency has become an economic imperative” (p. xvii). They
         follow this statement by noting that “60 percent of jobs require skills with technology,
         and people who use computers on the job earn 43 percent more than other workers” (2003,
         p. xvii). 
      

      
      School districts must look for technological opportunities that enhance and complement
         their existing educational structure if they are to meet their responsibility of adequately
         preparing all students to be viable workforce candidates. With limited resources available
         in today’s public school marketplace, district leaders must look at ways to maximize
         ICT by leveraging public-private partnerships. 
      

      
      Shifting the focus from programs solely supported by the district budget to a smaller
         financial footprint through public-private partnerships may provide a multitude of
         previously unexplored educational possibilities. Using out-of-the-box thinking and
         entrepreneurial boldness, district leaders are finding new ways to support students
         with partnerships that provide virtual education opportunities. Districts employing
         creative problem solving may see the financial benefits they seek as well as increased
         opportunities for student success regardless of age, academic ability, or socioeconomic
         background.
      

      
      Closing the Digital Divide

      
      An innovative approach to shrinking school budgets and the simultaneous need for a
         skilled workforce can also begin to address one of the most costly socioeducational
         problems facing contemporary society: the aptly named “digital divide.” The economics
         of the digital divide make it imperative that schools provide a technology-rich and
         meaningful education to all students. 
      

      
      While “a major contributor to the digital divide, and to a general educational divide
         as well, is the unrelenting poverty that exists among many of our students” (Solomon
         et al., 2003, p. xix), achieving technological equity may be the key to reducing or
         eradicating poverty as well as the long-term financial stresses that necessary services
         to the poor and loss of economic productivity cause. As the authors relate, “Effective
         uses of technology could help these at-risk students to become part of a technologically
         savvy generation that will command good jobs and high salaries. If students in need
         are not provided with access to technology and guidance in how to use it, these students
         may be left out of yet another life opportunity” (2003, p. xix).
      

      
      Digital Inclusion

      
      The term digital divide was coined in the 1990s, but most districts now gravitate toward the necessity of
         digital inclusion. This shift occurred as a result of the explosion in the mobile technology market
         (Bernard, 2011). Wireless connection, Bernard (2011) argues, is not a substitute for
         wired connection, pointing out that it is hard to do such things as apply for a job
         or college on a mobile phone. “In 2010, just 45 percent of households that earned
         less than $30,000 a year had broadband in their homes. It would be unfair to say that
         a community has Internet access because a cash-strapped local library has a DSL connection”
         (Bernard, 2011). 
      

      
      Access to the Internet has become a necessity, not a choice. Anderson (2009) accentuates
         this point by reviewing the special value of access for individuals with disabilities.
         Touting the many assets of accessing the World Wide Web, it is noted that “individuals
         with disabilities may benefit more than most from such possibilities” (Anderson, 2009,
         p. 81). In addition, proponents of digital inclusiveness advocate the necessity of
         equitable access for students in remote and rural geographies. With the aforementioned
         concerns in mind, the goal of innovative partnerships is to further close the digital
         divide and ensure expanded digital inclusion so that all students can become contributing
         members of a fiscally healthy economy.
      

      
      The Current State of Technology

      
      The progression of technology can be seen throughout history. As early as the 1960s,
         articles and books make references to operating systems, optical fibers, IBM’s first
         mainframe computer, and video games; however, modern progress occurred in 1990 when
         Tim Berners-Lee invented the World Wide Web (World Wide Web Foundation, n.d.). He
         understood the need to connect people from all over the globe in an effort to exchange
         and share ideas through active collaboration. Although the World Wide Web has changed
         dramatically since then, his body of work stands as the basis for myriad technological
         possibilities, Internet applications, and learning situations.
      

      
       Technology has become a broad term for essentially anything that is computer based.
         But what is technology? It is narrowly defined as “the application of scientific knowledge
         for practical purposes . . . machinery and devices developed from scientific knowledge”
         (Oxford University Press, n.d.). Thus, it includes tangible items such as laptops,
         tablets, and cell phones that further the attainment of knowledge and allow for exploration
         of the world far beyond what can be found in a textbook. 
      

      
      ICT has a wider definition that includes a full range of computer software and hardware,
         cell phones and other telecommunication devices, the Internet and the Web, both wired
         and wireless networks, digital video and stills, robotics and much more (Moursund,
         2005). Using this expansive definition, private-public partnerships have the ability
         to push new and exciting agendas in education that at times may complement or compete
         with current ideas and monies available.
      

      
      Challenges of Teaching the “Digital Generation”

      
      As one considers educational design and partnerships in the Web 2.0 world, wise use
         of scarce economic resources also entails understanding the learning profile of the
         current generation of K–12 students so that any outlay of funds results in engaged
         learning that has real-world applications. Sulla (2013) describes the attributes of
         the digital generation and warns educators and their partners to keep these characteristics
         at the forefront when planning for effective instruction. 
      

      
      According to Sulla (2013), these learners are “independent and autonomous; reveal
         emotional and intellectual openness; are inclusive and believe in free expression
         and the right to express strong views; are preoccupied with maturity, like to investigate,
         and thrive on immediacy; are sensitive to and skeptical about corporate interest in
         the media; and are aware that they must continuously question what they see and hear
         through digital means” (p. 6). Addressing these learner attributes is a core principle
         in the public-private partnership examples that follow.
      

      
      Lend/Lease/Purchase Partnerships

      
      Getting technology into the hands of U.S. students is vitally important at this time
         in history. A technology-rich environment based within a world economy is clearly
         the path to the future. District leaders across the country have unlimited possibilities
         when considering how to invest in technology. Gateway Regional School District (GRSD)
         in Massachusetts provides an example of a 1:1 lend/lease/purchase program, while Maine’s
         technology initiative moves more broadly with collaborative purchasing power.
      

      
      Lend/Lease

      
      One logical way to bring ICT to students, families, and communities is to offer opportunities
         to invest in hardware and simultaneously provide Internet access. In 1999, using federal
         monies secured for a major building grant, GRSD was able to strengthen its infrastructure
         and provide hardware such as Electronic Lighting Machine Organization (ELMO) to each
         classroom. The grant ended a few years later, and school district leaders were once
         again looking to update their technology options. 
      

      
      Lack of funding led to the creation of Mass 1to1. A tax-exempt, nonprofit 501(c)(3)
         organization, Mass 1to1 is governed by a board whose members are GRSD employees. The
         goals are threefold: provide a one-to-one, in-school laptop/iPad program; lease hardware
         to district students, families, and community members; and consult with other districts
         in their quest for ICT solutions. In-house and lease programs include service and
         laptop loaners, while outside leasing may include dial-up Internet.
      

      
      At its inception, over one hundred students, families, and community members took
         advantage of the Mass 1to1 offer to provide laptops through a three-year lease-to-own
         program. With laptop and iPad prices falling, the most recent lease information available
         shows approximately seventy-five laptops and fifty iPads in the program (Mass 1to1,
         n.d.). In the last eight years, Mass 1to1 has consulted and partnered with other districts
         to provide similar services while bringing in a modest income.
      

      
      Mass 1to1 offers a three-stage, twelve-part plan that differentiates services based
         on customer need while maintaining a dynamic—as opposed to linear—process (Mass 1to1,
         n.d.). It is important to note that the members of the school-based ICT department
         are responsible for performing all repairs and processes associated with the program
         on top of their regular required job duties, thus reducing outside cost.
      

      
      Multistate Purchasing

      
      Maine began to offer a 1:1 program to all seventh- and eighth-grade students through
         the Maine Learning Technology Initiative, which was created in 2002 (Mao, 2012). This
         program was so successful that the scope of the initiative was broadened in 2012 to
         include other states. In an effort to find cost-effective purchasing methods while
         procuring as much technology and related services as possible, Maine is currently
         leading the way in a multistate purchasing initiative (Mao, 2012).
      

      
      A consortium including Vermont, Hawaii, Massachusetts, Montana, New Jersey, Oklahoma,
         and South Carolina is looking into the benefits of “cooperative digital procurement”
         (Cavanagh, 2013). Volume purchasing as a way to increase technology access to districts
         at a more reasonable cost is a direct result of the forty-six-state adoption of the
         Common Core and the need for more immediate sources of useable student technology
         (Cavanagh, 2013). In addition, this technology purchase will aid in meeting the testing
         requirements that have been set forth by the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness
         for College and Careers (PARRC) and Smarter Balanced, the two nationally recognized
         next-generation tests meant to assess student knowledge of the Common Core.
      

      
      Lend/lease and multistate purchasing programs are just two examples of the types of
         collaboration that may have the ability to push districts of all sizes into a technology-rich
         environment. Technology opportunities that might not have been affordable under current
         financial situations seen at the district and state level across the country now may
         become a reality.
      

      
      Virtual Schools

      
      Virtual schools have shown tremendous growth over the past decade in both options
         and rigor. Each touts its own version of learning beyond the traditional schoolhouse
         that is meant to enrich students’ educational experience while taking into account
         individual student need. Virtual schools have found ways to offer online learning
         experiences for K–12 students without raising the price of education and even lowering
         district cost or at least offsetting the per-pupil cost of brick-and-mortar learning
         in many cases. Two such models include the Massachusetts Virtual Academy at Greenfield
         and the Florida Virtual School.
      

      
      Massachusetts Virtual Academy at Greenfield

      
      The Greenfield Public Schools began an online school as a way to increase revenue
         at a time when it was seeing a drastic decline in its student population. Massachusetts
         Virtual Academy at Greenfield (MAVA) is a fully integrated online school that describes
         itself as having an individualized approach to learning, Massachusetts certified teachers,
         and an alternate setting for differentiated learning (Massachusetts Virtual Academy
         at Greenfield, n.d.). 
      

      
      Virtual schools have opened doors that were previously closed to students who felt
         bullied or experienced conditions that prevented their attendance in a brick-and-mortar
         school. For these students, success has been attainable in this type of virtual atmosphere
         (DeForge, 2013). During the 2012–2013 school year, 450-plus students from 148 other
         public schools across Massachusetts converged daily on the virtual system for their
         lessons (Marcus, 2012). MAVA hoped to enroll 600 students during the 2013–2014 school
         year and can enroll up to 750 students, according to its website.
      

      
      The curriculum is provided by a for-profit company called K12, which promotes itself
         as one of the largest online educators (Massachusetts Virtual Academy at Greenfield,
         n.d.). Founded in 1999 and available in at least twenty-eight states, K12 offers online
         public, private school, and individual courses for sale (K12, n.d.). K12 contracts
         with districts or private schools to offer classes that would not be available without
         the purchasing power found through a multischool approach.
      

      
      MAVA touts a tuition-free educational format; however, K12 requires partner districts
         to purchase a predetermined number of seats and guarantee enrollment using state aid
         or district monies (Jones, 2012). In 2012, for example, MAVA took in just less than
         $5,000 per student from surrounding Massachusetts cities and towns which translated
         into $69,000 for the Greenfield School District (Marcus, 2012). A portion of the per-pupil
         income was used to purchase the curriculum or seats from K12 while still allowing
         Greenfield to profit from the program.
      

      
      This format allows school districts to retain and accept a larger school population,
         thus boosting revenue and enrollment. It also offers small schools a way to offer
         classes that otherwise would be stricken from class offerings because of low enrollment
         or lack of teachers with appropriate certifications.
      

      
      Florida Virtual School

      
      Perhaps the most successful online school is the Florida Virtual School. Originally
         opened in 1997 as an in-state solution to a classroom overcrowding issue, the virtual
         school became its own public entity in 2000. With over 148,000 students who reside
         in forty-eight states and fifty-seven countries, the Florida Virtual School is nationally
         recognized as an innovative e-learning model that serves the public, private, and
         homeschool sectors (Florida Virtual School, n.d.). 
      

      
      Over 18,000 teachers hold a Florida teachers certificate in core subjects and at least
         125 are nationally board certified (Florida Virtual School, n.d.). Teachers instruct
         approximately 150 students from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. seven days a week. This eighty-four-hour
         workweek can be a bit overwhelming; however, most teachers do not mind, as they work
         from home. In addition, Florida Virtual School has a competitive benefits package
         (Shaw, 2012). 
      

      
      Students can choose from 120 online classes, including Advanced Placement selections,
         which are free to Florida residents but require tuition for out-of-state students.
         All told, Florida Virtual School spends approximately $4,800 per student per class,
         while a student attending a Florida brick-and-mortar classroom costs the state $7,000
         per class (Shaw, 2012). With such substantial savings and the ability to pull income
         from other states and countries, it is easy to see why Florida would advance an online
         classroom platform.
      

      
      It is important to mention, though, that trustworthy research on the effectiveness
         of virtual schools is in short supply. As Kevin Welner of the National Education Policy
         Center at the University of Colorado asserted in the Washington Post, “We are going whole hog into something that we don’t have research on” (Layton, 2011).
         
      

      
      A growing contingency has called for the slowing of the growth of virtual schools
         until studies can be conducted to ascertain why students in these schools are falling
         further behind in reading and mathematics scores than students in brick-and-mortar
         schools and until new accountability measures can be implemented (Layton, 2011; Patrick,
         2013; Quillen, 2011). Among the needed accountability measures are means to authenticate
         that students’ work is their own; accreditation of virtual schools by independent
         firms or agencies; and financial audits conducted by states to determine the real
         per-pupil costs of virtual instruction.
      

      
      Open Education Resources

      
      Open education resources (OER) have been described as tools that “reside in the public
         domain and are freely available to anyone over the web” (U.S. Department of Education,
         n.d.). These must be high-quality tools that aid teaching and learning as well as
         research efforts by providing a limitless platform for shareware. Creating opportunities
         for collaborative learning, open source is designed to expand access while eliminating
         barriers to quality online educational resources that can then be shared around the
         world (Johnstone, 2005).
      

      
      Raz-Kids, MIND, Carnegie Teaching, and Tenmarks, though not discussed within this
         chapter, represent the range of OER possibilities available for free and at a cost.
         Khan Academy and CK-12 are two more examples of resources that provide digital libraries,
         podcasts, textbooks, and games for a myriad of educational applications that are accessible
         to all students and teachers free of charge, thereby saving money within the school
         district.
      

      
      Khan Academy

      
      This OER boasts over 3,900 videos on such topics as K–12 mathematics, biology, chemistry,
         physics, finance, and history, among others (Khan Academy, n.d.). Each ten-minute
         video discusses and explains one concept. Randomly generated questions can be broken
         down for more help as needed, and assessments monitor student progress and understanding.
         Teachers use these videos and assessments as initial lessons or as a compliment to
         the learning process in whole or small groups as well as a way to differentiate instruction.
         These videos may be used as interventions for students who need specific instruction
         on small gaps in learning. 
      

      
      Teachers and students at Summit San Jose High School, California, have embraced a
         new way to study mathematics (Khan & Slavitt, 2013). Using Khan Academy videos, students
         self-assess in a traditional room, then move to an open-air room that holds two hundred
         students. Here, students work alone, in pairs, or in small groups to solve mathematics
         problems (Khan & Slavitt, 2013). Grade levels are mixed, trading grade level learning
         for concept level learning.
      

      
      Students using this system learn at their own pace and are well supported along the
         way. A team of educators “designs and refines the curriculum, [while] teachers tailor
         seminars, work individually with students, and check students’ progress” (Khan & Slavitt,
         2013, p. 28). This is completed using individual student check-ins as well as data-driven
         assessments.
      

      
      CK-12

      
      Launched in 2006, this nonprofit online open resource “creates and aggregates high-quality,
         curated STEM content” that boasts over twenty-eight million learning experiences through
         the use of “5,000+ concepts learned through 15,000+ resources” (CK-12 Foundation,
         n.d.). Believing that OERs can empower students and teachers to experiment with various
         learning styles, CK-12 provides customizable STEM content using multiple modalities
         and levels of competency (CK-12 Foundation, n.d.). Educators create personalized flex-books
         by choosing content, concepts, and activities that match their particular subject
         matter and student requirements.
      

      
      CK-12’s vision statement is as broad as it is specific. A belief in providing universal
         access and rapid customization is clearly evident in its vision statement as well
         as in the ten tenets that create CK-12’s underpinning:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Tools and content for customization

            
         

         
         	
            Concept-based learning

            
         

         
         	
            Concept maps or learning paths

            
         

         
         	
            Multimodal content

            
         

         
         	
            Guided learning through sequences of concepts

            
         

         
         	
            User-generated and other open source content

            
         

         
         	
            Assessment and context

            
         

         
         	
            Sharing and collaboration

            
         

         
         	
            Engagement

            
         

         
         	
            Device-independent format (CK-12 Foundation, n.d.)

            
         

         
      

      
      CK-12’s enormous library has the ability to provide students and educators with a
         convenient method to enhance their teaching and learning, blurring the lines between
         traditional grade levels while teaching concepts of all kinds at student-appropriate
         content levels and pacing. OERs may prove to have an ever-expanding role in the world
         of ICT and cost-conscious districts. 
      

      
      Partnerships with Local Businesses

      
      While public-private partnerships are not a new concept, technology-based partnerships
         are much harder to come by. Taft Information Technology High School in Cincinnati,
         Ohio, and Geeter Elementary School in Memphis, Tennessee, are two examples of schools
         who have transformed learning and teaching within the classroom by partnering with
         local technology firms.
      

      
      Taft Information Technology High School and Cincinnati Bell

      
      Once a crime-ridden school riddled with underperforming students and a graduation
         rate of less than 20 percent, Taft Information Technology High School now boasts a
         graduation rate of over 95 percent (Claiborne & Patrick, 2011). Anthony Smith, a new
         principal, was brought in and immediately created an atmosphere where “failure is
         not an option” (Claiborne & Patrick, 2011). 
      

      
      Cincinnati Bell CEO Jack Cassidy was so impressed with Smith that the two partnered
         together. Initially, Cincinnati Bell made the commitment to offer a laptop and phone
         to every student who maintained a 3.3 grade point average (Claiborne & Patrick, 2011).
         Two years later, the school was rebuilt. Thanks to Cincinnati Bell, it now features
         state-of-the-art facilities, including the “integration of technology into all aspects
         of the school curriculum . . . [and] . . . two advanced Cisco networks” (Cincinnati
         Bell, n.d.).
      

      
      Cincinnati Bell also asked donor partners to furnish “four mobile-labs with 24–26
         computers . . . and a new multimedia center” (Cincinnati Bell, n.d.). An upper-grade
         “penthouse suite” is infused with additional technology resources (Claiborne & Patrick,
         2011). This technology upgrade now allows Taft to be “one of only a handful of high
         schools in the country to have such state-of-the-art capabilities” (Cincinnati Bell,
         n.d.).
      

      
      Geeter Middle School and Samsung

      
      In September 2012, Geeter Middle School became the first Samsung Smart School Solution
         in the United States (Owens, 2012). After a rigorous application process aimed directly
         at improving mathematics scores for a group of underperforming sixth graders, the
         school won a classroom full of tablets; an oversized, interactive whiteboard; a wireless
         printer; and training for staff and students (Schachter, 2013). This technology allowed
         the teacher to connect with individual students on their personal devices or with
         the whole class via the whiteboard. 
      

      
      Because of the new technology, student participation is on the rise. Learners no longer
         need to raise their hands to answer questions; instead, they can simply text the answer
         to the teacher, thus eliminating the embarrassment that often comes with uncertainty.
         Students also have the capability to connect one on one and in small groups, allowing
         for various collaboration models and creating a “noticeable impact just months into
         the program” (Schachter, 2013).
      

      
      Interestingly, Samsung piloted the Smart School Solution program in Seoul, Korea,
         during the 2011–2012 school year. During the 2013–2014 school year, students in both
         schools are expected to share their experiences and work together to learn the new
         tools, thereby bridging international education systems (Owens, 2012).
      

      
      Foundation Partnerships

      
      Education foundations come in all shapes and sizes. Many districts create their own
         501(c)(3)s, which allow for nonprofit status as well as the acquisition of goods,
         services, and internal grant offerings without government taxation. Larger entities,
         such as the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and the Hewlett-Packard Company Foundation,
         offer grant programs that focus on numerous foundation-specific philanthropic issues,
         including education and STEM, though not specifically for ICT in classrooms. However,
         organizations like the Foundation for Rural Education and Development (FRED) and Sprint
         offer funding specifically for ICT acquisition.
      

      
      Foundation for Rural Education and Development

      
      FRED was founded on the belief that rural school districts and communities need more
         help in achieving technological equality than urban or suburban areas (FRED, 2014).
         Working with the Organization for the Promotion and Advancement of Small Telecommunications
         Companies (OPASTCO) and recognizing the need to bring innovative technology into rural
         classrooms, FRED began offering Technology Grants for Rural Schools. 
      

      
      The goal is to “bring computers to every classroom, connect schools to the information
         superhighway, and make sure that effective and engaging software and online resources
         are an integral part of the school curriculum” (FRED 2014). Districts must be served
         by OPASTCO members to qualify. In 2012, FRED granted more than $38,000 to rural schools.
         Although this is a relatively small amount of money when compared to more sizeable
         grants from larger foundations, its significant effect on student learning cannot
         be denied.
      

