
Question: How do the accopntabl~ity provisions in your Title J proposal diffe:- from current•I Jaw? What difference would they make? 

I 	
, ­

I ' 
• For the most part, the Adminlsaration's propQsal would strengthen the existin~ but nm vet 

full\' implemcnlcd approkch to accQuDlnuility in Title t \"hieh rests on standards-based 
, . 	 . , 

assessments of student performoDce. 

! 
• 	 New mCHsurc;; \vQuld give par.ents, distriC!tJ, fwd SlateS the infQnnatjQ!1 and resourceS to 

~osure Ihat nQ Title I schOol languishes in [allure. 

• 	 OUT proposal would encJurage Slates 10 develop ooc r1!:Q(OHS, statewide accountabilj'tv 
system [or aU schoQls, including Title 1 schools, 10 elimin(l{c the multiple and oftcn confm:ir:g 
Title I and Stale aecoun~bHity systems currently operating in more than half the States. The 
bill would give States flckibiHty to usc either of two accountability models: the one outlined 
in the stalute, which wouid require schools to make substantial gains In o\'erall student" 
pcrfonnance and in the ptrfornlance of the lowestwperforming students. or an alternative that 
is a1 least a$ rigorous and effective. 

I. 	 '. 

, .' l.",· , .'" \'\Vr, );vQuld strengthen Stat~ andlQcal capacity 10 improve low-performing scbQQ1~ by 
:tt,~,!', :',~f'~ ,\~, ;j:~! rl",~c~ui.ri~g St<1res l~ reserve 2.5 percenl (in~rea$i~g to 3,5 per~enq)YJ093) C:(.:~,~,~~ li;t]e}, /1. !'" 

} , 	 , '. 
__ ", \, .. t .... ,,'. a!!ocatmns for'thl.s purpo!e. At least 70 percent of lhese fends would go to dlstncts to turn 
\t. ',: ~." :1·:'..I'~.f.:>' ... ;': f:'around low-pcrfonnin~ s~hools,. with a priority on dis.tri?ts with chro:-ical:y fl!iling schoo,ls 
~;I~'~-:~1~\':<:<t.,,,.:~.~'that need the strongest mtcrvcnllOns. Fewer than half 01 the schools ldentlft,ed for 

, ': r, I·, .h- improvement in 1997~9& tcccived additional professio~al dcv~lopmcnt or aSSis~~_~~~:___I 

• 	 1(:;chooI5 fail to irnQ[QveLithin three ):cars oCbeing identified as in need of imprm;;pcnt. 
our lJroPQSal,WQulcl ,cguirc distrkl~lQ take CQIICCliiLC actioo, including one or more of the 
follo~\'ing: (I) implement~ng a new, research-based curriculum, (2) redc~igning or 
reconstituting {he school, iinc1udi!1g rCMopcning it as a charter schoo~, (3) closing the school; 
and (4) in conjunction with any other above actions, allow students in schools that are subject 
to corn;::(;tivi:-- <1~tbtl to trB~~sfc. tc other public schoois, 

I 
• 	 . IitltiaGcQunwbility wo.ulQ1~ enhanced by tbe scbOQl. distriCt. zmd Stale report Cards 

reQUired under the Education AC~Qul1tabililv Act in Title XI. The report cards would give all 
,parents the information tHey need to evaluate the qualily oCthe schools their children attend! 
including data on student fachievement broken out by ethnic and racial subgroups, limited 
English proficiency studehls, and students wi1h disabilities. 

• 	 Wt:JSQuld $trcn~then acck,ntabilitv [or the progress QfJimjtcd English proficient sn!dems in 
Jcamin& English by requ111ng schools to test LEP students who have attended schools in the 
US. for three consecutiv9 years in English on the St~te's reading or language arts , 
assessment. In addition, States would s~ill be req'Jired to assess students in the content areas 
in the ~anguage and form lnost likely 10 yield accurate information. 



I 
TITLE I PARAI'ROFESSJONALS 

~ Ouestion: What changes a~e you proposing with regard to the use of paraprofessionals in the 
Title] program? What is your rationale for those changes? What effects willlhey have? Would 
requirements to eliminate thh use of paraprofessionals in providing instruction mean tha.t 
p;(}grams like Success for Ail, which usc paraprofessionals, could no lor.ger be supponed by 
Title I" 

Answer: 

• 	 Paranrc,fcssiomds cQmjnue>IQ be widelY used in Title I schoQls to nwv;dc instn~cti(ln; despite 
the facl tha: very few paraprofessio;):als have ~he cd'Jcational background necessary to teach 
students.. 

• 	 1r. the 1997·98 schoo! ye~r, 84 percent Qfnrinciva!s in high-DQveny schools reported using 
~, a:1d almost <Ill 0: Ulosc aides (98 pcrcc:1t} were either tcaching or hclpl:1g teach 
s,udcnts, Threc~fourths 6fparaprofesslonals (76 percent) spcnt at least some time teaching 
without a teacher present.1 . 

S' L, th hi 'I" ., I d . , d 	 Ii • If.ce we; t(,.'1OW. ¥It tcac tr qua .ty IS cntlca to ctcrmmmg stu cnl success. we must great y 
1 redu:;e Of eliminate the us¢ o[pawprQ[cssion;ds in jnstnlcliQmd (oles. 

• 	 The Adm'ini'stnttion's bill l'ould reQuire all pari.lprofessiorials to hold at k:gst a high scbQQI.e!, :"" diplQma Qreguiv~J~qt;,_':r,': "';~';~<"-.~r ..~ "" '" '., 
I 
I 	 ;1.1~·", .. ", •.<I!../""·

, . , j • 	 ln addition, only parapmfessionals with at leas; two venrs QfcQJJe~~.. could assist teachers by 
D[Q\'jdln~ instructlQn·arhclp,such·.a~:i·l!tOring, assisting with cJassr~)(lm ma:1agemcnt, or 

.. ,- .. ')"" . " 	 ,I' 
pro\'iding gu.idali~,ir: a'<?19~l?~!~~t }a~oratOry. Aides with le~s than two yeurs of college 
would be limited \0 parent' liaison or other non-instructional roles. 

I 	 . 
• 	 At tbe same time, ~Quld encourage Daral!iQ[Q~siQ.illll£Jo become certified teachers by 

supporting State and local ~fforts to build career ladders :eading to certification.
I ' 
I 

• 	 Success for All and other instructional stmtegles supported by Title 1 could continue to rely 
. on paraprofcssionals for tutoring and othcr aclIY;!jcr, s~ '{mf.Jts"thos~ paraprofessionals have 

completed utleast two years of college, 

• 




,." -'. 

•I 	 I 
TITlE I "FOLLOW·THE·CHILD" PROI'OSALS 

I , , 
QuestiQn: 	Woule your pronosai require Title J funding to "follow-tile-cbild?" lfn?t, why not? 

Answer: 

• 	 No, the AdminjstratiQn'~ proposal d~2..lli2Uoclllde;a "fQJlow-:tbe-Child" provision in Title 1. 

• 	 In the face ofa limited n~mbe( of high. quality public and private schools, voucher proposals 
like "Collaw-the child') con do UIllnQfC than promise SUCCCliS for a few students at the expense 
of [allure for entire schQ61s. 

I 

I 

.. Like all vQ'Jci1cr proposals, Title J \'Quchers WQu!d SiDhoG monev away fmm public scbool.s 
that face the cnonnous fihancial burdens of educllting concentrations of severely 
disadvantaged students. iVouchers also would likely dilule the impact of Title I funding, 
reversing recent gains in;!argcting f:mds to the highest poverty schools with the greatc:;1 
needs, ' 

I 
• ,In response to rcs~lirch showing a strong li:1k between cO:lccnl.ration of poverty and academic I 

faiiure, Title I was restruttured in 199410 emphasize the need to improve tbe entjre program

[ 	 nLsc.hoQI;;; enroHim~ h~D&[mmbcrs of PC'Q[.sHidcnts; rather than serving individual poor kids 
apart f:'om their peers, With its focus on individuals, follow·thc-cbild is diametrica!1y 
appos'cd to this rescarc-h-based -approach,:whicb -concentrates Federal funds to transfonn 
entIre schools.. . -.. ""J., ·f'-"'~i:7:'-')',::~ >, ,!",*_!, " ...,"f .' ~ 

, •• '" :;' -,",'! (>;' 

• 	 Tille I \'ou!;bcrs would Crcate inS:lghili1v;illid~di~TUpliQn in Title J schoQls at just the time ,I 	 thollsands of Tille 1schQ'bis','afc7uiidc-itaking ilic:cojy{prchcnsive, research-based, schoolwlde 
reforms that show die grciatest promise_of narro\.o.'ing the achievement gap between 
disadvantaged kids and lhei~ mo:--e adv"aniaged peers. The uncertainty of annual school 
funding Icvels under ayducher program could mak,e the·long-tenn p!anning and hiring 
needed for effective comprehensive reforms all out imposb;~Je, 

.• 	Vouchers ltlJgenn·ine e(fdns. greatly strengthened ~JM_-<.~~inistratiQn's re-authQrizatioo 
bill, to ensure accQuntabilitv for the effective use ofFecter.!l education funds to imp:-ove 
student achievcrncnt .-'....' 	.. _, .;..' .' . '. 



"'-, "'. 

•
, . 
I 

(ROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

I QUc.l'ljQn: How many scpar~le professional development programs or set-asides arc included io 
your bill? If there are more alan a couple, what is your rationale for including that many, and 
how do they ali filtogcther? I 
Answer: 

I I 
• 'Although the Administration is proposing severaJ professional development programs underI, . the Educational Excc!!endc for All Cbildre:l Act, the major p!"ofcsslon~l development. 

prognu":l that we are proposing is ~achin~ 10 !-lib:h Standards (Tille 11), which would pro\'ide 
funds to States and sehoo{ districts for professional development for tcachers of children in 
grades K through 12. Thi~ initiative would replace State reform programs under Tille III of 
Goals 2000, ESEA Tille II (Eisenhower Professional Devc!opr.1cnt), and ESEA Title VI 
(Innovative Education Prowam Stralegies). . , . 

. . I 	 . 

• 	 Teaching to High Standards wot:1d provide professipnal dcvcJQ;lUICn~ducg{Qrs 10 help 

tU&:1lJ briui::. h.igh Handurds..luJill:: d;;;SS[QO;D fur all students. The program would provide 
teachers with sustained and intensive high-quality professional dcvclopme:11 in the core 
academic conlent areas, including a $300 millio;} annual set-aside for p:-ofcssl(!nal 
development in mathcmat:ts and science. This. pf{),fes~!pnHJA~,:;.e;opll1ent would be aligned 
with State and local content and student pcrf6m1an"'ce standaros. ,.I " ,. . ...• 

i .. " ""~:')::,,. ·~}.~>':.l. , 
• 	 Teaching to High Stand.<I;rds would fQcu~ federal flmdjnl,; more th;:bt1x on (l1e tvpe Qf 

prdcssiQH5Il dcvclo(\meat Ibn n;;u;:archers demQrWr:ltc anii tcachers rCoon )$ most 
beneficiaL The proposal, w?uJd dir~c~ll.}t:~~;i9[.#~~Wp.~,~',\?~~[g,~ff:)ft~ to strengthen 
instruction in core ap~demil content ~r~~ffi. !;1Jh·£.r·:l~!~,l\ji,9,~~reJft1_~r:al stiu~cgics for 
improving classroom ;JTactice. The proposa! wO~lJd a.iso~'pro.Jnote ~he usc of professional 
ccvclopmcnt activities thal ~re sastained over time~ ra1ner than those that are condensed into 
a s~ngle workshop, and activities thal incorporate active collaboration among teachers, r<!ther 
than passive lectures il:1d diJconnccted practice in isolated classrooms. ;'.~.,

! 	 ....... 


• Teachers Qf)'Qunger cbBdreb also need bj~b~quajity professionai develQpme;nt to improve 
classroom instnlctlol1_ To meet this need. the Administration is proposing the Early 
Childhood Professional Development Initiative (also Hi Title 11) tQ enhrmc{,:.T.he future' 

, , 	 ., F '; _:t, 
academic success ofyoung sbildrcn, especially those living in poverty. Currently, there are 

4 

no concentrated Federal funds to mee~ tbis need. 

• 	 To provide additional ,uppp~ for children in high-PQyeny schools, the Helping 
Disacv.nlaged Children Medl High Standards (Title I) proposal would suppo!'! high-quality 
instruction by requiring Tltle!l districts: to: (1) set aside 5 percent ofprogram funds in fiscal 
years 2001 -and 2002 and 10 percent of funds in subsequent years for professional 
development, (2) ensure tht1t hew Title 1 teachers are certified in the field in which they are 

• teaching; and (3) raise the mihim".!r:1 qua!iflcations for pa:aprofcssJonals workir:g in Title I 
programs. This would allow ~itle 1 schools 10 tailor professional development to meet the 
',.mique needs and instructional approacbes of each schooL 

• 	 Thachers oflimitcd Em.tlish vbnCient &~.1lS need special stiills.and knowledt;c to provide 
high·QUa1ity instl~ction for this Hudcnj populatioo. School districts nalionally have had a 

I 


http:enhrmc{,:.T.he


... ", 

great deal or trouble finding qualified bilingual education and ESL teachers. Therefore, our 
bi!! would continue the c~rrent Title VII professional development program. 

• 	 The Elementary Scbool Fb..cign Language Progra;r. \vould provide funds to 1lS;;JJ1~ 
c\cmemao' schoQ! teachets become QuaHfied to teach a forei!,;o lan&;uage, Research indicates 
that the optimum tlme to ~egin learning a second klOguage is in dementary school; however, 
fewer than oncAhird of elementary schools in the United States offer foreign language 
instruction, 

, , . .~ 

, , " 

, .... . ~, '.:' 

•
I 



I 

•
I 

I 

I 	 . 
TEACHER QUALITY ANI) RECRUITMENT' 

Q!!.!:'stiQO: What, if anythIng, woald your bil! do to help school d:str:cts recnlit the 2 minion new 
teacbers they wi!; need to hire over the nexl decade? . 	 .. 
A.n:-wcr: 

, 
• 	 Despite the fact that ever); year the N'ation's colleges and ul!lversities produce many more 

teachers than arc hired an9 that oyer 2 million individuals who possess education degrees are 
currcndy engaged in actiYities other than leaching. many school districts experience 
difficulty recruiting and hiring enough fully-qualified teachers. The reasons include ~~. 

. . . . I 	 '. . 
• 	 ~um?ersome and POOIij'lY coordinated State Ecensing p:'Ocedufcs am! local hiring 

practices; , . 
. , 

I 
• Bureaucratic personnel practi::es thnt result in hiri:1g decisions being dclaycc until as lute. , . 

as tht: startofthe school year; 	 ­
" . 


, . I 

• 	 SalJrics and \'/orking conditions that d:scourage many individuals from entering teaching 

and causc expericnced Ileachcrs to leave the profession; 

• 	
I ' 

' 
• 	 A lack of support for n~w teachers that could help reduce the attrition rate and the 

number of new teachers that school districts must hire everv vear; and '" _" 
. , 	 ! ~ ..." ~ ~ ", .-,- "'>"'')- ,-t ."..... 

• Compens~tion systen~s lhat do n01 reward teacherS for imprm'ing [heir kn<?wle~gc and " 
d' Skllls, , .,' , "'.,'; ':~,t';li...; "': . .(., '"l~ 

, ", :'~ '''1 ..:~, j ," 

~ ,• ,'r,"::.;:;(.l:"""""''':~~''J''''''''... .. .."', I ~,' <.i" 

• 	 To he:p atJdrcss these prob!cn:s, the Admini!'trmjou is PfQmlSing..scvcral proiixarr.S in:the ';~... ' 
Educatlo:ml Excellence for\AIJ Children Act i}Jat WQuid nrovjd£ . .funds to improve, teacher ' 
recruitrnclH PCdcljces" Titld II progral~ls :hat would support these efforts include the 
following; " . 

• 	 ' The Teaching to High Standards program would provide States with additional . 
resources to support iht development, at the school district,and school~building level, o[

"1, 	 ",llnnroved systems for rbcruiling, ss:\ectius. aDd hjring ncw ..~mrs, as well as to create 
I 	 a sta!l;wide netwo:-k to provide potential teachers with access to information on job 


openings, npquired qUarfications, and on-hne applications. ,
I 
• 	 Tbe T caching to High Standards program would a!so support the efforts of school 

districts to develop incOOlives to CnCQUDl~C. teachers and other Qualifled individuals to , 
Q.);wlin proficiency In cOutel)! knOWledGe in kQr~ agtdcmic subject areas identified by the 
school district as having a shortage of qnalific~ teachers, Because rcsea:-ch shows that 

.1 

I many schools have difficu:ty rct<!inil1g teache:-s during their first three years on the job, 


pan of the program 3156 foc'Jses 0:1 induclion programs [or ilC:W teachers that provide 

them with the support ahd mcntoring they necd to succeed in the classroom, 


I 
• 	 The Transition to Teaching prognirn would build on the highly successful work of the 

Dcparlmcnl of Defensc't Troops 10 Teachers program. This "rogram WQuJd.broaden tbe 



". 


focus of Troops to IQachers to recruit. plilCe. find sur:mQrl a wide range of t~ 
g\[ter-chaogjng profissjQID}ls liS !Cachers, cspec.ia1Jy in high*povel1y school districts and 
hjgh~need subject areas. . 

• 	 Title II would also aJh~rize the creation of a nationwide Job ~ank for teaching 
positions; support e!T~rts to increase the portability of1eachcr crcdentiills1 pensions, and 
credited years ofexpqriencc among States and school districts; and support the 
developm.ent und implementation ofrullional Of regional Dfp:;nU!1S to recruit hij;hlyw 
mJ£lificd indkiduals 10 beCOmk lcuchcrs. lbroUCD altcmaili:!UQutcs 1'1 c~rtificatiQn....in 
high-povel1Y sGhD.ol districts. 

I 	 . 

• Title VI of the ESEA, the Class-Size Red~ initiative j wQuld allow school districts 10 use 

program funds to recruit, Hire, and train certified regular and special education teachers to , 

reduce class size. j' 	 , 

• 	 The teacher quality and re ruitment proposals included In our ESEA proposal compliment 

and build upon the Teacher Quality Enhancement Grants pro~ram authorized under the 
Higher EduclltiQo Act of 1265, cnacted last year, The Stutc grant program is designed to help 

I States :mprove the quality pfthcir teaching force through proIHoting rdonn activities such us 

I teacher licensing ,lJld certification, teacher prcpnration and professional devc~opment, and ,. 
recruiting teachers for higti~nced ;;;chools, The RecrUitment grant program stlppons cITons to 
reduce shortages of qualifi~d te,;Jchers in high-need school distr.cts, Th~s program supports 
high-quality teache: preparlttion programs that work to meet locaHy identified needs, identify' 
pools of potential teachers ~'ho address the shortages, and recruit indi\'iduals from these 
pools. " 	 . .. 

.: .' 
,~, - ~ 
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I 

SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS1/ 	 Oue~ti(in: Evaluations sceJ to indicate tha: the Safe and DrugMF~ec Schools program has been 

ineffective, How does vour bill address this problem? . , 

Answer: Our reauthOrizatiJ proposal for Safe and DrugwFree Schools would improve the 
program by: 	 I 
• • Emphasizing the imPQollhce Qfbjgb~gualltv. research-based progmms. Under our proposal, 

States would award subg~an:s comjJctitivcly to school districts and other applicants, based in 
significanl pan 00 the quality of their plan. Programs would need to be, based on research, 
address locally identified peeds and goals. and be assessed regularly for progress. We would 
also increase SUppOr1 for $tatc activities to help applicants creme Zl.:1d implcmcm effective, 

,accountable programs. 

