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At CNA

Issues & Answers is an ongoing series of reports from short-term Fast Response Projects conducted by the regional educa-
tional laboratories on current education issues of importance at local, state, and regional levels. Fast Response Project topics 
change to reflect new issues, as identified through lab outreach and requests for assistance from policymakers and educa-
tors at state and local levels and from communities, businesses, parents, families, and youth. All Issues & Answers reports 
meet Institute of Education Sciences standards for scientifically valid research.
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This report was prepared for the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) under Contract ED-06-CO-0021 by Regional Educa-
tional Laboratory Appalachia administered by CNA Education. The content of the publication does not necessarily reflect 
the views or policies of IES or the U.S. Department of Education nor does mention of trade names, commercial products, or 
organizations imply endorsement by the U.S. Government.

This report is in the public domain. While permission to reprint this publication is not necessary, it should be cited as:

Ford, J., Harrison, L., Mokher, C., Franceschini, L., and Zoblotsky, T. (2012). A descriptive study of enrollment in supplemen-
tal educational services in the four REL Appalachia region states (Issues & Answers Report, REL 2012–No. 109). Washington, 
DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional 
Assistance, Regional Educational Laboratory Appalachia. Retrieved from http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs.

This report is available on the Regional Educational Laboratory website at http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs.
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This study of the Title I supplemental 
educational services program in the 
Regional Educational Laboratory Appa-
lachia region looks at enrollment rates, 
number of tutoring hours contracted for 
and attended by students, and variations 
in the type of instruction across providers 
and enrollees in 2007/08.

The supplemental educational services pro-
gram is a core provision of the No Child Left 
Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001. The program of-
fers free tutoring in reading/language arts and 
math from state-approved providers outside 
of regular school hours. Students are eligible 
for the program if they are from a low-income 
household (typically determined by eligibil-
ity for the National School Lunch Program) 
and attend a Title I school that has not made 
adequate yearly progress for at least three con-
secutive years.1 State education agencies are 
responsible for approving providers, monitor-
ing their performance, and evaluating their 
effectiveness in improving student achieve-
ment. For each of these functions, state educa-
tion agencies are allowed flexibility in setting 
guidelines, though they must ensure that the 
program is available to all eligible students 
and must offer parents choices in selecting a 
provider.

This report explores differences across states 
and school urban and rural locales in pro-
viding supplemental educational services. 
Although specific challenges persist in ad-
ministering specialized academic programs in 
remote areas (Jimerson 2007; U.S. Government 
Accountability Office 2004), no formal stud-
ies have compared, across school locales, the 
percentages of eligible students who enrolled 
in supplemental educational services or the 
types of instruction (conventional, computer-
only, or mixed-mode, which combines face-to-
face and computer-delivered services) offered 
by providers and used by students. This report 
addresses these issues using 2007/08 data from 
state department of education websites, state 
and district supplemental educational services 
coordinators, and the National Center for Edu-
cation Statistics Common Core of Data (U.S. 
Department of Education 2008).

The study examines six research questions:

•	 What percentage of students were eligible to 
enroll in supplemental educational services, 
what percentage enrolled, and how did 
enrollment vary by state and school locale?

•	 How many tutoring hours did enrollees 
contract for, and how did these hours vary 
by state and school locale?
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•	 How many tutoring hours and what per-
centage of contracted hours did enrollees 
attend, and how did these hours vary by 
state and school locale?

•	 How many approved providers did each 
state have, and how did the number of 
providers vary by state?

•	 What types of instruction were offered, 
what percentage of providers offered each 
type, and how did the percentages vary by 
state and locale?

•	 What percentage of enrollees received 
each type of instruction, and how did the 
percentages vary by state and locale?

Key findings include:

•	 In Kentucky, Tennessee, and Virginia, 
enrollment rates among eligible students 
were lower in rural schools than in urban 
schools, with differences ranging from 7 to 
12 percentage points. In contrast, enroll-
ment rates among eligible students in 
West Virginia were similar in urban and 
rural schools (around 4 percent of eligible 
students).

•	 On average, enrollees in supplemental 
educational services contracted for 38 
hours of tutoring a year in Tennessee and 
42 hours in West Virginia. In Tennessee, 
students contracted for more hours in 
urban schools (38) than in rural schools 
(31). In contrast, in West Virginia, enroll-
ees contracted for fewer hours in urban 
schools (30) than in rural schools (55). 
Data were not available on the number of 
contracted hours per enrollee for students 
in Kentucky and Virginia.

•	 In Kentucky and Tennessee, enrollees 
in rural schools attended fewer hours of 
tutoring, on average, than did enrollees 
in urban schools and in schools in towns 
and suburbs. In Virginia, enrollees in rural 
schools attended more hours of tutoring, 
on average, than did enrollees in urban 
schools and in schools in towns and sub-
urbs. In West Virginia, the average number 
of tutoring hours attended by enrollees was 
about 25 in all school locales. The average 
number of tutoring hours attended was 
greatest in Tennessee (28) and smallest in 
Kentucky (15). On average, enrollees re-
ceived 72 percent of their contracted hours 
in Tennessee and 60 percent in West Vir-
ginia. Data were not available on contract 
completion in Kentucky and Virginia.

•	 The most common type of instruction of-
fered by providers in all states was conven-
tional face-to-face instruction. Between 
52 percent (West Virginia) and 76 percent 
(Kentucky) of providers offered face-to-
face instruction. Conventional instruction 
was more prevalent in urban schools than 
in rural schools in Kentucky (72 percent 
versus 67 percent), Tennessee (67 per-
cent versus 61 percent), and Virginia (63 
percent versus 56 percent). In contrast, in 
West Virginia, conventional instruction 
was more prevalent in rural areas (50 per-
cent) than in urban schools (37 percent).

•	 A great majority of students in all four 
states enrolled with providers offer-
ing conventional instruction, with rates 
ranging from 73 percent in Kentucky to 
95 percent in West Virginia. In Kentucky, 
Tennessee, and Virginia, conventional in-
struction was especially prevalent among 
students in urban schools.
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Note

1. Title 1 of the No Child Left Behind Act aims 
to bridge the gap between students from 
low- income households and other students by 
providing supplemental funding to local school 
districts with high percentages of students at-
risk and students from low-income households. 
Schools must make adequate yearly progress 
on state assessments and focus on best teaching 
practices in order to continue receiving funds.
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