      
      Gordon-Rushville Elementary School in Gordon, Nebraska, is one example of what FRED
         aims to do. Great Plains Communications, Inc., provides telecommunication and broadband
         services to rural areas in Nebraska. The company teamed up with Gordon-Rushville Elementary
         School to secure a FRED grant that provided the kindergarten with adequate funding
         to purchase an interactive whiteboard. Thanks to this partnership, students are able
         to participate in virtual field trips and teachers have the opportunity to engage
         students through technology. The interactive whiteboard also serves as a collaborative
         springboard for staff and faculty members (Gordon-Rushville Elementary, 2012).
      

      
      Sprint

      
      In 2010, Sprint teamed up with Myron B. Thompson Academy in Honolulu, Hawaii, an online
         K–12 charter school, to provide improved networking capabilities to its staff and
         students (Myron B. Thompson Academy, n.d.). The Sprint network provides greater accessibility
         to course content and anytime, anywhere learning while also supporting teachers in
         their efforts to “capture student work” (Sprint, 2010). Sprint contends that the pilot
         program’s improved networking access will “enhance student performance and their overall
         learning experience” (Sprint, 2010).
      

      
      Considerations

      
      Solomon et al. (2003) astutely note that truly valuable ICT partnerships and digital
         access is not “a simple problem of just hooking everyone up” (p. 12). The best technology in the world will not result in fiscal savings and
         improved education unless four salient barriers are overcome: access to quality hardware,
         software, and connectivity; access to meaningful, high-quality, and culturally responsive
         content; access to teachers who are skilled in using digital tools and resources;
         and access to educational systems headed up by leaders who have a vision for changing
         education through technology (Solomon et al., 2003).
      

      
      The Power of Virtual Connections

      
      Virtual connections of all kinds are sure to become the backbone for districts with
         limited or severely depleted funding. Through lend/lease/purchase programs, virtual
         schools, and open education resources, districts have the opportunity to spend less
         and get more. This chapter has examined how interested stakeholders have addressed
         the needs of students in terms of course availability, content quality, and location
         necessity. Many of the ideas discussed have been created through new nonprofits or
         through collaboration among public schools and previously extant private foundations.
         Virtual education is still in its infancy, with its possibilities far from being fully
         exploited. Going forward, public-private partnerships are sure to find new and exciting
         ways to save districts money within the context of virtual education.
      

      
      Points to Remember

      
      
         	
            
            Tech equity may be the key to reducing poverty; through equity, at-risk students become
               the next savvy generation.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Lend/lease and multistate purchasing programs offer smaller districts and states the
               ability to garner technology at a more reasonable cost.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Virtual schools offer online courses that generally cost less compared to brick-and-mortar
               classes, and virtual schools also provide greater flexibility in offerings and scheduling.
            

            
         

         
         	
            OEPs create free, worldwide Web access and eliminate many barriers to learning.

            
         

         
         	
            Partnerships, while hard to come by, have the ability to transform teaching and learning.
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      Chapter 6

      Improved Outcomes for Students with Associated Cost Avoidance

      
         
         
         
         Peter J. Bittel, Michael R. Neiman, Brian Edwards, and Erin K. Edwards

         
         Proven Solutions for Special Education Programs

         
         
      

      
      The reality for most districts is the “cruel math” of special education—that is, the
         programmatic, procedural, and legal mandates to provide special education services
         frequently outpace the available resources to provide them. Moreover, the myriad of
         supports under the auspices of special education frequently approach 20 percent of
         total operating budgets to address the needs of approximately 13 percent of the student
         population. Consequently, it is incumbent upon school leaders to either make improvements
         within their special education delivery system or “cannibalize” their existing fiscal
         resources that are earmarked for all students. Although there are numerous internal
         strategies that are critically important (e.g., an effective pre-referral process),
         this chapter is specifically devoted to proven entrepreneurial options that enhance
         the effectiveness and efficiency of special education within the specific domain of
         related service provision.
      

      
      The Legal and Programmatic Contexts of Related Services 

      
      The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004 defines related services as
         those comprising the following:
      

      
      
         transportation, and such developmental, corrective, and other supportive services
            (including speech-language pathology and audiology services, interpreting services,
            psychological services, physical and occupational therapy, recreation, including therapeutic
            recreation, social work services, school nurse services designed to enable a child
            with a disability to receive a free appropriate public education as described in the
            individualized education program of the child, counseling services, including rehabilitation
            counseling, orientation and mobility services, and medical services, except that such
            medical services shall be for diagnostic and evaluation purposes only) as may be required
            to assist a child with a disability to benefit from special education, and includes
            early identification and assessment of disabling conditions in children. (20 U.S.C.
            § 1401(26))
         

         
      

      Bittel, Edwards, Neiman, Levine, and Reed (2012) emphasize the importance of related
         service providers (RSPs): 
      

      
      
         [They] play a pivotal role in the provision of supports and interventions designed
            to enhance a student’s ability to access the general education curriculum and demonstrate
            academic achievement. The roles of the clinicians are integrally tied to ensuring
            the development of an individualized education plan, to ensuring that services are
            delivered in the least restrictive environment, and to ensuring appropriate accommodations
            are provided during instruction and assessment. (p. 59)
         

         
      

      Traditionally, RSPs have played vital roles to support students in special education
         via each student’s individualized education program (IEP), which is defined by federal
         and state law as a written plan or program developed by the school’s special education
         team with input from the parents that specifies the student’s academic goals and the
         methods of obtaining these goals. The plan also identifies transition arrangements.
         Although national data are lacking regarding the precise numbers of students with
         IEPs who receive at least one RSP as part of their IEPs, the authors’ independent
         analysis of more than 260 school districts nationwide provides a valid estimate of
         70 percent. 
      

      
      In addition to special education supports, RSPs are increasingly becoming involved
         in general education initiatives, most notably as part of response to intervention
         processes. Although the following position statement was issued by the American Speech-Language-Hearing
         Association, its tenets echo those of the other national certifying agencies for RSPs
         (e.g., the National Association of School Psychologists, the American Physical Therapy
         Association) as a clarion call for RSPs to expand their scope of practice to support
         all learners—those with and without educational disabilities:
      

      
      
         Regarding intervention and instructional support, SLPs [speech-language pathologists]
            must engage in new and expanded roles that incorporate prevention and identification
            of at-risk students as well as more traditional roles of intervention. Their contribution
            to the school community can be viewed as expertise that is used through both direct
            and indirect services to support struggling students, children with disabilities,
            the teachers and other educators who work with them, and their families. This involves
            a decrease in time spent on traditional models of intervention (e.g., pull-out therapy)
            and more time on consultation and classroom-based intervention. (2010).
         

         
      

      The Issue at Hand: Maximizing Return on Investment

      
      Clearly, RSPs have played a crucial role in providing services to special education
         students, and they are increasingly being asked to provide additional interventions
         to students, teachers, and parents to support general education processes as well.
         Yet, this expertise comes at a cost in that the RSPs are typically the most educated
         cadre of professionals in a special education department, and these staff comprise
         the most expensive line item per capita (i.e., staff member) for school districts
         within fields that are burdened with shortages (Bosari, 2012; Phillips, 2012).
      

      
      Return on investment (ROI) is generally thought of as a business construct. In point
         of fact, however, in the ever-increasing “show-me-the-data” world of public education,
         the concept of ROI has been used by Bloser (2011) as a parameter for describing the
         productivity of districts. ROI is also an elegant and robust metric with significant
         applicability to the discussion of RSPs and the entrepreneurial options a district
         has to consider when determining how to maximize their utilization.
      

      
      ROI is best defined as a performance measure used to evaluate the efficiency of an
         investment or to compare the efficiency of several different investments. To calculate
         ROI, the benefit (return) of an investment is divided by the cost of the investment;
         the result is expressed as a percentage or a ratio. As it pertains to the discussion
         of RSPs, the benefit can be viewed broadly as improved educational (i.e., not medical
         or clinical) outcomes as a result of interventions conducted, facilitated, and monitored
         by the RSPs. The cost is simply the expenditures devoted to the recruitment, hiring,
         and retention of the RSPs.
      

      
      Admittedly, the primary challenge of overlaying the elegant ROI paradigm vis-à-vis
         the RSPs is one of measurement. In other words, how does one adequately assess the
         value (i.e., benefit) of interventions that are difficult to measure? Take, for example,
         an SLP who is helping a child articulate sounds that will help him participate more
         successfully in his educational environment. It may take the SLP twenty hours to help
         the child attain this goal. Thus, the cost of an SLP’s time at twenty hours may be
         easy to calculate. For the sake of argument, let’s compute the cost at $1,000 when
         other hidden costs, such as retirement, are factored in. However, was the $1,000 investment
         returned by the student’s success?
      

      
      For individual cases, ROI may not be easily measured and may, therefore, not be an
         appropriate paradigm. However, ROI at a global or “meta” level does work in that it
         reminds administrators to reflect more consciously on the RSPs to ensure that their
         utilization in toto is supporting student growth in the most efficacious manner. The
         sheer magnitude of expenditures devoted to related service provision brings this need
         into the appropriate context. As with the number of staff, expenditures devoted to
         RSPs vary widely from district to district (Schull & Winkler, 2011); however, school
         districts will typically spend between $2.8 and $4 million annually for RSPs in the
         specific domains of speech-language pathology, occupational therapy, physical therapy,
         and behavioral health services (comprising psychology and social work) for every one
         thousand special education students.
      

      
      Given the confluence of the following variables, it may be tempting for administrators
         to throw their hands up in frustration: (1) the costs of RSPs, (2) the growing need
         for RSPs to be involved in both general and special education initiatives, (3) the
         RSP “seller’s market” that will persist for the foreseeable future (Bosari, 2012),
         and (4) the changing demographic of the student population that will continue to strain
         the resources of RSP personnel (Schull & Winkler, 2011). In response to the Realpolitik
         that constitutes the present situation, the remainder of this chapter is devoted to
         three entrepreneurial models that administrators may consider to optimize the utilization
         of RSPs within their schools, thereby maximizing the sizeable corresponding investment
         each district outlays for their employment.
      

      
      Plausible Solutions: Three Viable Entrepreneurial Partnership Models 

      
      Model 1: An External review

      
      Underlying Premise and Methodological Framework 

      
      To positively affect the ROI of related service provision within their schools, leadership
         may choose to engage a private-sector partner to conduct an analysis. The most useful
         study is one that reviews the efficiency and effectiveness of the RSP providers. For
         the purpose of this discussion, effectiveness is defined as the degree to which the
         services under review promote optimal educational outcomes and student access to the
         curriculum. Efficiency is operationally defined as the degree to which RSPs are responsibly,
         uniformly, and optimally utilized.
      

      
      Efficiency and effectiveness are often viewed as separate entities, with the erroneous
         belief that “more is better.” That is, there may be an expectation that the more resources
         (i.e., investment) that are provided with respect to RSPs, the better the student
         outcomes (i.e., return) will be. This is not only untrue, but it also has the potential
         to greatly hamper the fiscal and programmatic flexibility of a district. Through their
         national work, the authors have repeatedly found districts that maintained excellent
         programmatic outcomes in a fiscally responsible manner; conversely, they have also
         encountered districts whose high RSP supervision costs are not correlated with programmatic
         excellence in this area.
      

      
      Given the inherent connectivity of efficiency and effectiveness, the external reviewers
         must keep in mind that the findings and recommendations should meld these two constructs.
         Consequently, the methodology should triangulate qualitative and quantitative sources
         with the expressed purpose of simultaneously addressing efficiency and effectiveness.
         The following represents a brief description of constituent methodologies.
      

      
      Qualitative Methodology

      
      Interviews and Surveys

      
      Interview and survey questions are catered to the specific expertise and interests
         of the interviewees, and the content validity of these items has been assured through
         numerous iterations. The numbers of stakeholders, all of whom will have either a direct
         (e.g., speech-language pathologists, occupational therapists, physical therapists)
         or an indirect (e.g., general education teachers) connection with the provision of
         related services, should be a sufficient N (i.e., sample size) to provide requisite data.
      

      
      IEP Reviews

      
      A review of approximately 3 percent of the special education population’s IEPs for
         students receiving at least one of the related services under review are typically
         conducted in terms of (1) their internal consistency, or the extent to which the elements
         of the document are mutually supporting and thus “paint” a cohesive profile of the
         individual; (2) whether interventions are sound and adhere to accepted standards of
         practice; and (3) the degree to which the goals and benchmarks are measurable and
         support educational needs.
      

      
      Uniformity of Eligibility and Exit Decisions

      
      The aforementioned review of the IEPs are conducted across the variables of age, school,
         and educational disability. This enables valid analyses via descriptive statistics
         to determine the degree to which these students are afforded the same level of access
         to services and if certain patterns exist with respect to over- or under-identification
         of students requiring RSPs.
      

      
      Site Visits

      
      To triangulate the qualitative data from the interviews and IEP reviews, the team
         members conduct site visits to schools and programs that support the delivery of the
         related services.
      

      
      Quantitative Methodology

      
      Descriptive Statistical Analysis

      
      To provide a comprehensive analysis of the efficiency of the RSPs, it is necessary
         to analyze the service providers’ schedules with respect to (1) the relationship between
         direct (i.e., student-directed) time and indirect time, (2) the precise breakdown
         of indirect time, (3) the appropriateness of the service delivery models (e.g., “pull-out”
         versus “push-in”) and the corresponding intensity of interventions, and (4) the corresponding
         costs that are incurred.
      

      
      Inferential Statistical Analysis

      
      Inferential statistical analyses are conducted with the variables of age and intensity
         of related services with the assumption that the “direction” (i.e., positive or negative)
         of the correlation will reveal important information.
      

      
      Why engage a partner? One of the questions the authors often hear in their consultation work is “Why can’t
         district staff do this on its own?” This is a fair question, and in some instances,
         a district may in fact have the resources to conduct a self-study that is specifically
         designed to address its RSP utilization. However, this would be the exception proving
         the rule, and the following are but a few reasons why the engagement of a third party
         is advisable in most cases:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Capacity limitations: Given that special education administrators are inundated by
               the day-to-day responsibilities of their positions, it is not logistically possible
               for them to coordinate a study. Because administrators typically do not have a background
               as RSPs, even if they had the time, they do not possess the requisite expertise.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Credibility: In this type of work, the adage “You can’t be a prophet in your own land”
               often comes to mind. If the research and analysis activity is undertaken by an objective
               third party, it tends to lend more credibility to stakeholders.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Political cover: When the results are derived, analyzed, and reported by the third
               party, it allows school administrators to remain a safe distance from the findings,
               especially if they lead to some difficult conversations.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Successes

      
      Irrespective of the size and demographic composition of a district, there are recurring
         themes that typify a comprehensive investigation of RSP utilization. Again, although
         they are interdependent, the themes are presented across the constructs of effectiveness
         and efficiency:
      

      
      Issues with effectiveness:

      
      
         	
            
            A lack of connectivity of goals and objectives to curricular expectations

            
         

         
         	
            Goals and objectives that are not measurable

            
         

         
         	
            Practice patterns that adhere to a medical model as opposed to an educational model

            
         

         
         	
            Inconsistent practice patterns (e.g., a lack of exit and entry criteria)

            
         

         
      

      
      Issues with efficiency:

      
      
         	
            
            Overprescription of services

            
         

         
         	
            An overreliance on individual services

            
         

         
         	
            Too much indirect (i.e., nonstudent) time

            
         

         
         	
            Underutilization of Medicaid funds

            
         

         
         	
            A paucity of more cost-effective therapy assistants

            
         

         
      

      
      After these themes and associated recommendations are identified, district leadership
         is then in a position to enact these changes. Discussions regarding special education
         programs and services, especially those concerning a diminution of what some may consider
         entitlements, are often fraught with great emotionality. The collusive force of parental
         or advocate expectations and RSPs who have grown accustomed to dictating their own
         practice patterns can be formidable indeed. Referring back to the previous discussion,
         it is presumed that the political cover provided by a third-party study will provide
         appropriate distance between leadership and those in the field whom these decisions
         may affect. 
      

      
      Here is a small sample of cost avoidance or cost repurposing that districts have realized
         as a result of independent, third-party studies of their related services delivery.
         These significant cost avoidances were based on at least one of the recurring issues.
         With thoughtful reflection and careful planning, the districts were able to reengineer
         their provision of related services. For example, Ansonia, Connecticut, was able to
         repurpose $75,000 annually with a greater proportion of therapy assistants. Averill
         Park Central School District in New York was able to recoup an additional $160,000
         in Medicaid as a result of more focused claiming for related services and instituting
         a supervisory model that allowed previously uncollected psychology evaluations to
         be reimbursed.
      

      
      Model 2: Embedded Professional Development and Technical Assistance

      
      Underlying Premise and Methodological Framework

      
      In this model, the public-private partnership entails the district’s engagement of
         the third-party entity to provide training and technical assistance to requisite personnel.
         In the broadest sense, this model can be a logical outgrowth of Model 1, especially
         if the same third party conducted the independent analysis. Also, if a district has
         clearly identified areas of need, it may be equally feasible to engage a private partner
         to provide the embedded professional development and technical assistance.
      

      
      In either scenario, the task of the private partner is to develop (1) personnel capacity
         (i.e., the degree to which staff possess the requisite training, competence, and support
         necessary to enact an array of initiatives) and (2) process capacity (i.e., the degree
         to which personnel are able to uniformly execute a systematic methodology). Thus,
         in this train-the-trainer model, the ROI is the set of skills that the private partner
         is successfully able to impart to district staff through collaboration. District leadership
         and the private partner will devise a work plan that addresses the needed areas.
      

      
      Again, the ultimate aim is to provide the requisite training to staff so that they
         will be able to execute the “game plan” after the agreement ends. No single work plan
         is necessarily the best one; however, at a minimum, it should contain three essential
         elements: specific activities, realistic and attainable timelines, and operational
         outcomes. In an editorial aside, it is recommended that development of this work plan
         become a transparent process, as it is important for stakeholders who will be impacted
         to know that this training is occurring. This transparency ensures that stakeholders
         understand that change may be imminent, and it provides a powerful model that all
         in the district, even administrators, are not above seeking help and thereby augmenting
         their own professional growth.
      

      
      Why engage a partner? Quite simply, the reason to either extend or engage the public-private partnership
         in this model is to address the issue of staff competence. This term is not meant
         pejoratively, but the reality is that administrators have so many roles and responsibilities,
         it is not possible for them to be experts in every one (Muller, 2009). With respect
         to education, it may be helpful to analogize this situation to a classroom teacher.
         
      

      
      One of the charges of administration is to ensure that teachers are constantly improving
         their skills so that they can improve student performance; rare is the administrator
         who expects the teacher to be expert in co-teaching, differentiated instruction, assistive
         technology, and the other parameters that characterize core competencies. Consequently,
         teachers are continually provided with professional development, mentorship, and other
         building-level supports to increase their capacity.
      

      
      Now, let’s consider a director of special education with respect to the issue of RSPs
         and their service provision; certainly, this is an important facet of the delivery
         system, but it is actually only a fraction of a special education department’s day-to-day
         operations (Muller, 2009). The following represent a few of the capacities that would
         be required to optimize RSP efficiencies: expertise in Medicaid, understanding of
         testing psychometrics, up-to-date knowledge in evidence-based practices across all
         therapies, familiarity with the latest position statements of national certifying
         organizations (e.g., the American Occupational Therapy Association), and expertise
         in scheduling. Just as teachers are provided with myriad supports, it is equally justifiable
         to provide administrators with resources to assist them, especially with experts who
         are aligned to those areas in which they require help.
      

      
      A Practical Success Case Study

      
      As Neiman, Bittel, Edwards, and Edwards (2010) documented, the town of Oxford, Massachusetts,
         provides an excellent example of how embedded professional development and technical
         assistance can positively impact the efficiency and effectiveness of related services
         delivery. In summary, Oxford Public Schools engaged a third party to review its related
         services system (i.e., Model 1 as described in the previous section). The analysis
         revealed the following salient findings:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Physical therapy services were adhering to medical model of service provision, which
               was artificially inflating caseloads and corresponding full-time equivalents (FTEs).
            

            
         

         
         	
            Counter to the authors’ experience and validated by statistical analyses (i.e., a
               chi-squared nonparametric test), RSP service minutes actually increased with student
               age.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The caseloads of the RSPs were lower in comparison to state and national benchmarks.

            
         

         
         	
            There was a paucity of group treatment across the domain of occupational therapy.

            
         

         
         	
            Interventions such as handwriting (for occupational therapy) and gross motor groups
               (for physical therapy) could be more reasonably addressed by other professionals.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      As a result of this analysis, district leadership was independently able to reduce
         its staff by one physical therapy assistant and one occupational therapy assistant
         without negatively impacting students. In addition, an SLP who resigned around the
         time of the study was not replaced. As Neiman et al. (2010) state, “However, district
         leadership realized that for long-term, meaningful, and systematic changes to occur
         within the therapy delivery system, a partnership focusing on embedded professional
         development was needed” (p. 176). 
      