• 	 n e . r ds) , '~n . in contrast to the current law, under which 
SDFSC funds arc allocate~ by formula to all school districts in amounts too small to have a 
significant impact in most 'districts; our proposal would require States to focus program funds , 
on distr1('ts that have significant dmg 2nd c!ime problems a:ld comprehensive, rcscarch~based 

I plans to f.olvc them, 
,I' , 
I " • Sl;'tegtheniug program acCQuotabijjl)" State and local recipients of SDFS funds would be . 

required to adopl oU1c'omew~ased perfonmmce l:1dicators and report regularly on,their 
progress. Conti,Duation of,local grant~ ~ould depc:ld on achievement of satisfactory progress 
toward meeting pcrformade targets. In addition j school districts would be required to create 

,.'r" , 
, " - " 

and disseminate to the public an annual "tcpon card"'on schoo! crime and disorder. ­

I 	 ' 
• 	 Emphasjze schQQl~wide SQi¥liQDS that focus on build.lug safe. disciplined. and dru&-fr~e 

learning mvironments. We, would require schoo! districts to develop (l comprehenSive "Safe 
Schools Plan" to ensure that essential program components are in place and that schoo! 
cff":;"1f:~are coordinated withlreJatcd community-based activities. The plans would include 
fair ao«(effccliV'e discipline policies, safe passage to schools, rcscarch~based d~g and 
violence prevention policies', and aftcr~school programs.' 

• 	 lmpr\,",:iog, CQQrdin(\illmJl¢t~ecn_S.to.te educatjonal aQcllcies and GQvernors' Dro,Wams. State 
and loc~iI educational agency prognlms and .activities funded by the SDFS Governors' 
!)rogram would be more C10S~ly coordinated and focus all resources on the creation of safe, 

I orderiy, and drug~free learning environments that support student achievement. 

I 

.l 
I 
, 

, 

http:CQQrdin(\illmJl�t~ecn_S.to.te
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\ BILINGUAL EIlUCA nON 

Question: The Secretary bas said lhat the Admlnis;ra',ion 's goal is to have all limited English 
proficient child:-en become ~rofident in English within three years, WO'Jld your bi!} hold 
schools to that standard? ! 	 ~ 

Answer: 

• 	 l11c bill bcludes strong I1,1casurcs to ensure that schools are held accou;ltable for limited 
English proficient (LEP) f!udents glinin~ proficiency in English in three years. 

• 	 Our Till~ I proposal woulh require that, after LEP students have been cnr~lled in school for 
, three consecutive yeaTs, sthool districts measure their progicSS in reading and or language 
arts using State asscssmcdts written in English. School dIstricts will usc the results of this 
English lar.guage testing tf hold ~chools accountable for the achievement of LEP students, 

I' 	 i 
• Schoo: districts receiving Title V]J BiliOl.:~wl EGucatiQU grants would annually assess the 

I· English ;anguage proficiency of participating LEP students, If a pwgram, after three years, 
I is not making contin':.lous d!1d substantial progress In enabling children to lcam English and 

• 
achH:ve to challenging sU!~dards, the school district operating the program wouJd submit an 
improveIT!,cnt plan to the Secretary, If the Secretary la:e; dctennines that the district is not 
making substantial pfOgrcs~ in implemcntiG£ the plan, he wot:ld tcnninate th~ grant. 

II' ,,' 
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\ IIIGH SCHOOL REFORM 
, 

Question: Why is the Adn:~n;stratior: p;"oposing J new high school reform program? How will 
the program operate? I

I. . 
Answer: We are proposing ti,5 initiative for several reasons, including the following: 

• 	 High schoQls are extrcm~ly important because of their role IT: p:eparing an CdUCS.lCd citizenry 
and 3 skilled and adapta:,!e '.\'orkforcc. I . 

• 	 The dropout ratc, NAEP and T1MSS res'Jlts, and other data indicate that map~ high scbOQls 
are fai ling to meet the t,;bu!l~'nges they face. 

I 
• 	 As the violence at Columbine High School demonstrated, many bh;:b .school :<.tude:11S teel 

disCQolll'ctcd from 5~hQo.1laDd from adults. These students can be prone to emotional 
di::;trc~s, use drugs and a1cc1hoi, and may engage in violence. These phenomena n'lay be 
particularly present in the rery large high scbools that many studcnls ;](tend. 

• 	 Thc school refQrm mQ"embm bUS largely focused 93 e.lc;nCllli.Ll"V, ~CbQQls. For instance, most 
. of the prl~ects carried oul under the Comprehensive School Reform Dcmonstrations program 
have been at the eleinentar)' levcL "'"' 

, .. 	 .., . [ 
• 	 High schools do n:ccive some ESEA funds, particularly under Title 1, but it doesn't seem to 

be enough. We would like\o provide some funding fOr schools to brine lQ,t;ctbcr 011 their . 
other rc.sQ~ - Federal, Stille, and local'- ir. pursuit of serious, standurds-based educational 
reforms. - ". , • 

.'.: , " . .'. ·'·1 . 
The initiative 'I.,..ould \\'ork in the, following manner: 

, 
• 	 Local edU{:ational agencies ~ould compete for three· year grants, 

. 	 1 ~-., .~ 

• 	 The Department would award grants on the basis of apfllicat'jol1 quaiity and need. To the 
eXiei,; possible, iji l~ijS' Dlllcllr grants would assisl higb· ,cbopls lba, Pllrti,ipi!;e in Ti;le l.I 	 . 

• 	 High schools participating In the progrJi"i'I;,VI'ould imi-"lemeni refomls aligned with their Qwn 
needs. Refomis"would be de~igned to provide all students in the school with challenging 
courscwork. to motivate all students to lca:-:1, to hel? them achicvc their educational and 
career goals, and makc schoo) a place where slUdcn'ts receive individual attention and 
support.: .. 

, 
• 	 The Secretary would be authorized to make incentive awards to palticipating schools {hat, 

nfter three years in the program, demonstrate higher student achievement gains than 
comparab;c schools, I, 

, 
• 	 The Department would carefully c\'alua;c the :croons carried out under the program, and 

recognize and disseminate inf9rmation on high schools that demonstrate oUlstanding results. , , 
I 

I
, 




I 	 TEClI!\'ICAL ASSISTA~CE• Qu~'li!ln: A numbor of edulation groups have been highly critical of the technical assistance 
activities funded under the ESEA. How docs your bill address those criticisms, and what 
changes ate you proposing? t 

1 

Al.tSl,'er: OUf biB addresses !ritlcisms, such as the following, about th:! lCchnical assistance 
activities currcrdy funded un~cr tbe ESEA: 

• 	 .curre;)l ESEA t£~hnical a~sistan;;e and cissem.in.Gtion c:Ioos [lTC insufiicientlv :'csPQDsive tQ 

the needs of Slates. local educational aeencies. and Indian tribes for help in identifying their 
par:-icular needs for technical assistance and developing and implementing their own 
integrated systems for usiAg the various sources of funding for technical assistance activities 
under-the ESEA (as well ~s other State and local resources) to improve teaching and learning 
nnd to implement more ef~cctivcly the programs authorized by the ESEA. 

• 	 SlaLc_,:md district sta[[Qilcn Urn IQ ntheJ.. mQre acccssiblk>o£mJJccS for help in lmp!cmcutiuti 
pn,'J:t1lW!1- \ 

,. 	 Il~ntcrncl nnd Qiher~UJelecQmmlinica!iQ~chOQIQgy (ire an important. 
but us vel undeniscd. means ofprovidjng·infoanntiQfj' vnd assistance in a cosl-effective \Yav, 

, 
, 1",':"-",.'"",, 

Our bill addresses tilcse,critil;isms by:." .. , ,M_ "• 
I 

.' -- ~~. 4:::.;-· ',':, ,::.' 
• 	 Cre4l1~;Jg uu iQ1CgnlICd's):stcm Q(high-~ualityJcchuiCAJ Assistance providers to SUppO:1 school 

improvement and give States'and schoo; districts flexibility 10 determine and meet their 
technical assistance needs. I,! :,' ': -, ~_ 

• 	 Empowering customers by k!.irectingJ:esQHrccs from the CQmpr.chcl)sive Regional 
Assjstanc<u:.&.uiers 10 StateS and high~need districts 1,) aJl.Qw them to identify their needs. 
select t.f;£bnka! as!,jstakce_.si~Lyjces, and huild their capa~jlv for scbool improvement. , 

• 	 Retainfng technical assistanCe centers in three key areas (mati: and science, technology, and 
parental involven,1ent), and creating tWO,new center~ hl.;,~'.i4r~s the .?pecia!'IJecds of limited 
English proficient: migrator)', indian, and Alaska Native students. . 	 , 

• 	 SUJlPQrtiD~ JQ,~aJ decjS!QD-m'aking by providing infommtion (0 States and districts to improve 
their own technical ossistance systems and select high-quality technical rlssisw.nce services 
and provid!!rs, l 

I 
• Ex.,aoOing ~he YSC Qftcchno!oU'v and clecironj!;.uel\vQrks 10 dissemimHe information, 

assistance. and promising U1structionaJ strategies. In addition, all of the Department's 

• technical ass~$lance provlde~s would be required to use electronic dissemination networks 
and Wodd Wide Wcb~basedjresources, as weB as other technologies, to expand their reach 
and improve service delivery, 

I 
I 




. '" 

• I·
\ 

COALS 2000 
I 

Question: Why isn't the Administration proposing 10 reauthorize the Goals :2000 program'! Has 
the program been a failure? I 

. f 

Answer: 	 ! 

• Goals 2000 has oot been 1failure; rather, it has been an imponant factor in promoting State 
and local refom1 efforts, : 


I 

• 	 I:l its ! 998 repor: on Goals 2000, GAO found that "Goals 2000 appears to be accomplishing 

what the Congress in1end~d - providing an additional flexible source to P:-On1otc coordinated 
lmpwvcn:cnts- to Sfate and local education systems," 

• \Jv'itb the 5CPPOl!- ofFcdcrJl programs such as Goals 2000, aU 50 States, the Distri~l of 
.Columbia, and Puerto Ric6 ha\'e made great progr;css in establishing high academic standards 
in the core academic sUbjebs. . . . 

• 	 The Stotes that have demobstrated the most recent S'JCCC$S in improving student achicveme:~! 
are those States that have developed chnl1cnging cor.!enl and stt.:dCJ1! performance standa:-ds, 
and aligned curricula and assessments with tbose standards.' 

• 
 I . , 

• 	 TheTeaching to High Standards proposal.included.in the-Administration's reauthorization 

proposal would bulkl on an(! expand these efforts and support States and local districts as 
they strive lO implement stAndards-based rdorm in evcry:classroom. The Department's, 
proposal to consolidate the ,Goals·'2000;:Eisenitower.-3!atc"Gmnts, and Title VI programs 
.would stfcnglhcn the fo'cus,of:Statcs and·. local districts on·providing the types of professional 
development activities that have bcen,proven effeclivc'in providing teachers with the 
knowledge ;::md skills ncccs~ary to prepare nil students to achieve to challenging standards, 

I 
• 	 The Administration's :-cauthorization proposal would also assist S'int;," and local districts in 

continuiog to advance tbe i~plemcntatjpn ofstandords-basl:d rCfQml by sl.:pporting the 
continued devc:lopmcnt of cballenging cOntcr:.t and student performance standards and the 
alignn1ent of curricula and ~ssessmcnts with tho!'c standards. 

l 
I 

,• 
\ 
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I 

I 


I 

Cb\SS SIZE REDUCTION INITIATIVE • 	
I 

Question: Why is the Admihistration continuing to push a o;}e-Size~f:ls-all class~size ~cduction 
proposal, when research sho~'s tbat the pJ;pil~teacher ratio doesn't make u difference in 
cC;JclnionaJ outcomes? I 
Answer: 

• 	 Class size ~ make a di{fercnce, Ri~prQl1$ fgsc<J,n:b bas demQns~tbe imnQrtaoc-e Qf 
1l;,duccd c1gss size, particuf3riy in the early elementary grades, and shown that students W30 
receive instruction in small classes make more rapid educational progress than their 

. I I I •countc:-pans In argcr c.asscs. 	 . 
I 

• 	 The achievement gains doCamcnted in the research have been particularly significant for 
]QweN!chjcvicg> minQrjl~I.l pOQr. and ~nner-cj!}' cbildren. 

t 
• 	 OUf bill :s flexible, nO! "onc size fits all." School districts can use;! portion of ~hcir funds 

for professional developmJnt and other capacity-building activIties. Local districts. that have 
met the !<Irget level of 18 students per class in grades 1 through.3 can use their funds to' 
f'Jl1her reduce class size in those grades. to reduce class size in additional grades, or to 
improvctcacilcrqllality. I 	 . .' :.: .. ,.", .,'..... . 

• • The DC;J3rtmCn! believes t~at districts wei come Federal support 10 help then: reducc c!a:;s 

size in the early eJemcnta'Yfgrades. " .....:' .. :~~,:;...,_,":" ':. ;': :" . 

. 	 , ,'. ~ .., .... ' ,.:".'."; "'i.:~, :!~"·;!,~.",.,,.'t, ;I'i.. !!:.· 
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, 
TARGETING 

Quc~ti(ln; in what waySt if ~ny, would your bill improve lhe largeting of resources under • 	
,

I 
ESEA? W,)uld that target,ing ;Jush most of the money to the big dties and other poor 
communitius, leaving little for working class and middle class communities? 

I 	 '. 
Answer: Across most majorjfOmlUla programs) the bill would prov:de for bcaer targeting of 
resources on communities that face the greatest d:al~enges in educating c:,iidrcn to high, 
standards and have the rewest locaJ resources for meeting their needs. For instance: 

• 	 Under Iitle:J Grants!Q Lt?! Educational Agencies, whIle the bi"! would not change the 
current formulas, it would require that at least 20 percent of the funding go out u!ldcr the 
"Targewe Grants" fonnul~. This allocation mc<.:hanism, which Congress has not funded in 
the past, wO:.Jld do It bcttc~j()b than the current formuias at directing a major ponioo of the 
funding Lo the neediest school districts,

I 	 . 
• 	 Under the ncw Icacbinc 10 Hi~h Standards program, half of the money zvailable for local 

educational agcn::ics would go out by !ormulu or:: the hnsls of cO:.Jnts of children living in 
poveny. The other halfwbl:ld be competitive, \\'llh States making competitive gtat.ts 
primarily to LEAs with tb~ gret.1tesl needs. These targeting provisions are much stronger 
than the pro\'isions in the t~ree programs that this new initiative wouid !'ep!ac~ ... ,. 

I 	 ", .. ,. . 

• • Currently, the TechnQIQ~y.Litej'acy Cbpllenge Eund includes ve.ry:"'~a~ targt;ring ~~ovisions, 
(States are required to target technical .assistance on high~povcrty LEAs;··but there' is··no . 

l

requirement that they large [ grant fun'ds '0:1 'those LEAS,) Our bi1l\voiUo penni: Slates to 
:11ake cOlnpctitivc grants o~ly to. LEAs !lmt have high poverty n\.~~_s'or.,lo~,:perl~rmi!1g 
schoo!s or 10 partnerships tp:J.t include at least one" high-n~cd ~~~:." ' ",~: • :' :.' :~.: ~ :~ ," 

~~"I' 	. ~ .... .. ..... ,' ,~ ... , 
• 	 Under current law, Sw.!e educ3tional agencies must provide '30 pc~ccn1 of i';e:r Safe 'and 

Druf;~E[ec ScboQjs aHocatibns 10 LEAs that have the grcaiest need for funds; the remaining 
70 percent goes out under an enrollmcnt~bascd fonnula, Our reauthorization proposal would ~,~, 
target a!lthe LEA funds on;school districtS w!th::l need for assistanc!!, as documented by high ..... 
rates of drug use or violence j or other foetors, . ­

I 
Communities tha! do not have the highest rates of poverty (or, otherwise! do not demonstrate the -" ',I ~ •highestlevcls ofncco for funding) would also contir.ue to particIpate in ESEA prog:-ams, In . 
some prog:-ams they might continue to receive the majority of funds, But the Adr.'linistration, in 
general, believes tln:1 tbe current programs arc not suf:lciently targeted and that the 
reauthorizalion sbould do a bctt~r job in this area. , , 

, 
.~~., 

I, 
I 
I·• 	
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I ACCOUNTABILITY 
I 

Question: \liouJd the "Education Accountability Act" be an unfunded mandate? Even ifjt• 	
I 

doesn't me(~t the technical definitio:1 ofan unfunded mandate, \vou!dn't compliance be very 
costly for States and localities? In general, what is your response to the criticism that the 
proposal would result in a significant increase in federal intrusion lnto policies that sbould best 
be: left to States and local school boards? . 

IAmwer: 

i 
• 	 The Education AccountabililY Act would require States, as a condition ofrcceivi-r.g ESEA 

funds, 10 have :n effect ,Scveral "usjc policies it.at are central tQ t:1C notion of cdu~~tiQnal 
l!C.coU1Ht:bijity and to helping all studCnlS- achieve to high standards: school report curds, 
qualified leachers, ending kociaJ promotion and retemion, and sound discipline policies. 

I. 
• 	 Because compliance \l,'oul~ be tied to the receipt of Federal funds, the Act \\'ould 110t be an 

unfunded mandate. .I 

• 
• We arc proposing the Act bccau'sc we know that certain policies muS! be in place lithe 

educatiQIJ;.)! improvements 
,
that tvcrvonc \\'ants t(tsee arc to be attained .. Children will not 

leanflO high standards unless they arc taught by weB qualified 'teachers. EducationaLrcforrns .. 
will not succeed unle"ss seh901s are safe and orderly, Coming up with a pian ror L'!)su;ing'that < 

these poli::-ies are in place s~cms something reasonable to- request in exchangcJor ~i!?n"~fi.c~~t ~ ,".. 

Federal aid. I _" .,1 '.'. "-~':H ',.'...., .. 
• Some people are concemcd!that urban distriCts a~d Qt6eCl'£~s ihat.hin'c h;~ c:bn~~rl'I'ra:j~r;;";~'\'.••.••.-.,~.,< 

Qfgl-m;k ':tudents wL11 have;tbe greatest cil fficulty mect!ng the ncw rcqulrcm~!Ils:, ~ut. t~£~~. u,' , 

are also to the dIstricts Ihal stand \0 bencH! lhc nlQSi from the requIrements beC311ScJhey are 
most likely 10 employ uncertified le;:lchers and they have the greatest numbers 'of students 
who need additionai support in order to reacb high standards. The Accour.w.bility Act should 

, spur States and others to provide these high-need districts the additior:.al resources and ' 
suppOl1S they need 10 enable; all children to achieve 10 cha.llenging standards, 

• 	 \Ve agree that these requirerbents may seem ambitious, but to those who say they're too 
ambitious. we ask: ~'hat is t6e aitcrnaiivc? If the alternative is to continue holding some 
students to low expectations ',and pJacir.g them in classes wilh unquaUied teachers, we don't· 
think 1hat is acceptable. ! 

I 

f 

I 
I 
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COMPLJAN(1:lc WITH ACCOU;>.'TABILITY REQUlREMEl'ITS 
I 

Qucstiun: According to sonle repofts, the Depart.mem has done a pOD!" job of enforcing the • 	
\ 

requiremcrHs already on the books (for instance in Title J). With this in mind, how will you 
enSure compliance with the ripw accountability requirements? What win happen to States that do 
not comply, or do the most minimum extent possible? 

