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Meeting minutes of Secretary’s Rural Education Task Force (Task Force)

Secretary’s Conference Room, FB-6, Room 7W301

Thursday, April 27, 2006

1:30 – 3:00 p.m.
Time:   The meeting was called to order at 1:30 pm by Acting Assistant Secretary Beto Gonzalez, Chairman.

Location: Secretary’s Conference Room – FB6 Room 7W301

Task Force Members Present: 

Office of Vocational and Adult Education – Beto Gonzalez

Institute of Education Sciences - Dr. Mark Schneider

Office of Communications and Outreach - Elaine Quesinberry

Office of Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development -Krista Ritacco

Office of Innovation and Improvement - Stacy Kreppel

Office of English Language Acquisition - Trinidad Torres-Carrion

Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services -Donna Wiesner

Office of Elementary and Secondary Education – Charles Hokanson for Dr. Henry Johnson

Office of Postsecondary Education – Kirsten Duncan

Federal Student Aid – Calvin Thomas

Task Force Members Absent:  Sandra Cook, Deborah Price, Dr. Henry Johnson, Dennis Koeppel (non-voting)

Staff Present:  Task Force Executive Director - Linda Hall

Center for Rural Education- Dr. William Smith, Dr. Richard LaPointe, Lincairn Preston, David Preve

Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services – Bob Gilmore

IES/NCES – Lee Hoffman

IES – Dr. Ram Singh

Office of Elementary and Secondary Education – Jim Butler

Performance Information Management Services – Gerald Kehr

ORDER OF THE AGENDA (see attachment 1)

The order was not modified.

Acting Assistant Secretary Beto Gonzalez Task Force Chairman, welcomed the task force members to the quarterly meeting.

· Executive Director Linda Hall reviewed actions of the Task Force and its members since the last meeting:

Visits to rural schools:  

OSERS – Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon

OSERS – Western Oregon University, Monmouth, Oregon

Task Force Executive Director/OSERS – Paris Independent School District

Paris, Kentucky

There was discussion of the draft document entitled “Department’s Resources to Rural Entities.”  Additional resources may be added for the Office of Postsecondary Education and the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education.  

Dr. Ram Singh presented a update on rural research studies at the National Research Center on Rural Education Support.  Based at the University of North Carolina

at Chapel Hill, the Center was established in 2004 with funding from the Institute for Education Sciences.  (See attachment 2)

Dr. William Smith reported on the  status of the update of the Condition of Education in Rural America.  The titles of the chapters and the authors/peer reviewers were presented to the Task Force.  (See attachment 3)

Dr. Mark Schneider reported on the new methodology under consideration by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).  If adopted, the locale codes under which NCES presents its data would be expanded from eight to twelve.  The locale code categories of “rural” would expand to “rural-fringe,” “rural-distant,” and “rural-remote.”  (See attachment 4)

NEXT STEPS

· Executive Director Hall will continue discussions with the principal offices to ensure uniformity in the submission of information for the inventory.

The meeting was adjourned at 2:45 p.m.  The next quarterly Rural Education Task Force meeting is scheduled for July 2006.  
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Secretary’s Rural Education Task Force

Secretary’s Conference Room, FB-6 Room 7W301

Meeting Agenda

April 27, 2006

1:30 – 3:00 p.m.  

Opening Remarks




Beto Gonzalez, CHAIR







Acting Assistant Secretary


Office of Vocational and Adult Education

Report on rural activities
Task Force members

             Visits to rural schools

Review of actions since last meeting
Linda Hall, Executive Director

Preview of rural teacher videoclip

Status of Draft of Department’s 


Resources to Rural Entities

Update on rural research
Dr. Ram Singh

The National Research Center on Rural Education

Support, based at the University of North Carolina

at Chapel Hill, was established in 2004 with

funding from the Institute for Education Sciences.

Condition of Education in Rural America
Dr. William Smith

(2007 update)

Urban-Centric Codes 
Dr. Mark Schneider







National Center for Education Statistics


Action Items and Next Steps



Beto Gonzalez
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PRESENTATION AT THE RURAL EDUCATION TASK FORCE MEETING

Dr. Ram Singh

April 27, 2006

As most of you know, IES funded this Center in FY 2004 for five-year period. It will end in FY 2009. The Rural Center is currently addressing following issues in rural Education: 

(1) Improvement in teacher quality through professional development; 

(2) Student achievement and dropout;

(3) Availability of and access to opportunities for advanced placement courses; and

(4) Retention of qualified teachers.

Now, I want to talk about three (3) research programs at the Rural Center:

DISTANCE EDUCATION PROGRAM:

This program is designed to investigate the use of distance education in rural schools, including the distance education for advanced and upper level courses in science, math, and foreign languages.