      
      Referring back to the earlier discussion of an effective work plan and its three constituent
         components, the specific activities undertaken in Oxford included the following:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Creating exit and entry criteria in conjunction with the special education director

            
         

         
         	
            Modifying the criteria with input from the RSPs

            
         

         
         	
            Educating IEP team leaders (i.e., those personnel responsible for conducting the IEPs)
               on how to use the criteria
            

            
         

         
         	
            Providing mentorship for the physical therapist

            
         

         
      

      
      The timeline for these activities spanned the entire academic year (i.e., from September
         to June), and the operational outcomes were gauged by pretests and posttests, stakeholder
         satisfaction with the trainings, and an appraisal of the fieldwork of the district
         stakeholders by the special education director in collaboration with the private partner.
      

      
      The specific professional development activities that formed the core of this partnership
         were designed to focus on building personnel and process capacities. Regarding personnel
         capacity, it was essential that the team leaders were able to understand the components
         of the newly formed exit and entry criteria for all disciplines. In this manner, they
         could become the essential linchpin between policy and practice and help guide eligibility
         decisions for the services at their respective schools through a systematic and objective
         process. Equally important, their personnel capacity in articulating the following
         key themes at IEP meetings needed to be developed:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Introducing the concept of discharge at the first IEP meeting

            
         

         
         	
            Highlighting the mastery levels for each goal and objective

            
         

         
         	
            Facilitating a discussion of anticipated timelines for treatment

            
         

         
         	
            Providing a legal context for programming decisions by introducing the concepts of
               least restrictive environment, free appropriate public education, and the required
               versus beneficial dichotomy as they pertain to eligibility for related services
            

            
         

         
         	
            Encouraging parents to view discharge from related services as a reason for celebration
               rather than as a denial of entitled services
            

            
         

         
      

      
      To facilitate the physical therapist’s capacity and to ensure her understanding of
         the educational model of physical therapy, district leadership and the authors “subpartnered”
         with a doctoral-level physical therapist who possessed extensive knowledge of school-based
         issues. 
      

      
      As reported by Neiman et al. (2010), process capacity was addressed by creating, disseminating,
         and implementing the discharge criteria for all the therapies to the team leaders.
         In this regard, there was requisite oversight to ensure that the criteria were executed
         with fidelity irrespective of the student, school, and degree of parent advocacy.
         The focused professional development and technical assistance resulted in many positive
         developments for the Oxford Public Schools. Neiman et al. (2010) noted that the exit
         and entry criteria are now part of a firmly entrenched document at all four schools,
         and these criteria have been used effectively and consistently by the team leaders
         to facilitate systematic decision making. In this regard, the team leaders now have
         the process and personnel capacity to ensure improved stewardship of district personnel
         and financial resources at the local (i.e., school) level.
      

      
      With respect to ROI, the cost of this particular public-private partnership was fractional
         compared to the short- and long-term cost avoidance realized by the district. Because
         decisions were driven by education law, best practices, and equalization of candidacy
         for services, staffing levels remained at an efficient level—with over $100,000 in
         cost avoidance annually—while ensuring that the related services delivery system effectively
         promotes educational outcomes.
      

      
      Model 3: Single Source Provision of RSPs

      
      Underlying Premise and Methodological Framework

      
      In this model of public-private partnership, the district engages the third-party
         entity to provide its related services, which typically include speech-language pathology,
         occupational therapy, and physical therapy, and may include psychologists, behaviorists,
         social workers, nurses, and paraprofessionals. Depending on the existing staffing
         configuration, district leadership requests, and the realities of the marketplace,
         there are three primary methods to consolidate services:
      

      
      
         	
            
            The private partner provides all the RSPs.

            
         

         
         	
            A hybrid model is used in which both district staff and the private partner share
               related services delivery responsibilities.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Contracted services are consolidated so that the private partner manages other third-party
               providers, including its own.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Irrespective of the method, the power of this model is that it achieves two crucial
         objectives: programmatic fidelity and cost certainty. The latter ensures that the
         cost of these services will not increase beyond an agreed-upon amount. 
      

      
      Programmatic fidelity is the degree to which RSPs practice in a uniform manner to
         promote educational outcomes, comply with best practices, and adhere to district expectations.
         Inherent within this construct is the management component that ensures equitable
         workloads and equal access to services for all students. Let’s consider an actual
         finding from one of the authors’ studies that is illustrative of what happens when
         workloads are not managed.
      

      
      Table 6.1 provides an example of how deviations in programmatic fidelity occur and
         how they can be measured (private communication, Futures Education, 2012). The occupational
         therapy (OT) units (i.e., a unit was defined as thirty minutes of IEP-directed service
         time) per special education student measure in the right column was but one metric
         used to determine equity of services for a large suburban school district in a mid-Atlantic
         state. Students in eight out of ten schools in the wealthier section of the district
         (indicated as School Region A in the left column) received more OT services (co-varying
         out special programs). A strong tendency for the occupational therapists (as well
         as virtually all the RSPs) to spend an inordinate amount of time in schools reveals
         an influence by factors other than student need.
      

      
      
         
         
         
         
            
            
            Variances in Therapy Provision Across a Large Urban School District
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      Thus, the management component assumed by the private partner ensures that the inequities
         as described here will be eliminated. Another crucial feature of this model promoting
         programmatic fidelity is that a representative of the private partner reports directly
         to district leadership. In this regard, all staff are practicing in accordance with—and
         under—leadership’s direction.
      

      
      Why engage a partner? This model may be particularly attractive to districts that are finding related services
         delivery to be an unwieldy and unmanageable aspect of their programs. To this end,
         the following benefits represent Model 3’s seminal programmatic advantages:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Fidelity to and uniformity of practice patterns (i.e., exit and entry criteria)

            
         

         
         	
            The “freeing up” of valuable and finite administration time

            
         

         
         	
            Value-added professional development and technical assistance

            
         

         
         	
            Embedded management staff reporting to district leadership

            
         

         
      

      
      For those cash-strapped districts who may need to make their RSP system more efficient,
         there are three advantageous features of this model: cost certainty, increased accountability,
         and elimination of legacy costs (for district staff).
      

      
      Successes

      
      As compared to the first two models, the magnitude of cost avoidance or cost repurposing
         that districts have realized as a result of engaging in Model 3 is much greater. Because
         personnel costs constitute approximately 85 percent of operating budgets, the management
         of staff efficiencies will by definition lead to significant savings implications.
         Moreover, the greater the number of staff who can be managed, the greater the cost
         repurposing that can be realized. Thus, the third model may be the most politically
         volatile, but it has the greatest potential to lead to sustained and meaningful cost
         avoidance. Here are samples of districts that have engaged in this public-private
         partnership model and the magnitude of cost avoidance they have realized as a result:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative, Massachusetts—150 special education
               students: $990,500 of cost avoidance over three years
            

            
         

         
         	
            Everett Public Schools, Massachusetts—1,150 special education students: $620,000 of
               cost avoidance over two years
            

            
         

         
         	
            District of Columbia Public Schools—6,000 special education students: $2,000,000 of
               cost avoidance over two years
            

            
         

         
         	
            Pendergast Elementary School District, Arizona—1,100 special education students: $150,000
               of cost avoidance over two years
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Points to Remember

      
      
         	
            
            Legally, districts are obligated to use RSPs to provide services for students with
               educational disabilities; increasingly, because of their collective expertise, the
               development and use of RSPs also is encouraged to support nondisabled students as
               part of a response to intervention paradigm. Consequently, it is expected that RSPs
               will continue to play a major role in supporting special and general education students
               and, therefore, remain a featured aspect of education systems. However, this does
               not mean that they are, fait accompli, an unmanageable aspect of the delivery system.
               District leadership has a continuum of options with which to engage a private partner
               to ensure these important, but costly, staff members are being utilized appropriately
               to ensure maximal ROI.
            

            
         

         
         	
            RSPs are the most highly trained, and therefore expensive, constituents of the special
               education delivery system.
            

            
         

         
         	
            ROI is an appropriate concept to ensure expenditures are resulting in corresponding
               student outcomes.
            

            
         

         
         	
            An analysis will assist district leadership in understanding its RSP delivery system
               and in making internal changes.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Professional development and technical assistance may be helpful to districts to build
               capacity for internal staff.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Provision of RSPs through a single-source model will lead to the most significant
               cost repurposing while ensuring programmatic fidelity.
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      Educating and Economizing
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         Innovative K–12/Higher Education Partnerships

         
         
      

      
      In response to growing higher education costs and the need to expand the national
         economy by improving the average education level of the available workforce, numerous
         programs now exist to foster strong K–12/college partnerships. With fewer dollars
         to support their initiatives, institutions of all types must learn to create partnerships
         that result in greater efficiencies in delivery of services. 
      

      
      A quality education is the single most important tool available to compete in the
         global market, and the disparity among education levels completed and lifetime career
         achievement and earnings is striking (Young & Celli, 2013). According to the U.S.
         Census Bureau (2010), those completing some high school will earn only $1 million
         over their lifetime, or $23,400 annually. Those who finish high school will earn up
         to $1.2 million, or $30,400 annually. Earning an associate’s degree raises one’s lifetime
         earnings to $1.6 million, or $36,800 annually, while the attainment of a bachelor’s
         degree results in lifetime earnings of $2.1 million, or $38,200 per year. It costs
         society heavily to provide remedial and other social services to high school dropouts,
         making it imperative that schools and colleges work together to find more economically
         feasible ways of promoting pathways to postsecondary education.
      

      
      Considering the current unemployment rates and fiscal woes of the country, parents
         and students are hesitant to make the financial commitment to higher education, and
         in the worst-case scenarios, students are forced to drop out of high school or college
         to take on jobs to support themselves or their families. Forward-thinking school districts
         and higher education institutions must reinvent themselves with practices that make
         best use of their collective resources so that high school completion is assured for
         all students and the transition from high school to postsecondary education—whether
         career and technical colleges, community colleges, or four-year institutions—is seamless
         (Young & Celli, 2013).
      

      
      Seamless programs serve to build the credibility of the participating academic institutions,
         making them better able to recruit and retain students. Given the strong link between
         revenues and the size of student bodies, both public education institutions and higher
         education partners at every level are increasingly under pressure to sustain enrollments.
         
      

      
      Programs that serve as gateways or links between educational levels—in this instance,
         public schools and postsecondary institutions—will be of fiscal value to the partner
         institutions as well as of direct benefit to students and their families. While many
         of these partnerships are at the high school level, possibilities for collaboration
         exist at the middle and elementary school levels as well. There are six primary categories
         of K–12 and higher education partnership programs:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Advanced placement courses

            
         

         
         	
            Dual enrollment programs

            
         

         
         	
            Early college high schools

            
         

         
         	
            International baccalaureate (IB)

            
         

         
         	
            K–12/higher education business connections

            
         

         
         	
            Tech prep programs

            
         

         
      

      
      Advanced Placement Courses

      
      The advanced placement (AP) program is administered by the College Board, which is
         the same national organization responsible for managing and administering the SAT
         and ACT college entrance examinations. AP courses are designed to encompass college-level
         expectations and requirements, which explains why some colleges and universities accept
         a successful AP exam score (typically a three on a five scale) at the end of each
         course for advanced college credit. 
      

      
      AP classes are extremely popular in high schools nationally. In 2007, some 16,464
         AP courses were offered in U.S. high schools, and 1,464,254 students took one or more
         AP exams that year (College Board, n.d.). There are three advantages to taking AP
         courses:
      

      
      
         	
            
            These rigorous classes cover the breadth of information, skills, and assignments found
               in corresponding college courses.
            

            
         

         
         	
            These courses align with the standards and expectations offered at leading liberal
               arts and research institutions.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Motivated and academically prepared students are provided the opportunity to study
               and learn at the college level. (College Board, n.d.)
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Many believe that taking and successfully completing AP courses and examinations has
         become almost an admissions requirement among the more selective colleges and universities.
         With that said, there have been some concerns over the years regarding whether AP
         courses are able to effectively deliver college requirements in high school classrooms.
         
      

      
      An unpublished Harvard University and University of Virginia finding called into question
         whether AP courses were actually college level (Bradt, 2006). However, this doubt
         has been put to rest by the largest AP effectiveness study of its kind, which examined
         222,289 students attending a range of Texas institutions of higher education (Hargrove,
         Godin & Dodd, 2008). This study concluded that students who participate in both AP
         courses and AP exams show substantial gains in terms of higher GPAs, credit hours
         earned, and four-year graduation rates (Hargrove, Godin & Dodd, 2008). Additionally,
         students who complete AP courses in high school outperform their peers on the next
         level of the same classes in college and beyond, providing evidence that the benefits
         of AP programs appear to impact college success over time (Hargrove, Godin & Dodd,
         2008). At present, thirty-four AP courses and corresponding examinations are offered
         through the College Board, and these include areas such as the arts, sciences, languages,
         and economics. 
      

      
       Although there may be an exception made for an especially precocious student, most
         high schools limit enrollment in AP courses to juniors and seniors. The College Board
         requires students to take the designated AP examination at the end of the course,
         and some schools also require it to earn high school credit. As noted earlier, colleges
         and universities that accept AP exam scores for credit will determine their own passing
         score. AP examinations require a fee, but there is a waiver policy in place for financially
         deserving students.
      

      
      Another concern often raised is the significant geographic and economic divide in
         student access to AP courses and schools that actively encourage all students to take
         them. According to a recent study by the Education Trust and Equal Opportunity Schools,
         low-income students are twice as likely as others to attend a school without a full
         complement of AP courses (Watanabe, 2013). As of 2011, 54.2 percent of public high
         schools offer AP or IB courses; however, the range of those offering courses in the
         four core subject areas is as disparate as 86.6 percent in Arkansas and just 11 percent
         in North Dakota (Balfanz, Bridgeland, Fox, DePaoli, Ingram & Maushand, 2014). 
      

      
      Case Study: Bellevue School District, Washington

      
      The Bellevue School District (BSD) in Washington has embraced the challenge of encouraging
         all students to take rigorous, high-level courses that will prepare them for postsecondary
         education. Ninety-one percent of BSD’s class of 2013 took at least one AP course during
         their high school enrollment (“Advanced Placement Offered,” 2013). Further, 2013 graduates
         who took AP courses averaged six AP credits that translated into college credits,
         which lowered their college tuition and shortened their time to graduation at the
         postsecondary level. With expansion in the number of AP exams being taken (6,800 in
         2013), the district saw its pass rate jump from 70 percent in 2012 to 73 percent in
         2013. The national pass rate is 59 percent (“Advanced Placement Offered,” 2013).
      

      
      Part of the success of BSD’s AP initiative is its active engagement with parents to
         convince them that AP course completion is worth the extra effort. To this end, many
         parents need to be made aware of the value of the AP experience; the “parent” page
         of the district website touts that “taking AP classes in high school helps students
         prepare for the college-level work load” by assisting them to “develop effective study
         habits; improve writing skills; and sharpen critical-thinking skills” (Lake Washington
         School District, n.d.). The site also points out that high school teachers see increased
         student confidence and academic interest, while college faculty find AP students to
         be more ready for college-level learning. Parents also are apprised of the financial
         value of earning college credit through the AP process (Lake Washington School District,
         n.d.).
      

      
      Much of the success of Bellevue students is attributed to district initiatives designed
         to adequately prepare the teachers of these challenging courses. Each summer, Pacific
         Northwest offers a free “AP Institute” that is open to all AP teachers. This annual
         institute draws teachers from across the nation and provides valuable professional
         development opportunities. This four-day experience features well-known speakers and
         gives direct training, strategies, and support to those who teach rigorous AP courses
         (“Advanced Placement Offered,” 2013).
      

      
      Dual Enrollment Programs

      
      Many state-level school reforms have included dual enrollment or dual credit programs
         that allow high school students to earn secondary- and college-level credits concurrently.
         Under such a program, a high school student is allowed to enroll in one or more college
         courses offered through a local community college or four-year institution, with those
         same classes functioning as substitutes for their high school equivalents. These programs
         provide a pathway for secondary students to experience the rigors and expectations
         of the college classroom before being required developmentally to take on college
         life. 
      

      
      In a few parts of the country, the dual enrollment movement has existed for as many
         as forty years. The phenomenon most certainly picked up pace in the last decade, as
         various factors have propelled it toward its current status. The following are among
         the reasons cited for the growth of dual enrollment programs: acceleration of progress
         for students; reduced tuition costs for students and their parents; reassurance to
         students and parents alike of a learner’s readiness to handle college-level academics;
         reduced boredom at the secondary level, especially during senior year; strengthened
         relations between secondary schools and colleges, including facilitated student recruitment;
         improved college-community relations; and opportunities to address equity concerns
         (Andrews, 2001). 
      

      
       This last consideration has become a critical issue, given the disappointing rate
         of college completion and the time to completion among American students, particularly
         minorities. According to the National Resource Center for the First-Year Experience
         and Students in Transition at the University of South Carolina (2013), approximately
         55 percent of first-time/full-time students complete their bachelor’s degree in six
         years. The completion rate for Caucasian students is 59 percent; this rate drops to
         41 percent for Hispanic and African American students National Resource Center for
         the First-Year Experience and Students in Transition at the University of South Carolina
         (2013). Only 26 percent of students whose annual family income is under $25,000 complete
         college, and if a student is both low income and first generation, his or her completion
         rate drops to an abysmal 11 percent National Resource Center for the First-Year Experience
         and Students in Transition at the University of South Carolina (2013).
      

      
      The Pell Institute reported that access to college has increased for minority and
         low-income students, but retention to graduation, especially at the bachelor’s degree
         level, has not (Engle & Tito, 2008). At the associate’s level, less than 50 percent
         of new college students earn their degree within three years; 25 percent of full-time
         first-year students at four-year colleges and 39 percent at two-year colleges do not
         return the next fall (Cho & Karp, 2012). The retention rates are even lower for part-time
         students (Cho & Karp, 2012). 
      

      
      The financial burden placed on students who fail to earn their degrees, to say nothing
         of the crushing sense of personal failure they often experience, makes it imperative
         that steps be taken to correct this trend. The failure of so many students at the
         postsecondary level represents a staggering waste of precious grant and loan monies
         as well. For many schools and colleges, creative collaborations around dual enrollment
         programs help reduce the possibility of failure, the costs of higher education, and
         the time to completion of a college degree.
      

      
      The prominence and type of dual enrollment model differs by geography. For example,
         “Missouri, Illinois, Virginia, North Dakota, and Florida offer dual credit courses,
         taught by college faculty in a high school setting for high school credit and/or advanced
         placement for credit” (Schuetz, 2004, p. 3). Several other states make allowances
         for secondary students to take courses on college campuses on a space-available basis
         when certain criteria are met, commonly including the following: the student has a
         demonstrated track record of academic success, often measured by a GPA of 3.0 or higher
         in related subjects; the principal or other school official endorses the student’s
         abilities and emotional maturity to balance college-level coursework while still in
         high school; one or more of the partner institutions have the financial resources
         to cover the costs associated with the program or the student and his or her family
         have the financial means to pay for the college courses; transportation to and from
         the school and the college institution can be successfully provided by the school,
         family, or student; and the parents or guardians agree, for students who are under
         the age of eighteen, to approve of such a placement.
      

      
      Robertson, Chapman, and Gaskin (2001) outline five principles of successful dual enrollment
         programs for educators to consider:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Education is a continuum in which the basics must be learned in order to proceed.
               
            

            
         

         
         	
            Courses offered through the programs should augment, not replace, high school curricula.

            
         

         
         	
            Programs are most effective when they are physically accessible to students.

            
         

         
         	
            Programs should provide financial support when necessary.

            
         

         
         	
            The secondary-postsecondary partnership should be supplemented with academic support
               in the form of academic advising, precollege counseling, financial aid planning, study
               skills workshops, and assessment.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Dual enrollment programs have the potential to improve the academic rigor of the secondary
         curriculum without the need for additional high school faculty, space, or budget resources.
         While there does not appear to be any data available on the number of students who
         are presently taking advantage of dual enrollment programs in the United States, Adelman
         (2004) suggests that there is a growing trend for high school students to access college
         courses, and thereby earn college credit, before graduation. 
      

      
      With the rising cost of college tuition, the increasing requirements to enhance the
         rigor of the secondary curriculum to ensure high school graduates are college ready,
         and the desire on the part of some students to make their academic track record stand
         out as a means of improving their chances to be selected to some of the more esteemed
         institutions of higher education, it is not surprising that dual enrollment programs
         are growing in popularity. What better way is there for high school seniors to demonstrate
         to a prospective college admissions office that they are fully capable of succeeding
         at an institution of higher learning than to have already completed college-level
         courses successfully? Also, for those students who are able to transfer in significant
         amounts of credits taken through a dual enrollment program, the overall cost of a
         college degree may be reduced—and in some instances, quite significantly.
      

      
      According to Clark (2001), the research supports the academic merit of offering dual
         enrollment programs. The author contends that national data have demonstrated that
         students who participate in a dual enrollment program are more likely to earn a higher
         GPA and graduate from a four-year institution than their peers who did not. Critics
         suggest, however, that dual enrollment programs may cater too heavily to overly enthusiastic
         college-bound students, providing one more disadvantage to low-income, minority, or
         average students who will eventually need to compete in the college arena.
      