A~s. .w'T .. \ 	 . 
I 

., 	 The U S, Department .QfEducatiQD has ;;trong!v sunnortcd the slandards. a(\~essment.llnd 
accountability provisions tluU.VI'ere built iDlO Tille I in 1994, These reqmrements are 
fundamental for achievement of lbe refom1s necessary 10 raise the perfonmmce ofall 
students, especially stl..dents in bigh-poverty schools that arc the focus ofTitlc I services, 
Department activit:cs - in~~udJng providir:g technical assistance, developing new materials 
and products. ar.d monitoring Stale compliance with the law - have focused 0:) 'translating 
these requirements into meaningful changes in schools. 

. I 	 . , 

• 	 Tbe requirements in curreclt law do col go into full effect umilt!Jc 2000·0 I :>:booi )'car, 
Criticisms of the DepaJ1ment's imp;emCn!<Hion of these provisiQr;s ignore the fact that the 
stmi.ltc gi vc States several years to phasc in the requirements. 

I 
• 	 The Dcpartn)cn1 toQk tou&h stands even on transitjona) accQuntabi\ijv...syslems bv hQldin~ up 

anpmval Q(coosolidmed apolit;otlims for Federal fundsjo about lJalf of the Slates lIntil 
accountabilitv rne:a;;ures wcrc,Strengthened, These States received a condi{ionnl approval and" ­

I 	 • ' , b" 

had to ,lddrcss kev accouliI.abHitv issues. 
~ ) J • 

. '. , ' .' .I.-J."".. , .. ;: "."""M;""·"~•.:;.l 
, " • 	 Our ;)fQllc.,:}aUlJ.d!ds 00 e"&cnt wurk and docs not recommend A'brand new ai1proach. Ip,·:::.:.· .... '-:'" .. ;">f'" " 

strengthens current acc-ountllbHity by making corrcctive actions stronger and adding funds to'.' , , ' 
help StUles and districts tu~,around low·pcrfonnhlg schools. 

. 
--'~.~ 	 The 12~panmenl has taken a\co!JahQnltive nppmach 10 wQrkim:..with Smlc:' to improve their 

5\'~lems. We respect the :USI that States arc governed by Ii variety ofStnlc·spcciIic education 
laws and systems, Also, k119wledge cor.tinues to emerge from tbe field regarding sta:ldards, 
assessments, and accountability. The Department's monitoring (If Title I implementation has 

",:.•	focused..o'n pro'.'iding tailored technical assistance and guidance to States that are not fully 
meeting the requirements, arid working with States to use Federal reSources as suppOrt for 
their State~specific approach1cs to dosing the achievement gap, Title f has been i:l "modej and , 
an instigator" for standards~~ased refonn ar.d efforts to track student progress and improve 
schools in high poverty districts. (McKenzie Group, 1999)

I 
• 	 OUf proposal sets_Qut severnl'SleusJ.o ensure thaI ac\;ountabiiity requirements are fully 

impiemented, Accountubility systems would be subject to peer review, and the Department 
would work with States ~o improve their systems. )f a State stili does not comply wiili th~ 

• requirements after one year, it would be subject to the loss of Federal administrativ~ f'l.:nds. 
We expect Ihat public prcssutc would also moun~ to ir:lpicmcnt these syslcms . 

i 

,I 
f 
I 
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• SOCIAL PROMOTION 

Question: \Vhat would the E;c1Jcatior. Accountability 1\Cl require in the area of social 
promotion? '\~{iIl adoption, afja "No social promo:ion" ~olicy :esult in an increase i~ the number 
of chtldren bemg re~amed In grade? If yo!.: answer that Jl won L because schools wlll respo::Jd by 
providing mo~e summcr"progra:TIS and other supports, how wil~ your bj~l enst.:::-e thut this 
happens? I . 
Au_c. I 	 . 

I 

• As a condition ofrecc)ving ESEA funds, each State would be required to have 'in effect a 
plan for: (I) ensl.!ring thatlstudents progress ~hrough school on a timely basis, having , 	 . 
mastered the challenging mater:al needed for them to reach high standards of performance; 
and (2) ending the praclicc:s of 50c:al promotion' and retention. The pOlicies called fo:- in tbs 
plan would be required 10 take effect within f0:.1r years.

I 
• 	 These plans would include; among other provisions, policies for pro\'iding students whQ do 

not dcm,onstrate mastery ofchallenging' State academic standards with ~Qntinuiw:. iotensjj'e, 
and a!.!c~ala)rQpriatc imep,cmions.im;luding extended inStUlCliQnJlOd leamioll tilU~. Other 
provisions would ensure th~t the assessments States and LEAs use to identify students who 
are not maKing progress arc vahd, reliable; and accurtlte, and include multiple measures, no

" 
one of which is assi,mcd ddtcm!inativc weivhL"I 0 

.'... 	 Because the Stale plans wO\fld deal with both ~nding social promotion and ending retention 
(defined in the bill as "the unsound educational practice of requiring students who have not 
demonstrated mastery of ch~ilenging State academic standards to remain in the sUl1!c grade1 
~ Dot believe the oolicJ would kad to increased studffilE!~. To tne.contrary, our 
proposal should result in less retention. . . "". ,- ­

• 	 Ihe Adminls:nniQu has prpJosed major funding jnltil!liycs - such as the Reading Excellence 
Act, Class·_~zc Reduction. and 21 st Ccr.tuiy Communi:} Learning Cemcrs - that will he;p 
schools teach aJl children 10 ~ligh standards and provide extra help to those who don't 
initially' meet the standards. IBut we don't look at ending social promotion and retention as 
entirely a Federal responsibility. The Education Accountability Act ,-"in spur States and 
school di:;;r.ct~ to do tp.'~ir part. in ending damaging educational practices_.. " 	 l . 


I 

I 
I 
I 
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, FLEXIBILITY• Question: 1n what ways, :fLy, would your bill increase State and 10;31 flexibiHiY 3nd·r~duce 
administrative burden, comp~red with current law? ' 

I
Answer: 

• 	 The cuneo! ESEA is aJCQady Quile flexible. Changes proposed by the Administration and 
adopted by Congress- in 1994 - such as lowering the- poverty threshold for schoolwidc . 
programs, a!lowing waive1rs, and authorizing conwlidated applications and cor.solidation of 
adm:nistr;)live funds - ha\~e greatly increased State and local f1cxib:lity in acministcring 
ESEA p:ograms. In fact, ~hc programs arc sufficiently Oexible that a large number of school 
di::.tticts have applied for v,'aivcrs only to learn that the flexibility in the law made tbeir. 

, 	 I
waiver requests unnecessary,. 	 ; 

• 	 Tbe new Ed-Flex rApar:S;o'jl \\IiU pennil eyen greater f!exibililv. All States will nQw be able 
to apply 10 grant waivers of FcderaJ requirements, so long as they a~ 'on tmck in the 
devc!Qpmcnt ofTitlc ! stan'dards and assessments, have the authorit\' to waive their own 
(State) requirements, and agree to be held accountable for raising st~denl achievement. 

I 
• 	 O!lr ESEA,biILwOl1kLafid'sQmc additional flexibilitv 111cchanjsms. For one thing, it would 

authori:te the Secretary to p'ro\'ide a State with added flexibi;ity jf the State can demons-traie 
that it'has ~cIlicvcd significhnt, Statewide achievement gains on the National Assessment of 
Educational progress and t~at it is closing the achievement gap between high- and low­• 	

, 

peffonning students, - Sccona,-:hc bill would authorize waivers of additional ESEA . 
'~"h,;: pfogr:lms:. In, addition. it w6uld make it easier fo: school dIstricts to combine funds, from 

....'",. various ESEA programs, m1orderto carry out coordinated services actiVities. " 
, 	 I, 

I 
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I "SUI'ERFLEX" 
I• Question: Does your bill inc'jude the "Supcrl1ex" concept that a number of groups and experts 

are promoting? If not, what i~ your position on this concept? 
. I 

Al)~wcr: 

• 	 The Heritage Foundation's "Supcrficx" proposal would gIve States broad eligibitity 10 waive 
Federal requirements, in exchange for a commitment to achieving better results. It goes 
beyond ED~Flex in that it {"rould p!;nnil waivers jhal allow funds to be used for activitics that 
dQ not reflect the underJyiul; pUmQFC;:; of the Federal nrograms; in other words, State.:; nnd 
LEAs could commingle f'f()g:"l1m funds and usc them as general aid. A Slate that did not, in 
return, sr,hieve bener s!udc{nt outcomes woule lose its Superf:cx Status or receive some other 
penalty. 1 

I 

It 

• 

Whi1~ the- Administration'~ biil does nOl include Surc:rfle~ provisjons, we.lO:.:!, are: imeresteg 
in ~iying Slal~S andLEAs additional flcxibiE1Y coupled ""ilh strpng accountability fQf 

r.tlUlls. For instance, the A'dr:)inislralion endorsed expansion oCED·Flex to all 50 States. 
And the President's Edllcatio:l Accountabi:ity Act (incorporated in Tide XI of our ESEA 
bill) would authorize the SJcrctary to rewa~d States lhat have demonstrated achievement 
gains and arc naIToY,:lng thd. g~p belween'higtJ-llnd Jow~pcr[onning students. One of the 
3'JttJorized rewards would·t)c additional11cxlbi!ity in administering ESEA programs, and this 
flexibility could eXlcnd'~cybnd ,what is penni!:ed under ED-.Flex. . 

. \'·';_""J.,,"~... ~I •. ,"\.,, 
• The nr.i.n.kipal dj[crcl)cC5:bc.tween Supertlcx and our approach 10 flexibility arc: 

'.. ' ~.~" .., ,,-. .J t , , . . . '.,....,,!".J~d~,·,t,"'·'".. " • -	 ',' ., 
-- The Adlliinistfati'on;s:bil!{woUld pemlit States 10 receive greater flexibility in rew3:,d for 
significa:!t Statewide gains in student achievement. By comparison, Superflex would 
p!"ovide th~ ncxib:llty up [rJnt, in hopes thnt achievement gains occur later. This is an 
important distinction becaus~, under Superfiex, the Federal program requirements - with 
their focus on national priori,lics and the~liC,~s of special popUlations - could be set aside for 
5cveraJ years even if the'Sulte is not making progress on student achievement. Durir.g that 
time, all the benefits of the programs would be lost. , 

I 
..•* The Adminis~ration IS bill t 'unlike Supcrf!ii\'3' ?.'<?uld g~;e Stalc~ added flexibilhy only if 

they are both demoustrotinii, Statewlde achievement gains and narrowing the achievement 
~. This is also important because, If the only criterion were ovcrall gains, a State could 
receive flexibility even if it ~cre faili:1g to make progress in :-aising the achievement of 
disadvantaged children. Beca1:se the focus ofTitle 1 and other ESEA programs is on those 
children,' it wowuld make litt!cise:1se 10 reward States tha! are not doing a good job at 
edUc.1ting them. .t ' 

I 

• 	 l 
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" DOLLARS TO THE CLASSROOM 

Question: Researchers h.\,e1round that a significant ~roPQrtitm of ESEA funds nevcr reach the• 	
1 

classroom. Do you agree witp th:s charge, and how does your bill address the issue? 

Answer; 
I 	 . . 

• 	 Uader ESEA ;Jrograms, a 'veo' small pcrcenta:;,c Q[rundial! goes for FedQ;-a: and Stale 
adminjslrativc: COSts. The 'Federal cost of administering the programs is equivalent 10 less 
than II, of one percent of t~c appropriation (arid none of this money comcs from program 
funds - j~ is provided !hro0gh a separate appropriation), Oniy about 2 percent of chc funds 
are retained at the Stale leycl, for administration or otber purposes, The charge Iha~ n!ost 
mone), n..::ver gets out of \'jashington l or never rcaches tbe classroom, is simply not true. 

• 	 Lu(:al~!e\'cl data arc'more iimited, hut they also show that administrati\'e costs arc.lov.' and 
that the greal majonty of r~:1ds reach "fhe classroom" or other intended purposes (such as . 
teacher professional dcvcldpment). In..Iitle I. for example. approximatelv 90 percent of the 
funding goes for i~tiob-relaled costs, Sl,;,ch as teacher saluries, computers, instruciional 
materials. and professional development. 

• 
• Reports by the Heritagf! .t:ound~tion,?l.'~ spme other groups have purported to show that 

much higher percentages offun'ds clo.not,rcachschool districts ilnd schoolK These studies 
counted funds that, by suitu\e, are'in'tende{to 'go 10 colleges and universities, community 

j " '.,' ,4 ~ .' • "" " 
organizations l or other non..:LEA entities' us"not reaching "the classroom" '-- but those funds 
do reach their intend~d·recipien:is.a·n'djt;e:~~t siphoned off for adminif'tration and o·verhcad. 
Other studies have nssumhd th'j{State:f reserve, from allocations to LEAs, the maximum 

, amount permitted by, I~~.-:;:~{;l~i'~~ ,~~i~a} da~,a·\bo.w. that they reserve less" " . . """"""1'\1. '>"'.,., .. , •. , ..... 1. , . 
. '." • \ .1- " . 

• 	 Qur rca!!lhru:izatjon bill woiiJd COntinue tQ drive the ~reat majority of funds !,gcncrallv. wen 
oyer 90 D~rccot) directlY 10 LEAs and other local service providers, while permitting SUites 
10 rc:;etvc u small portion o~funds to carry out aceou::tl1bIlity requirements and i:npicmenl 
Statewide refonns. Under T:ille I~ the bill would continuc'to allow States 10 retain 1 percent 
for adm.i::1isiration. In addition, they would reserve 2,5 percent (rising to 3,5 percent in FY 
2003) for accountability acti\'ities such as lurning around low-performing schools; however, 
State wcuid allocate at least i70 percent of this reserve '-<'.!.l-E.:\s that h~"\\'e scpoois undergoing 
corrective action or othern'jse in need 'vf i_mprovement. I..'! '-'. 

! ,, . 

, 

!• 	
\ 
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• 
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\ 
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I NUMBER OF PROGRAMS 

Qite:;tion: Some rCiJOrts have found that the Federal Govc:-nment operates more then 760• 	
I 

cdt.:cation p:ograms, WOLild lYOUT bill c:lr:1inate any currenl programs? Are you proposing to 
create ar;y new ones? !f so, cxp]ain why) since there already seem to be so many? 

Answer: I 
I 

• 	 Tl;e repQrts cJaim:n,g the exiS1Cncs; o(more thall 760 Federal educatioo pCPgrams have been 
:llQIQU~hly discredited [(Ie. m;arlv tWQ years. Tl:e lists included unauthorized and unfunded 
progmms as well as thosciuUlt involve specialized t7Jining ar.d do not pro\'idc a single dollar 
to aur c1-.::menlary aJ~d seeo:ldary scbools, 

I 
• 	 Some examples of"cclucation programs" cited in the rcpons include research programs like 

University Coal Research ~;)d CUilccr Bio!ugy Rc.~carch. training p:ograms Eke FBI., 
Advanced Policc Trainm.!::;iand Hazardous Waste Worker Health and Safety Training, and 
programf, of uncertain reJa~ion to education like National Guard :\1ijitary Construction and 
the National Register of Hislorlc'PI2ces. 
.' . I . 

I 
• 	 This Administration h<ls taken the lead, going back 10 the original Nutiona! Perfo:-mance 

Review in 1993, in idcr.tifying unneccss~ry or dupEcatJvc. r~ograms <.!nd'proposing their 
elimination. Each o(Qur hUQ.gct and rcauthmizUlio;) propos'als h;.ls included signjfjc<lm 
IllQ.gf.am consolidations and e1imipations. ,Forcxan}pl.~;' .tl~c)pEA; Vocational Education, 
and Aduh Education bins. t~at passed in I997,af1q I ~98 ~~n.sQl!duted a significant number of 
program .auth0r!tics (reduci:ng ahem 69 ~u~dc~/~niI:"'.m~u"i1ocd,p[egrams, in S1.:1cctec. areas, 
down to 12), as proposed by the ACr!1inist=-ali?p;~;~,;)'~:,: :.> ;:., " 

, '. "I " )·:":':":v4!~;;-:·>;:,.·.:j>;;\~;\';':t ..-, 
. 	 . . , ..";'i" ..• ,,,;~ •• ,,,.,,.,,, ".' • 

• 	 F~om FY ,1994 through FY [1999\ Cong~<:ss ha~ ~grecd to the termination of!lcarly 70 
Department of Ed'Jca~jon programs totaling sonie $642 million. The 2000 budget request 
proposes 10 eliminate 5 additional programs totaling $503 million.' , 

• 	 ~ur ESEA reamhorjzaljQU JrnpQSal w~.\Jld eliminate 32 programs Ct1~~~I?QnJhC ;lQQks 
{5 funded and 27 unfunded;'whiJe cQnsQJidaIjn~ 17 others 1111Q iusl 5 authorities, 

• 
J 

• 'While eliminating or consolidating 49 programs, \ve are proposing 7 new'P\'1t~rafl's, " 
I '" .. - .J 

• 	 In general, we propose new brograrns to address significant unmct needs in o~r education 
system. Recent examples of/such needs include smaller class sizes; before~ and afteN,choo! 
care, and school violence. \ 

J 

• 	 \. . 

I 
I 
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I 
50 Percent of the Paperwork for 7 Percent of the Funds 

I 
Question: Proponents of expanding Ihe ED-FLEX program often claim that the Federal 
government demands 50 percent of all the paperwork that teachers and principals have 
10 file but provides only 7 percent of the funding for elementary and secondary 
education, Is this claim accurate? ' 

B!!~PQnse: , 

I

I 	 ." 
• 	 No, it is not This c!aimds ~actual!y inaccurate and also ignores significant reductions 

in Federal paperwork burdens in recent years, . . 

• 	 The original 1990 Ohio klUdY-'-<ln which the 50 percent claim is based-actually 
attributed only 20 percent of paperwork requirements to the Federal government, 
and thai figure would be' considerably lower today. 

I 
• 	 The 1990 study by an agency of the Ohio Legislature identi'ied a .total of 330 forms 

that districts and schools might have to complete, The study attributed 173 of these,
forms to Federal programS-hence the 50 percent figure, . 


I 

• 	 However, only 41 percent of the 173-about71 forms-were designated as '-' 

mandatory, or required of all districts, .The others were related to voluntary 
participation in programs;like Safe and Drug-Free, Schools or .Competitive grant 

programs. 'I' 	 ,'" ..".,.' " ",. . ,. '" ,.d,: ..~'''· .,t' ;'. ':'.~;.:"l . 

• 	 That means only about a,fifth (71 01330) of the forrnsidentified in-the Ohio study 
were actually required of 'all districts by the Feileral',gove'inin~nt,! nof 50 percent. 

j 	 :'!e \,.,$ \".'.'. ',' I,
I 	 , ~, 

• 	 In a sample of 19 forms required for two programs ,(ESEA Chapter 2 and Adult Basic 
Education), 11 were related to performance measurement and financial 
accountability. i 

I, 
• 	 The Ohio study also noted that the State department of education "sometimes . 

requires more detail on Federal program reports than the Federal agency requires," 
, 	 ""-' I 	 ....'. t 

• 	 ESEA paperwork reqUirements, which accounted for 68 of the 173 Federal forms 
identified in the Ohio study, were greatly reduced in the 1994 ESEA reauthorization, 
For example, Slates now submit a Single, consolidated application for all ESEA 
programs just once during :each authorization cycle, and many reports are required 
every other year instead ofrnnUallY, 

• 	 We also should keep in mind that the national average of 7 percent masks far :arger 
Federal contributions to specific districts and student populations. The Ohio study . 	 ,
observed that programs like Title I and IDS; "provide services to relatively small 
groups of children who require relatively expensive services for which funding is not 
available from other sources. ' 

\ 




... 