During year 1, this project conducted a national survey of 394 randomly selected rural school districts (a sample of 10% of the rural school districts) to assess the current use of distance education, the need for additional courses, the infrastructure to support distance education, and distance education formats used. 

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS: (1) approximately 69% of rural school districts used distance learning during past school year; (2) courses being taught: ranged from advanced science and math courses to business and vocational courses; and (3) type of delivery methods varied widely: the most common delivery methods: web-based (50%); two-way video-conferencing (46%). 

During year 2, the Center will develop and evaluate delivery supports to enhance the offering of advanced and upper level courses in science, math, and foreign languages through distance education. 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TRANSITION INITIATIVE:  

Under this initiative, the Center has developed a collaborative model of professional development called LEEP (LEEP refers Listen, Empathize, Encourage, and Problem Solve) for rural teachers who traditionally have less access to professional development activities and resources to help children. Based on LEEP model, the Center has developed a set of strategies that teachers can learn to use with struggling learners in kindergarten.

The study is being conducted in four (4) rural schools in North Carolina (two experimental two control schools). The Center is evaluating the effects of the intervention on teachers and students. 

The Rural Center has developed a MANUAL for teachers. It has also developed VIDEOS to be used as teacher training modules for literacy instruction and student-teacher relationships. 

RURAL EARLY ADOLESCENT LEARNING PROGRAM (PROJECT REAL):

This project has been developed to help teachers promote the academic, behavioral, and social adjustment of rural youth as they transition from childhood to adolescence. While the program is designed to help support youth who are most likely to experience difficulty in school, the strategies and techniques have been carefully selected to promote the engagement of all students. 

In fact, the primary emphasis is to help teachers to establish classroom and instructional contexts that are responsive to a broad and diverse range of learning needs.  

This Initiative has focused on the development of a three level delivery model that involves: 

(1) A Summer Institute to train teachers to be REAL leaders;

(2) In-service training for 5th and 6th grade teachers; and 

(3) Consultation to 5th and 6th grade teams.

The Center has collected baseline data from 5th grade students in rural districts in W.VA. 

Preliminary Findings: Student academic achievement is HIGHLY RELATED to other indices of adjustment in behavioral and social domains. The findings suggest that the sample is well suited for evaluating the IMPACT of the program.

In addition, the Center is collecting data from 6th grade students and teachers in one intervention and one control middle school in VA and one in W.VA.

The Center has developed a comprehensive MANUAL entitled: Rural Early Adolescent Project: Supporting and Encouraging Effective Transitions. This is for 5th and 6th grade teachers.  

In addition, I have some handouts for you: (1) Current list of presentation/publications from Rural Center; and (2) a list of Rural Center deliverables. 

Also, you can visit the Rural Center website for additional information: www.nrcres.org.

Attachment 3
Proposed Chapters for the Condition of Education in Rural America (2007)

         




         
General Editor: George Kaplan 





         

Associate General Editor: Dr. Kathleen Walton

	Chapter ID
	Title
	Subject Matter Expert (SME)
	Peer Reviewer

	Introduction
	Fuel From The Field A Description Of The Process The Center Used To Get Input From The Different Elements In The Rural Community And A Digest Of What We Have Learned From This Effort, With Examples Of Promising Practices.
	Dr. William L. Smith

Linda Hall


	Not Applicable

	Chapter 1
	Demographics An Historical Look At The Changes In The Definition Of Rural And A Description Of What Is Anticipated For The Immediate And Long Term Future Of The Term Rural.
	Dr. Calvin Beale


	Not Applicable

	Chapter 2
	The National Research Center On Rural Education Support Agenda
	Dr. Thomas Farmer

Dr. Wallace Hannum

Dr. Lynne Vernon-Feagans
	Dr. Frank Sobol



	Chapter 3
	Improving The Yield Of Rural Education Research."         
	Dr. Theodore Coladarci
	Dr. Frank Sobol



	Chapter 4
	The Rural School-Community Connections
	Dr. Rachel Tompkins
	Joyce Stern

	Chapter 5
	Policies And Programs Benefiting Rural Education
	Dr. Mike Hill

Mary Kusler
	Not Applicable

	Chapter 6
	Effects Of Education Reform In Rural Schools
	Dr. Hugh Burkett
	Patricia Gore

	Chapter 7
	Educators In Rural Schools With NCLB
	Dr. Ted Andrews
	Dr. Garry McDaniels