      
      Andrews (2001) acknowledges the obvious benefits of dual enrollment programs but underscores
         that such initiatives must be carefully planned and necessitate careful consideration
         in three areas: organization, administration, and funding. It is recommended that
         administrators design and adhere to checklists that minimize the legal implications
         of allowing high school students to participate in college courses as well as the
         policy matters, such as cost and credit transferability, that will inevitably arise.
         Andrews (2001) also supports the establishment of effective dual enrollment principles
         and policies that should be clear, written down, developed by the participating institutions,
         and address such important matters as “student eligibility, program structure and
         administration, faculty qualifications and support, assessment of student performance,
         and transferability of credit” (p. 34).
      

      
      Case Study: Delta Opportunity School, Colorado

      
      Delta Opportunity School (DOS) is located in tiny Delta, Colorado, on the Western
         Slope. A “last-chance” alternative school serving Grades 7–12, most DOS students have
         been expelled from other school districts and/or are at risk for not graduating. The
         following are among the staggering demographics that describe the student body: 65
         percent qualify for free or reduced-price lunch (probably a low estimate, as many
         households do not bother to fill out the paperwork); 28 percent do not reside with
         their parents; 20 percent are English language learners; 18 percent are in the judicial
         system; and 15 percent are parenting or pregnant (DOS, 2014). 
      

      
      “College” simply is not part of these students’ vocabularies, and all have significant
         challenges in their lives that threaten to interfere even with high school graduation.
         A partnership with the nearby Delta Montrose Technical College (DMTC) is beginning
         to transform the school culture at DOS. The open enrollment policy allows any student
         aged sixteen or older who has completed—or even left—high school to enroll. DMTC also
         allows dual enrollment for its secondary programs (automotive and diesel technology,
         hairstyling, mining technology, technical drafting, and welding) and many of its twelve
         postsecondary programs (emergency medical services, criminal justice, early childhood
         education, computer information technology, and health care professions). 
      

      
      Classes can be taken during the school day, and the programs of study clearly dovetail
         with professions and skills in demand in Colorado. DOS and DMTC efforts to collaborate
         began just a few years ago, but the educational partners estimate that more than 10
         percent of DOS students are working on high school graduation and college credits
         simultaneously, with numbers growing (DOS, 2014).
      

      
      At the heart of the DOS experiment is the reality that negative student perceptions
         about the affordability and the “pay off” of a college degree are major obstacles
         to postsecondary education. Students’ time, given their multiple roles as high school
         students, parents, workers, and translators for family members, is extremely limited,
         so it is difficult to coax students into imagining the possibility of carrying college-level
         courses at the same time. Because nearly all DOS students’ parents have not attended
         college and are not English-language speakers, understanding the financial aid process
         can be daunting. 
      

      
      Having come from poverty, the students are equally wary of debt. Even though many
         of them would be candidates for grants and scholarships, they struggle with daily
         expenses such as food, clothing, and transportation, especially if they are parents
         themselves. The cost for even a two-year degree program at an area college seems impossible
         to fathom.
      

      
      One issue that tends to define the difference between first-generation and non-first-generation
         college students is that the former experiences “difficulties produced by having to
         straddle two cultures—having to occupy that ever-so-treacherous middle position between
         the college culture and the home culture” (Davis, 2010, p. 59). The author goes on
         to point out that even well-meaning family members “see college attendance as a place
         where a child leaves the family behind” (p. 77). Having DMTC integrated both into
         the community and the school day decreases the anxiety that all members feel about
         the transition to college. Thus, dual enrollment knits together home, school, and
         college culture in a way that works on a daily basis.
      

      
      The vast majority of DOS students are both low income and first generation, thus the
         ability to earn credentials in fields that offer almost immediate employment means
         that students are able to improve their quality of life even prior to high school
         graduation; in turn, this income may “pave the way,” so to speak, if they wish to
         continue on to a four-year institution. According to DOS Principal Delaine Hudson,
         “It’s amazing seeing the difference in attitude and confidence of our students. They
         go from not being certain that they can or that they need to finish a high school
         diploma or GED to being able to recognize that they can be successful at college”
         (Davis, 2010, n.p.).
      

      
      In part, that success may come from being able to learn in ways that are more familiar
         and more consistent with the styles of DOS students. As one student named Thomas put
         it, “In my other high school I was considered—well, you know—kind of slow. But here
         I am doing work at college! I just learn things with my hands and by watching other
         people and by kind of experimenting with things, and that wasn’t the way that things
         were done in my other high school” (Davis, 2010, n.p.). The applied nature of the
         technical courses allows tactile, kinesthetic learners like Thomas to thrive, while
         the other, more abstract cognitive skills make sense in context. Thomas explained,
         “I didn’t used to ever really like to write or read too much, except for business
         and farm type of magazines and manuals, but now I understand more why those things
         are important for me to succeed if I open and run my own business” (Davis, 2010, n.p.).
      

      
      DOS students benefit from the close relationships with their teachers and staff at
         the small campus. At any time, the enrollment is eighty to one hundred students, divided
         between morning and afternoon programs. Teachers and staff serve as the unofficial
         “guides” who start students on the college path. Becoming “intuitively oriented to
         college” is a process that generally takes an entire generation to acquire (Davis,
         2010, p. 33). Lacking the resources for that intuitive orientation, first-generation
         and low-income students rely all the more heavily on creative collaborations to achieve
         a college diploma and a career with potential.
      

      
      Tech Prep Programs

      
      Tech prep programs have been designed to form a strong link between secondary and
         postsecondary institutions, commonly community colleges, to provide seamless educational
         opportunities for students who are oriented toward technical fields. Through the use
         of articulation agreements between partner institutions, applied academic and vocational
         courses offered at the high school level lead to advanced standing at one or more
         public or private colleges, often a two-year technical community college that awards
         associate’s degrees.
      

      
      Tech prep programs are believed to strengthen the academic rigor of the secondary
         vocational and applied academic programs, which serve to better prepare students for
         associate’s degree courses and the world of work. These are frequently referred to
         as two-plus-two programs, whereby students complete two years of technical or competency-based
         high school work during the junior and senior years and then transition to a postsecondary
         institution under an articulated agreement to complete their remaining two years of
         study to earn an associate’s degree in a technical field. Stewart and Bristow (1997)
         suggest that tech prep programs lead to four outcomes for students: (1) the completion
         of an associate’s degree or two-year certificate in a technical field; (2) technical
         preparation in a specified field; (3) student competence in mathematics, science,
         and communications; and (4) placement in employment.
      

      
      There are also numerous benefits for the partner institutions: 

      
      
         	
            
            The opportunity to jointly develop and plan a course sequence between levels that
               minimizes redundancy while ensuring breadth of content coverage 
            

            
         

         
         	
            The allowance for a greater emphasis on academic quality, as the high school courses
               need to be aligned with higher education expectations, while the college programs
               can assume a certain set of skills, abilities, and background knowledge in their incoming
               students 
            

            
         

         
         	
            The potential for a reduction in cost associated with faculty development, curriculum
               alignment, and access to the latest technical equipment on the part of the secondary
               programs as well as a minimization in advertising and marketing expenses associated
               with recruiting new students to the postsecondary institution 
            

            
         

         
         	
            The opportunity for two degree levels—high school and associate’s—to work jointly
               with the business community to ensure that their collective graduates are fully prepared
               for the positions that are anticipated to be available upon graduation
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Tech prep programs are offered in many different configurations, including 2 + 2,
         2 + 2 + 2, 4 + 2, and 4 + 2 + 2. In interpreting the configuration, the first number
         refers to the number of high school grades that are involved in the relationship,
         and the second figure denotes the associate’s degree level (Hull & Parnell, 1991).
         Where a third number exists, in the case of 4 + 2 + 2, the program is designed to
         transition students from a four-year high school course of study through an associate’s
         degree and on to the completion of a baccalaureate program. 
      

      
      Students in tech prep programs customarily receive six to nine college credits upon
         graduation from high school, and this leads some to classify tech prep as another
         form of a dual enrollment program. This classification seems reasonable provided that
         the specialty focus, namely a technical orientation, is highlighted when describing
         the tech prep programs. Another hallmark of tech prep programs is that they are more
         employment focused and, as such, include applied vocational experiences such as work-based
         learning experiences and internships that are frequently disregarded or minimized
         on a more traditional college path.
      

      
      Studies on the effectiveness of tech prep programs that create a pathway for technically
         oriented students to the world of work have provided mixed results. According to a
         study by Brodsky et al. (1997), high school students enrolled in tech prep programs
         performed no better than their non-tech prep peers on PSAT and SAT college entrance
         examinations. Yet, another study found that students who graduated from tech prep
         programs were more likely to enroll in postsecondary institutions than students on
         average, highlighting the fact that tech prep programs do appear to bridge the educational
         divide between high school and two-year institutions (Bragg, 2001).
      

      
      Tech prep’s roots are grounded by the federally funded Carl D. Perkins Vocational
         and Applied Technology Education Act of 1984, which sought to find solutions to the
         growing gap between higher education and a need for a skilled workforce (U.S. Department
         of Education, 2014). The Perkins Act has gone through a series of reauthorizations
         meant to encompass the creation and promotion of career and technical educational
         (CTE) programs as well as provide funding to link high schools and postsecondary institutions
         together.
      

      
      A specific set of seven elements defines the most recent reauthorization of the Perkins
         Act (U.S. Department of Education, 2014):
      

      
      
         	
            
            An articulation agreement between secondary and postsecondary institutions

            
         

         
         	
            Specific design (4 + 2, 3 + 2, 2 + 2) with Common Core proficiency in mathematics,
               science, communication, and technology
            

            
         

         
         	
            Specifically developed tech prep curriculum

            
         

         
         	
            In-service training of secondary and postsecondary teachers to implement the curriculum
               with fidelity
            

            
         

         
         	
            Training of counselors to recruit students and ensure program completions and employment

            
         

         
         	
            Equal access of special populations to the full range of tech prep programs

            
         

         
         	
            Recruitment, counseling, and assessment

            
         

         
      

      
      Tech prep programs encourage high school students to access continuing education opportunities
         as a way to increase their level of technical and academic competency. Articulation
         agreements between high schools and postsecondary institutions provide clear educational
         and career pathways for students who wish to continue on to a military career or a
         two-year college and receive an associate’s degree or certificate of completion. 
      

      
      Under an articulation agreement, a prescribed sequence of study transitions students
         seamlessly from high school to postsecondary classes. Students prepare for a career
         while saving money through focused, well-planned course sequences that prevent overlap
         of learning objectives and employ applied academics as the main mode of learning (King
         & West, 2009). Applied academics allow students to grasp educational concepts using
         real-world experiences and work-related applications, providing a more competent and
         smarter workforce. More meaningful learning is a consequence of applied academics,
         as students entering the tech prep program immediately find a clear connection between
         school and employment. 
      

      
      The tech prep model has found success in many venues; however, because of differences
         in reporting data, the exact number of students enrolled in such programs across the
         United States is difficult to pinpoint. According to the U.S. Department of Education
         (2009), there were 737,635 students, and this number continues to grow. 
      

      
      In 2012, the Perkins Act was reauthorized to enhance alignment of twenty-first-century
         skills, collaboration of educational partnerships, accountability via performance
         measures, and innovation through state and local reform measures. The act also allocated
         $1 billion to fund continued efforts within tech prep, while $8 billion was earmarked
         for the training of workers to fill positions in high-growth industries (U.S. Department
         of Education, 2014).
      

      
      Case Study: RGV:LEAD, Rio Grande Valley School District, Texas

      
      For nearly twenty years, RGV:LEAD (Linking Economic and Academic Development) was
         known as tech prep of the Rio Grande Valley. The name change is just the beginning
         of what sets RGV:LEAD apart from other tech prep programs. Its collaborative nature
         and purposeful connection of leaders bring together the local community, business
         and industry, as well as secondary and postsecondary schools. 
      

      
      With a solid mission statement, RGV:LEAD is clearly a public-private partnership meant
         to enhance the connection between secondary and postsecondary academic institutions
         and employment. The mission statement reads, “RGV:LEAD is in the business of education,
         partnering to engage students in college- and career-focused learning opportunities
         to achieve a higher level of competence within the workforce” (RGV:LEAD, 2013).
      

      
      RGV:LEAD students are expected to meet the Texas state high school graduation requirements
         (RGV:LEAD, 2013). In addition to the prescribed tech prep class schedule, students
         may choose from various liberal arts classes and general education electives. The
         career prep options are threefold: (1) work-related, on-the-job training programs,
         apprenticeships, and internships; (2) vocational and technical schools, community
         and junior colleges, colleges and universities, job corps; and (3) military service.
         
      

      
      In addition to the three broad career options, there are clusters of career pathways
         that are grouped together based on like-minded strengths and interests (RGV:LEAD,
         2013). These clusters help students follow an articulated schedule of classes that
         weave secondary- and postsecondary-level classes together in a 4 + 2 or 4 + 4 format
         to ensure completion and movement into highly technical, twenty-first-century jobs.
         These career pathways include the following areas of study: agriculture and technology;
         art, communications, and media; business and marketing; health science; human development,
         management, and service; and personal and protective service.
      

      
      RGV:LEAD also offers a scholars program meant to accelerate learning (RGV:LEAD, 2013).
         This twenty-six-credit articulated program mandates that students complete the required
         high school program for graduation, complete a sequence of high school career or tech
         courses each worth three or more credits that students can “bank” for future use at
         an accepting postsecondary institution, and complete two college-level tech prep courses
         while still in high school. Completing these requirements and then the necessary paperwork
         may earn students substantial financial aid and monetary awards for further postsecondary
         study.
      

      
       Students who complete the course of study benefit from a well-articulated program
         that includes applied academics. The education received is directly relevant to twenty-first-century
         work opportunities. Students make informed choices regarding their own future and
         leave high school with a solid academic background and work skills that can be used
         to further their success in college or at entry-level jobs.
      

      
      The 2012 district superintendents’ report (Gonzales & Bubb, 2012) links supporting
         data to the positive impact of academic success for RGV:LEAD students. Despite unusually
         high poverty levels within the district, RGV:LEAD students show better attendance
         rates and lower dropout rates (Gonzales & Bubb, 2012, p. 10). In addition, Gonzales
         and Bubb (2012) reveal that these same students have higher graduation rates (94.3
         percent) compared to the state average (76.5 percent) and that they are more prepared
         to enter college (94.9 percent) compared to the state average (87.3 percent). Just
         under 25 percent of all Rio Grande Valley district high school students participate
         in the LEAD program, a much higher percentage than elsewhere in Texas (Gonzales &
         Bubb, 2012). Of particular note, during the 2009–2010 school year, all Hispanic tech
         prep students met the minimum standards on the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills
         in all academic areas at higher rates than their non-LEAD peers in the same subgroup
         (Gonzales & Bubb, 2012).
      

      
      All this is good news as Texas and the rest of the United States look for ways to
         connect college and career readiness and provide opportunities for students to make
         seamless transitions from high school to postsecondary institutions. These transitions
         also allow for well-articulated educational planning that incorporates high standards
         and real-world learning experiences meant to propel students into entry- and high-level
         technical jobs for the twenty-first century.
      

      
      Early College High Schools

      
      The middle college initiative was conceived in 1972 as a means of placing high school
         students on college campuses. Many of its tenets were preserved as it evolved in 2000,
         with the support of a Ford Foundation grant, into what is now referred to as the early
         college high school. The early college model places considerable emphasis on collaboration
         and a seamless educational experience between the secondary school and its higher
         education partner. According to Lieberman (2004), the founder of both models, several
         structural components of an early college high school are nonnegotiable. Such a school
         can be characterized by the following activities:
      

      
      
         	
            
            It reaches out for students who are underserved by the regular schools.

            
         

         
         	
            It demands a cooperative relationship between the district high school administration
               and the college president.
            

            
         

         
         	
            It offers a different sequence of courses from the tenth grade and an accelerated
               program from the ninth grade to the associate’s degree, which can be achieved in five
               years or less instead of six.
            

            
         

         
         	
            It combines the resources of a high school on the college campus with the college
               facilities (gym, library, cafeteria), making them all available to the early college
               high school students.
            

            
         

         
         	
            It requires active collaboration from the college administrative structure: faculty
               interchange and support from the college divisions of finance, admissions, scheduling,
               and counseling under a college-appointed administrator.
            

            
         

         
         	
            It enhances the role of high school faculty. 

            
         

         
         	
            It integrates high school and college study in an articulated program. (Lieberman,
               2004, p. 2)
            

            
         

         
      

      
      The early college high school movement has expanded considerably since the opening
         of the first eight schools in 2002 because of their purported success as well as the
         support of its chief advocate and financial backer, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation.
         Early college high schools were designed from the outset to provide minority, low-income,
         and first-generation college-goers the opportunity to complete college-level coursework
         while in high school and graduate with transferable college credits. 
      

      
      While dual enrollment and AP programs primarily target more affluent suburban and
         private school students, the early college model was developed for urban students
         who lacked access to other types of programs that provide a “leg up” on the college
         experience. The early college model was seen as a major education reform initiative
         from the outset in that it holds the promise of increasing opportunity for inner-city
         students who at times have been lost in underperforming public schools with far fewer
         academic advantages.
      

      
      Early college programs promote academic rigor in the form of actual college courses
         while offering the obvious benefit of advanced college standing at the time of graduation,
         thereby reducing the time and costs necessary to complete a college degree. The model
         itself naturally requires a partnership between the early college high school and
         a higher education institution, with the latter providing the college course portion
         of the curriculum and awarding the credits that lead to advanced standing at the postsecondary
         level.
      

      
      The data on the effectiveness of this reform initiative is impressive: “Of the 2,258
         graduates of Early Colleges open for four or more years, 40% graduated with more than
         a year of college credit, and 11% graduated with a high school diploma and an associate’s
         degree” (Hoffman & Webb, 2009, p. 2). Additional findings reviewed by these same authors
         confirm that early college high schools serve a larger percentage of minority and
         underserved youth than would typically be considered college bound, and these schools
         achieve a 92 percent graduation rate—higher than predicted expectations. 
      

      
      If this were not enough, two-thirds of the graduates attend college, well above the
         national average for all high school graduates. The outcome measures suggest that
         early college high schools are successfully meeting their intended goals of increasing
         academic rigor at the high school level, providing college-level courses to a group
         of underrepresented college-goers, achieving higher graduation and college matriculation
         rates, and reducing the time required to earn a college degree by offering transferable
         credits up to an associate’s degree.
      

      
      Case Study: Windham Regional Collegiate High School, Brattleboro, Vermont

      
      The mission of the Windham Regional Collegiate High School (WRCHS) is to engage high
         school students in southeastern Vermont and neighboring New Hampshire in a rigorous,
         supportive early college learning environment that blends high school and the first
         two years of college through affordable dual credit courses. WRCHS strives to remove
         the financial, academic, and psychological barriers that too often prevent students
         from preparing for, entering, and succeeding in college and careers. To accomplish
         this, it has developed partnerships with local institutions of higher education, businesses,
         government organizations, and parents. This program was specifically designed to improve
         college and career readiness and reach out to students who may not otherwise see college
         as an option.
      

      
      In presenting its mission to prospective students and their families, WRCHS Director
         Tom Yahn stresses that the guiding principles behind the program are academic, social,
         and economic. A primary goal is to create a smoother transition from high school to
         college by building “college knowledge” and readiness (Yahn, personal communication,
         August 3, 2013). The school also hopes to reduce the cost of college by charging only
         $100 per three-credit college course. Reducing the need for remedial or developmental
         courses in college is also a consideration; these courses slow time to degree completion
         in most institutions because they are not credit bearing. Expanding school opportunities
         into the community is achieved through internships and other experientially based
         learning. A final hope is that offering the courses within the high school itself
         will encourage students to aspire to college by seeing their peers challenge themselves
         and succeed.
      

      
      The Windham Early College project was launched with a specific interest in preparing
         students for the world of international business and commerce. Its dual enrollment
         curriculum includes courses such as advanced languages, engineering, architecture,
         mathematics, technology, and dimensions of social change. WRCHS counts among its active
         partners no fewer than nine different colleges, ranging from community colleges, such
         as Lakes Region Community College and the Community College of Vermont, to four-year
         schools, such as Marlboro College and the School for International Training. Located
         in Brattleboro, Vermont, the high school’s recent student enrollment data show that
         47 percent of the students taking part in this option are low income and first generation
         (Yahn, personal communication, August 3, 2013). Each year, Yahn (2013) further notes,
         the number of first-generation students taking college-level classes increases.
      

      
      The Windham Early College project puts great emphasis on the social element of the
         college experience. Incorporating “anticipatory socialization” and “role rehearsal,”
         dual enrollment at WRCHS is viewed as a college readiness strategy (Cho & Karp, 2012).
         One obvious component of college readiness is founded in skills and cognate knowledge;
         however, another compelling factor is social readiness—the ability to conceptualize
         a role (anticipatory socialization) and then actually practice being in the role until
         feeling comfortable in it (role rehearsal). Dual enrollment becomes an opportunity
         for practice and subsequent success in “the technical demands of how to do college-level
         work [and] . . . the habits, attitudes, and behaviors of successful college students”
         (Cho & Karp, 2012, p. 23). This prior knowledge and confidence alleviates the need
         for students to spend their first months of college learning to adjust to the college
         classroom. 
      