• State BJrden in AdminjsteringEederal Programs 
I 

Qyestion: According t6 the House Republicans' "Crossroads" report. the State 
of Florida needs 297 State employees to administer Federal education programs. 
What is your opinion on' this issue, and do you believe that ESEA programs 
create an enormous administrative burden for States?, 

Answer: 

• 	 The impression we gain from talking to State officials is that the programs 
funded by the Department of Education. particularly those under ESEA, are 
not difficult or costly io administer. Therefore. it is hard to have much 
confidence in the numbers included in the Crossroads report for Florida. 

I 
• 	 For ()xample, we obtained data from the State educationai agencies in New 

York and Texas, two: States that are even bigger than Florida and have more 
Federal dollars to administer. New York informed us that they employ about 
122 full-time equivalent (FTE) staff to administer Federal programs, including 
not just ED authorilie's but atso the USDA child nutrition programs. Texas 
gave us a very Simila! number: their State educational agency employs 139. 
;TEs to work on Fed~ral programs - a~d for Texas this is not the number",.c:'~ 

• 

. needed to adm:nlste( the programs, It s the total number employed· .. , "1 " .. 


(including staff hired With funds that Texas reserves, at its. di~creti,<n;.J,?' <.; 

provide services to school districts but no! really to administer programs). 
. I 	 . . .. 

. 	 .'l'··.~~':·: : . ',:, i' 
If New York needs 122 staff to.run Federal prr;>grams an.d,if .T~~·~~·;~.mi:>l?ys. '.' .~. 
139, why would Floneja reqUire ~97? ,The Texas and f:leV>( ·York:\i9u,res'"..:",.. ;: . '. 
clearly raise question~ about the Flonda number, and we woiid~r how it. was 
calculated. For instance, it may represent the total number of staff who, . 
spend even 1 percent' of their time dealing with Federal programs {instead of 
an FTE count); if so. this would present a very misieading picture 01 the 
Federal bLJrden. \ 

• The staff assigned to Jdmini;te~ing ESEA and Goats 2000 programs 
· . , represents a small portion of the total number of staff that States employ for --...

all Federal programs. For instance, New York assigns 44 FTEs to administer 
ESEA and Goals, and Texas employs 68 to work on those programs. As we 
get further into the rea~thorization, it is important to remember that States 
reserve only a little mole than 1 percent of their ESEA funds for 
admini!:tration. and hire a small number of staff with those funds. 

I 

• 	 Having said all that, I should also reiterate that the Administration has taken 
many sleps to help reduce Ihe administrative burden on States and provide 

• 
them with greater flexibility in implementing our prorr.• ms. We have 
proposed legislative amendments to reduce administrative reqUirements, 

. granted States waivers and Ed-Flex status, permitted consolidations of 

I 



• funding streams, and reduced our elementary and secondary education 
regulations by two-thims. Our ESEA reauthorization bill would allow States 
thai are. makmg reaj educational progress to obtain additional flexibility. 

I 
j 


I 


I 
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Judith­

< , 

• < 

'< • 

Attached are the materials prepared in response to your request for additional Os and 

As and .other information on key ESEA reauthorization issues. They are on 

comparability (prepared by Kay Rlgli:1g), competitive VS. formula grants (Pat Gore and 

Val Pliska), accountabilityvs. flexibility (Susan Wilhelm), treatment of rural LEAs (Susan, 

again), and public school 'choice programs Ll-Jat work (Sylvia Wright), 
. ,, . 


I

Not aU of the pieces are in the regular a and A format; some are more narra!tve in style 

. and, thU3, provide more d~tai! on the issues, I thought that this was appropriate. given 
your desire for a deeper unders:anding on SOMe of the issue areas: But if yo!'; would like 
aiw refo.rmartlng or further\' work, p:ease Jet me know, 

Tom ...-. ­
I~ 

.. 
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AnEPARTMENT, OF EOUCATION' 

~uthorlurtkm of Elementary and 
condary Education Programs 

"GENe'!': Office of EIsman ...... ' and 
-,

Secondary EdW::~tion, Department of 
Education. 
ACTIoN: Notice or request tor public 
comment on the reauthorization of 
elementary and second a:')' education 

programs, 
'SUMMARY: The SeCmI~rf or, Education 

-~ th
invites written comments regarulng a 
reauthoriutioo af programs under the 
Elomenlary end Sflcondary Education 
A~ of1965 reSEAl. the <rlJals 2000: 
Educate Amance. Act, and Subtitla B of 
Title VU of the St~at1 B. McKinney
Htm1eless Assistance Act (Educntion far 

d Y th)I Chll'· ­Home ess untn an ou . 

DATES: CommtlnU must be recnived by

the Department Gft CIt burore July 17.,

199ft, Ccmmfmts ItUly alsO be submitted 

at regional meetings to ho held on July 
&-15. 11't081Soo dales, tlm'es aod 
loCations ot regionel meetings under the 
SUPPLEMENTARY INf:ORMATION S0C1ion or 
this notice.) 

. ADORESSES: WriWm comm&nts should 
be addrossad to Judith Johnson, Deputy 

. -\S$lStlHlt Socreta:y, OC!ico of ., 
lmenlal)' and Sectlndary Education, •" S. Departmant of Education. 000 

~ 	 lndependew::e Avenue, SW. (Portals 
Building, Room 4000), Washhtg\on. DC 
2.0202--6132. E-mail rospoosos may btl: 

, senl to: Frnncc:s_Sbndburn@Cd,gov. 
" FOil: FuRTHER I~TlON CONTACT:'" .", 

Frances Sh"!Jdbum. U,S, Department of 
Education. 600 Independence Avenue, 
SW. (Portals Building; Room 4.000) 

, Washington. DC 202C!.2-~100, : . 
To:1ephone: (202) 101.0.0113. lndlviduals 
who use a tel&COnununications device 
for tha deaf (mo) may cell the Federal 
Inftlrmation Relay Service (FIRS) a:t 1­
80Q-811-H3JS between 5 a:,fl'.. and 5 
p,m.. £:'utem time. Mopd.y through 
Friday, . 

Individuals with disabilities may 
obtain tb,s document in an ailemale 
format {e.g. Braille,large priflt, 

. audiolep6. or computer disKetta) on 
req\,l~t to the C:OfllPct person listed in 
the prucedlng pangraph. ' 

.Electronic A<:c~s to This Oocument ' 

, Anyone may view this document, as 
well as other Department of Education 
tlvcuments published in the Federa) 

•
Regisil!T, in text or portab)(!- documem 
formal (pdf) on thtl: World Wide Web ai 
either of the following sites: 

"tp:/locCo,ed,govlfedrc!j,otm 
,tp:l/www,ed.gov/new;..nlml 

1'0 u~e the pdf, you musl have the 
Adobe Acrobat Reader Progr('lO'l with 

Search, which is availAble fr~ at the Title 1. the largest ofthu ESE-It 

previous sites. If you hove questions programs, Is die primary vehicle for· 

about using the pdf, call the U.s:' pttlViding assistance to schools 10 raise 

Government Printing Office loil free at ."' - the academic performance of poor And 

1-8S8-:-2!}J-649B. .. low-achieving students. especlaily in 
I' hi' 'th h' h ' 

Anyone also rna)' view these lie on S servmg llm8S W) • IS
d I . 1 . concenlrated poverty, 

ocuments In lex: copy on.y on an The 1994 reauthodUltion responded 

electroniC bulleUn boar~ {If th~ , " , ,to dala fr<>m the Department~$ 

qepartment. Telepho:e, {20l} 219-151 J' "Prospects" longitudinal study ..... hich . 

or, toll iroo, 1-800-222-4922. The cl ded thet the former Chllpter 1 

documents am located under' Opti1:;n G- :; con u. . d 1 
P"l 'Anno ncements B 11 tins d '," (now T~tle 1) was nO! struClure to case 

~s, Rei U , u e an the adllwemenl gap betwCiln students 

IS' aases." .'. ' attending high" and la,,!,~povarty

Addl.tlonaHy, in the fu.ure, thl$ , schools, To addross this need. the Hi9<\ 


document;es well at! other docum(tpt~ reauthorization restructured the 

cimcemin! tha re~ulhoriZllti~n of th-e,. program to, ameng other thins$. : 

ES£A;wiJ be .avellnble un the ~or~d', encourage high-poverty schoob;:to'mnve 

vyidCl Web at the tollowing !lite: hrtp:l~, _, away from ''''''''''Uout'' pTnO.........S to' ,


d I ill eslOESE! ht 1 1''' --.,.._•• 
wwwl·e:SovO:le ..,. ?S~e. }!l. ::',.'..~, ,"sc?0olwide" approaches for ~mprovmg 


Notil': rho official v/lf1jion of thb tI{l(llll).~n\· ~ti"' schools. To facilitate tblli change.

IS: the d~nt pvl>lisbed in !h•. ~fli""al ' . the HHM reau'.horiutioo linked Titlu 1 .. 
Regil;lu. ;~. " ..' '. to "ther ESEA program' and State and 

I 	 ' . -'" 1 I sch ! fo If; in ' 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: ni~ ,', oca ~o :n: nn e orts .t 

, , , I . - "'. partoemup Wlth Goals 2{1OO $0 wat
'~retEU)' l$lIOOking pub Ic ccm~e~t on' Federal and Stille programs could work 
t~.e reoUloorlUltlon'of tho Elt:~~tary 'to ether to provide aU cltiidnm, . 
and Secondary Educali~ Act; T'l.~~ ~: w~atever their backswunds and 
IUJd I~ of the Coals 20~. EduClt~ .. , :, _whfltover schools they.attend. with the 
AmonCli Act. and $uh!ltle B or'rltle YD. '. opportunity to achltwe the sama hlRh 
o.flhe Stewart B. McKinney I:Iomeless. "_ slandards expectoo or all children. The 
~istance .t>d A complete hst or.~a. ~, 1994 ru!luthorizstion.lso nwised the 
p~ograms cuIT;:mlly tI~thorized .un.dar '.' other £SEA programuo that they too 
t~::S& S{~~utes IS provIded at the end of sUpport State and local school rofonn. 
th.ls not.left, ~ost ?f these program~ WON For \lxample, the Eisenliowor 
last reauthoru:ed to 1994. At that tIme . P«lfessio:J.ll! Deve!opment prognm was
E.?E!'- prggram$ were ru~damf;lJ.ltally. . chailgod to support i:npro~d " 
rnstructure"~ to S;tpport, In p~ershlp instructional practices 11] other core 
~,th Goels 2.000, cO,mproh[m~~y~)il~t8 subjects in addition to math and 
4I!d local e!£orts to Improve te,~tng . ,.",c. scienci!. A:k.ey oomponent of the (Inti", 
~d leaming Bnd raise, I!:co:demlc ,: . reviSfld ESEA provides States ond 10000J 
&~nda.tds, Tho 8uth_onutlon for most?! " schools with gruatly inCrot1~m;d flexibility
thttstt prog~~$. e:xpll'eS September 30" " 1n return for being held u.ccount&~Je for 
1999. improving studenl Bchievamenl. ' 

"'N~edfat 'RooutiJoriUlrion The President', fiJlC6.1 year 1 m . 
J .' . • .,' budget expands on Gools WOO and lilt:, 
The Elementary and Second&:if ,',".:'. ESEA by requesting funds to help build 

Educa\lon Act of 1965, the cornerstone: the CIIpacity or school districts and 
of Ferleral aid to elementary and .. """ schools to: h) deliver high-quality , 
seCondo.ry schools, embodies' the ' InstructiOn by reducing class size in the .... 
Fe'dllral Government's commitment tG earlY' gradeS: (2) expend the pace and 
providing funds for the ed\lcution of. scope of reform in 35 high-poverty '~, . 
children Hving in high- poverty ',' urban and rural ~hool district~ with 
~inmunities, Collective!y. its programs . significant harriers ttl high achicvemcnl 
provide funds to States. districts., und ,'. that'h.ve already begun 10 show 
schools to improVe teaching ami progress in impl~mentil'lg standards-
Imiming to help alt children, especially based reform: {3} increal'ttllhe number of 
ilt·risk children. moet cheHengln, State school-based before· and phe:r-school 
standards.. Funding for ESE!.. and extended-dey programs; (4) build and 
related programs currently represen-:s an renovnte public s,chools through !he 
animal.$.1 Z billion lnveslment in OUt provisioo of lax credits to pay inlerest 
Naiioo's' future. The support these on nearly 522 billion in bonds; and (5) 
p~8rams provide for Stote and l~l~, provide aup?Ort for sc!iools, 
school improver.lent efforts makes them communities, ond famWes to work 
key vehlcies ior carrying outlh.. 'together in improving a:nd explmding, 
Department's mission: "To Ensure Equal opportunities for children to develop . 

. AcceS510 Education end Promote strong literacy skins. 

Educational Excellence Throughoul the When Goals 2000 Wll5 established and 

Nfllion...' the 8S£,. was last reauthorized, the 


http:that'h.ve
http:seCondo.ry
http:P�lfessio:J.ll
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Congress recognizod that Stales reqUi.rcd 
time to im?';ment t~oughtfuHy high 
standards aligned wtth challenging 
assessments as paM of their ongoing' 
school rufonns. As a result Title I 
requires Slates to dove lop or adopt 
chaUenging content stanclarris and, ' 
siudent performance standards. at least 

. in mathematics.aud rooding nnd I 
langufl86 arts. by Fh!l. 1997, and 
nSS6S$1nents aligned with stnndards by 
the school ya/lJ" 2.OO{)-2001. Slates. 
districts:and scbools aro steadily 
making progmss IO\llard implementing 
standards-gasoo refDrm. Hnwever, 'there 
are still pro".isions {}f the law thaI have 
not yet been !\illy impiemented-for 

',example. .aHgntld a~$essments thllt are 
part of aa:;QuntabHity systems do not 
bave to 00 in place until school yO/u 
20Q{)-200t,.Similarly. ~any SrettlS bave 
requested ind received waivers as they. 
contitiuG to dcvelo;, their student 

~ tha~ l.r': worldng weil and should be 
I rnaUliamed, ~ no~ed above, the last 

ESEA reauthonunon fundamentally 
restructured 'Bll~SEA.programs $0 that 
tiH'lY, together WIth Goels 2000, would 
~upport-,State ~~ l~al efforts to, ' 

' improve,our, Netion 9 schools tlu'ough " 
; comprahallSlve, sttmdnrd$~Mud rylform 

www,od.gov/pubsJStmtPinlDrcanbe 
roqueswd by calling 1-800~USA-
LEARN. The Seeretary invites public 
comments ofrthe issues identified in 
.!.his notice and recommendations for 
purfonnancfl indicators. 

Jssues/or Public Comment , 
The'Secretatv seeks comments nnd 

auggesllo:u; :-agarding reauthorization of 
Goals'lOOn, E..SEA. and rc"la.~ed 
programs. The SecretlU')' IS ul;terestad 
bDth in commantuegnrding clumges 
that 'may he needed. liS welt as ' 
comments on. aspects o~the programs 

. perlo:rrnanrie standll.rds.'ReauthorlzaJion I ,of leachiJ:tg and lemming. The pro~s 
provides the opportunity to consider '1' authorized by these statutes support 
,what changes., if any. tlrenocessary to' StlHe ~rrort$ to,de\lelop nandarrl.s ' . 
strangthen.tho affectivGl'less of Federal [,.oescnbing what stud~nts s?ou1~ kno:v 
ItlementlU')' and secondary education nnd be ab~e ~o do. at ~Y pOIpU In ~elr 
progmms: to impro'Jtl teaching and !;cbooling, an~ dlstnct and ,:~ool 

_ learning for aU lltudents e&pecinlly etlo..--u to put m pla::e eduClHloIl!ll . 
th d risk f faili ,programs that prnVlde each student Wlth 
. osS stu e~ts reos1 at 0 ng Hl , tha opportunity 10 moot those standards, 

ftl(H!t SlBte s.andards:. , . Sin«\' thn 1995-96 scb-ool yen, when 
. Tbe Sncre;aTY inten~ l~ submifthe'. \ L';e In;st ttlauthori~Hon'lool: effoct, 

dissemination. In addition to tec:'nical 
assistll.r::ce provided through the ESEf~, 
the Department of Education funds 
regional educatioDallnborntorills to' 
ClIl'Tj' 01.1: applied research, 
development, dl.sw:n~nation. Bnd othor 
lcchni<:nlsssistanctl activities by 
wo:klng with States, dis~ictJl;, and 
schools in thllir regiolll>. The 
Departmont also it: required to cs\nbilnh' 

' expert pllnels to re"jew educaHollal 
, p~grams and to re£;ommend to the 

Secrotary those programs that should 00' 

designated as exemplary or.pminising 


,·for dissemination. " 

Clearly. mOT(! time will ~ necdoo for 


Stntas and districts to irnplemltnl fully 

• cohenml set of reforms mflltcting en 
aligned $yatem of stlUldards, assessment. ' 

"instruction. professiomtl development. . 
, and .account<tbllity. and for principnls 

al'ld te&ch6l'$ to fully implement reforms 
io the dusroom, Na'ittrtheloGs, thare iSi ' ' 

'alroady soma IIvidence of the impect of 
",Stalll end local effruts, supported by ._ 
Fedcr.al education progi'l'.ltcs; tn help all 
elementary and-:wcondnry fJudants' , 
ettain high stnndards:. Brutes thal htwa 
hed llSSessmentsJinked 10 standards for 
more than two yean are sllowing, , 
progress, in ihu ecbiey~"iOOti(ohll of 

'their students. in«lu'dtng'those !n'bigh­
pO\lerty schools." Foi wmplo~'T(!Xns 

reports thnt ilin ~rcentn&e of Tit:e I' 


'<Department s rcauthOl1zatlM proposal 'Slates bllve made progress in , " .." students passing Illl po.l'\$ Df tha Texas' 
, for Goals 2000 and ESEA aJ'.d r~lllled :mplemcnting stlln:!artls,based reform, 
programs to the Congress earl)' m 1999. Currently, forty-seven States including 
in conjunctit:m with the Presidenl'¢ ,Washingtm, D.C. Illld 'Puerto Rico" 
fiscnl)'tIM 2000 ~udget .1mi.uesL. , ruport that they have adopted ' 

'.Pr:opowd per!omuul~, m~)cators o.lsa cbaUcngiIl8 c-ontnnt s1andanlt in nt least 
:,wlll be doveloped tu,proVlde !oodbe~, _ I reading and mtlthemntics as: .mquimd by 
on progrnm progtCs:> m accoroance-wtth I ESEA Title L All the romllirung Staws.-­
the Government Porfonrumce J)l1d except Gu_lso havi) State content 
Results Aci'(GPRA}, GPRA requires all ) standard$1hal they arc either reV\S,lng or 
<lSil'ncies. to deVelop <lgcncy~wida aNt 10 the process of fonnelly adopting. 
strategic plans, and to identify an~ AlthOUgb tha development of COlltcnt 

. collect Information an performance standMds is the fitst ste-p. there is still 
indicators for all prognun$, The, ' e long way to go 10 incorporate Stale 
Depanmlmt's strategic plan or&anizes stAndards fully into caily classroom 
perIrntnenCB measurement around k9Y I actjvities, Stales end districts ganeraHy 
p'olicy objectives and the progr{uns thsl· 
advmce these ob1<tctiv(:$; standards 
dnvtllopmenl (throu!}>t Goals zoooli 
helfing al-risk populations to nchieve ~o 
<;ha.ienging standards ~itle land other 
programs that serve at·nsk populetions); 
supportIng local capacity-buHding 

'(professional devclopment end 
Il.lclmoiogy) 10 enhance instruction 
aligned with standards nnd improve the, 
climate br learning (SnfCllnd Drul.l"FJ1Ic' 
Sc.hools and Communities): and 
stimulating flexibility. p«rformance 
accountability. and innovation {chartaI' 
schools, Ed·Flex), The U.S. Departmetl! 
of Education Stratngic Plan. 1996-2002, 
includIng current potformance 
indicators. is availAble on the ' 
Department's Web site sl hllp:!! 

are now moving to thn next phases of 
standards-basad refonn-devaleping 
student performance standerds nn4 
assessments that measure student 
progress toward mooting .the standerds, 
and tncreasing the capacIty of teachers. 
schools, end districts to implement 
chlUlgcs 10 help all studJ:nts meet, 
chnlln,nging Stale standards. Capadtll:s 
needed fOf cffective teaching cnd 
lentnlng includo Insny faclal'S, 5uch as 
teachor knowledge and skills. studfllli 
metivation and readiness \0 \tltlm, and 
quality curriculum mll.terinl:s for 
t(lllchers and students. 