	Chapter 8
	The Role Of Rural High Schools
	Dr. Gene Bottoms
	Dr. Nick Hobar



	Chapter 9
	The Role Of Rural Two Year Community Colleges
	Dr. Steve Katsinas 

Dr. David E. Hardy


	Dr. Brent Cejda



	Chapter 10
	The Role Of Rural Four Year Colleges Servicing Rural Communities
	Dr. Dick Wueste


	Dr. Kathleen Walton



	Chapter 11
	Technology And Distance Learning Strategies
	Dr. Chris Dede
	Dr. Dwight Allen

	Chapter 12
	What Are The Elements That We Must Consider To Ensure The Quality Of Education In Rural America
	Dr. Robert Newhouse
	Not Applicable
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[image: image2.wmf]NCES has used a locale code typology since 

the 1980’s to identify the type of area in 

which a district or school is located.  

•

Working with the Census Bureau, NCES has 

assigned codes that identified a school as urban, 

suburban, or rural based upon geographic location.  

•

These codes are in the Common Core of Data (CCD) 

and are used across NCES surveys.

•

These school codes are used by other parts of the 

Department for programmatic purposes, such as 

REAP.
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•

Locale code is a classification system that 

assigns values ranging from large city to rural 

by looking at the place where an address is 

located. 

•

Locale code assignments are based on the 

place’s population size and distance from a 

populous area.
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Typology

•

Basic logic is the same under the new and old 

typologies.

•

The new system has more precision and depends on 

changes introduced by OMB since the 2000 Census. 

–

Reflects improvements in our ability to geocode schools and 

other places.

–

If we have an address, we can identify the precise location of 

a school.
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Locale Assignment: Old vs. New

 Non-rural changed to Rural (3.5%, 579 districts)

 Rural changed to Non-rural (2.9%, 485 districts)

 Rural remained Rural (46.1%, 7,736 districts)

 Never Rural (47.5%, 7,963 districts)
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Locale Assignment: Old vs. New



Non-rural changed to Rural (3.5%, 579 districts)



Rural changed to Non-rural (2.9% 485 districts)



Rural remained Rural (46.1%, 7,736 districts)



Never Rural (47.5%, 7,963)



School District Rural Shifts in Census Regions
Due to Change in Locale Typology
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Lakeview SD

Locale Assignment: Old vs. New

 Non-rural changed to Rural (3.4%, 109 districts)

 Rural changed to Non-rural (2.4%, 76 districts)

 Rural remained Rural (46.7%, 1,488 districts)

 Never Rural (47.5%, 1,212 districts)



West region: 

School district rural 

locale shift

Harney SD
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Number and percentage of rural districts, schools, and students –  South 

		Rural Before 		Rural After 		Newly Rural 		No Longer Rural 		Un-changed 		Net Change 

		Districts (3,792) 		  

		Number 		2,019		2,119		248		148		1,871		100

		Percentage 		53.2		55.9		6.5		3.9		49.3		2.6

		Schools (32,999) 

		Number 		10,937		11,396		1,530		1,071		9,866		459

		Percentage 		33.1		34.5		46.4		32.5		29.9		1.4

		Students (17,613,820) 

		Number (in thousands)		4,088		4,140		671		619		3,469		52

		Percentage 		23.2		23.5		3.8		3.5		19.7		0.3
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Little Rock/North Little Rock, Arkansas



  Previous Address

 Corrected Address



 Urbanized Area 2000

 Urbanized Area 1990
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For more information on the locale code typology go to the NCES web page -- 

http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/pdf/sl031agen.pdf
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South region: School district rural locale shift

Locale Assignment: Old vs. New

 Non-rural changed to Rural (6.5%, 248 districts)

 Rural changed to Non-rural (3.9%, 148 districts)

 Rural remained Rural (49.3%, 1,871 districts)

 Never Rural (40.2%, 1,525 districts)
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Number and percentage of rural districts, schools, and students  –  West

		Rural Before 		Rural After 		Newly Rural 		No Longer Rural 		Un-changed 		Net Change 

		Districts (3,185) 		  

		Number 		1,564		1,597		109		76		1,488		33

		Percentage 		49.1		50.1		3.4		2.4		46.7		1.0

		Schools (21,757) 

		Number 		5,243		5,603		774		414		4,829		360

		Percentage 		24.1		25.8		3.6		1.9		22.2		1.7

		Students (11,636,100) 

		Number (in thousands) 		832		926		196		102		730		94

		Percentage 		7.1		8.0		1.7		0.9		6.3		0.8
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Number and percentage of schools that are rural – US Total (98,492)



		Rural Before 		Rural After 		Newly Rural 		No Longer Rural 		Un-changed 		Net Change 