      
      To build the comfort level necessary to convince first-generation students that they
         can succeed in college, most courses are taught at the high school site by qualified
         teachers. Beyond curriculum content are other, more subtle forms of knowledge that
         students need to be successful in college (Cho & Karp, 2012). These may be unfamiliar
         to first-generation students and can best be introduced by teachers who genuinely
         care about their students and know how to respectfully share the cultural competencies
         that undergird achievement on the college campus. 
      

      
      Cho and Karp (2012) stresses that “authenticity” is the bedrock of the kind of classroom
         coaching that can prepare and encourage fragile students to encounter higher education
         settings. Time management, goal setting, joining the classroom conversation, seeking
         out help and support when needed, and overcoming feelings of “impostership” are as
         important as any cognate knowledge gleaned from a course (Cho & Karp, 2012). In addition,
         various types of thinking, such as reflection on what one is learning, are staples
         of the college classroom, but these practices are rarely stressed in secondary school
         classrooms in the era of high-stakes testing (Yahn, personal communication, August
         3, 2013).
      

      
      WRCHS is careful to offer a choice of courses that both fulfill necessary requirements
         and reflect the kinds of higher-order, applied, and challenging thinking that is embedded
         in college courses. Thus, students can select from offerings such as cultural anthropology,
         introduction to business, infant and toddler development, and environmental science
         and policy. Yahn (2013) states that composition courses, as an example, are thematic
         in the same way they might be in college, focusing on topics like “other voices” and
         “good, evil, and power.” There is a heavy emphasis on language acquisition with course
         offerings in advanced Spanish, German, and French. There is also a STEM pathway, with
         courses such as digital electronics, statistics, principles of engineering, and horticulture.
         These provide the kind of “meaningful content” that Hughes, Rodriquez, Edwards, and
         Belfield (2012) cite as critical to dual enrollment classrooms that work. 
      

      
      Because the WRCHS model offers college classes right on the high school campus, it
         is essential to take students to actual college campuses to experience life there
         firsthand (Yahn, personal communication, August 3, 2013). There, current college students
         and professors can provide demonstration classes and directly answer questions about
         the similarities and differences between life in secondary and postsecondary institutions.
         WRCHS relies on several different grants to support these experiences through their
         social competency curriculum. 
      

      
      International Baccalaureate 

      
      The international baccalaureate (IB) was founded in 1968 as a program to prepare internationally
         mobile students for further study at the university level. The initial program consisted
         of a college preparatory curriculum and a set of challenging external examinations
         that could be delivered to international students anywhere in the world. The original
         IB program has since been expanded into three separate programs that collectively
         serve the educational needs of students ages three to nineteen: the Primary Years
         Program for children ages 3–12, the Middle Years Program for students ages 11–16,
         and the Diploma Program for students ages 16–19 (International Baccalaureate Organization,
         n.d.).
      

      
      Originally created for international students and those who moved from country to
         country, the IB program has become a symbol of educational excellence. While IB programs
         exist at the middle and primary grades, the secondary-level program is more often
         completed in place of a traditional high school experience during the junior and senior
         years. With programs in more than 1,000 schools in the United States and 90 percent
         of those in public schools (International Baccalaureate Organization, n.d.), IB offers
         an alternative to AP classes that are taken in isolation (Lewin, 2010). 
      

      
      The IB programs are invested in educating the whole child while providing a comprehensive,
         college-oriented curriculum that encompasses the traditional subjects of mathematics,
         foreign language, the sciences, and the humanities. The most common components of
         the IB program are interdisciplinary study that seeks to connect academic and applied
         learning with real-world experience, service learning, and a capstone research project
         (Swail & Williams, n.d.).
      

      
      The International Baccalaureate Organization (n.d.) states clearly that all IB programs
         must include and emphasize the following features:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Required study areas across a broad range of subjects, drawing on content from educational
               cultures around the world
            

            
         

         
         	
            Special emphasis to language acquisition and development

            
         

         
         	
            Learning across disciplines

            
         

         
         	
            Development of transdisciplinary learning skills

            
         

         
         	
            Opportunities for individual and collaborative planning and research

            
         

         
         	
            A community service component requiring action and reflection

            
         

         
      

      
      More than 4,179 schools worldwide offer one or more of the three IB programs, with
         the secondary-level Diploma Program being by far the most popular option (International
         Baccalaureate Organization, n.d.). It is noteworthy that when completing the Diploma
         Program, students must successfully pass extensive, challenging exit examinations
         and submit a required independent research project to graduate. More than 80 percent
         of students meet these graduation requirements, illustrating the IB program’s long
         track record of successfully preparing students for postsecondary education (International
         Baccalaureate Organization, n.d.). This appears to explain the increasing popularity
         of such programs in the United States, where 1,331 IB schools currently exist.
      

      
      While critics have suggested that the IB movement has focused predominately on wealthier
         schools and neighborhoods, Gehring (2001) suggests that urban schools serving low-income
         and disadvantaged students are increasingly moving toward this model. The IB program
         may be adopted by private or public schools and, as such, can be replicated anywhere
         in the world.
      

      
      The program focuses on five core subjects: experimental sciences, individuals and
         society, language acquisition, language and literature, and mathematics. Additional
         graduation requirements include a four-thousand-word essay, a theory of knowledge
         course, and a minimum of one hundred hours of community service (International Baccalaureate
         Organization, n.d.). The IB program encourages deep thinking through a rigorous academic
         schedule. Students who complete the coursework and take the six exams are given scores
         between one (the lowest) and seven (the highest); they must earn a minimum of twenty-four
         points to be eligible for graduation (International Baccalaureate Organization, n.d.).
         College credit is awarded by, and at the discretion of, the college institution. Most
         colleges award between ten and thirty credits, while some award monetary scholarships
         to individuals who have high IB scores (Montgomery County Public Schools, n.d.). 
      

      
      It is this academic college credit that provides the cost-saving measures needed to
         propel students into college. Impressively, 80 percent of students who access and
         complete the IB program will graduate college within four to six years versus 58 percent
         of their general education counterparts (Ramirez, 2008). While the providing high
         school covers the registration cost as well as a per-pupil fee, in 2009, the Gates
         Foundation gave the International Baccalaureate Organization over $2 million to concentrate
         public school efforts toward helping low-income and minority students access the IB
         program (Lewin, 2010). These monetary efforts translate into considerable savings
         for students who wish to shorten their time at college through credit transfer.
      

      
      Case Study: Richard Montgomery IB Magnet, Rockville, Maryland

      
      Richard Montgomery IB Magnet School has a long history of excelling in education.
         In 1987, it became the first in the country to house an International Baccalaureate
         program. This Rockville, Maryland school district houses not only a high school program
         but also a middle and elementary school program (Montgomery County Public Schools,
         n.d.). The continuum of academic curriculum helps students succeed through a rigorous
         program of studies that allows the school to boast a U.S. News and World Report Best High School rating of Gold (“Education: Best High Schools,” 2013).
      

      
       At the high school level, a pre-IB program of studies for ninth and tenth graders
         is standard and includes classes normally found at the eleventh- and twelfth-grade
         levels. Students have been groomed for such rigorous course content in the IB middle
         school program; coursework can then be completed at a faster pace, allowing more time
         for “in-depth analysis and sophisticated content” (Montgomery County Public Schools,
         n.d.). This, in turn, creates a junior and senior year that incorporates more classes
         based on difficult critical-thinking skills and a requirement to demonstrate strengths
         that extend across the curriculum (Montgomery County, n.d.). 
      

      
       The school received a Broad Prize for Urban Education in 2010, acknowledging the
         district’s work in improving student achievement while narrowing the achievement gap
         (Montgomery County, n.d.). During the May 2011 testing season, the school exceeded
         the IB worldwide average in twenty-two subjects. In addition, the 428 IB students
         composing the class of 2012 (“Education: Best High Schools,” 2013) accomplished the
         following:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Ninety-four percent earned a diploma compared to the national success rate of 79 percent.

            
         

         
         	
            Twenty-five were granted Bilingual Diplomas.

            
         

         
         	
            Thirty-six were National Merit Scholarship Semifinalists.

            
         

         
         	
            Forty-one were National Merit Scholarship Commended Students. (Montgomery County,
               n.d.)
            

            
         

         
      

      
      With credentials like these, it is easy to see how public schools that offer competitive
         IB programs may launch students into postsecondary academic careers. Many colleges
         offer incentives such as advanced standing, course credit, and scholarships for IB
         students, creating a plethora of academic choices for students. 
      

      
      K–12/Higher Education Business Connections

      
      With the push to connect the Common Core’s overarching theme of college and career
         readiness (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2012), academic connections between
         high school and postsecondary institutions continue to grow. Early college and tech
         prep initiatives, IB programs, and AP classes provide a clear connection to future
         academic success (Berger, 2013; Bock, 2013; Ruhland, Jurgens, & Ballard, 2003; International
         Baccalaureate Organization, n.d.). However, the business and academic connections
         fostered between postsecondary institutions and public elementary schools have been
         more limited. 
      

      
      A positive give and take of cost-saving measures is possible and profitable for postsecondary
         institutions and elementary schools (Anderson et al., 2013). College students, professors,
         and other staff are readily available to ease inadequate elementary school staffing
         and provide mentorship and tutoring to students of financially strapped public elementary
         schools (National Education Association, 2010). Creative solutions to a myriad of
         unique situations, including materials and facilities management, may be possible
         (National Education Association, 2010). 
      

      
      Public elementary schools may promote the postsecondary institution by offering free
         advertising in newsletters, newspaper articles, by word of mouth, and on the school
         website (Anderson et al., 2013). Designating one month as a special time of preparation
         for college and career readiness, elementary schools may offer various activities
         to promote the partnering institution. The combination of stewardship by the postsecondary
         institution and active promotion by the public school is a unique combination sure
         to increase student awareness of the partnering institution, the importance of a college
         education, and the necessity of giving back to the community by the postsecondary
         institution (National Education Association, 2010). 
      

      
      Case Study: Western New England University and Glickman Elementary School, Springfield,
         Massachusetts
      

      
      Glickman Elementary School in Springfield, Massachusetts, has a longstanding business
         partnership with Western New England University (WNEU). Over the years, the two have
         partnered to offer monthly read alouds, student mentorship and tutoring, swim lessons
         to second-grade students, reading celebrations, and “math nights.” The partnership
         is strengthened by the addition of a university staff member on the School-Centered
         Decision-Making Team. In return, the Glickman staff promotes the university for its
         wide range of academic possibilities. 
      

      
      Each month, a staff member from WNEU visits the school, along with other community
         members, to read to each class. The staff member leaves behind not only the book and
         talking points but—more importantly—a connection with the students in the classroom
         (Stawasz, 2012). Glickman students begin to understand that reading and listening
         to texts is an important component of learning that extends to the university level.
         
      

      
      The library is yet another place to connect young readers with university students
         and staff. Every spring, the youngest students at Glickman are invited to a reading
         celebration sponsored entirely by WNEU. It is based on work completed with the librarian
         and classroom teachers in Glickman’s library by K–2 students. Students who complete
         the assignments and show effort in reading walk to the university, where they are
         treated to a themed celebration replete with cake, juice, and reading-related party
         favors.
      

      
      An important connection between Glickman and WNEU is the annual “Math Night” (Stawasz,
         2011). During this event, university students connect with Glickman families and students
         to support and strengthen the students’ mathematical knowledge. A collection of games,
         some created by WNEU students, are placed in the gym and cafeteria. Families move
         from game to game, learning as they go from the WNEU students who function as game
         instructors. 
      

      
      Student mentorship and tutoring, which are a regular occurrence at the college level,
         is brought to Glickman Elementary in the form of WNEU students. Some university students
         help in the classroom by taking one or two students aside and assisting them with
         academic tasks (Massachusetts Campus Compact, n.d.). WNEU basketball players have
         been able to connect with Glickman students during recess and lunch in an effort to
         mentor appropriate, nonacademic social behaviors and offer consistent role models.
         Both in and out of the classroom, mentorship and tutoring is advantageous for the
         university and the elementary students.
      

      
      At an inner-city school like Glickman, many students do not learn to swim. WNEU offered
         a solution in the form of swim lessons for second graders (Gordon, 2010). For six
         to eight weeks during the spring, Glickman students make the short trek from elementary
         school to university natatorium. After arriving there, the second graders are given
         swim caps, towels, and even bathing suits if needed. Glickman students are introduced
         to the pool rules and safety regulations before being placed in ability groups. Run
         by the WNEU swim team, this program is yet another way to connect university students
         and staff with young learners.
      

      
      The Glickman School-Centered Decision-Making Team meets twice monthly to discuss and
         make decisions regarding the climate and culture of Glickman Elementary School (Springfield
         Public Schools, 2006). These meetings are attended by the principal; equal numbers
         of teachers, paraprofessionals, and parents; a parent teacher organization representative;
         and a representative of the university. The group is tasked with sharing ideas and
         finding ways to support the school. It is also here that Glickman staff members examine
         ways to “repay” the bountiful business connection WNEU offers. 
      

      
      Supporting the university may seem a lopsided venture. Clearly, the college supplies
         bodies, facilities, a positive work ethic, and opportunities to advance the education
         of young people. In return, Glickman does whatever it can to support WNEU. Free advertising
         in monthly newsletters and articles sent to the local papers when events happen help
         support the university. “College and Career Readiness Month” provides another opportunity
         for Glickman to support the university by having some staff wear shirts featuring
         WNEU’s logo. 
      

      
      The connection forged between WNEU and Glickman is a unique blend of academic and
         social responsibilities balanced with good business practices and a touch of old-fashioned
         common sense. It is difficult to say who receives more benefit, but it is clear that
         the relationship builds a nonmonetary connection that is worth its weight in gold.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      As this chapter demonstrates, both K–12 and postsecondary institutions increasingly
         recognize the necessity of forming creative, collaborative partnerships aimed at promoting
         college and career readiness, access, and achievement. These partnerships hope to
         address the pressing necessity of improving educational outcomes for all students
         while economizing in the process of doing so. As funding on both the public and private
         levels becomes more limited, it is imperative that all interested parties take a fresh
         look at how the strategies, initiatives, and programs they cosponsor can conserve
         precious economic resources while adequately preparing students to prosper in the
         twenty-first century. 
      

      
      Points to Remember

      
      
         	
            
            Programs that link public schools with higher education partners can create additional
               opportunities for students while reducing costs for families and the partner institutions
               alike. In the face of growing competition from charter and state-dependent school
               choice programs, many public schools are seeking to provide more attractive educational
               offerings to recruit and retain students. Higher education pathway programs provide
               one means for public schools to differentiate themselves in the education marketplace.
            

            
         

         
         	
            AP courses are popular and provide a college-level course experience for eligible
               high school students under certain conditions. Many colleges and universities will
               accept AP transfer credits, making this an attractive option for certain students.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Dual enrollment and early college programs offer high school students the opportunity
               to earn college credit while still enrolled in the participating secondary school.
               Many institutions, most prominently state colleges and universities, will accept credits
               earned in this manner for advanced college standing.
            

            
         

         
         	
            IB programs are based upon an internationally recognized standard of academic rigor
               and offer students opportunities to earn college credits while still in high school.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Tech prep programs offer a higher education pathway for more vocationally or technically
               minded secondary school students. 
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      Chapter 8

      Understanding the Relationship

      
         
         
         
         Richard Labrie

         
          School Facilities Management and the Learning Process

         
         
      

      
      Facilities management (FM) has come a long way since the one-room schoolhouse where
         the teacher was responsible for maintaining heat and cleaning the classroom at the
         end of the day. Modern school buildings are much more complex as is the role of the
         facilities manager. Facilities management today is a multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary
         field devoted to the coordination of space, infrastructure, people, and organizations.
         Building maintenance and operations include several technical areas:
      

      
      
         	
            Janitorial and custodial functions

            
         

         
         	
            Hazardous waste control

            
         

         
         	
            Recycling

            
         

         
         	
            Land and parking care

            
         

         
         	
            Space and equipment reuse

            
         

         
         	
            Energy management and smart buildings

            
         

         
         	
            Capital planning and project management

            
         

         
         	
            Sustainability

            
         

         
         	
            Work order management

            
         

         
         	
            Just-in-time inventory control

            
         

         
         	
            Building security

            
         

         
         	
            Environmental impacts: light, noise, air quality, allergens

            
         

         
         	
            Repairs and maintenance

            
         

         
         	
            Lifecycle planning and preventative maintenance

            
         

         
         	
            Technology

            
         

         
      

      
      In a 2009 global job task analysis, the International Facility Management Association
         identified eleven core competencies of facility management. These are communication,
         emergency preparedness and business continuity, environmental stewardship and sustainability,
         finance and business, human factors, leadership and strategy, operations and maintenance,
         project management, quality, real estate and property management, and technology.
      

      
      The discipline of facilities management and the role of facility managers in particular
         are evolving to the extent that many managers must function at two levels: strategic-tactical
         and operational. It is the role of a facility manager to ensure regulatory compliance
         plus the proper operation of all aspects of a building to create an optimal, safe,
         and cost-effective environment for the occupants to function at their highest levels.
      

      
         Facilities management is the practice of coordinating the physical environment
         with the people and work of an organization. This discipline integrates the principles
         of business administration, architecture, and the behavioral and engineering sciences.
         Facilities management has become highly competitive, subject to continuous innovation
         and development, and under pressure to reduce costs and add value to the core business
         of the client organization where possible. This is especially true for public buildings,
         given the limited financial resources available.
      

      
      Facilities management is now widely supported with training and professional qualifications
         that are often coordinated by various institutes or associations, and a limited number
         of formal degree programs exist at both undergraduate and graduate levels. Some colleges
         and universities now offer both degree and certificate programs in facilities management.
         These programs prepare professionals at every career level to meet the challenges
         of the expanding regulatory framework and the increasing need for sustainable and
         green initiatives in the rapidly changing building and facilities environmental management
         profession.
      

      
       None but the largest school districts can afford professional facilities management
         personnel trained in all aspects of facilities management. Over the past two decades,
         school districts have tried outsourcing the management of their facilities or some
         parts thereof. Within three to five years, many districts could not sustain the short-term
         cost of privatization or the necessary building modifications and improvements to
         obtain long-term benefits; thus, they returned to an internal facilities management
         program for their buildings, attempting building modifications and new school building
         construction as financial resources and political support became available.
      

      
      Over the past several decades, private industry has recognized the importance of planning
         and maintaining facilities and the financial impact of poorly operated buildings.
         Unfortunately, public education and government in general have been unable to implement
         the best practices identified in the private sector relative to the cost-effective
         and efficient management of buildings and facilities.
      

      
       Educators face a growing challenge of maintaining the nation’s education facilities
         as America’s school buildings age. At the same time, educators are being held accountable
         for student achievement (School Facilities Maintenance Task Force, 2003). The No Child
         Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB, 2002) requires educators in public schools to be accountable
         for improving and closing the achievement gaps in student academic performance.
      

      
       The improvement of American public schools to modern standards will be costly. The
         single most expensive and enduring transaction made by school officials are school
         facilities (McGowan, 2007). The U.S. Office of Education has estimated that to meet
         the national need for new or renovated academic space would cost more than $127 billion
         (Lewis, 1999). Since the passage of NCLB and the requirement of Adequate Yearly Progress,
         there has been a nationwide call for more accountability in public school systems.
         Significantly, the average age of a U.S. school is over fifty years old (Schneider,
         2002; U.S. General Accounting Office, 1996). 
      

      
      Many of the nation’s schools have documented physical deficiencies that have a direct
         effect on teaching and learning (Schneider, 2003). Educators have the responsibility
         to ensure that every child has access to a quality education in school facilities
         that provide a setting suited for teaching and learning (Building Educational Success
         Together [BEST], 2005). Implementing policies that result in high-quality, high-performing,
         well-designed, and well-maintained school facilities has a positive impact on the
         teaching and learning process, which directly contributes to the success of every
         student in every school in the United States (BEST, 2005).
      

      
       Growing research indicates a direct correlation between student achievement and the
         conditions of their school buildings (Buckley, Schneider, & Shang, 2004; Filardo,
         2008; Hunter, 2006; Schneider, 2003). Students in classrooms with large windows, natural
         lighting, and well-designed skylights performed 19 percent to 26 percent better than
         their peers in classrooms without these features (Hale, 2002). In addition, Hunter
         (2006) found that the environmental conditions in schools, which included inoperative
         heating systems, inadequate ventilation, and poor lighting, affected the health and
         learning as well as the morale of students and staff. 
      

      
      A related study found that sustainable schools and the good qualities of lighting,
         site planning, indoor air quality, acoustics, healthy building materials, and the
         use of renewable energy benefited student achievement (Olson & Kellum, 2003). Yet
         another study found that students performed better in schools that were new or recently
         renovated than in older schools (Bullock, 2007). Overall building condition, the age
         of the building, and the windows in the instructional areas were positively related
         to student achievement.
      