One aspect of capacity bending Is 
how school reform efforts at the State, 
dis.trict, and schoollevnls elm oost 00 
I)\formed by high-quality rC$CIlM /Lnd 

Asscssment' of Student hcnie:'t~menl hil5 
int:::rtmScd from 31 ,6 pe'ramt in the I 

. ,199+-95 school year to'62.1' p6Icent in 
the 1996-iJ7, sChool yviti: Nntion'al ­
AS5essm'cnt ofEduclItion'el ~s's '1 • 

(NAEP) Seorm; hi math'. the first subject . 
MOO to implcmenl standards-based, 
comp~henslve reforms, nre improving 
generally for,tb& Nstion.and appt9Ciably 
in $om(l St~es. Fot example, data from 
the 1996 NAEP long-term trend 
assessment show math scores {{If 9 year­
{llds.ns.Ing steadily since 1992. 
particulMly in hi&h~povot1y schools' 
{schools with iR least 15 p€:lI'Cl)nt of the 
students on subsidized lunch}, The 
pen:.:entage of 4th-grade students in 
high-poverty schools who ate nchieving 
at or above ilie basic level in math on 
'NAEP,hns i:lcroasod in almost 'evj}l)' 
Stete,since 1992. 10 some States. 
achievement in high-poverty ocbooh 
meets or flxCI!eds lhe nallon1l1 eVfltnge of 
64 percent of studcnts scoring at or 
ahovl.llhe basic level. 

The Socretllty believes that the early 
evidence from States and distriCts that 
nave made tho most progr~$S in 

"',implementing standnrds-based reform 
dam.oI>~t..'ates that lhe focus in Goals . 
200(} and the ESEA on $l.;.pporting Slate' 
and local school reform nfforts 1$ sound 
and shodd he continu~ in the next 
reauthorization, The SeCtelary also 
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tw::eves thai the prior;ties governing the 

"1 renUlnor1zatio.n liTe also sOl,lnd and 


;ld be continued. These priorities 

. • ill h,igh standards f:n a]; children 

••••ft the i!lemenls of edu<:ation lllign~d 
so that cvery:hing is working together 10 

· help all students teach those sHmdards; 
Izl s focus on teaching lind learnlng; (3) 

• flexihilit.l' 10 stimulate lucal s:::hDo:· 
wsed and district ini:lalives, COUplild 
with responsibility for student 
performance; (-4j links among schooh:, 

, paron~ and communities; and (5) 
resources targ€IBd to whore needs aro 
greatest and in amounts 5uffici\)u1 to 

· make a difference. : 
The Socretary'sccks commenL" on the 

effectiveness of current programs in . 
suppllrUng Slate and'local efforts til 
improvo t~ching end le .. ming to help' 
aU children. espociaUy at-r!$!; children, 

e ' 

meet challen'ging State $tr:mdards. The 
questions in this notice are orga.'liu:d . 
undor three cros:;,.cutting entegories. 
TbeSl~ categories are: (ll Federal S'.l'2port 
for Slate 61ld local $Chool rerorm . 
induding questjo~5 addreSSing 
impllll'!lenting standards in the 
clnssroom through professional 
c.ll'vclopment. technology to support 
teaching and learning. lind targeting 
resoW'ces; (2) s,Lr.ntegjos fc,r addross~tlg 
!he needs. of children mo:;l at risk of. 

'ing to meot State stllnd:mis; lind (Sl 
.:101 environments conducive for 

, .wdrning including questions addressl~g 
•, 	 Safe and Drug·Free Schools end 

Communities; parental ir.volvement, 
oxtended learning opportunities before 
and ofter school. and school facilities, in 
addition 10 considerution of ilia cross­
cutting issues, individual progmms. will 

· also be reviewed as part of the ' 
reauthorization. Commenls on issues 
othc'r than those raisod in Uiis notice or!) 

-" welcome. , . 
..... • "0 Within each of the following cross­

cutting categories, the SecNltary is 
especially int€rested i.n: (1) suggestions 
on ways to strengthen the ability of . 
Goals 2000 and ESEA pro.!:!WI1s 10 help 

----,:, i ''!!}.I ~HQlen, i.nC!u~lng.sl:udenlS wHh . 
Hmiloo'Englisb' proficiency, migrant 
children, economi.cally di~dvantagoo 
children including economkaUy 
disadvanteged minority students, 
children with diSllhilities, imd other 
educationally disadvnntag'~ c:tHdnm 
meet challenging State ~;judent ' 
performence standards; and (Zl 
comments direcloo at how the activity 
being rliscUs:sod can be carrillil out ill 
the most flexible manner possible while 
improving accountability for re:rults, "Support for State And Local School .e
 form . 


ine Goals :.:;000: Educate America Act 
provides .he framework (or Fedoral 

,
support of Slate nnd iOC1l.1 efforts to 
rtlform public schools by $UPportinS thu 
df!vc!opment of challenging State 
standards and now assesmnonts to 
,??asure whelhOf children are achieving 

, thClSI: shl.l1oards. The 1994 ESEA, 
reauthorization built on the Goals 2000 
fnimework, fundamentally roshapins 
ESEA progrmr.& so thny would befter 
support romprei;ellsive StaHl and local 
eI~orts 10 improve teaching and learning, 
especial'y in schools wrving , 
ec~nomlcallJ' disadvantaged 
cof:lmunl.~ies, Tho changes mede in 
1994 !ncluded: [1: roq'Jiring the same 
challenging Stale content and student 
petlorrnanctl standards for a:: students; 
{Z} linking Fodernl progrnm . 
accountability roquirements ~(} student's 
acitiovemenl of challengIng Stale 
stap.dards; i31 suppor.ir.g professh?lHll 
develepment tied 10 those standards; {'I] 
'pt~viding greater poxibili:y in exchange 
for grootcr accountability far studtml 
pel:f0rmance: (5) promoting scho()l~level 

'decisionwmaking to bolster local' 
i i" (l tit z1 rd ed 
n t.umve:· 6 au 0ii ng ,onso I ~t 

applications and'plans to reduce. 
pa~erwork burdens so lila! eduenlors 
can' focus more time, energy, and . 
resources on bellar ooucaHnr. childreo: 

• ( l ' h ' h' 
1m.,.. 1 providing. aut orily or t C: 
Secretary to waive FHdnral rules and 
rosi::lations, aSlweded, 10 lmpro\e 
student achievement Tbe 
Comprobonsive Schoo) Ruforml' ,) ,;., \" 
Du~onstnltlon pt:og'l1l1n wesndde«(ln 
1997, pririiarHy /(Ia Pll!i o(!iye l~! , :.... " Ref9tm.1mpJeme.!lti~g ~:o.(ldard~ ~r: .tf~ ... ~: ';; ; 
ESEA. to enooure~e moro exte-nslVC' '. ' Classroom " ..,'''t':::' 'Vll:.",':'~ 1~,A:~.' 	 -"4'-"" "." ,. ,,~,~,.,_I~<:'~ 

imp,\ementatlon 0 teooarcl;-haSHd'· : lmproved teaching ~d·lea'nri~g'is~;P;l"l':;~t:~:. 
apfo?oachos ,10 comprchcns;ve .oc:h<;?~-
f1) or- .' . , 
Support jar Slote und Local Scncoj, 
Reform;' General Questions 

1 ' , 
l',Are thoro clJanges in Federal 

stllh,ttos that would maka Coals 2000, 
ES~: and related progrn~s more .' , 
effeqtlVp. too1:s for supportmg' .' 
'Comprehenslvo Stnteand school district 
scho,olrofotm? For example, given the 
progress that Stales: di.stdcts, and . 
schOOlS hevo made In Implementing 
stnndards.-based reforms, are chnnges 
need,ud 10 Gouls 2000 to make it betler 
aligned with 'Cl.1l'ront implementation 
effor1s?'Arc Ihero dUlngcs that would 
enable Gonls 2000, ESEA, lind relat-ed 
programs to support mOf1) I!ffectively 
Stett' nnd schoo! district Hlforls to ' 
improve the cs?<lcity of teac~el'!i,' 
schools. and distri.;:lS to integrat.e 
stendards into thn classroom? Aro thoro 
changes that wO\Ild m~ke it easier for 
Slate~, dlstr1cts, schoo.s, lind teachers to 
get l~formation on new research, dh 
rns()1l~c~-based -ero-grams, and o,n " 
profrf,mg pnlctlces for tmprovw,g HIt) 

I, 


I 


flchiwer11c:l! of nil ..tt:.denls, especially 
educationally disl!{iv<l~laged ch:ldrcn? 

Z, In nddHlc:n to funding tcdmical 
as,~i$tnnce through l'. variety of ESE.'\ 

::,and Goals :WOO lluHLOri:ies, the U,S, ' 
Department of Education also funds 

regional edHcaUonallnhofalories 10 

assist in the implementation of 


. education reform, Are there ,~~~g6;.lo 
the fedoral statutes that would enable 
federally supported techiiiCII! ass.istance 
efforts to support State and district, ar.d 
scbool reform more effllclivcly? ' 
. 3. ATe there changes to the Federal 
statutes Ihat would encourage grea~et' 
public school choict: tiS part of Slate and 
local s.chool reform? For example, _tho , 
Deparunel11 ofEdllcntion enct:mrages' , ' 
expansion of cIlDi<:c within the public 
school system wi~h $uch nHerttntivtls as 
charter sclJools, magnet $cl!ools. 'nnd , 

. syslem.wide strategics -thllt moke every 

public scHool a 5chDol'of .choice. Arc 

cil!'lnges nieded in the law to strengthem 

thes-e a1ternll~ivtls?, Are chl.lngl:S needad 

In the Fooernl !IIW to incoTpOrate the .. 

knowlerlge'gainedllboutsch{)olrefonn


'from l~e establishrr.enlnnd op!l:otion of 

' charter and' magnet schools?,' ' 

4, Tho ESEA eurrontly contains. . 


prov~~l,(ms ~ddrossing the partic.ipati.oJ? ,,::- ~. " 

ot pnvate sChool students and teachers" -,.' ,j;',
that tI!ti' applicabl1) across m'any' £SEA' .', .r ,,~:' '; 
progrems. Are there chnnges to,Federal' :::'.:" ';', 
litetlltos that wOIJld improve the -'.. :. '...1 : , • 

• ,cffedlVenel>S of these prr:Vlsirmp .• " .'" ;" ;;'S . 
,SuppcrrlJor SIal<: c1u1 UicoJ,SchOo}', ...:' ::~/:•. , 

central to the affort to h~lp'e,l(~b ~i.l,t.i: ~:.~':" '\: 

a~iO\'e to high State standards, BecAuSe 

professional development helps all 

wachct$., school leaders, and other' 

personnel teach 10 and support high 
standards: professional dovelopment is 
an authorized Il.cHvity in Goals zooo and 
almost every ES£A program, The ESE.A 
also aulhontes t major program, the 
Dwight D, Eisenhower Professionat 
Devolopment program, spedfically to 
support nationalam~ State professional 
c!:evalopment in tha msjorcontant areH$. 

Research indiCnles that professicmaJ 
dcvebpmenl mus.: be st:.stained, 
inlens.iva, and of high qualilY,to have a 
lasting impact, and must address 
teacher preparation as well as ongoing 
training tor teachers in the classroom. 
Research also indicates thaI professionaL 
development is most effeclive when it 
includes networks, study groups, 
teacher research. and other strategies 
\btU enabJe !r.a;.;h~~ to meet regularly to. 
wive problems, consider new ideas, 
anllLyUl sludtinl work, or renm::t on 
speCific subject maltN lssu£s. The U,S, 
Department of Education lind the 

http:partic.ipati.oJ


30059. Federal. 'Regist~r /Vol. 63. No. lOS fTuesd?y. June 2, 1'9981 Notices 

National Science Fou!ldatloo fH.lVe- Ipractices using tt.-chn5>logy are Be-nerally 10 areas of greatest need. For eumple. 
lunched a joint enact t9 develop II recognized as prov~dl!'g st:on8 support Title I funds must h€ used firs! in all 
dnse of llpproptia~e ttmc.'lanisms to ' for the kinds of improvemenlll'$Ought by schools with poverty rates above 75 

:aise student achi!wctrmnl in i education reformers :3rougli new percent, and It)w·povtlriy schools way 
mathematics and scitnce, These : llpptoaches to tesching and learning. not receive higher pet-pupil aUocetions 
mechanisms include llUpport for While teacher's level of bowh:dge than high-poverty schools. ... 
networks IIm<!ng \ullchl.lfs, schools, about technoloSJ i5 mpidlynxpaodipg. In additIOn 10 the Issue o:how 
paronls. cDlleges, students. professional technology also ill, changing rapidly. , Fadatal funds are targeted, s..!nce 1971 
scientists. malhemati::ians. eng!noors. Quns~ions about now technology and Stale co:Jt'\s DfllI€ bend school funding 
Ilnd others. 'howbest to use it in teaching and . systems to be intxtuHa~le and 

5. Are Inurn dumges 10 Federal jlearntng ~m crea:tl a:: ongoing PIled for unco~;;titljlionaJ in 17 Slates. and a 
statutes that w!)uld focus lind coordinate "updated mformation In schools. act{!ss 1997 Genern) f'.ccounung Office {GAO) 
professional devebpm'cm msources ithe Nation, and the qualily and quantity report found thAI "On aV(irfl~, wealthy 
across Goals 2000 find ES£A programs JOC assistance made availo.hle to ·sc,"lools. districts had abOUl 24 p<txunt more 10tnl 
to ensure that all teachers end ' r.... jJI be an important faClor in how funding per weighted pupil,ilian poor 
educational pernoonel hava sufficient wqukkly a:J.d Well the bunafHs of districts." S:Ul':lle dispariuos also exist 
knowloo8e and skills to teach all 'technology aIV realized. Furthermore, I)S IICI'OO$ Slates: with average pur-pupil 
children, including children mQS~ at risk 'opportunities for using lecl:.ndlogy at funding ranging from a high ofS9.700 
of-failing, to cballenging Siote 'school IIJtd'home lncwIIsc; it is ·to a low'of S3,656 in 1994-95. Because 
standards? ' , " imperahvc thlllall schools and ' Fedeml fundiJlg is n'1f.1ro ta.--getad to at- " 

6. A ret:ent National Acodemy of. students-=-nnt just those that can afford risk students. both in terms of services 
Sciences study 5I.n~CS Ihat Hallllludents it-huvllll.ccess to these new resources and tOlai dollars, than'Stlltl) funding: it 
are to becoma successful reeden, so that tuchnology reduces !uther thBn Is an important source of funding for ' 
children must be able to disOOv!lf the increases dispurities in the education of. closing the gap hetyo'llen higb- e:nd low­
nature of the alphabetic system, 'poor children and their, betler-off peers. poverty schook . 
understand how sounds are represontud In addition, the expertise of the laachar 9. Ate there ehimges to tha Fedaral 

" alphabetically,' gain meaning from' print, and the inlegtation of leclmoiogy Into sllltutes that would improve the .. 
;','. and'proctiCe readins skills to achIeve the curriculum are essential to distribution o! ESEA and ttllated 
_.<' flunm:y. in order to gain these skills. improving student performance. prosrnm funds to communit!tiS and 

,UXp05UJ"e 10 language ann literacy must· f Under the CU1'T01l1 authorization. schools wl].ere th'llY lirt) most needed? 
',begin in the pre-schna} ye;trs. prlma.ry ~oncentrnted Federal supparl fat 10. Current distribution formulas for 
grades must fOl:US on reading technology.is provided under five mllin some- £SEA prowams may f'(l$uh in ... ,'" .
instruction; leal;;hefS must participate in programs it.al induda a mix of State allocations so small that school distiic::s 
ongoing sustained professional form\lla and discretionary grants. . mlly have dlffieuhy mounting effective, " •. ". 
,development; ,elemo:ttflll schools mus.~ ..JI.\.lthoriUltion 1<; '.158 funds f\.lr C:dlnprclHinslv(l programs. Ate changes.'; ." '. ~,'.:' 

, havlI enriched reading programs;'.', t~hnology also is embedded in other in Federal SHtlutCS'tlUOOed 10 address" :', ,'; 
".ki':: ...: ._lItudcrits who do not hnve profidency in 'la~ programs, $och as TItla 1 and eoals this situ:ntion!' ' .. . - {\:. , ••;.:;,),; 

EpgU$b sbould be -exposed to reading in . :tooo. ,11; Should the Federn.l Government. . . .' ' ,:; ,:~ 
their natlva langtlage while acquiring I ,8. Are intlt'C changes to the Federal pIny Il rol~ in promoMg greater equity' 0,: ',' ""., 
proficiency in sp<»-en Hnglisb; and early siatutes that wO\lJd better support the in the dist:ib ..Jtion of school funding ". 
intervention is Critical. How -can U16 use use of technology to advance State and across and within States. If so, whllt 

, ~ of rosear'ch·blUled knowh.ldglJ and of lOCal school rofunn efforts oesigned to should that rola ba And ate there 
resCllrch·bns~,! approaches to improving h'elp all children acquire the knowledge" .changes to Federal statutes that would 
student achievement l:w:.. encoUl'llged containcd in State content st4ndards1 . b& necessary to carry oul tho role? 
!.hroug~ teacher prepl;trntion and' For example. are there changes that ,n. Strategies for Addressing' tilt: Needs
ongoing"trnining7 would improve $cceu for students in of Child"u', Mast at Risk of Failiog To7.. Are there changes to fe~eral high·pov6r1Y schools to high-quality . Mett State Shmdards 
statutes th-zt would strengthc-n '., aCademic content through technology! 
~onnection$ b;;;t~eti:n instii"i:itions of' Are thero changes that would increa~ Goals 2000 end the revised ESEA and 

related progrems are desigtltld to hisher cduclltlon and schools for high- the ability <;f teachen to use technology 
support SLata and local efforts toquaiit,~rt\~es~ional ,;'.e\"ulopment to as tin instructional resource? Should the " 


increase the capacity of leachers end focus "tie on development and improva America's school.. fot all 

principals 10 irnplemen~ standards., demonstrotion of high.quality children, particuillriy schools serVing' . 

basod rorom? iristructional e pplicatlons of technology disadvantaged children. The re-sources 


these slslutes provide aro su pplementalSupport' for SlCM und Lrx:o! School fcit an schools. or should II continue to 
I' h be development of the infrnslructure for 10 funds snd $OfVices provided through 

Refarm: U$ing Tee n%ID' To Support s!uccnts and· schools in high,pov(lr';y Stote and local rc:.cuTCcs. Wh:le the 
Teaching ond Leornjng area$? federal Governmenl contribmes' only 

educalors ftC~OSS the wumry have ' six pl!ra:~t of Amtdcao eleman:sl)' and 
bagun to use technology in their Support /Ol SUIte and Local School secondary schoo; doll(l.rs nalionaEy. 
dl)ssrooms on a regular basiS, and many Reform: TorgelUl8 l!csol.1rees/ Federal funds are substantial m, t"!}Jlny 
are convinced that taclmology elln 1m f:qtuJlizotion S~ala!i end school dis::icts nne rcpresont 
very {)ff~ctive In improving leaching lind ACademic performance tends to be a significant $ource Dr funding: for 
learning. There is suong evidence that. l('l~(!r in scheols surving 1.1e highest services fot aI-risk chil4r.~n. According 
used prope:ly, computers and rolatad percentages nf children who live i.n to II january 1998 GAO roport. Fod<lrat 
telecommunications lechnologles· P~\'crty. and the obstacles to mising funding. is more l!!.rgated 10 aI-risk 
provide oaw opportunllic$ ,0 sludents acaderr'.lC performnr_ce are conslderub!(!. students, botb \n"lcrms of servicns and 
thaI cnn improve their motivlltion lind· T~e currenl1aw conlains multiple total dollars, then SI!!.le rundlng ThO$e 
achievement. The best i::str"ct:onn) provisions to direct financial resou:-ces additional funds aft: critical for high-

I 
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oov-ert)' schools, Gunerany, ocacor.lic 
,• '-:hlevement tcnd~ to be iow in schools 
, .rving man, diildren who :lve in 

poverty. uitd tho obstacles to raising 
performance in these schools arc 
challenging, . 