		Number 		29,667  		30,677  		3,444 		2,434  		27,233  		1,010  

		Percentage 		30.1  		31.1
		3.5
		2.5  		27.7 		1.0  
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Number and percentage of students in rural schools, in thousands – US Total 

(48,354,000)

		Rural Before 		Rural After 		Newly Rural 		No Longer Rural 		Un-changed 		Net Change 

		Number 		8,500  		8,653		1,224		1,071		7,429		152

		Percentage 		17.6  		17.9		2.5		2.2		15.4		0.3
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Number and percentage of districts that are rural  – US Total (16,763) 

 

		Rural Before 		Rural After 		Newly Rural 		No Longer Rural 		Un-changed 		Net Change 

		Number 		8,221 		8,315 		579 		485 		7,736 		94 

		Percentage 		49.0 		49.6
		3.5
		2.9 		46.1 		0.5 
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Conceptual Changes to Locale Code Typology



		Basic logic is the same under the new and old typologies.

		The new system has more precision and depends on changes introduced by OMB since the 2000 Census. 

		Reflects improvements in our ability to geocode schools and other places.

		If we have an address, we can identify the precise location of a school.















U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION




o
[ ]
® I e S NATIONAL CENTER ror
EDUCATION STATISTICS

Instituiea of Fducaltion Selances




UNKNOWN-0.bin






_1209296793.ppt


Advantages of the Urban-centric System:

		More precise than was previous reliance on county boundaries

		Adds a “small city” designation

		Better identifies suburban areas and towns

		More detailed rural descriptions (fringe, distant, remote)
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How do these changes affect the number of rural districts, schools, and students?
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“Metro-centric” vs. “Urban-centric”

		The old locale code typology was “metro-centric” because it relied on metropolitan statistical areas. 

		Boundaries were coterminous with counties. 

		Eight categories

		The new locale code typology is “urban-centric” because it is based on urbanized areas (a densely settled core with densely settled surrounding areas).

		Not necessarily coterminous with county boundaries.

		Twelve categories (see handout)





Handout has original eight and new 12 categories with links between them. 
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NCES has used a locale code typology since the 1980’s to identify the type of area in which a district or school is located.  



		Working with the Census Bureau, NCES has assigned codes that identified a school as urban, suburban, or rural based upon geographic location.  

		These codes are in the Common Core of Data (CCD) and are used across NCES surveys.

		These school codes are used by other parts of the Department for programmatic purposes, such as REAP.





NCES uses locale codes for drawing samples or analyzing data from our surveys.  The Department uses locale codes in its EDEN database.  The Department uses locale codes for determining districts’ eligibility for Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) and for the Office of Safe and Drug Free School’s Safe Schools-Healthy Students program.  Locale code is also used by other Federal agencies such as EPA in developing an inter-agency schools database.
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What is a locale code?

		Locale code is a classification system that assigns values ranging from large city to rural by looking at the place where an address is located. 

		Locale code assignments are based on the place’s population size and distance from a populous area.















Conceptual Changes to Locale Code Typology



		Basic logic is the same under the new and old typologies.

		The new system has more precision and depends on changes introduced by OMB since the 2000 Census. 

		Reflects improvements in our ability to geocode schools and other places.

		If we have an address, we can identify the precise location of a school.

















“Metro-centric” vs. “Urban-centric”

		The old locale code typology was “metro-centric” because it relied on metropolitan statistical areas. 

		Boundaries were coterminous with counties. 

		Eight categories

		The new locale code typology is “urban-centric” because it is based on urbanized areas (a densely settled core with densely settled surrounding areas).

		Not necessarily coterminous with county boundaries.

		Twelve categories (see handout)





Handout has original eight and new 12 categories with links between them. 









Advantages of the Urban-centric System:

		More precise than was previous reliance on county boundaries

		Adds a “small city” designation

		Better identifies suburban areas and towns

		More detailed rural descriptions (fringe, distant, remote)

















How do these changes affect the number of rural districts, schools, and students?















Locale Assignment: Old vs. New

 Non-rural changed to Rural (3.5%, 579 districts)

 Rural changed to Non-rural (2.9%, 485 districts)

 Rural remained Rural (46.1%, 7,736 districts)

 Never Rural (47.5%, 7,963 districts)














West



South



Midwest
Northeast



Locale Assignment: Old vs. New



Non-rural changed to Rural (3.5%, 579 districts)



Rural changed to Non-rural (2.9% 485 districts)



Rural remained Rural (46.1%, 7,736 districts)



Never Rural (47.5%, 7,963)



School District Rural Shifts in Census Regions
Due to Change in Locale Typology












Number and percentage of districts that are rural  – US Total (16,763) 