      
       One of the primary factors affecting local economic prosperity is a district’s public
         schools; thus, maintaining high-quality school buildings is good business (Filardo,
         2008). Responsible investment in school buildings yields positive results in three
         ways: skilled jobs within local communities; the quality that healthy, safe, and educationally
         appropriate buildings create for students as well as teachers; and the benefits that
         quality education reaps for future generations.
      

      
       The challenge is for educators to renovate or design buildings that provide the appropriate
         infrastructure for new learning approaches, modes of instruction, and tools for technology
         enhancement that improve teaching and learning (Dewees, 1999). The premise is that
         poor school facilities negatively impact student learning and faculty performance
         and signal that administrators and the general public are not properly supporting
         the replacement of outdated school buildings and facilities.
      

      
       Numerous research studies conducted over the past two decades have consistently described
         the poor condition of the nation’s public school buildings and raised concerns about
         the effects of inadequate school facilities on teaching and learning. The poor condition
         of some inner-city schools in particular has even raised serious concerns about teacher
         and student safety. 
      

      
       When providing equitable and efficient education for students, lawmakers and educators
         must consider the role school facilities play in the learning environment. Educators
         must continually find ways to help improve student performance. Therefore, educators
         must understand the relationship that exists between learning and the quality of school
         facilities.
      

      
       The National Parent Teacher Association (NPTA, 2008) concurred that school environment
         significantly impacts academic achievement. States must ensure that all students should
         receive the chance for quality education in facilities that are safe, well-equipped,
         and sufficiently maintained (NPTA, 2008). 
      

      
      Most educators agree that school districts must improve (1) early childhood education
         via the expansion of half-day kindergartens to full-day kindergarten programs for
         three-year-olds; (2) technology for instruction, security, and administration, including
         needed electrical upgrades, video, data highways, computers, interactive whiteboards,
         and other classroom technology; and (3) and inquiry-based science instruction through
         hands-on laboratories.
      

      
      Quality educational facilities are an important precondition for student learning,
         provided that other conditions are present that support a strong academic program
         (“Clinton-Gore Administration,” 2000). Low student achievement can be partially attributed
         to specific building features such as obsolete science facilities, noisy external
         environments, poor air quality, substandard classroom furniture, and even inadequate
         student locker conditions (“Clinton-Gore Administration,” 2000; Earthman, 1996; Edwards,
         1992; Hines, 1996).
      

      
      The Condition of America’s Schools

      
      The condition of America’s school facilities continues to be a major education-related
         issue today. Evidence suggests that facilities improvement and replacement continue
         to be predominantly a local responsibility. The methods used to fund facilities improvement
         projects contribute to a greater and continued dependence on local revenue; this also
         means high levels of unmet building improvement needs when the school district cannot
         financially support the required facilities development (Honeyman & Sayles, 1995).
         
      

      
      In addition, many states now have tax levy limits that require a voter referendum
         to fund capital improvements to public school buildings. Given the aging population
         and the financial constraints of those with fixed incomes, voters are often apprehensive
         about incurring further debt resulting in increased taxes. In many school districts,
         declining student enrollment combined with financial setbacks have resulted in school
         consolidations and closings. 
      

      
      The need for increasing technology utilization in the instructional environment has
         challenged superintendents in that they must devise ways of placing or infusing computers
         in schools that were not originally designed for computers or modern technology (Kowalski,
         2002; 2006). Often, this requires major renovation and redesign of a building’s technology
         backbone. 
      

      
      The following sections provide brief descriptions of the factors that most influence
         the quality of teaching and learning in school facilities.
      

      
      Lighting Quality

      
      Classroom lighting is one of the most critical physical characteristics affecting
         the teaching and learning process. Visual environment impacts a learner’s ability
         to perceive visual stimuli as well as the mental attitude, and thus academic performance
         (Jago & Tanner, 1999). Research studies pertaining to school facilities, student achievement,
         and student behavior have found that greater exposure to daylight fostered higher
         student achievement (Lemasters, 1997; Schneider, 2002). 
      

      
      A study covering over two thousand classrooms in three school districts dealing with
         the effects of daylight on human performance found that students with the most daylight
         in the classroom progressed 20 percent faster on mathematics tests and 26 percent
         faster on reading tests in one year than those students who had learned in classrooms
         that received the least amount of natural light (Heschong Mahone Group, 1999). 
      

      
      New lighting technology, including LED lighting, emulates natural light. While relatively
         expensive to retrofit existing fixtures, the long-term cost of operation is significantly
         less. In addition, many states offer energy rebates to help make the transition to
         higher energy conservation more affordable. 
      

      
      Color Quality

      
      The use of color, especially pastels, in classrooms stimulated thinking (Chan, 1996).
         Greens and blues were more peaceful colors, and reds and oranges tended to provoke
         action (Chan, 1996). Evidence suggests that to foster learning, classrooms need colors
         that are comfortable for students (Pile, 1997). 
      

      
      Indoor Air Quality

      
      Increasingly, research links student performance and achievement to the quality of
         air in schools (Fischer & Bayer, 2003; Kennedy, 2001; Leach, 1997; Schneider, 2002;
         U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [EPA], 2000). Nationally, fifteen thousand public
         schools suffer from poor indoor air quality, which affects more than eight million
         students (EPA, 2000). The EPA identified symptoms that included irritated eyes, nose,
         and throat; upper respiratory infections; nausea; dizziness; headaches; and fatigue
         or sleepiness (Schneider, 2002). According to Schneider (2002), poor air quality made
         teachers as well as students sick, which meant that students and teachers could not
         perform as well as healthy students and teachers.
      

      
      Temperature, Humidity, and Thermal Quality

      
      Temperature and humidity affect indoor air quality (Schneider, 2002), and indoor air
         quality promotes or inhibits the presence of bacteria and mold. A related study indicated
         that student performance at mental tasks was affected by changes in temperature (Wyon,
         2000). This correlated with an earlier finding that the best temperature range for
         reading and mathematics activities was 68 to 74 degrees Fahrenheit (Harner, 1974).
         The students’ ability to learn reading and mathematics was adversely affected when
         the temperature went above 74 degrees Fahrenheit. As the temperature and humidity
         increased, students’ discomfort increased, and their achievement and task performance
         deteriorated as their attention span decreased.
      

      
      Acoustic Quality

      
      Proper and accurate hearing in the classroom is essential to a student’s ability to
         learn (Earthman, 2002). Research dating as far back as Morgan’s 1917 study suggested
         that noise is a distraction that interferes with learning and that students learn
         more when the classroom noise level is reduced to forty decibels (Earthman, 2002).
         There is a direct and substantial relationship between acoustic conditions, student
         health, and student achievement (Duffy, 1992; McGuffey, 1982). Further, according
         to Earthman (2002), the ability to clearly hear and properly understand what is being
         said by teachers and students in the classroom is a prerequisite for effective learning.
         When this ability is impaired through unwanted noise, students do not perform as well
         as they otherwise would.
      

      
      School Size

      
      When enrollment numbers increase, the issue of school size becomes relevant to the
         task of improving student performance (McGowan, 2007). After the tragic school shooting
         at Columbine High School in Colorado in 1999, investigation of the event found that
         there were many signs of potential trouble, but the school authorities had not known
         the students well enough to detect their problems. Because of the large enrollment
         at Columbine (1,870 students), teachers and administrators were unable to spot concerning
         student behavior in advance.
      

      
      Over the past decade, research has shown that small learning environments lead to
         better student performance with fewer incidents of vandalism, violence, or other misbehavior
         (Kennedy, 2001). Recent school shootings have intensified concerns that many students
         get lost in large, impersonal schools and some become entirely alienated.
      

      
      Attendance

      
      Center for Public Education–sponsored research has documented the strong connection
         between student attendance and achievement. According to approximately 45 percent
         of the nation’s teachers, student absenteeism is a moderate or serious problem in
         schools today (Center for Public Education, 2008). This data did not look at the actual
         absenteeism rate but only measured the teachers’ perceptions of student absenteeism
         in their particular classes. This study was one of a few seemingly reliable sources
         of state-by-state data on school attendance showing that attendance is important to
         student performance. 
      

      
      School Facilities

      
      Under NCLB (2001), states must identify schools and school districts that are or are
         not making Adequate Yearly Progress. The law requires that Adequate Yearly Progress
         be based on student performance metrics. In the past, to meet the mandates of NCLB
         in improving academic performance, principals and other education leaders focused
         more on the curriculum and pedagogy than on the actual physical environment. Researchers
         have explained that school administrators should possess a basic understanding of
         facility assessment and use this knowledge to evaluate the condition of school buildings
         and its impact on students’ success (Foreman, Maiden, & Byford, 1997; Friedman, Zimring,
         & Zube, 1978; Lackney, 1999; Maiden & Foreman, 1998; Sanoff, 2001).
      

      
      Unhealthy and unsafe school conditions make it difficult for students to concentrate,
         for teachers to teach, and for staff to do their jobs (American Federation of Teachers
         [AFT], 2008). Poor school conditions lead to lower student and teacher attendance
         and reduced teacher and staff retention at a time when testing requirements make attendance
         more important than ever (AFT, 2008). The 2008 AFT report also indicates that retaining
         well-qualified teachers is a critical ingredient in raising student achievement.
      

      
      A Description of High-Performing Schools

      
      According to the EPA (2014), high-performing schools are energy and resource efficient.
         Research has shown that they improve the learning environment while also saving energy,
         resources, and money. The key is to understand the lifetime value of high-performing
         school buildings and effectively manage priorities, schedules, and budgets during
         their design and construction. It should be noted that, in this context, the term
         “high-performing schools” refers to the physical facilities—the buildings and grounds.
         Skilled teachers and motivated students can overcome inadequate facilities and perform
         at a high level almost anywhere, but a well-designed facility truly enhances performance
         and makes education a more enjoyable and rewarding experience.
      

      
      Recommendations for Future Practice

      
      To improve student performance and the education process, educators must have adequate
         facilities that provide the atmosphere and amenities necessary for student success
         (Blincoe, 2008). Blincoe (2008) provides the following recommendations for possible
         improvements to help school leaders make the best decisions concerning facility improvements:
         
      

      
      
         	
            
            School leaders must maintain facilities, making sure that preventative maintenance
               is completed.
            

            
         

         
         	
            School leaders must ensure that buildings are kept clean and neat, which will help
               in the overall maintenance and aesthetics of the building.
            

            
         

         
         	
            School leaders should work together with school board members and the community to
               fund all necessary improvements to facilities so that students can reach the high
               levels of academic gain mandated by state officials.
            

            
         

         
         	
            State officials, school leaders, and industry executives should develop a system for
               properly assessing buildings and repairing those in the worst condition first.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      These research results indicate that the quality of educational facilities is directly
         related to student performance and teacher retention. The question then is this: how
         can school leaders make the necessary building improvements and manage their facilities
         for an optimum learning and teaching environment? Can this work be accomplished with
         existing personnel and resources, or should the overall facilities planning and management
         be outsourced (i.e., privatized)?
      

      
      Public-Private Partnerships: Outsourcing Facilities Management

      
      Outsourcing (also known as “privatizing” or “contracting out”) is generally defined
         as any task, operation, job, or process that could be performed by employees within
         an organization but is instead contracted to a third party for a significant period
         of time. Although there are many highly successful contractual relationships in effect
         between private facilities management companies and public schools, this section will
         focus on the process and factors related to the success of outsourcing.
      

      
      Outsourcing of noninstructional services is one method many school districts have
         employed to save money, improve services, and redirect resources to the classroom.
         Education stakeholders, however, are divided about whether outsourcing represents
         an opportunity or a threat. The issue has long been a source of debate. The key drivers
         of large-scale outsourcing are cost reduction; efficiency; and the expertise, knowledge,
         and support gained from a specialist provider. 
      

      
      Outsourcing does not mean bringing in a provider to relieve school leadership of the
         responsibility for facilities management. It means forming a partnership with a company
         more expert in a category of service than are the current facilities personnel and
         molding the expert’s services to fit that particular district’s educational goals
         and strategic plans. In some cases, it may mean adjusting plans to fit circumstances
         that the outsourcing experts bring to the attention of school management. In short,
         outsourcing creates an active back-and-forth partnership between a for-profit company
         and a public (or private) school system.
      

      
      The Privatization Continuum 

      
      Currently, privatization of school services occurs along a continuum. On one end,
         entire school systems and a growing number of charter schools are managed by private
         entities. On the other end, some schools contract only for specific purchases, such
         as cleaning supplies, copier maintenance, instructional supplies, or furniture. In
         the middle of the continuum, contracts are issued for sporadic needs or in emergencies.
         For example, an outside contractor might be scheduled to service the heating system
         or be called upon to repair a flooding sewage system, but not necessarily to manage
         those systems. 
      

      
      Forms of Privatized or Contracted Support Services

      
      According to a 2001 survey (Agron, 2001), the following are the ten services that
         public schools most commonly secure from private vendors:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Transportation

            
         

         
         	
            Vending

            
         

         
         	
            Heating, ventilating, and air-conditioning (HVAC) maintenance

            
         

         
         	
            Computer servicing

            
         

         
         	
            Office equipment upkeep

            
         

         
         	
            Food service

            
         

         
         	
            Printing

            
         

         
         	
            Security

            
         

         
         	
            Grounds maintenance

            
         

         
         	
            Custodial service

            
         

         
      

      
      All these services can be considered noninstructional. Only three of them—transportation,
         food service, and custodial service—are needed on a daily basis. Depending on the
         context, grounds maintenance and security also may be needed every day. None of them
         are instructional and consequently would not intersect with classroom teaching and
         learning. That situation, however, is changing. New state and federal mandates and
         policies exert enormous pressure on districts to raise test scores. As discussed previously,
         the quality of the educational facility has a direct correlation to student learning.
         Therefore, school leaders must consider the improvement of educational facilities
         along with other measures to improve student learning and performance.
      

      
      This chapter focuses primarily on one of the most prominent and commonly outsourced
         areas: facilities management. It highlights the factors decision makers should consider
         as they contemplate whether to maintain in-house facilities management or to outsource
         this task. The reader should note, however, that the scope and frequency of contracted
         services is growing significantly. Thus, contracting decisions are becoming a much
         more frequent and important responsibility for school leaders.
      

      
      Research on Outsourcing

      
      The Cornell Center on Restructuring Local Governance (Sclar, 2000) reports that research
         on outsourcing consists primarily of case studies. Most of these case studies detail
         privatization effort problems rather than analyze those contractual relationships
         that have been implemented successfully. Nevertheless, the Cornell Center (Sclar,
         2000) predicts that the lack of empirical data is unlikely to slow the growth of privatization
         because although empirical studies do not provide clear evidence on the costs and
         benefits of privatization, public perception and pressure for improved government
         efficiency will keep outsourcing on the government agenda.
      

      
      Many pro-outsourcing “testimonials” appear in articles in trade magazines and serve
         essentially as policy advocacy or marketing pieces by larger vendors. More even-handed
         informational brochures have been published by professional groups such as the American
         Association of School Administrators and the National Association of Elementary and
         Secondary Principals. While the professional association articles more objectively
         tally the pluses and minuses of outsourcing, they are not research documents. To date,
         objective analysis of the overall issue is limited.
      

      
      Considerations for Successful Outsourcing 

      
      At first, contracting out may appear an ideal arrangement: someone else provides services,
         administrative problems disappear, costs drop, and the vendor guarantees quality work
         and cost savings. In a perfect world, superintendents, principals, and school boards
         newly freed from responsibilities in contracted areas have more time to focus on educating
         children. Unfortunately, this can be far from reality, as some districts discover
         potential problems that generally fall into five categories: hidden costs, quality
         control, impact on administrative time, social costs, and loss of control and restricted
         flexibility (Lacey, 2014).
      

      
      Lower Cost Cleaning and Maintenance Supplies

      
      An outside company may be able to offer lower pricing because they have a larger economy
         of scale and can purchase in larger quantities. In the alternative, private contractors
         are not subject to public procurement regulations and can, therefore, purchase the
         supplies they prefer, either due to cost or quality. 
      

      
      Workers May Be Compensated Less Than Their Counterpart Public Employees

      
      An outside company may be able to offer lower pricing because they pay lower wages
         and may offer fewer benefits to their employees. It is relatively common in privatization
         of services that the contractor wages and benefits are substantially less than those
         of the public employers. 
      

      
      Community Reactions

      
      Some taxpayers may actually be concerned if longtime school employees are terminated
         in favor of cheaper, outsourced labor. Other taxpayers may see the need for school
         districts to use their tax dollars in the most cost-effective manner possible. 
      

      
      Equipment Issues

      
      Oftentimes, outsourced workers will use the district or school’s equipment. In some
         cases the district will contractually turn over their equipment to the contractor.
         The district can avoid the cost of equipment replacement and repairs.
      

      
      Service Issues

      
      District employed staff are generally more apt to perform any tasks required by their
         school principal or district management. Some outsourced contracts only require staff
         to perform specific tasks which are delineated in the contract. Contract performance
         language must, therefore, be specific and address the need for incidental tasks which
         may need to be performed. 
      

      
      Nonapparent Costs 

      
      Poor Performance Criteria

      
      Typically, poorly written performance criteria may allow service providers to bill
         districts for more than the contract base amount. Contracts should be well delineated
         as to performance criteria and expected levels of service. In addition, contracts
         should contain penalties for failure to live up to those standards. Careful contract
         review by a qualified attorney and business official is essential.
      

      
      Realistic Cost Savings

      
      Projected cost savings for districts can prove unrealistic if either the contractor’s
         or the district’s cost benefit analyses use inaccurate financial data, ignore additional
         costs for other services performed, or make inaccurate assumptions about future trends.
         
      

      
      Indirect Costs

      
      Indirect costs, often called transaction costs, are expenses the district must pay
         or absorb in addition to the contracted service fees. They typically include contract
         procurement and management. Indirect expenses can average an additional 20 percent
         of the contract’s “bottom line” and should be taken into account when determining
         any overall cost savings projections. 
      

      
      Performance Evaluation Costs

      
      Contract management and performance evaluation cannot end simply because a service
         has been outsourced to a private company. Often, program monitoring can be complex
         and time consuming, especially in such highly visible areas as facilities appearance
         and building environments. Who will be responsible for monitoring and evaluating these
         contracted services is a common one. In small districts, the task might fall to the
         superintendent or building-level principal, or it might require hiring a new person.
         Personnel costs and staff time for performance monitoring can reduce the overall potential
         savings of outsourcing. Outsourcing, then, neither automatically nor assuredly lessens
         demands on administrative time or administrative costs.
      

      
      Low First Year Bid Rates

      
      School service vendors can frequently offer low rates for a first contract cycle for
         new customers. Often, these initially low contracts can be renewed only at much higher
         rates in subsequent contract terms. The premise behind this approach is that privatization
         creates a dependency on outsourcing. Reverting to in-house services can become inconvenient
         or very difficult, and if there are no other vendors in the area, the school district
         may have few options. To avoid high future cost increases, contract costs can be indexed
         to a suitable benchmark, such as the Consumer Price Index (CPI) as determined by the
         Bureau of Labor Statistics.
      

      
      Level of Competition

      
      In theory, competition is the main factor which enables a buyer of services to obtain
         high quality services at a relatively low cost. Without competition, privatization
         will not usually produce significant cost reductions. Two main factors limit the level
         of competition for school districts when contracting out. In many rural or small districts,
         there may be no qualified vendors who respond to request for proposals (RFPs). Larger
         or out of area companies often consider profit margins to be insufficient in less
         populated areas. In addition, the school service industry has experienced an increasing
         number of mergers and consolidations. This trend has reduced the number of private
         contractors and consequently lessened competition. 
      

      
      High Staff Turnover

      
      The high staff turnover that accompanies low salaries and poor benefits has an impact
         beyond the training and screening issues discussed earlier. High turnover leads to
         low morale, loss of institutional knowledge, and lower overall service quality. However,
         private contractors generally provide employee training which is consistent with industry
         best practices.
      

      
      Loss of Control and Restricted Flexibility

      
      The efficient, day-to-day operation of schools simultaneously demands the reliability
         and stability of support services as well as the ability to respond quickly and appropriately
         to unanticipated situations. Outsourced operational control may have fewer impediments—that
         is, collective bargaining issues with regard to a district’s ability to make quick
         modifications to working schedules, work performance, or staffing. 
      