Over the past 33 years the Congres$ 
hilS amended and {,xpanded ESEA 
multiplfl times. creating programs to 
help children ~ho spl;aK li~t!e E.nglish, 
migranl children, neglE1Cled and, . 
delinquent children. Native Amo-rlcllJll 
Alaskan Native children, and other ' 
children most IiH'isk of failing to meet 
chel:onging State sll.l..'1.dards, The ESEA 
also supportS progrlUl1S that promote 
educational equitv for women and g~r1s. 

Enabling aU children, (lspacially at:" ." 
risk children, to meet dJlllle:ng;ng Stale 
stundard.. requires the.: Slate and local 
school reform efforts HIke into account 
the needs of a diverse" ;;.tudent 
population, A1> States. dlruicts. and. 
schools progress towerd full 
implementation of educational rt'form, " 
they nood sp-ecifi~ tnrgQted strategies to 
provide aU students with oquaJ access to 
rigorOlls academic standards, ' 
inS\r-lction, imd l:'lligned assessments 
IDat mcilsuro higheroQmer thinking 
skills imd understAnding,_ ' 

, • The Secretllry'sooks not only to' 
('l',ahhain tl;t~ connection begun in the 

• 991 ESE.A ttllIutliorizatlon belWtren 
~ " '-"<"r'ederaJ i'lleiljenlt1t)' an"d s{lcondary 

.', ,,_programs with their ,focus on aHis).:' 
. • ~'students, an;; Staie and local school 
,t.,' 'refOrm e:ffo-ri::i:but to sttenRtberi it 

_'.;;-"':'., ;~ft~z:;Ar6 th~t!:i: dUlJlgas to'Fcderal 
.- 'statutes that would make Coals 2000: 

ES£A:'aud rolated programs more 
offectlve tbols'Coruse by States. 

I$UPportS the need ror early inlervenllo::l 
'unc the imp-ortan-::e of pre'$Chool and 
plUcnt cducation. How can Federa! 
prOgrams encClinn!2.e gnllltur application 
of this knowl!Jdse? . ' , 

" " 
Ill. School Envinmments Condu(;lvc to 
lLenmi:ng , 
! For students to !(Iatll unrl compete in 
,the global economy, Knools must be . 
modem and,well-aquipped, and provide 
'an clwlronment conducive to learning, 
A school envJ.ronmnr.1 conducivn to 
learning is saftl and drug·free, 
encourages aJ;llve pllrenlnlano 

,. community,il'lvQlvement, end often 
include-s elrtended l-eaming 
<"pponunlties durin8 non'·trndltional' 
SChooJ hours (bero~ and afler school, 
weekends nnd summer $(l$sions). ~ 
I Studenl~ ~ot Jeani and t,tm"che:s' , 
crumot leaCh If S:!udents are dlsr-uptwe ' 
or are threatened with viol-cnce. At tha 
same time, 'researcb' indicales that 
students who report positive schoo} " 
e'xperiflfices are' significantly lc-ss likoly 
lQ usn drugs than their peers wp.o haVe 
negative e"pflri~nces in school. ': 
1ReSl:IlltCh also indicates thaI when' 

schools make a concerted effort to enlist 
,the help of motbers and Cathers in 
fostoring children'$ leaming, studant . 
achievement nses. Whon femmes are 
involved in' their chlldl'lln's eciuclltioll. , 
children etL"l'\' higher grades tlnd receive 
higher .$Cores on tests. attend school 
more regularlY;cOmplete more ..,' 

,homework, demoru.trule more positive 
attitudes and l}ehaviol"$"grnduete from 
high school at highll1 tates, and eie mOr(! 
likely !O enrol~ in higher" education' than 
are students with less family 

districts, and schooLs in ~losing the 'iovolvemenl in their $Chooling, , 
..: 	 echievemllnl gap bet.wt:en stene,n!!! most 

ot risk of foiling to meot clwlleng(i.:.3 ' 
Stale standards and oUter students? fro 
there changes to tho Federal statute that 
would improve th!:l rote,gf " 
acoountability m6l1su~ in both raising 
student achievemcnl and provi:li1"lg 
more State and local flexibility" Fq' ,w: 
example. should Title I improv!:lmanr.· 
provislons be changed or strengtbened? 

13, Students rnO$\ at thk of failing to 
meet Slate standards need the highe~ 
q\ialHy instruction provided by the most 
knowloogeuble teachers, yot half of lhe 
instructional slcH in Title f .are ' 
paraproression!1ls, mo~ of whom have 
only high school diplomas. Are there 
changes to Fedfl~nl statute that would' 
strengthen quelHicu\!ons for Ti:lt: lund 
Title VlI {Bilingual Education) Slnff who 
instruct etudents mO$t 81·risk of failing 
10 meel chtlUenging State standards? 

• 	 14, A growmg bOdy of f<!search onlhe 
development of the b~lIin and lts 
iinpltcations for learning during certail". 
critiCill perio<l$ of child development 

Recent survey data indicate that 
'ptlnmts wongly support school·besod 

"after-scbool PfOgramS that includu, .. 
expanded learning i'lpportunitles and ' 
enrichment and ruCf1!etlonal activities. 
After..SGhool"progrrum; can al$(.} " 
contrinute to school safety hy providing 
sU}lt'Ni$Od p~t1LlTIS for young poople 
to attcn'G aftar'the ~ular school day, 

Goals 2000 and the ESEA 'S\lpport a 
varyety of approaches to helping 
iamHies become active partner.; in their 
children'£ educs.tion, including Even 
Start family literacy progrnms, Goals 
2:)0'0' ouren! centers. lind schoolwparent 
compacts under Tille 1. The Sale end 
Oru'g-FfOO Schools and Communitles 
Acr(ESEA, Title IV), first enacted In 
:986, has been Ihe Federal 
Cov'emmanl's maier effo-rt in the erea of 
drug education and prevention. It ' 
promotes comprehensive drug and 
violimCAl prevention strategies for , 
making schools end neighborhoods safe 
nnd 'rlr\iS !Tee" The 21St Century 
Community Learning C-enters program 

I 
I 

funds comm>Jolty learning ccnter$ thai 
:m:lutle after-school programs. 

Equally important to the nr:tivities 
goin~ et:. in a school is the physical 
conc:ition of :he schoo1lluilding hsal{. 
A 1995 Sludy by the GAO found sarious 
end widesoread problems in school 
facilities across the country. These' 
problems TlI.ngtld'frorn overcrowdmg 
and ~:ructurnl failures:o inadoquate 
elacUlcal aad'phuJ".bing systems" 
FU,rther, the GAO found thl:.t many 
States and 100000J school c.isll'icts WIl1C 
unable or unpropared 1-0 meet the cosls 
of improvinglhcso facilities. ' 

15, Are the~ changes to the Safe and' 
Drug-Free SchoDls and Communities ' 
Act t.i.st would encourage the" 
implomentution ofrnom nff(lctive, 
reS(larch·based drug and violence 
prevention prognuns?·, -" 

16, Aro there changes to Federal 
statutes thllt would strengthen thv 
abllily of Federnlcducittlon progmr.;s to' 
assist families in their efforts to ha ., : 
active partners in their childrein -' 
education? For example, could the' 
current Tide I requiremenffor school- . 
parent "COmpacti\.(which describes the 
shared TCspoP.$lb-iHty of schools, 
parents, and shldents fot improved 
sludenl nc~ievcmunll be improved? 

17. In ad:iition to helping 10cl1l­
communities finance the construc'ion 
and renovatioo of school' facilities, whal 
additional bnrriers: 10 the modemixati(Jlt 
of swools need to ~e'address'ed?~ 

-:. ' , 
M j " ,', 'Regi-onal Meetmgs 

Parl1ci:r'ants ~e we!come,-to address 
these an other ISSUes re)etmg to the' 
reauthorizatiOn -of th$ ESEA, either by 
8hend!ng tho regirmalmootings or 
S',J,brr.fttin! writtan comments:' 
lndividua s'dnslring 00 present' 
comments at the mootings 6Nt 

cncouragoo to do so, It is likely that 
eoch pa:ticipant r.hoos,ing tn rn~ke II 
statement will be limited tQ jour' , 
minules, Speakers mlly also submit 
wriUen comm1!"nti. Individuals 
intares.led in malting oral statemenls 
will be abla to sign up. to make a 
slaleme:lt beginning at twelve huon on 
Ihe tillY ilfthe meeting a: the ' 

- Department's- regionelmeeting on-site 
registration table on a firsl-COr.le. first· 
scfVBd hasls, If nc tirr.e slots remain. 
theo the Department will reserve a 
limhed amount of additional time at the 
end of en'ch regional meeling to 
Il.CCommoda!e lhesa individuals, The 
amount of time available will depB:ld 
upon the number of individuals who 
request reservations. In addition. 
wrilter) comments wi!! 00 accepted find 
must be re<;eived on or before July 17, 
1998. 

http:firsl-COr.le
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~he date" and locution of the four Iregurding hlS or het p~CpO$aI5. and to 
"'ltglOnal meetings appear below. The include, if pos!1.ible. the data ­
~upa:1mant of £::luC<ltion has reserved a. ; ruquirernents, procedures, and uctual 

llmited numbs,r of rooms ~t i;1Bch 'of the I legislalivtl languugtl, that the commenler 
fol!o~ing,hote,s all): specIe: government \ proposes for the improvument r:r 
per dIem room rele (Boston sPark PJal:1I rudosign of programs. 
HOle I does not na~e <1 sjXlcial' . RichtlTd W. JUley. . 
government pe: .hem room rate). To >0'__ '''''d , ,',.:=<.,.,.Iary-ll, "', u a} fL .reserve!heSIl rules, be CV:1ain to inbrm 
!he hotellhal you an' o:ullnding :he EXisting Progranls and ~iuted 
reauthorizatioo heatings with thc ProvisiOl'uI Under the Scope ofthe 
Oopartmllnt 01 E<!ucation. E5EA/Goals lOOO Reomtherization 

The meeting sites nrc nGcossiblo 10 , Goals 2000: Educate America Act 
individuals with disabilities, An ! 


mdlvlouil} with a disablhty who will 'Title III-Slatc and Local Education 

fHMld an !HlxiHary aid or SUrvlCll to Systemic lm?rovement 

partidpatll in the m.&lting le.g.. Title IV-Parental Assistance 

interpreting service, assistive IiSlenillS THlf) V-National Skill Standards Bo&rd 

davice, or materials in an alternate 'Tille VI'-:'tnlernationaJ Education 

formal) should nOlify the contact person F'rOgrum' 

listed in this nOlice lit teast two weeks Title Vilt-Minoritv·Focused Civics' 

bafore th'u schedultxi mllebng date. .' EOill::alion . " 

Although the Department wHl attempt'. Title X-MiScelhmeoU$ 


, to moot a roqu&st rocaived af:er that Saction lOll-Schoo] Praya; 
dale,the roqU(f~t(id au.xiliary aid or' Section 101S-Contraceptive Devices 
service may not 00 avail4blc because of Section l019-Assessment 
insufficient time to arrange il. Section 10ZCl-PubHc Schools 
n_ T' d'-' fR' 1 t·'Soction 1022-Sense of the Congrcss ......tes. tmes, an o.-uc.atWn$ 0 eglOnll 
Meetings ,Elementary and Secondary Education 

1.. July S, 1998, 1:30":'5:30 p:m&, 'Hotel ." ~ct af 1955 
Inte!.Q:!ntinental Los J\rigel~s,' ~.51'!;'.: ": " ;ritle I-Helping Disadvonlaged 
South Oli\'0 Stroot. Los. Angelcs," l' ~ . ,.. ,Children Moot H!gh Standards 
~Hfomj",: 1":'2,3-6'17-3300 and aSK fot"'i' Part A-Improving Basic Programs 

·reserv",lions. Room re.ervations must be t Operated by LEAs 
m£lde by JUlie 17, ,~ ':!~ .. "',', ~~; .:;"::' " Part B~Evell Start Fam!!y Uterllcy 

. 2.. July 10, ~9~8, q~,5":39 p.ft!:,A-:-~it~, ",: •Prog~ms. .,, 
Radisson Hotel &. Si!Jte~,_~~!J,F;a$' I.l~r?n·. _Part ~EducatHm of Migralof)' . . 

',Street. Chicago: Illinoi.s;,1\~F!:-78?;;-' :~",:'f . Childnm L' '. 

2900, and' ask for rese!~eti~~f~~om':."'"'' ,! Part D-Preventio~ and Intervention 
reservations must be mo:dehy June lj}, : 1 Programs for ClnJdren find Youth 

3.luly 13. 199B. 1:30-5:30 p.m., Park '" Who Are Neglected_ Delinquent. or 
PiaU! Hotel, 64 Arlinglon Street, Boston, . At-Risk of Dropping Oul 
Mnssachusettl;, 1-611w ";Z5-Z000. and Part E-Fedoral Evnlulltinns, 
«sk for 're$('!rvations, Room r'\'!$8t\'ations C",;nnnst!"n1\Clns, and TraruiiHon' 
must be made by june zz. • Projet,."a . , ' 

4. July 15, 1998. 1:3~S:30 p.m., ! Part F-Gencral Provisions 
Tnrrace Cardun Hotel, 3405 Lenox Road. Title: U-Dwight D. Eisenhower 
N.E., htllllita, Coorgia, 1-404-261-9250, I Profassionnl Develo'pment Program 
and ask for reservutkms. Room Pun A-Federal Activltius 
reservations must be mode by Jun!! 24. Part fr··-!ltal'! lIod Loc_"} Activities 
FORMAT FOR COMMENT: This request for 1Part C-f"ror·c·isi';m&: iJi;lvclop;...~nnt 
comments is desrgned to ellcil the Views . i Demonstration P:ojcct 
of In!!!rested parties all. how thg Title IU-Technology for Education 
Department's elementary and secQndo.ry !Fart A-Tec~mology for Education of 
educalion programs can he s\!uctured to All St:Jcicnts . 
moot the ohf!.lctives of the ' SubpHrt I-National Programs fo~ 
reauthorization 85 stnt-cd in this notice, Technology in EducatiOn 

The Sr.oe;ary reque~ts thlll each Subpart 2-Stata and Local Programs 
rosponCOnl identify hit. 0: her raie:n for School Tuch:Jolo8Y Resources 
educallon and the pllTspoctive !rcm I Subpart 3-Regional Technical 
which he Of sbe vir.ws tbe educlIionai I Support and Professional 

_ sys,\em-either as a mpresenlative'of an , Davelopment 
tI:..sociation, agency, or school,(public or ISubpart ..-Product Devl110pment 
private), or as an indh'idua\leachnr. Part B-Star Scbools Pmg~am 
s:udenJ. parent. or private dJizcn. ,Part C-Ready-to-Learn Tc~evlsirm 

The Secretary urges i:8cb commvnler I Part D-Telocommunicatlons. 
to identify the s.pecific question being Oemonstralil>r. Pr1)ject for 
responded to by 11umb!,r, 10 be spllcHic Mal~t!malic5 

part E-Elemolltafy Mnt!mmaHcs und 
Science £q\.:ipmflnt Pr(lgram 

TiHe lV-Safe and Drug-Free Schools 
and. Communities. 

Pill'! A-Stule Cl'll.J)\s for Drug and 
Violonce P~flVlmtlon Programs 

Subptu11-SI1IIfl Grants for Drug Gnd 
Violence Prevention Programs 

, Suhpart 2-f'atiQo<lj Programs 
Title V-Promo:ing Equiiy 

Pnrt A-Mngne:t Schools Ass!sl.anCfl 
Pa.!'t B-Women 's EduC£\tionAt Equity 
Part C-Assistnnce to Address Schoo! 

Dropout Problems 
Title VI-Inno\'utive Education Progra.m 

Strategies ' 
Title Vn-Bilingual Educaliun, . 

, Language Enha;lCetnent, and: 
Language Acquisitioo'Progt8.ms 

Pert A-ailingual Education 
. Subpllrt l-Bilingual Education 
, Capacity and Demons:ratinn Grants 
S'J.bpart Z-Rosearch, Evaluation, and 

Dissemination . 
Subpart 3--l?roiessiona! DeYclopment, 
Fnrt B-Foreign Language As.sistance 

Prognim 

Pert C-Emergtmcy Immigrant 


EdUCation Program 

Part O-Administrntion 

Titlo Vm-lmpact Aid 
Titlc [X-Indian. Native Hawaiian, and 

Alnska Native Education 
Part A-Indian Educatino 
Subpart l-Formula Grants to tEAs 
Subpart 2-Speciat Programs and 

Projects to Improvo Edotational 
. Oppoftllnltills fo~ Indian Children 

Subpart 3-Spaclal Programs Relating 
to Adult EduClltion for lndians 

Subpart 4-National Rusul.ltch 
Activities 

Subpati !i-Federal Administration 
Subpart 6-DafiniUtms 
Part B-.--Nativo Hllwaiil.l!1$ 
Pert G-Alaska NlltiVf) Education . 

Title X-ProSf8ms of NatiQnd 
SI,gnificenclI 

. Part A-Fund fur ilie Improvoment of 
EduClItlon 

Part B-Cifted Illid Taiented Children 
Pert C-Publlc Charter Schools 
Part D-hrls in Education 
Subpart l-Arll:. in Education 
Subpati 2-Cuitural Pannershlps for 

At-Risk Children and Youth 

Part E-bexpensive Book ' 


Dist~ibulioo Ptog:am 
Part F -Civic Education 
Part G-AHlln I. Ellender F'e;:owship 

Program 
Part H-ImLugo Territorial Education 

Improyement Program 
Par: I-21st Century Community 

teaming COnlers 
Part J-Urban and Rura! Education 

Assistance 

Part K-Nationa' Writing Project 

Part L-The Ex:andod Time for 


http:Acquisitioo'Progt8.ms
http:secQndo.ry
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• LC(lming lind Longer Schoo: Yen!' 
'art M-ierritorial Assistance 

.•iu XI~n:iinllled Services 
Title XII-Sc.'lOo1 Facilities 

Infrastructure Improvement Act 
Titla XIU-SuppOl1 and Assis:anctl 

Programs to lrnprm'c Education' 
Part A-Comprehtmsive Rugiona!' 