 

		Rural Before 		Rural After 		Newly Rural 		No Longer Rural 		Un-changed 		Net Change 

		Number 		8,221 		8,315 		579 		485 		7,736 		94 

		Percentage 		49.0 		49.6
		3.5
		2.9 		46.1 		0.5 







































Number and percentage of schools that are rural – US Total (98,492)



		Rural Before 		Rural After 		Newly Rural 		No Longer Rural 		Un-changed 		Net Change 

		Number 		29,667  		30,677  		3,444 		2,434  		27,233  		1,010  

		Percentage 		30.1  		31.1
		3.5
		2.5  		27.7 		1.0  







































Number and percentage of students in rural schools, in thousands – US Total 

(48,354,000)

		Rural Before 		Rural After 		Newly Rural 		No Longer Rural 		Un-changed 		Net Change 

		Number 		8,500  		8,653		1,224		1,071		7,429		152

		Percentage 		17.6  		17.9		2.5		2.2		15.4		0.3









































Lakeview SD

Locale Assignment: Old vs. New

 Non-rural changed to Rural (3.4%, 109 districts)

 Rural changed to Non-rural (2.4%, 76 districts)

 Rural remained Rural (46.7%, 1,488 districts)

 Never Rural (47.5%, 1,212 districts)



West region: 

School district rural 

locale shift

Harney SD

Morrow SD

Elko County SD

Nye County SD

Needle Unified SD

Kayenta SD

San Juan SD

Gallup McKinley SD

Redding, CA













Number and percentage of rural districts, schools, and students  –  West

		Rural Before 		Rural After 		Newly Rural 		No Longer Rural 		Un-changed 		Net Change 

		Districts (3,185) 		  

		Number 		1,564		1,597		109		76		1,488		33

		Percentage 		49.1		50.1		3.4		2.4		46.7		1.0

		Schools (21,757) 

		Number 		5,243		5,603		774		414		4,829		360

		Percentage 		24.1		25.8		3.6		1.9		22.2		1.7

		Students (11,636,100) 

		Number (in thousands) 		832		926		196		102		730		94

		Percentage 		7.1		8.0		1.7		0.9		6.3		0.8




























































 Previous Address

 Corrected Address































 Urbanized Area 2000

 Rural Changed to Non-Rural





Redding, CA















South region: School district rural locale shift

Locale Assignment: Old vs. New

 Non-rural changed to Rural (6.5%, 248 districts)

 Rural changed to Non-rural (3.9%, 148 districts)

 Rural remained Rural (49.3%, 1,871 districts)

 Never Rural (40.2%, 1,525 districts)

Fayette County SD

Greenbrier County SD

Chester County SD

Fairfield County SD

Highland SD

Liberty SD

Jones County SD

Tuscaloosa SD

Wayne County SD

Bulloch County SD

Winn Paris SD













Number and percentage of rural districts, schools, and students –  South 

		Rural Before 		Rural After 		Newly Rural 		No Longer Rural 		Un-changed 		Net Change 

		Districts (3,792) 		  

		Number 		2,019		2,119		248		148		1,871		100

		Percentage 		53.2		55.9		6.5		3.9		49.3		2.6

		Schools (32,999) 

		Number 		10,937		11,396		1,530		1,071		9,866		459

		Percentage 		33.1		34.5		46.4		32.5		29.9		1.4

		Students (17,613,820) 

		Number (in thousands)		4,088		4,140		671		619		3,469		52

		Percentage 		23.2		23.5		3.8		3.5		19.7		0.3
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Redding, CA



GATEWAY UNIFIED



MILLVILLE ELEMENTARY



BELLA VISTA ELEMENTARY



WHITMORE UNION ELEMENTARY



BLACK BUTTE UNION ELEMENTARY



MOUNTAIN UNION ELEMENTARY



SHASTA UNION ELEMENTARY



OAK RUN ELEMENTARY



FRENCH GULCH-WHISKEYTOWN ELEMENTARY



COTTONWOOD UNION ELEMENTARY



GRANT ELEMENTARY REDDING ELEMENTARY



HAPPY VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY



IGO ONO PLATINA UNION ELEMENTARY



PACHECO UNION ELEMENTARY



CASCADE UNION ELEMENTARY



COLUMBIA ELEMENTARY



JUNCTION ELEMENTARY



NORTH COW CREEK ELEMENTARY



ENTERPRISE ELEMENTARY



EVERGREEN UNION ELEMENTARY
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NCES’ Identification of Rural Locales

Mark Schneider, Commissioner, 

National Center for Education Statistics





Presentation to the Rural Education Task Force





April 27, 2006
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