      
      Research suggests that there are three primary reasons why relationships with outsourced
         service providers fail:
      

      
      
         	
            The district specifies the work process as opposed to realistic performance outcomes.
               In many privatized contracts, the facilities manager specifies how the work is to
               be done versus what result the work should produce. These are “process” specifications
               that list the various tasks to be performed at a required frequency, as opposed to
               criteria for the expected outcomes.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Many facility service outsourcing problems are due to the parties not having a mutual
               benefit. This often creates a classic win-lose dilemma. There is no contractual focus
               on the district’s goals, and there is no mutuality of consequences linking the district
               success to contractor success or failure.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Contractor selection is usually cost reduction driven. Facilities managers often say
               that price is not the main criteria for awarding a service contract. Facilities managers
               talk about performance, partnering, and alliances. Yet, in the end, the major thing
               that drives district selection of contractors is price.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Research also suggests that there are primary reasons why relationships with outsourced
         service providers succeed:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Districts clearly delineated the expected standards of performance and build in penalties
               for nonperformance or substandard performance. The establishment of performance standards
               should be management guided, standards-based, and document and require the commensurate
               training.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Management has involved the various stakeholders in the planning and decision making
               process. Outsourcing can be both a cultural and philosophical change in the way a
               district operates. Many successful efforts have evolved over time with a gradual transition
               of operations from in-house to outsourced, increasing staff comfort level with the
               decision to outsource.
            

            
         

         
         	
            District required an on-site contractor operational manager and required that qualifications
               be submitted in response to the solicitation. This person will be responsible for
               attending meetings, communicating with district staff, managing the work to district
               standards, manage complaints, resolve performance standards issues, coordinate work
               schedules, supervise contractor employees, and realign staff expectations with contract
               standards.
            

            
         

         
         	
            District explained and realigned thinking from the way it used to be done to new performance
               standards.
            

            
         

         
         	
            District frontloaded the contract in anticipation of future contract reductions.

            
         

         
         	
            District management evaluated the contractor performance using the contracted performance
               standards and provided immediate feedback relative to problems or issues.
            

            
         

         
         	
            District reviewed and considered the internal staff expectations as compared to the
               contractual standards and outcomes.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The most successful outsourcing initiatives occurred as a result of both quality issues
               and cost savings. Many efforts were not successful due to potential cost savings without
               regard to standards of quality issues.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Recommendations to Guide School Leaders

      
      With most public school districts facing continual revenue reductions and increasing
         class sizes, district administrators continue to face increasing budget-cutting pressure
         to consider (reconsider) outsourcing various support services that are not directly
         related to curriculum delivery (Thetford, 2014). With cost-cutting as an economic
         necessity for facilities managers, the question of whether to outsource services has
         never been more relevant. The facilities manager must balance short-term gains with
         long-term efficiencies when making decisions in this critical area. The following
         recommendations are offered to assist district officials in the decision-making process
         (Mathis & Jimerson, 2008).
      

      
      
         	
            
            Analyze the reasons for considering a private vendor. Determine whether underlying
               cost and quality issues might be more rapidly and economically resolved in another
               way. While outsourcing may appear to be a simple way to resolve a personnel or management
               problem, it may actually be faster, less costly, and more efficient to have an outside
               auditor or consultant evaluate a program and offer alternatives.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Conduct a careful cost analysis of the existing program as well as the contractor’s
               proposed costs. Close attention must be paid to hidden and indirect costs under both
               scenarios. When considering the contractor’s offer, determine what additional costs
               the district will incur for tasks it will have to accomplish, including administrative
               work, legal and regulatory compliance, and ongoing program monitoring.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Evaluate the social costs of privatization. Weigh the degree of disruption to school-community
               relations. Determine if salary and benefit reductions will occur, and analyze the
               impact of these changes on the health and well-being of the community. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Consider whether there are enough qualified potential bidders to provide the effective
               competition and substantial cost reduction that the market model promises.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      If a district decides to pursue facilities management outsourcing, these recommendations
         may help administrators find the right provider:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Solicit a vendor through an RFP. The RFP should delineate the district requirements
               in detail. Solicit contractors from local, regional, and national providers. Include
               a draft of the contract including methods of performance evaluation, performance penalties,
               complaint resolution, staff and management qualifications, expected outcomes, termination
               clause, and liquidated damages (Thetford, 2014). 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Include in the RFP that future cost increases will be based upon a standardized benchmark,
               such as the CPI, as computed annually by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Critically review the RFP. The school district’s attorney should also review the RFP
               and the contract. Make sure business officials and other district experts carefully
               review the contract terms for practicality (Mathis & Jimerson, 2008).
            

            
         

         
         	
            Check the contractor’s references. Verify the contractor’s prior performance with
               other districts, and check with appropriate state agencies and the area superintendents’
               association or school business administrators’ association. Because the contractor’s
               incentive is to provide glowing references, make sure to check with previous customers
               who are not included on the contractor’s reference list (Mathis & Jimerson, 2008).
               
            

            
         

         
         	
            Evaluate the contractor’s specific plans and guarantees in relation to the current
               employees. Examine the contract provisions for how the vendor will address salaries
               and benefits for existing employees (e.g., “living wage”). Determine contractor employee
               wages and benefits and if the contract specifies a sufficient number of employees
               to successfully accomplish the tasks and produce the expected outcomes. Ensure that
               personnel hiring procedures meet the requirements of state and federal law as well
               as standards of best industry practice (Mathis & Jimerson, 2008).
            

            
         

         
         	
            Consider any new costs the district may incur as a result of outsourcing. Determine
               how the district will meet safety, health, and supervision responsibilities. Examine
               the effects of these internal costs on the vendor’s cost savings proposal (Mathis
               & Jimerson, 2008).
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Readers who wish to further review independent and nonpartisan research on school
         district outsourcing may wish to visit the National Center for the Study of Privatization
         in Education website at www.ncspe.org. 
      

      
      Successful Facilities Management and Maintenance Services

      
      Service First and ServiceMaster, through their franchisees, are two companies that
         provide facilities management and maintenance services. Service First is a family-owned
         regional company that currently cleans and helps maintain various facilities in Massachusetts
         and Connecticut. These facilities include manufacturing plants, warehouses, commercial
         offices, medical buildings, banks, and schools. Service First is a small company that
         employs over seventy-five people. They have a reputation of being large enough to
         handle sizeable facilities yet small enough to provide the level of quality customers
         expect.
      

      
      ServiceMaster is a private Fortune 1000 company that provides various services to
         both residential and commercial accounts. Its headquarters are located in Memphis,
         Tennessee, and it is considered a large outsourcing company. Brands operated by ServiceMaster
         include TruGreen, Terminix, American Home Shield, Furniture Medic, AmeriSpec, ServiceMaster
         Clean, and Merry Maids. The core services of the company include building cleaning
         and maintenance; lawn care and landscape maintenance; termite and pest control; home
         service contracts; disaster response, reconstruction, and restoration; house cleaning;
         furniture repair; and home inspection. ServiceMaster has more than 5,100 company-owned
         and franchise locations across the country. It has 27,000 corporate employees and
         a franchise network that independently employs over 31,000 additional people.
      

      
      Another successful privatization company is ARAMARK Education, which specializes in
         school food services, janitorial and equipment maintenance. ARAMARK estimates that
         12–15 percent of public school districts outsource food services and 18–20 percent
         outsources facility services. Aramark is recognized among the Most Admired Companies
         by FORTUNE and the World’s Most Ethical Companies by the Ethisphere Institute.
      

      
      ARAMARK provides, among other services, direct management of the client’s facility
         functions including operations and maintenance, engineering, custodial, landscaping,
         housekeeping, energy management, and other related facility services. Their comprehensive
         facilities management program provides leadership, develops supervisors, and installs
         operations and financial systems, while training staff to utilize the techniques of
         modern facilities management.
      

      
      As an award-winning leader, currently partnering with more than five hundred school
         districts nationwide, ARAMARK offers school districts a single source for food service
         management and planning, plant and operations management, custodial, and maintenance
         services.
      

      
      In 1999, the Council Rock School District (Newtown, Pennsylvania) partnered with ARAMARK
         to implement an energy management program that would lead to both immediate and long-term
         sustainable energy savings with limited capital investment, while improving overall
         environmental quality throughout the district and community. The Council Rock School
         District operates fifteen school buildings and enrolls approximately 12,395 students.
         
      

      
      Under this agreement ARAMARK provided the following services. 

      
      Comprehensive Energy Reduction Program:

      
      
         	
            
            Including operational improvements, staff training, and equipment repairs and upgrades.

            
         

         
         	
            Recommissioning of newer buildings and requiring the purchase of ENERGY STAR qualified
               products when possible.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Participation of students, teachers, and the community in energy efficiency efforts.

            
         

         
         	
            Elementary school students developed a logo and slogan for the program, and a scholarship
               fund was established for middle and high school students for their energy efficiency
               efforts.
            

            
         

         
         	
            A “Green Team” of staff, parents, and energy managers meet periodically to coordinate
               initiatives and share updates on the program’s progress.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Prioritization and Execution of High-Return Energy Projects:

      
      
         	
            
            Energy projects based on energy and cost-savings opportunities, focusing primarily
               on the upgrade and integration of building automation systems.
            

            
         

         
         	
            On-site energy team validated the operation of high-energy-use building systems through
               retro-commissioning and matched the operation of HVAC infrastructure to the program
               use of school district buildings.
            

            
         

         
         	
            ARAMARK provided energy purchasing assistance by developing procurement strategies
               to obtain the lowest cost supply of natural gas and electricity.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Provided hands-on operational training to maintenance staff, developed operating procedures
               for ongoing building operations, and supplied troubleshooting and corrective maintenance
               guidance to improve the quality of operations.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Increased Community Energy Awareness and Engagement:

      
      
         	
            
            ARAMARK developed a newsletter for the school district to increase the community’s
               awareness of the energy program’s progress and activities, and provided tips to reduce
               energy consumption.
            

            
         

         
         	
            ARAMARK initiated, and led, Energy Awareness Week to engage students and faculty in
               energy conservation efforts both at school and at home.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Through energy update reports and flyers, ARAMARK shared program progress and activities
               with administration and staff.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      According to their Director of Business Administration (Schoch, 2014), the district
         has achieved the following results:
      

      
      
         	
            
            The school district has achieved an energy consumption reduction of 46.3 percent,
               saving the district more than $9.8 million over the five-year program.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The district has reduced carbon dioxide emissions by over thirty-nine million pounds,
               which is equivalent to removing 4,260 cars from the road for one year.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      According to Robert Schoch, Director of Business Administration, Council Rock School
         District:
      

      
      
         This partnership (ARAMARK) has exceeded our highest expectations in terms of both
            the magnitude and the pace of improvement. The timing has been excellent given volatile
            energy prices and a tough economy. We could not have done this ourselves.
         

         
      

      Stephen Kleinsmith, Superintendent of Nixa (Missouri) Public Schools says that cost
         savings was the primary reason he outsourced school maintenance to Sodexo Education
         (Lacey, 2014). He signed a five-year, nearly $12 million contract with Sodexo starting
         in 2008–2009. Sodexo created a facilities action plan to schedule the costs and frequency
         of equipment repairs and began monitoring energy use. It also relandscaped outside
         facilities with lower maintenance plants. He estimates that his savings have been
         $200,000 annually (Lacey, 2014).
      

      
      Full-service companies offer a broader array of facilities management services, such
         as engineering, capital planning, energy management, and hazmat disposal. Integrated
         Building Maintenance is a national outsource company for both building operations
         and management. Johnson Controls, another national company, specializes in power solutions
         and minimizing energy consumption. 
      

      
      Benefits of Outsourcing

      
      
         	
            
            Potential for well-trained personnel to rise to management-level positions within
               their respective company
            

            
         

         
         	
            Cost savings; assuming comparable or improved program quality

            
         

         
         	
            Reduced time for employee management

            
         

         
         	
            Concentrated level of industry expertise and best industry practices

            
         

         
         	
            Industry and job specific training program

            
         

         
         	
            Complying with state and federal regulations

            
         

         
      

      
      The overall benefit is that well-managed outsource operations enable the district
         to focus its human and financial resources on educating students (Thetford, 2014).
         
      

      
       In addition, public school districts, as governmental entities are subject to GASB
         43 and GASB 45 pronouncements relative to Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB) and
         the requirements begin to both account for these costs in their annual financial statements
         and to begin to actuarially fund these costs. OPEB, sometimes referred to as legacy
         costs, are benefits that an employee will begin to receive at the start of retirement.
         This does not include pension benefits paid to the retired employee. Other post-employment
         benefits that a retiree can be compensated for are life insurance premiums, health-care
         premiums and deferred-compensation arrangements.
      

      
       Through outsourcing, school districts can obtain contracted labor and personnel for
         which they will not incur ongoing post-employment benefit costs. While not an immediate
         cost benefit, the reduction of future OPEB costs will both enhance the district’s
         financial statements as well as provide a basis for future cost avoidance. 
      

      
      Summary and Conclusions

      
      Virtually all school districts contract outsource some types of services. It is usually
         practical, expedient, and fiscally prudent to do so. In recent years, however, the
         dynamic has shifted toward major national or international corporations marketing
         long-term contracts to provide school support services, including comprehensive facilities
         management. This type of outsourcing is different in kind and in scope. The number
         and types of support services now being marketed continues to expand, but school transportation,
         food, and facilities services remain the major areas of consideration.
      

      
      For many districts, contracting out some functions with specific vendors makes sense
         and provides quality service for reduced costs. But in some cases, contracting out
         is not beneficial for either the school district or the community. Making a wise outsourcing
         decision depends on the degree to which school leaders dispassionately, objectively,
         and carefully review their individual circumstances and the available alternatives.
      

      
      Decision makers must distance themselves from undue influence, particularly by potential
         contractors. Such distancing can be considered collusion and is simply smart management.
         In many circumstances, it is a legal requirement. Careful review of financial terms
         and conditions, along with a close review of potential or promised cost savings, is
         mandatory. Hidden or supervisory costs, along with overly optimistic savings projections,
         can turn what was an attractive proposal into a financial sinkhole.
      

      
      The social costs to the community are frequently overlooked in contractor proposals.
         Although saving the school money is important, it should not come at the cost of the
         social health of the community or at the cost of the complex interrelationship between
         a school and its community. School leaders, in conjunction with their local communities,
         need to closely examine the social implications of outsourcing and weigh all anticipated
         benefits against potential problems. 
      

      
      There is a fundamental difference between the primary mission of public school districts
         and that of for-profit enterprises. Schools exist to enhance the common good through
         teaching children. They also institutionally model healthy social behavior and are
         vital members of their respective communities. Private companies focus on increasing
         profits. Their incentive is to expand revenues and decrease costs. Responsible corporations
         pay attention to customer need and community values, but that is typically a secondary
         focus.
      

      
      In some situations, with some contractors, and around some tasks, the two purposes
         may be mutually supportive. In many cases, though, the goals may be too divergent
         and basically incompatible. Consequently, school leaders must take an expansive look
         when considering outsourcing-related decisions.
      

      
      Research has shown that there is a direct relationship between school facility quality
         and student performance in the learning environment. For this reason, district leaders
         need to carefully consider a wide variety of issues when contemplating the privatization
         of school facilities management. 
      

      
      There is sufficient evidence that outsourcing between school districts and for-profit
         service providers can be mutually beneficial. For school districts, such contracts
         can produce cost savings (and sometimes new revenues), improved services, and the
         direction of more resources to the learning environment; at the same time, they generate
         profits for the contractor. School leaders must apply lessons learned from other successful
         and unsuccessful privatization efforts to their own particular circumstances by making
         the most informed decision possible as to whether outsourcing facilities management
         is in the best short- and long-term interest of their district and their community.
      

      
      Points to Remember

      
      
         	
            
            Modern facilities management has become an integrated multidisciplinary field devoted
               to the coordination of space, infrastructure, people, and organizations.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Facilities management in public schools is evolving to the extent that many facilities
               managers have to function at two levels: strategic-tactical and operational. In the
               latter capacity, it is the facility manager’s role to ensure regulatory compliance plus the proper operation of all aspects of a building to create an optimal, safe,
               and cost-effective environment for teachers and students to perform at their highest
               levels.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Increasingly, research suggests that there is a direct correlation between student
               achievement and the quality of their educational environment. Research shows that
               students in classrooms with large windows, natural lighting, and well-designed skylights
               performed 19 percent to 26 percent better than their peers in classrooms without these
               features. Poor environmental conditions in schools, including an inoperative heating
               system, inadequate ventilation, and substantial lighting, negatively affect the physical
               health and morale of students and staff as well as teacher retention.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Public schools are one of the primary factors affecting local economic prosperity.
               Research indicates that responsible investment in school buildings yields positive
               results in three ways: skilled jobs within local communities; the quality that healthy,
               safe, and educationally appropriate buildings create for students as well as teachers;
               and the benefits that quality education reaps for future generations.
            

            
         

         
         	
            To adequately plan for continued improvement in student learning and provide an optimal
               teaching environment, the quality of school facilities must be addressed either internally
               or through outsourcing, and sufficient resources must be committed.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Outsourcing does not mean bringing in a provider to relieve school leaders of facilities
               management responsibilities. Rather, it means forming a partnership with a company
               more expert in a category of service than current staff and molding that expert’s
               services to fit the district’s educational goals and strategic plans. In some cases,
               it may mean adjusting plans to fit circumstances that the outsourcing experts bring
               to the attention of school managers. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Some districts find that contracting out creates serious negative effects as well.
               Potential problems generally fall into five categories: hidden costs, quality control,
               impact on administrative time, social costs, and loss of control and restricted flexibility.
               The key is to consider these effects but not allow them to override the many positives
               that can come from outsourcing. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Through outsourcing, school districts can obtain contracted labor and personnel for
               which they will not incur OPEB costs. While not an immediate cost benefit, the reduction
               of future OPEB costs will both enhance the district’s financial statements as well
               as provide a basis for future cost avoidance. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Making a wise decision about whether to privatize services depends on the degree to
               which district and school leaders can dispassionately and objectively review their
               individual circumstances, resources, and viable alternatives.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The most successful outsourcing decisions were based on a need to both improve service
               delivery/quality and reduce costs.
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      Chapter 9

      Bridging the Great Divide

      
         
         
         
         Pat W. Wear II and Leslie L. Wilson

         
         School-to-Work Transition for Special Education Students Using a Social Entrepreneurial
            Model
         

         
         
      

      
      
         The entrepreneur shifts economic resources out of an area of lower and into an area
            of higher productivity and greater yield.—J. B. Say (Hess, 2006, p. 2)
         

         
      

      
         Change will not come if we wait for some other person, or if we wait for some other
            time. We are the ones we’ve been waiting for. We are the change that we seek.—Barack
            Obama (Obama, 2008)
         

         
      

      What happens in school for a fourteen- to eighteen-year-old student in a special education
         program, whether through design or happenstance, will shape that student’s future.
         The school experience will largely determine how students will spend their postschool
         years and ultimately what role they play in society. This time of life is as much
         a crossroads as a transition. The crossroads is actually a fork in the road with two
         paths, one leading to continuing education, college, or technical or trade school
         and the other a direct path to the world of inclusive employment. 
      

      
      All too often, however, the young adult transitions to a segregated and isolated low-
         or no-pay work program limited to those with disabilities. Students find themselves
         in these programs for reasons including “choice” or desperation. Often, there are
         few alternatives, and a family feels fortunate to find any program for their relative
         because, unlike the public school entitlement, there is no federal or state mandate
         for long-term adult supports beyond ages twenty-one to twenty-three, depending on
         the state in which the student lives. Individuals in these programs will likely be
         recipients of government assistance and will live below the poverty level throughout
         their lives. 
      

      
       While much of the guidance offered in this chapter is applicable to students seeking
         employment regardless of the path taken, the focus is on those who do not pursue formal
         postsecondary education. 
      

      
      Defining the Education Social Entrepreneur

      
      Other works are replete with definitions of entrepreneur, social entrepreneur, and education entrepreneur, but finding two that match perfectly is difficult. The lack of a commonly agreed-upon
         definition is often cited as an impediment to a full discussion and evaluation of
         social entrepreneurial models. Since 1997, there have been at least seven widely circulated
         definitions of the term social entrepreneur (Abu-Saifan, 2012). This chapter will rely on a definition developed by Dr. J. Gregory
         Dees (2001), which draws from the work of others, including Schumpeter, Stevenson,
         and Drucker. 
      

      
      Dees, professor of the practice of social entrepreneurship and the founding faculty
         director of the Center for the Advancement of Social Entrepreneurship at Duke University’s
         Fuqua School of Business, describes the role of social entrepreneurs as change agents
         in the social sector (2001). These individuals create social change by:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Adopting a mission to create and sustain social value (not just private value)

            
         

         
         	
            Recognizing and relentlessly pursuing new opportunities to serve that mission

            
         

         
         	
            Engaging in a process of continuous innovation, adaptation, and learning 

            
         

         
         	
            Acting boldly without being limited by resources currently in hand 

            
         

         
         	
            Exhibiting heightened accountability to the constituencies served and for the outcomes
               created (Dees, 2001)
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Recent Federal Policy Shifts in Special Education

      
      For more than two decades, school systems have increasingly placed an emphasis on
         finding real work for students who will not pursue postsecondary education. Work study
         has been identified with a moderate level of evidence for all disability categories
         through the National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center’s Evidence-Based Secondary Transition Predictors of Improved Post-School Outcomes for
            Students with Disabilities (n.d.). 
      