AS$l.$tal"lcc Cen\"(It$ 
Part B-NtlUQnnl Diffusion Network 
Part G-Eiser:h0wtlr Regional 

• 


\, 
I 

,< 

, 

\ 

\ 

I Mo.them"uhcs. and Scl~nce Edut:ation 
Consortia' ." . 
I Pan D-TccMolosy·Ba$(ld Technical 
! Assistance 
;Tille X1V-Genetal Provisions: 

I Part A-Definitions 
Part B-Flexibility in L,e Use of 

Administrative and other Funds 
Pan C-Coordinlltion ofProgro.ffis; 

Consolidated Siele and Local plalls . 

I 

I 

J 

and Applications 
Part o..:-Waivan;: 


Part E-Uniform Provisions 

Pa.; F--Gun PoSsession 

?~ G-Evalulltioas 

Tillo Vll. Sublitle B. SttlwQ,l'l B. 
MGK:nney Homf)ln$s !'ssi.j;lance Act 

{pR Doc.. '96-, 4546 Flied 6-1-98; 5:<1:5 am) 
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Notes from Reauthorization meeting on December 15 

(Judith Johnson, Kristin 
Bunce, Tom Corwin, Sandra Cook, Bayta White, • I 
Laurence Peters) 

Next'SteRS: 
, 

Finalize The Organizational Structure 

, Set-up a reauthorizatidn calendar , 
Tom Corwin to send 'oJer the papers prepared by his office that compared 
administration proposals against House and Senate compromises 

, I 
Sandra agreed to send' over the House and Senate reports that described their 

, intent j . ' , 

I
Compare each report to conference agreement 

1, 
PES will complete and send to us the timetable for completing evaluation stUdies 

''', I. 

• Set-up meetings with 

, q~ ~"l)5;"1¥
'.- ,', 

,x Mike Smith - approval for the,plan;'7', ' , 
x Mike Cohen - What role will.the,DPC play and whendo they want to weigh in" 

"" x Delia Pompa- Id_e~ti!y'st(idie~,ltheY;ha.ve· commissioned; define the 
I "t- ".' '""'~'<"" , '-...: .".,hpartnerships. ' , .~~'.' <~' ,;,(.~J~,;.!'''.'~' ·.).I":""', 'T' , , ,- . 

x Kent McGuire, Pierce Hammond:and'Ricky Takai - Identify their respective 
roles and the relationship of:OERI auth'orization to Goals 2000 and ESEA, 

Invite IG (Tom Bloom) a~d OMB to the discussion se~sb'1s 
, I 

Reach agreement on th~ strategy for bringing Goals into the deliberation 

t ~. .~ . 
(The text on the following pages represent a summary of the 'conversat.on that took 
place,) ; 

. . ' ',,' . 

• l 
I 


http:conversat.on
http:Pompa-Id_e~ti!y'st(idie~,ltheY;ha.ve
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• Notes from Reauthorization meeting on December 15. 
(Judith Johnson, Bayla White, Tom Corwin, Sandra Cook, Kristin Bunce, Laurence 
Peters) 

CONVERSATION 

Judith started the meeting Iby stating that the next steps in the reauthorization process' 
are:. 1 . ', . 

. ,
1, establish workgroups 
2. identify outreach activities 

3, identify experts/consultants 

4. draft legislatio~,specs 

I
General comments made by Sandra and Tom: 

. I 
Start with a vision, an overall set of principles that form the core (most important thing to 

do first). This is needed'to set a context. Accomplish this by the end of January. , 
(Bayla would be a good person for this project.) This should answer the question 
Mike Smith raised, "What are Headline?" ., I • '~ ":,'-' 

• 

I' .' ....,'"


There are many people who have to have input into the proce~s. OMB needs to be 
involved, This is a very long process, You have'to go tiirougli OMB and the White 

...,. ',.'1 1'1 ".; -'i" ~ {' . --, '. 
House. OMBshould be involved when 'Y~ !,re. IYriting,p'olicy papers along with the 

· H' '\ ' . , ... " ,..,.,.... '.'" .Wh Ite ouse . . ,,' I····<I~!. \ I ,,;, ,j, 

. ," . :,.~t: :-?Y;I.,T:~R;:~j~·,' 't'r.::;~q/i: .-:.r " . 

Specs may have "to"go through the same c1e~;?n~,e"R'o,cess;;S' the actual legislation, 
1 . ' ., '.. '" ". - ... , '" 

Set really hard timeframes and figure that everything:will take two times as long as you 
think. . \ , . " .. ',. 

We are still a few months ~way from creating working groups. 
, I' 

Need to think about technology and how we use it. '" .. , 
, -" 

Mike Cohen should be involv~d. Ask him what the org anizational principles should 
reftect. 

\ 
At some point (not for quite a 'while) you do sit down with the key people, but we need 

to be much further along i~ our thinking. 

• 
Might want to look at the Houle and Senate(?) reports as the bills moved' out to the 

authorizing committees. .',' ,'c 



• 
\C:::.:::: .:":::::::"=:::;=:":'::::: :':' ___~:::..-:"-::-~.=~ ::::::: _ ::::::,:::~?Ee!l 

\ 
How wi!! Goals 2000 frt in? It will proceed as part of ESEA, but what it is, is unclear. 

I . 
Need to weigh In with Mike Cohen and the chiefs. 


One of David Hawkins' PhlD. students was doing hisiher dissertation on the history of 

Title I -- ask Mary Jeanlforthls. . 

Get OBEMLA and OERI in\now.· . 

The data piece is really Important. 

Keep things going. set· up a calendar. 

We should be pretty far alo~g (ready to do specs) by Labor Day, have decisions. Then 
we can draft the legislation, Jack Kristy's staff. . .. i . 

IG must be involved by statute. Invite Tom Bloom to attend the meetings. We need to 
know what they will be pfoducing and when. . . I . .

• Get budget document from Tom's office. 

Vision Statement,~l 
, 

What are we trying to say? i' ". 
Look at the seven priorlties daper. 

, ': ~ . , "~'; .. 
. . .... ",'" ~"" . 

,',' "'~~;", ~,: ~ :::.p;:: >' . 
.,. '." " , . ,. , .~ ',-'" \.t:,,!: .:;:.~~. ,~, ~:., ;~!!l\'" " ' 
-1' .':.'", :j;-::c·'';~·! t,,: - '1:, 

At some point, we really need to have a serious talk about the 5 organizational 

'princlples and what they don't cover. Are there some other ones that we need to 

articulate? 
 I 

Outreach Process: ! 
Federal Register Put vision statement in Federal Register (It helps us Dfl! , 

our thought~ in order) Budget can help us the Federal Register '. 
.:., .. Services. They can take the first cut on it and can pay to have the 

comments synthesized. 

Regional MeeliJgs: A huge commitment of time. You contract local 
people. Youlcontact local people or you will not attract state leaders. 
The whole world should get their ten minutes (we want to minimize the 
people who say they weren't inv~ed). 

• 
I .., ......", 

Website. Put the whole thing on the web site. 

I ­
Civil Rights Organizations 



~ .. ... \" 

r:::': :.: ::':::::': :':':::::::c=: ::':::::::::: :::::::: :::::::=. _,.. :: _.: ..p§!;:] 

Whal should we do wilh Ihese? .. about these? 
Tom said they have 10 be part oflhe forum for groups, Send Ihe Federal '• \ 

Register holiee to these groups for comment in addition 10 any other 
gro,ups, b,ut you ask all groups Ihe same queslions, 

I 
Retreat (112 day in January) 

I 
How would we frame this conversation so it is constructive? 

OBEMLA and OERI must be involved, 


Next Steps: \ 


(We need 10 fill these in.) \ 


\ 

• , .. 

, ~ 

• 

, 
~. f ., 

• 
., ." 



• MEETING WITH HOUSE DEMOCRATS 
MAY 13, 1999 

It's good to be among friends. I appreciate the opportunity to 
discuss. our proposal to reauthorize the Elementary and 
Seco~dary Ed~cation Act. We call it, the Educational 
Excellence forlAII Children Actor 1999. 

I· . . 
Many of you were here in 1994, when we controlled Congress 

I 

and dramatically revamped how we thought about education. 
You should belproud of your work in passing the Improving 
America's Schools Act and Goals 2000, and the improvements 
in education tHat those laws spurred throughout the country. 

The 1994.1aws brought about two fundamental changes in 

• 

education. First, it raised expectations for children from high­

poverty areas, asking them to meet high standards like all· 

other children. ' . ,': ':\ . "1 


I,.. I . ": , , 
",
.' 

, 

Second, the laws created a new fedenil role in education. For: . 
I ' 

the first time, federal, state, and local officials were all 
working off th~ same page. More importantly, the laws 
promoted partlnerships.with parents, teachers andstudents. 
We all workedl together in agreement that we could no longer 
tolerate lower expectations and watered-down curriculum for.-... .:,.', I _,,' ' poor and disadvantaged students. . 

Those laws weL built on the premise that all children can 
I . 

learn. States and schools would set challenging standards for 
I . 

all students. ~hese high academic standards would form the 
foundation of ~ set ~f coherent and aligned reforms of 

• curricula, asseksments, and teacher training to rais~ all'
I '.' ."

students' achievement. '.'",::. 



• 	 Our partners ~ave risen to the challenge. Five years later, 
there is evidence that the new federal support for standards­
based reform ~ccelerated reforms already underway in many 
states, while hellPing spark reforms in others.. 

In a recent GAO report, state officials described Goals 2000 as , 
"a significant f~ctor in promoting their education reform 
efforts" anda "catalyst" for change. Another assessment 
found that Titlll of the ESEA is "driving standards-based 
reform" in marly districts. . 

I', , 
Today, 48 state~, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia 
have dCYCIOped!ofstate academic standards for all children. 
The other two states have l)rOmoted challenging standards at 

I 

.. the locallcyel. This is what we have accomplished together. 

- 1-' 
In 1999, we must build U(JOIi the accomplishments of 1994, 

" 'l._~,t .~ -', ", 
" ,'., .. 	 including the p+gress we made through Goals.2000, ..We must 

take the next step by helping teachers and schools teach.!o 
high standards in every classroom. 

- I 	 ". 
This isn't easy. rVe'reasking many teachers and schools to"· 

. change the way they've been doing ,business for years. But 
uSlii;;: challc;,ging·standards to develop curricula, ass"ssments, 
teacher professional develol)ment, and systems of 
accountability is a proven approach to increase learning . 

• 	 2 



• High expectations coupled with standards-based reform 
I 

works. North Carolina and Texas put high standards into 

• 


.-....-­

• 


place and held !schools accountable for student achievement,
I ' 

and they showed greater gains than any other state on the " 
National Asses~ment of Educational Progress between 1992 
and 1996. I ' 
'II ' , 

To take standards further, we must also strengthen , 
accountability 1'0 ensure that everyone is doing their part to 
help all childre~ learn. 

I 
• 

That's why we s'trongly support an end to social promotion 
and traditional ~etention'practices, even though some of our 
friends disagree\with us. Ifwe tolerate children slipping 
through the cracks - being passed from grade to grade 
without adequatk preparation for life or simply retaining 
students in the shne grade without extra help - we are not 

, , meeting our prolnise to all of our cliildren to help them meet 
,. • ',' I . 

,. , :,,' high'expectations. (Should this go here or ullder the Educatioll'" 
'Accountability AJt?) 

I 
The 1994 laws "iJlit educators nationwide on the right track.,

I " 
Now we must continue the momentum that we Democrats put 
in place. \ 

~.. -,.i'if -, '-.. '~.:.: '.. 
To increase educational excellence and equity, the Educational 

, I 
Excellence Act would: 

• Put high standLds into every classroom; I, . 
• Provide small class sizes and help every child read well; 

I ,,', 
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• I 

• Strengthen teacher and principal quality; 


• 	 Emphasize LcountabilitY for schools and student ", 
performancb, including turning around failing schools, and 
toughen accbuntability in federal education programs; 

• 	 Support saf~, healthy and disciplined learning 
, ,

environments that belfer connect students, teachers, 
families, and' communities; and 

• 	 Modernize schools fonlte 21" Century by putting useful 
technology id the classrooms, making schools smaller and , ' 	 , 

more personalized, and increasing opportunities to learn 
(oreign langu~ges. , 	 ' ,

", ~~:I ' " 

• I'd like to '::"";'bviefly'-' highlight the most impo~tant """" 
provisionsinthJ:.1'lITitles of,ollr ESEA proposal. Much more 
detail will be'adilable next week.', ':" ,

, r r ­
~-·'~i,:}"~·)'~"'t.··,,, 	 '.,,',.. . , . "·~"·!.I·...),r."'I'., .' 	 .."," 

Title I is the.pri91ary source of aid to increase the achievement 
of our most disa~\'antaged students, providing over $8 billion 
each year on beh'alr of overA 1 million children, 
NinetY-nine perebnt of Title I dollars go to the local level to 

, , ' 

SlIpport instruction. " 	 '.,,"-; ;, ,,', " 	 ' 
, '. 	 .'. ".' , . 'I

The impact of standards-based reform is beginning to be seen 
in 'reading and m~thscorcs in Title {schools. However, th~re 
remains a signifi~ant and .disturbing achievement gap between 
students in high- ~nd low-povertv areas. 	 ' ,.',,' I . , 	 .' 

• 
The Educational Excellence Act would, first, continue the 
commitment to sthndards-bascd reform through Title J. 

14' 

\ 




• Second, it woulld strengthen accountability by encouraging 
States to use olJe system to hold all scbools accountable for 
student achievement and by helping low-performing schools 
and districts tulrn around. ' " 

Third, it would emphasize high-quality teaching by requiring 
new teachers to be certified and limiting the instructional 
duties of tcachelrs' aides without at least two years of college.

l' 
FOllrtb, it would strengthen schoolwide efforts to improve 

1 

schools where 50 percent of the students receive free or ' 
reduced-price I~nch, and continue,the Comprehensive School 
Reform Demon~tration Il)'ogram.

I , ,, . .'. 
Finally, ollr Titl~ 'I ,proposal,includes a continued commitment 
to the Even'Sta¥family;,lit¥rllCY, Migrant,Education, and 
Neglected and Dclinqucnt~children programs. It also adds the 

'Reading Excellel\ceAct ';;',a:lIcw part ()fTitic I, which helps 
improve the;tea'~hing:and' ICllrning of reading to young 

• 

children in high1poverty sclwols. 

" ... 
, 

.; , 

:,' . . 
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• A recent Oepa~tment survey found that 37 percent of teachers 
did not feel adequately prepared to teach to high standards in 
their classroonis. Our TCllCh to High Standards initiative­
which will be P~rt A of Title II - represents the next·, 
generation of Goals 2000. It is our effort to .ensure that every 
classroom in AAlerica has a quality teacher and cvery child is 

•
taught to high s·tandards. This ncw initiative will take the 
place of Goals 2000, Eisenhower, and Title VI and will focus 
on giving teach4rs the l)rCparation, instructional materials, 
and classroom tools they need to teach all students to high 

standards. . \. . . 
, 

• 
Teach to High Standards funds will be distributed by formula 
to the states. St~tcs will distribute half of their fund~ to school 
districts based ulpon their populatio,!land poverty levels. The 
oth<:r hall'wi!l b? distributed thr'~ug!l:,compctitivc grants for 
high-quality, in'l0\'ativc; program~,ohpFofessional . ,.... , 
development and standarU~ilI!)pt~memation.

J. . , .... :I:,;,,,of_ ~ ,f. .;':.,.~;. ,. t" ., ...... j" ..... '..... 'i.,.;< .. 

States will be able to usc,lO'licrcent;of the funds to 
continue work o~ developing ~~d implementing 
standards, and plroviding technical assistanfd.l.l. districts 
in thefr efforts tJ align instruction, curriculum, andI . 
assessments to the State standards. 

" .. ,.! -;:: ' - • 
This initiative will support intensive, sustained, and 
collaborative prolfessional development that research and 

. teachers say impfoves teaching the.most. It will also recognize 
the national impJrtance of improving math and science 
instruction by all~cating the first $300 million of the 

• 
appropriation l.o\Jrofessional development in those areas. 

\ 6 . 
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l 
The initiative ,vill also address the urgent need to reduce• teacher altritioh by prioritizing professional 
development p~oposals that support new teachers during 
their first three years in the classroom; 

Part B of Title II, Transition to Teaching; Troops to Teachers,
I 

will help recruit, prepare, and support mid-career 
professionals -i including retiring members of the military 
service - become teachers in high-need areas. . 

Title II will also\helP children enter school ready to learn by 
increasing and itnproving training of early childhood .'I . . . 
educators to help them build key language and congnative 
skills. 

• 
' 

,-, \' : .... ;: ': .. ",,' 

Finally, Title 1/, Part D, will rc-vafup!our:tcchl\ical' assistance 
, . , by providing-our, customers with,resourccs40.idcntify their 

needs sclecftcc~nical assist:lIlcC'Scr.viCcS·:arid'build'their·'1 - , - '. ;'. 
capacity for school improvcmcntL.lv:e ,\,;iII.hot:rccauthorize the 
comprehensive t~chnical assistancc-ccntcrsj' but "'ill instead 
focus our efforts 'on providing States and districts with the 
ability to purcha~e the technical assistance they need. " '"I -. . 
The effective use of education technology can help all students 
develop higher-o~d~r thinking skills, techilOlogicallitcracy;, " ­
and achieve to high standards. Title III of onr proposal will 
narrow the "digit'al divide" by targeting funds to high-need 
school districts a~d, through the Technology Literacy 
Challenge Fund, Improve tcacher professional development in 

I ' 
using technology well. 

• 
. ,. ,. 
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• It would also consolidate the resources of the Technology 
Innovation Chkllenge Grants and the Star Schools program to 
develop innovaitivc technology models. 

The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act is a 
ver-y importantlprogram, although we wish it wasn't , 
necessary. Current law spreads Safe and Drug-Free funds too 
thin to have mdeh impact in high-need communities, we would 
distribute the frinds through competitive grants to conccntrate 
our resources "I\hCre they will do the lIIosl good. 

Our Safe Schools proposal would also authorize Project SERV 

• 
- School EmerbencyResponse 10 Violence - to help 
communities reSpond to crises such as thc tcrrible tragedy in 
Littleton, Coloddo, only three weeks ago .. , " ." , .., , 

I " -" •. J;.r;··ill'~·.tt(··\f1 " .. ,,".'I . : -~-'-" -': -~ .""'1'1 r,_~~· :.:' ,.' 

The Educational ExccllcnccAct promotes'cquityVexccllcrice;" " , 
and public schoJI choice., It includes lIIagti~f'Scli~oIi"'~Ii(j'J.6 " 
charter schools Jiid' promotes new sch'ool,cllijiCc;O'ptiOns'~'1 ~', 
such as work-sit~ schools lind partnerships'betwccn,jsecoridary . . I 
schools and colleges - through the new OPTIONS authority. 

We've included lor Class.Siz~ Reduction Initiative in Title VI 
of our proposal. 'Smaller class sizes in early grades help 
students learn to!rcad, the foum:!ation':lfalIlearning, and 
promote continu~d academic success. ' 

Title VII, Bilingull Education, emphasizes the importance of 
helping students ~vith limited English proficiency learn , 
English and mcetlthe same challenging academic standards. 