      
      In other words, paid work experiences during the secondary school years are an emerging
         best practice in support of improved outcomes for students with disabilities: 
      

      
      
         	
            
            Students who participated in the youth transition program with two or more paid jobs
               during high school were more likely to be engaged in postschool employment or education
               (Benz, Lindstrom, & Yovanoff, 2000). 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Students in the school-to-work transition programs who had two or more jobs during
               the last two years of high school were more likely to be engaged in postschool employment
               (Benz, Yovanoff, & Doren, 1997). 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Students who had a year-round paid job for one full year during high school were five
               times more likely to be engaged in postschool employment and education (Bullis, Davis,
               Bull, & Johnson, 1995). 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Students with two or more jobs during their last two years of high school were more
               likely to be engaged in postschool employment (Doren & Benz, 1998). 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Students who had a job at the time of high school exit were 5.1 times more likely
               to be engaged in postschool employment (Rabren, Dunn, & Chambers, 2002).
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Programs such as Project SEARCH, which were developed at Cincinnati Children’s Hospital
         Medical Center, have focused on providing work skills training and real work experiences
         during the high school years. Such efforts have met with success, but they are often
         dependent on tenuous government funding and have typically only offered unpaid work
         experiences. Virtually all school systems teach life skills, and some have fairly
         sophisticated work skills training programs, while many others simply struggle to
         keep pace with the basic requirements under which they operate.
      

      
      For example, one of the largest school systems in the country operates a transition
         program with a ratio of at least five hundred students per transition coordinator.
         This ratio is hardly adequate to keep track of the minimum state and federal paperwork
         requirements to remain in compliance with U.S. Department of Education’s (2004) Special
         Education Compliance Indicator 13, which addresses the transition process. Indicator
         13 reads in full: 
      

      
      
         Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate
            measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age-appropriate
            transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will
            reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals
            related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that
            the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be
            discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating
            agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or
            student who has reached the age of majority.   (§ 20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))
         

         
      

      Indicator 13 requires significant documentation that appropriate notices were given,
         meetings were held, and plans were developed, but it requires no specific outcomes
         for students. It is also worth noting that of twenty-two special education compliance
         indicators, only one (number 13) specifically addresses transition. This seems at
         odds with the official statement made by the Department of Education that all adolescent
         special education should be about transition. 
      

      
      Indeed, in 2012, to better address the need for improved outcomes for students, the
         U.S. Department of Education Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services
         suspended on-site state reviews based on the twenty-two indicators to concentrate
         on the development of an improved accountability system, which focuses less on process
         and more on measureable outcomes. Although revisions are ongoing there is little doubt
         that results-driven accountability is here to stay and will place greater emphasis
         on student outcomes and less emphasis on procedural compliance. Whatever the end regulatory
         product turns out to be, it will certainly focus on how truly successful the student
         is in making the transition to adulthood with an eye toward employment.
      

      
       A second notable policy shift is the emergent Pay for Success (PFS) model. PFS represents
         a significant departure from traditional funding frameworks and is a way of financing
         services to help governments more effectively use limited dollars to achieve positive,
         measurable outcomes. Under the PFS, a government agency commits funds to pay for a
         specific outcome that is achieved within a given time frame. 
      

      
      The financial capital to cover the operating costs of achieving the outcome is provided
         by independent investors. In return for accepting the risks of funding the project,
         the investors can expect a return on their investment if the project is successful;
         however, additional payment by the government agency is contingent on demonstrable
         outcomes. In doing so, PFS shifts the burden of investment risk from the government
         to private investors, creating a social investment market in which the government
         only pays for actual results. 
      

      
      This contract-payment model is sometimes referred to as social impact bonding (Pettus,
         2013), and it is currently being used to fund projects in Massachusetts and New York
         to support efforts to reduce prison recidivism and homelessness. The concept also
         has gained ground at the U.S. Department of Labor, which funded several programs in
         2013 using the PFS model. The U.S. Department of Education’s 2013 PROMISE grant solicitation
         also referenced the PFS model. This evolution of how success in special education
         will be measured and funded will create a rich environment of opportunity for the
         alert and creative social entrepreneur. 
      

      
      Getting Started

      
      According to Levin (2006), “one of the most common complaints about education is its
         resistance to change” (p. 166). All entrepreneurial start-ups require cash. Seldom
         does any large system willingly forfeit funding of what currently exists to take on
         new, relatively untested ways of doing things. Levin’s (2006) quote may be an understatement
         when assessing school systems’ unwillingness to embrace change at their own expense.
         The total cost of special education in the United States in 2000 was approximately
         $77.3 billion (Chambers, Parrish, & Harr, 2004). This is the most recent data available
         on total U.S. special education expenditures. Estimating the overall cost is difficult
         given that funds come from federal, state, and local governments as well as private
         sources. Also, categorization of funding varies from LEA to LEA.
      

      
      The cost per special education student averaged an estimated $12,474 annually; the
         average annual cost for each regular education student was estimated at $6,556. Based
         on these data, special education is nearly twice as expensive as regular education
         (Chambers et al., 2004). Further, special education outcomes remain disturbingly low,
         while maintenance of the status quo is high. 
      

      
       The prudent education social entrepreneur will achieve better results seeking start-up
         funding for transitional employment initiatives by looking beyond the LEA’s annual
         operating budget. Entrepreneurs must first establish their ability to generate demonstrable
         success through positive student outcomes at an equal or lesser cost before they negotiate
         inclusion in the LEA’s budget. 
      

      
       Experience suggests grant funding in its various manifestations will yield the best
         results to initiate education-related startups and demonstration programs. Grant availability
         for employment initiatives varies, but sources may include state and federal departments
         of education, state vocational rehabilitation (VR) agencies, state developmental disabilities
         councils, state workforce boards, and private foundations. In general, government
         grants have more extensive application and compliance requirements. 
      

      
       A few high-profile private foundations have had an impressive track record of investing
         in children and education: the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, the Carnegie Corporation
         of New York, the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation, the Ford Foundation, the Wallace
         Foundation, the Walton Family Foundation, and the W. K. Kellogg Foundation. In addition
         to these foundations, there are many more—perhaps without as much visibility but with
         equal commitment to the improvement of educational outcomes—that should not be overlooked
         as possible sources of support. 
      

      
       A review of the diversity web pages of major U.S. businesses may reveal interest
         in hiring persons with disabilities as well as assisting with the funding of employment
         programs for such individuals. This may be particularly true in the case of organizations
         that contract with the federal government for goods and services. In March 2014, the
         U.S. Department of Labor’s Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs implemented
         the revised final rule for Section 503 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended.
         The revised rule establishes a 7 percent goal across job groups for the employment
         of individuals with disabilities and will impact federal contractors with fifty or
         more employees and $50,000 or more in federal contracts. Nearly one-quarter of the
         American public works for a federal contractor (O’Leary, 2009). This change in federal
         contractor rules has the capacity to create a culture of opportunity for transitioning
         job seekers with disabilities and the social entrepreneur. 
      

      
       If the Pay for Success funding model referenced previously gains momentum at the
         federal or state levels, foundation or venture capitalist dollars may become a substantial
         resource available to the social entrepreneur. Finding nongovernmental investment
         dollars can be facilitated by working with the handful of venture capital groups that
         focus on improving the U.S. educational system through funding and supporting educational
         social entrepreneurs with innovative and well-formulated ideas. One such organization
         is the NewSchools Venture Fund based in Oakland, California. 
      

      
       All sources of public and private funding have their own unique application cycles.
         Rarely will an entity accept, consider, or fund unsolicited applications or proposals
         at any time during the budget year. Whether public or private, the applicant should
         generally expect a proposal cycle between nine and twelve months in length. Most major
         funders offer one cycle a year. Due diligence is required to understand the specific
         mission or purpose of each funder, including the demographics of the desired target
         groups and any potential geographic limitations. 
      

      
      The Current Situation

      
      Unemployment rates for special education graduates and dropouts remain extraordinarily
         high when compared to the general population. The number of persons of working age
         (i.e., eighteen to sixty-four) who have disabilities and are unemployed or grossly
         underemployed range from 70–90 percent (U.S. Department of Labor, 2014). 
      

      
       Noted author and highly regarded special educator Dr. Lou Brown (2005) sums the situation
         up as follows: 
      

      
      
         Far too many thousands of citizens with disabilities who progressed through school
            systems receiving special education and related services are not enjoying integrated
            or productive postschool lives. They were not functioning in real jobs in the real
            world for at least minimum wage and employer-provided benefits when they exited school,
            nor are they now. The postsecondary educational and training programs in which they
            matriculated did not result in the repertories necessary to meet the minimally acceptable
            performance standards of the real world of work.
         

         
      

      One critical factor that helps explain the phenomenon described by Brown is that special
         education programs do not create or control jobs. The jobs, both as training sites
         and as full-time employment, are in the domain of business. Many special education
         programs do a decent job of preparing their students for employment opportunities;
         however, experience suggests that educators often lack insight into the language and
         culture of business, relying instead on an educator’s approach, which may be completely
         alien and even uncomfortable to many prospective employers.
      

      
       Historically, special educators are not trained to maneuver in the world of business.
         While educators discuss lesson plans, individualized education program (IEPs), individualized
         plans for employment (IPEs), transition, Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA),
         and compliance indicators, business people talk about market share, profit margin,
         liquidity, intangible assets, and capitalization. 
      

      
       This great divide of culture and language creates an overreliance on the part of special educators
         on the supply side of the employment equation. In purely economic terms there is a
         supply side (students seeking employment) and a demand side (employers who have the
         jobs, internships, and apprenticeships). Schools continue to place most of their effort
         on the supply side of the employment equation, spending millions of dollars to teach
         life skills and other work-related skills that they presume to be required to gain
         and maintain employment. 
      

      
      What is often missing is a true understanding of the skill sets for which local employers
         are searching and real opportunities for students to learn and apply soft and hard
         skills in natural settings (i.e., on the job). For students to have success in the
         world of work, special educators need to expand their repertoire to learn about and
         embrace the business culture and determine what is genuinely needed to assist students
         in becoming employed.
      

      
      Windows of Opportunity for the Social Entrepreneur

      
      The social entrepreneur’s mission is to enhance communication between two disparate
         cultures and indirectly or directly create paid work experiences, such as internships,
         apprenticeships, summer jobs, or afterschool employment. The entrepreneur should research
         the labor needs of employers in the target community, communicate with businesses
         using business language, and maintain open lines of communication with the school
         transition programs based on an understanding of the problems confronting them. 
      

      
       To begin the process of assisting schools in linking to employers and jobs, the social
         entrepreneur should have strong business relationships that are based on trust, and
         the school should have confidence that the entrepreneur will deliver quality services
         on schedule. Then and only then will the entrepreneur begin to bridge the vast linguistic
         and cultural divide that seems to exist between school and employer. 
      

      
       Gaining access to the special education program can occur at the level of the school
         board, superintendent, principal, or director of special education. Depending on the
         circumstances, it also may be useful to contact the lead transition coordinator. It
         is best and easiest to make these contacts by tapping the entrepreneur’s own personal
         network of contacts or by using an intermediary who has healthy relationships with
         school system decision makers. Appointments set well in advance preceded by succinct
         introductory materials and a brief, impactful presentation likely will generate better
         results. 
      

      
       What follows in this section are some suggested techniques to assist the social entrepreneur
         in establishing initial leverage in school transition programs. The approaches included
         here are ideas that have been used successfully to improve employment outcomes for
         young people, and they are offered as examples. The list is not intended to be exhaustive.
         
      

      
       The most basic approach for the entrepreneur is to offer contractual in-service experiences
         for school personnel involved in the transition process. The material should be geared
         toward the special educator but with emphasis on learning a business mindset. Such
         curricula are on the market today. 
      

      
      One example is Wilson Resources, Inc.’s (WRI) A Corporate Dialogue: Best Practices of Working with Employers (2013). The curriculum identifies three subsets of skills and knowledge (best practices)
         necessary to successfully engage businesses in hiring conversations. The subsets include
         making the business case, networking and marketing, and customer service.
      

      
       The subset about making the business case incorporates what educators must know to
         market their students as value-added workers to the employer. Businesses’ exclusive
         concerns are saving time and money, generating new business, and making a profit.
         If the transition staff cannot explain how hiring students is of benefit to the employer,
         success in the form of student employment is unlikely. Beyond guidance on building
         the business case, the WRI material also includes recommendations for appropriate
         use of business language, the importance of professional appearance and demeanor,
         required interview skills, résumé development, and marketing tips. 
      

      
       Job matching is critical to employment success. All too often in the world of public
         education and nonprofits, individuals get “placed” in a “slot” not because it is a
         fit but because it is available. Matching the job with the candidate is perhaps the
         most critical skill the educator and social entrepreneur must master to have long-term
         success satisfying both the employer and the job seeker. 
      

      
      A bad match can have both immediate and long-term consequences, including early termination
         or resignation. Longer-term ramifications of inadequate job matching may include loss
         of confidence or self-esteem on the part of the worker and a loss of confidence on
         the part of the employer regarding the job matchmakers’ ability to identify appropriate
         candidates. 
      

      
       In addition to the WRI curriculum, information regarding making the business case
         for hiring qualified individuals with disabilities can be found on websites such as
         the United States Business Leadership Network (www.usbln.org); the U.S. Chamber of
         Commerce’s Center for Workplace Preparation (www.uschamber.com/cwp); the Employer
         Assistance and Resource Network (EARN), a service of the National Employer Technical
         Assistance Center at Cornell University (www.askearn.org); or the Job Accommodation
         Network (JAN), a service of the U.S. Department of Labor’s Office of Disability Employment
         Policy (www.askjan.org/empl/index.htm).
      

      
       Also noteworthy are some well-regarded student employment models based on trial or
         exploratory placement as a tool to determine student interest. While exploratory job
         placements may serve a useful purpose under specific circumstances, a more thoughtful
         process often will produce more stable and satisfying outcomes for both the student
         and the employer. Investing the time upfront to better understand a student’s employment
         preferences, interests, experience, and skills prior to becoming employed increases
         the likelihood of a sustainable match. 
      

      
      WRI and others use tools to collect and organize as much specific employment-related
         information from as many knowledgeable sources as possible. WRI’s tool is titled The Employment Profile, and it uses a team process to collect the necessary vocational background information
         to help ensure the best possible job match. This approach should not be confused with
         the interdisciplinary team or IEP process, though they are complementary and will
         share some overlap. 
      

      
      The employment profile group focuses exclusively on employment, is ad hoc in nature,
         and meets only when significant work issues arise. Required team members are those
         who bring information related to employment. At its core, the employment group should
         include the student and relevant family members but may go well beyond the biological
         parents to reach out to brothers and sisters, grandparents, aunts and uncles, or others
         who may have insight into the student’s likes, dislikes, skills and interests, and
         vital connections to employers in the local community. 
      

      
      Traditional IEP team members, such as classroom teachers, transition coordinators,
         VR counselors, and others who know the student well, also should participate. Nontraditional
         team members, such as close friends, coaches, clergy, merchants, employers, and others
         in the broader community who may bring a network of business contacts and insights,
         may be important in assisting to build a comprehensive employment profile. Although
         they are not ordinarily sought out, such individuals can sometimes prove invaluable
         to the matching process. The skilled social entrepreneur may be most beneficial, serving
         as organizer and facilitator. 
      

      
      Completing the employment profile may not always point to a specific job within a
         specific industry, but it will help identify the kinds of employment experiences that
         may be a fit and alternatively what may be contraindicated. Occasionally, the profile
         points to a desired job that may be unrealistic by any measure. The task for the facilitator
         then becomes a much more creative process that aims to identify an employment experience
         that is similar as well as attainable. Ultimately, for the successful social entrepreneur,
         job matching will become as much an art form as a science. 
      

      
       Strong networking skills and solid connections in the business community are required
         for a successful school-to-work transition program. Another way the education entrepreneur
         can bring value to relationships with schools is by contracting for the development
         of business advisory committees (BACs). 
      

      
      Typically, a BAC is attached to a specific school, and it provides assistance in creating
         a successful, well-connected community-based employment program. Participating employers
         offer assistance in mentoring students, developing marketing materials, opening jobs
         for specific job seekers, networking with other employers, and volunteering their
         time to provide employer education programs. BAC members are not recruited to be major
         donors or fundraisers. Members of the BAC may be recruited from any source within
         the business community, including parents of students, other relatives or friends,
         and professional or personal contacts to business that anyone associated with the
         school may have. 
      

      
       One of the most logical places to begin the search for BAC members is to identify
         major vendors with which the school contracts for services, including but not limited
         to banks, utilities companies, insurance agents, office suppliers, food service providers,
         landscapers, and building maintenance and construction contractors. The advantages
         of working with existing vendors are at least twofold: there is a preestablished business
         relationship, and there may be at least a modest sense of obligation or quid pro quo
         to assist the schools by opening employers’ doors, including their own, to well-matched,
         qualified job seekers with disabilities. 
      

      
       Perhaps one of the most productive exercises that can be offered to schools contractually
         or through grant funding is the Corporate Dialogue panel, an assemblage of employer
         panelists who discuss with transition personnel their companies’ employment practices
         and the best way to source qualified candidates with disabilities to their companies.
         This requires solid connections to the local business community, particularly with
         human resources staff and hiring managers. 
      

      
      Many businesses are surprisingly willing to participate in these two-way discussions.
         Again, the school’s vendors may be an excellent starting point. Examples of businesses
         that have agreed to provide panelists in the past include TJX Companies, CSX Transportation,
         Federal Reserve Bank, Southwest Airlines, Walgreens, Publix, Fifth Third Bank, Ernst
         and Young, WellPoint, and Bank of America. 
      

      
       Business representatives are asked to offer insights ranging from the best way to
         approach the employer to tips on improving résumés and increasing the applicant’s
         odds of becoming employed. Time and again, employers participating in such panels
         have demonstrated their willingness to provide concrete and occasionally “insider”
         advice and guidance.
      

      
      The Social Entrepreneur as an Agent of Change

      
      Startup funding and innovative plans to generate enhanced, measurable student outcomes
         are essential elements of success for the education social entrepreneur. However,
         the entrepreneur who is not also a student of organizational change management may
         be doomed to failure, as “the main ingredient of success is the ability resilient
         people have to understand and use to their advantage the principles underlying basic
         human patterns that operate during change” (Connor, 1992, p. 57). 
      

      
      As Levin (2006) puts it, “schools are active communities of members united by a deeply
         etched culture that will resist the invasion of alien ideas and practices” (p. 179).
         Most organizations resist major change, and schools systems are no exception. The
         larger the scope of change and the faster its proposed implementation, the greater
         the likelihood of substantial resistance from within. Introducing significant cultural
         change to an organization requires skills that include understanding the change process,
         why organizations and people resist change, and most importantly, what actions to
         take to reduce or eliminate resistance. 
      

      
      In addition to becoming the change agent, the social entrepreneur must identify a
         sponsor within the fabric of the organization to champion the proposed change. The
         more committed the sponsor and the better situated in the hierarchy the sponsor is,
         the greater the likelihood for success. If the change agent outruns his or her sponsorship,
         failure is likely. Of course, failure when assisting special education students in
         the transition from school to work would negatively impact all involved (i.e., the
         learners, school, and businesses).
      

      
       A final thought on organizational change from business author Tom Peters (2010) emphasizes
         the importance of piloting innovative ideas: 
      

      
      
         To succeed with “new stuff,” you must find kindred spirits, those who will play with
            you (and your “cool stuff”), which in turn provides you with “demos” that you can
            tout far and wide. And I will boldly state: Selling-by-demo is the single best way
            to accelerate acceptance of a novel (= scary) idea. No demo. No deal. Period. (p.
            223) 
         

         
      

      This advice may be especially helpful to education social entrepreneurs who seek new
         ways to assist special education students in attaining greater success in their transition
         from the classroom to the workforce. 
      

      
      Points to Remember

      
      
         	
            
            On average, the United States spends nearly twice as much per pupil in special education
               compared to students in regular education.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Postsecondary employment rates for students with disabilities who are transitioning
               from school to work remain low.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Federal funding and compliance monitoring is changing from a process orientation to
               one based on student outcomes (i.e., results-driven accountability). Changing expectations
               will create opportunities for educational social entrepreneurs.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Initially, school systems are unlikely to fund innovation and change without proof
               that such initiatives are worthy of their investment. Entrepreneurs first must establish
               their ability to generate demonstrable success through positive student outcomes at
               an equal or lesser cost. Entrepreneurs then will need the investment of external dollars,
               such as grants or venture capital, to fund innovation that improves outcomes.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Early success in improving student outcomes may lead to improved chances of incorporation
               into the LEA budget. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Paid employment experience for special education students during the transition years
               is an emergent best practice. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Necessary job opportunities are in the domain of business. To be effective in acquiring
               employment experiences for students, educational entrepreneurs must assist school
               personnel in understanding the business environment and using language meaningful
               to business.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The entrepreneur will need to understand the science and art of managing organizational
               change and demonstrate success.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The transition of secondary students into the world of paid work is complex. In addition
               to demonstrating a values-based commitment to improving the lives of students, the
               social entrepreneur also must possess many skill sets, including an understanding
               of both business and educational environments, contacts in each domain, and insights
               into the key variables that are necessary to bring about change on a significant scale.
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