• 
Our proposal would also im prove I"'!lcher training programs

I
to help teachers teach these students. 

\ 8 



• Ou~ proposal Jontinucs and simplifies our Impact Aid 
program and ~ur education programs for American Indians, 
Native Hawaiians, and Alaska Natives. 

Title X includJ a number of programs of national .' , 
significance. lId like to mention tbree in particular. 

• . 21" Century Community Learning Centers offer extended 
! 

learning oppprtunities for students and adults. Our 
Ilroposal would empbasize after-school and summer 
programmin~, create a local match to build capacity, and 
target funds on high-need areas. 

. I, 

• 

• Title X WOUld, also increase the number of -:- and improve· 


the quality of1- elementary school foreign language .. '. .'.j; .' .••..•. 

. programs, by) building links with:m iddle and bigh· schools:, ",\,:",:,.,. .., . '. 
and focusing them on developing llucncy, rather.t~.an.:,~~r,;,\;>j·,Md" 
f,·lml·I,·ar,·ty. I' '. ,. -' - , - ~. -'I'~':,--, .1;·~:L':-)'.7";,t:" ..,,'f .• 	 . 

'j 'j :",:'jJ 'i ,,' 	 , i"~''''''; :.; ';i'l': ,,/'r-I'3.,,;'""-­

! 	 '··'«·p,,·:·~:.1:';'h":';Y'·"~ , 

• Finally, Title X would establish a national grant " 

-	 competition t6 help 5,000 high schools implement research­

based reform~, The Secondary School Reform initiative 

would help tr~nsform high schools into places where all 


• students are known b)' one adult, feJ;l.moti,"~.jted to learn, 
, 	 I . 

and are challenged academicallv. I 	 . 

• 	 \ 
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• Our last Title, jTitlc XI, includes the President's Education 
AI:countabilitYI Act, The Act would emphasis the shared 
responsibility we all have to ensure that all children learn by: 

. 	 I ,\ h· \' b d' h ' f.• mpronng teae cr qua It)' yen 109 t e practices 0 ' 

emergency cfrtification and out-or-field teaching. 

I
, 	 ' 

' 
• Ending social promotion to help all students achicye high 

standards; 	 I
I 


I, 

• 	 I ncreasing t~e usc of schooll'eport cards to increase public 

accountability; and,

I ' 
• Requiring schools to implement sound discipline policies. I . . 
That was a quic~ summary of our ESEA proposal. I'd be 

interested to hear your comments and answer,your.questions".:\ '"":''''.'';.'' 


, , 

, . '" , 

• of 	 " 

\ 

• 
 \ 
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COMPARABILITY 

What is the backgrQund of the Title I comparability requirement? 
, 	 . . I .' 

The Tille I comparability oflservices provision was enacted in 1970 to ensure that TitJe I 
schools received their fair share of non-Federal resources. It required an LEA to use State and 
local funds to provjde·ser'vic~s in Title I schools [hat, taken as a whole, wen~'at least 
comparabk to services being provided in non~Title I schools. The basic stannory requirement 
remains essentially the same) today, However. examining the history of the comparability 
provisiol: reveals a grddual ~edu:,::jon in prescriptiveness. For example, regulations 
implementing the 1970 statute required an LEA to meet five tests of comparability within 5% 
tolerance: pupils/certified te~cher; pupils!certified insuuctional staff (other than teachers); 
pupils per noncertified instrlctional staff; instructional salaries/pupil; and other instructional 
costs/pupiL Subsequem reg~latlons redaced these :esls to three, and then two: 
pupilslinstructional staff; and, instructional salaries/pupil. 1:1 198;, Congress added a statutory 
provision that deemed an LEA to be comparable if i[ filed an assurance that it had: a 
districtwjde sal::iry SChedule; ,'3. policy to ensure equJvalence among schools in teachers, 
administrators. and"other staff; and a policy to ensure equivalence among schools in the 
proviSion of materiais and instructional supplies. Nonreguhnory guidance indicated that an 

' , .;." 	 . , LEA-could also meet the corrtparabiHty requirement if it met either of the two prior regulatory 
•	 tests, Moreover, the guidan~e suggested that.a 10% tolerance was acceptable. Regulations 

.'" imple~enting the 1988'stanitbry amendmer.ts codified this nonregulatory guidance. Currently, 
'., 	~ _'~', :...:', the starute specifically precluaes an LEA from including staff salary differentials in calculating 

;", '/;- ,·,J.~~~:'·\comparabiJity; there are no rbgulatiOns.':":", 	 I 
; ". 	 Documenting compliance with the comparability requirement has also relaxed over the years. 

bilially, an LEA had to subrriit data demonstrating comparability to its SEA, befo:e it could 
receive Tide I funas~' ,Later rtgulations also required each SEA to file a comparabiJity report 
\vith the Department. ,in 1981. all comparability reports were elin:inated, Although no~ 
requiring reportS! the 1988 arhendmems made clear that an LEA had to maintain annual 
records demonstrating its compliance with comparability. Since 1994, comparability re;;ords 
must only be maintimrtl ~icnhlal~:,': ' .,. 

Is the Department aware Of!com~Iiance problems with the current comparability 
requirements? ' 

. 	 I 
Currently, most districts comply with the comparabillly requirement by ensuring equivalence 
in pupUlteacber rarios or in jnstrUctionaI staff salaries/pupiL To the best of ou: knowledge. 
compliance with these measur~s is not a problem. A recent IRT [0 California, in reviewing 

• 

comparability in four LEAs, did discover one LEA thai had a noncomparable school and three 

LEAs in which iliere was no dvidence thai comparability had been calculated. Most lRTs, 

however, have not found comparability problems. 


I 

http:amendmer.ts


-. 

i 

• 


• 


• 


Two 1993 studies also did tt f:nd significant problems with comparability. To inform the las< 
reauthorization, tile General Accouming Office (GAO) examined comparability in eight LEAs 
(including Detroit and Dade County) in four states and found all districtS were in compliance 
on the me,,\Sure the districts ,IC:l0se: studems/instrJctional staff. GAO also examined available 
data on 17"other measures that fel: into three categories: (1) ratios of students to specific types, 
of staff; (2) proxies for teacher quality~ and (3) supplies, eqt.;.ipment. and orner expenditures. 
These data indicated in many cases that Title I s::hools had lawer student/teacher ratios than 
non-Tille f schools but wereloflen wor~e off on Other meaS'.lres such as teacher salaries and 
experience. (However, the lowest average teacher experien:c in Title I schools was 10 years.) 

. I 	 . 
A stUGY by the Department's' Planaing and Eyaluation Service (PES) concluded LfJ.at the sample 
LEAs had. for the most pard achieved within-district comparability on most measurable' 
aspects of their educational p:rogF<1111S: i.e., cost per srJdenr; number of staff; average class 

. size; teaching exp~rience and, degree level of tcachers; and availabi:ity of instructional ' 
materials and equipment. (The srudy examined 95 elementary schools and 25 high schools in 
30' districts during 19>-)1-92.) IWhere differences in these measures existed, they generally 
favored the high-poverty schools. . 

I 
Preliminary results from PESj'current Study of Education Resources and Federal Funding also 
found thaI slafilsrudenl raliosacrually, favor high-poverty schools slightly. 

. . ...~, "'\" . . !,J,;:.. '. . . 

If compliance with the current Title I comparability requirements is not a problem, why 
is the Department . proposing",clianges in:reauthorization? 

. -, ".'o..~t(,~ •.. .,~",.< .. ,. 	 . 
~. 	 ""t.",~ .• ;".h'~··"""''''t ..· : ..•• ,,," .. 

The current measures~dfc6~p.arability'generally address quantity: quantity of staff per srudeors 
or 'amount of funds spent on s;~ff per student, Although these measures are important, they 
may not be sufficient to ensure L.~at'resources are comparable in terms of quality between Title 
1and non-Tille I schools. 

The Dep'anmellt's Office for Civil Rights (OCR) has ~een examining imradiitricI resource 

comparability in reviews under~ Title Vl of the Civil Rights Act and has raised qualitative 

concerns, For example, OCR ~iIed references indicating that, in New York City~
. I 	 -.- ,. ,.. ., 


. '. ". . 	 ',! ' " . 

• 	 Provisional certification rat~s are higher on average in high-poverty schools 
• 	 Districts with very high perbentages of low-income black and latino children have almost 


110 courses that would prepire students for specialized high'school entrance exams 

• 	 In the 25 high schools with the lowest graduation rates, fewer than 4 % of their students 


take and pass Regents level 
I 
exams, ' 


Accordingly i OCR has been dJeloPing investigative guidance for ~onducting imradistrict 

resource to!'D;Jarability reviews.1 That guidance looks at a number of factors within four 

general dimensions: staff resources, educational programming, rechnology. and facilities. 

OCR's work forr.1ed the basis fcir the Administration's proposed changes. 


. I . 
, 	 . 
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• How would the AdministrLon's proposal strengthen Title I comparability? 
I 

The Administration's propo~al would strengL.~en comparability by requiring districts receiving 
Title I PJn(\s to establish policies, no later than July 1,2002, to en,u,e tl,at Title I schools are 
comparabJe to non-Title 1 schools on various qualitatiVe factors. Por example, Title I schools 
would be expected to have thchers who are as well qualified, in rems of experience and 
education, as teachers in nori.TitJe I schools, Similarly, srudems In Title 1 schools would be 
expected to have equal acces~ to a high·qualjry curriculum, including gif<ed and talented,
classes, Advanced Placement courses, and courses that address the State's content sc.ancarcs, as 
srudents in non-Title I schoots. Ti~le I schoolS would also be'cxpected to be in comparable 
condition, in terms of safety., repair, and accessibiliry to reclmo!ogy. While providing districts 
considerable flexibility in devising their comparability policies. the Administration's proposal 
would go far tOward ensuring that the comparability provision results in cou::.parabJe quality as 
well as quantity of.r~socrces'l 

,, 

• \ 
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COMPETITIVE GRA!>T STRUCTURE 

. Th' d ,. ,I. '. 1 '. 	 eelQuestlQn: .c A mlfilstratlOn IS propos!ng t tat certam programs move .rom a lOm\U a to a• 	 I 

competitive grant structure. What:is the ratio:lale for this proposal? . 

Answer: 	 \ ' 

' 	 , I, , . . (1) 'd fu dThere are tkcc r';1am advantages t~ mOYlUg 10 a competltlvc grant sl:-ucturc; to pro\': ens 
to districts (or other grantees) that fan demonstrate a neec for services; (2) to ~upport high 
quahty acti\'ities; 'and (3) to provide g:ants that are of adequate size to address identifie¢ needs 
ond support high quality activities.! 

Formula grants, on the other haed, ~prcad fu:1ds out in ~rdcf to provide alleaS\ a smali amount of 
fund;ng l.O the largest possible n'Umbc: of grantees. Unfortuilately, this amount may be far too 
small to suppO:1 effective prQg~am~,-tlarticularly in small distric'.s-and the amount provided is 

'detennined WilhoU( regard to whether ihe grantees' needs ure large or small,I 	 . 

• 
• The proposed Sgfe aodDrng-Fr'ee Schools and Commun~lies Act (SQfSCA) competitive 

grant structure will enable stateS 10 tar~et fu;)ds 10 disi-rictllJriili.a dcmotlSJnHed r,eed [Qr 
assistance and based on the highest Quality QfproPQs&;d pro&rZmmillg. By moving pri:nnrily 
to com;Jetitivc grants, States can award funds to districts base,d on.~bj~ctive cr:tena such as 
high rates of substance use by y?uth or high rates ofvictim,iz~tioq. of youth by violence and 
crime. States could fund high·quaJity. resea:-ch-based approaches that address the identified 
needs. Currently 70% of the SDFSCA funds designated for districts a'rc' distribUlcd on a 
form'Jla basis, while the remainihg 30c/a are target;d to relatively'few-districts in a state ,

I ·t··,'.',···.·.. 
which have the greatest need forlprogram funds. ~eca.u,s~ qJ !~~ J?,:::r1~,1a: ~i.~~rjbution u:id 
funding level of the program, presently 59% of dis!ric~s rt;~~.i.Yc grants, one.s~ thafl 510,000. 

'. The ave:-age gra:11 for districtS refciving fOITnuia flllicis' i1'app~oxin;irtCJY ~6 per'student, 
except in the 10% oftargetec distric-ts with the greateSl rieed 

. . I 

• 	 Clluent}\" Title VI fuOQ$ are distb~uted bv formula to states and districts ,across ilic.n.illio.n 
and wIesel\' resembles general aid for :;;;boo\s.' Title VI gives states and local Cistricts '-. 
extensive flexibility to fund a bro'ad range of initiatives that support schoo! imp:-ove:ncn: 3:1d 
education refonn. A recent Study of Educational Resou:-ces and Federal FU::1dir.g (SERFf') , 
conducted for rhe Depn.nment fotind that Title VI futds are most often d;str;butec to "!IJ _ 
schools ir. a district with little targeting of funds to scho'ols based on need (e.g., high-po\'.:.:riy 
or low-performance). The study ~ilso found that decisions about the uses of funds are most 
likely to be influenced by shon-tehu local priorities, rather than by long~ter.n distr:ct plans, 
state priorities, or data on student 'performance, This use of Title V] funds-which differs 
greaCy from the use of Goals 2000 funds-may be attributabie both to the extremely flexible 
nature of the program as wen as to its fo:mu!a fU:1ding str'Jcture. 

• 	 States 11kc ~be current Goals ;;000 ICQU1Detitiye grant sl~re and botlu!nie and IQt;;1a1 

• 
OfOCl;lls reportedJhat it allQws.them to fJexib.ty focus federal funds On supporting education 
rerQan plans. In a 1998 GAO reP4rt of:he Goals 2000 prog:am, Slale officials reported that 
the program's fur:ding Structt:.re a!~ows states ~o use their stste-rc:ai:1ed fundi:1g according to 

http:Structt:.re
http:fJexib.ty
http:rt;~~.i.Yc


• self~dctennined priorities as well as structure tbcir'subgrant programs to mesh with their 
states' education reform! plans. Severa! slate officials stated that they do :1ot want more 
prot!ram flexibility, such as block grams that could be used for many purposes in addition to 
edu~atior: refc/T.1, ("Go~ls 2000: Flex:ble Emding SU;;pofts.State and Local Education ' 

• 


Reform," GAO, November 1998, pp. 14-15).. ,. 

The EiscnhQwQf p[Qgral. which funds bo.th formula anC cQmDetjtiv~'grants. has seen 
different results with these tWQ funding st(m~gie$. The professional development'provided 
through corr.?etitive gra~ts to instihltions of higher education may be of higher caliber and, 
more useful to teachers than'the.: provided through formula grants to schoo! districts 
according to n recent evaluation (lfthe program. The competitive grants exhibit outcomes 
comparable 10 those shoJ..n by exemplary professior,tal development programs. 'They are 
more Ekely to be intensi~c ane employ practices associated with successful professional 
development than tho~e funded through fomula grants.. '" .' 

• 

. . ,. . 
The competitive grant structure rCQui:e~ $oecjfk large!i:J1;! PLQrisis2l1s to assure tbat big-b'-need 
djstriCjs access,available fu:1ds. High poverty and rural, isolated school districts often have­
!imited resources and expertise to develop highly competitive p~oposa!s. Yet these a;e the 
districts that generally ha\~e a great need for the programs. For these reasons, safeguards 
scch as funding priorities ~r.d technical uss;stance should be buildnto the competitive grant 
structure to aSSure thai theke p:-ograms reach the intended target groups and provide high 
quality programs. . . I - , . ::. ; .~. ~ :'-.' 

• 
I 
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\ 
ACCOUNTABILITY VS. FLEXIBILITY• 'Qutstiooj A key princJle ~fthe 1994 ESEA reauth~!'"izatjon was flexibility in exchange 

for accountability for student ad:levement. Doesn1t this proposal tilt the balance away 
, fr9ffi flexibility with the hew set-asides that are being proposed and the emphasis on 
accountability? I ' 
An~w~a:: 

• 	 Tbe Administra1ioo'slproposal continues the princjple of greater flexibilitY in 
~xcbange for greater accQuDlabiljtv begun in ! 924, 

I 	 • 

Ii retains the neXibiEt~' in c'urrent law, such as the pro~'i~ions lowe~ing the poverty 
~hreshold for school wide programs and the authorization for consolidated 
applications. . l 

i 	 . 
It adds gr<;atcr flexibility by incorporating the new Ed-Flex expa:lsion, 'adding to the 

"list of programs under;which provisions can be waived; and authorizing the Secretary . 
to grant additional flexibility to States that achieve higher sriJ.dent outcomes along 
with a reduction in the achievement gap between highw and low-achieving students., 

• 
At th~ same time, (he om would strengthe:i1 the focus on accountability for ensuring 
that atl children acbiev~ to high standards . 

. I 	 • 

• 	 The a:co~ntability prO~iSions 'com~ined with the set~asjdes strengthen the capa.citt?f 
schools to help all children achieve to high standards. SHiles and districts have ,': : , 
flexibility on bow they Sp!:Dd umds witbin the set asides as well as in de:veiQping-ar:d .,::, ,.- " 
implementing their accOuntability ;)Qlides. - , 

I 

\ 
1 

I 
\ 
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• 	 \ RVRAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

Question; How will rural areaS fare under the Depa:1mCrn'5 reauthor:Zatlon proposal? 

Amn-vec. 

• 	 Rural areas should d6 well under the Education Excellence for All Children Act 

• 	 The Title I aliocation\ronnUb Yiilllld continue 10 take imo acc@nidistricts":itb lilrye 
percenragti of poor f;bildren, Thes~ricts are most freQuentb' meal. · 	 \

• 	 Under Teach to High St2ndards {Title (II), rural a:cas CQk!ld bC:JcDt frQ;n 
[cQulremcn!S that Struts have stra~e\!ies for cDsuri:Jg that school districts with the 
~Iesi need have a reasooable QPPQr:t1l0tty to compete, Similar provisions iii other 
titles, including Title 111 (Technology) and Title IV (Safe aed Drug~Free Schools) will 
also give prio:i!y to ru:ral dist:"lcts that have high poverty rates and are fucing the; 
greatest cr.allcngc$ in ~eac.h!ng all studer.:s to hig:1 standards. 

. 	 I 

_'., • 	 .R.w:al Areas compete sJccess(uUy in cQmpctirjpos. More tban half of Ihe centers . . 
funded under 21 S! Century Community Leaming Centers p:ogral11 are loca~ed in n.:.ral 
areas, . ! ~ , 

I 
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• MEMORM'DUM 

April 13, 1998 

TO: ESEA Rcauthoridtion CORE Group. 
FROM: Judith JOhnS~}() 

, 

'~I{ ,
RE: The Status of Standards·Based Reform and 


SlL'11l11.ry of State 
Slatus Re: Standards 

Attached are the materials that were discussed in our meeting On April "6 that we said would 
be forthcoming for your infoAnation. . ' 

Should you have additional ~quests or questions, please let us koow, 

• JJ:fds 

, , 

" ~'- .": , 
" , 

~. J ,,~,~::::iK-:r~~: ' 

• 


http:SlL'11l11.ry


== 

I ' 
The Status of Standards-Based Reform• Once the preS:dent and hation'S" governors agreed to set specffi~ results oriented goals 

'at the Education Summit lin 1989, the logic of standards-based reform was inescapable, 
How, after all, could the nation ensure that all students would demonstrate competencv 
in challenging subject matter without specifying in some fashion what was to be ' 
learned? It seemed equally obvious tha: assessments aligned wrth the standards would 
be needed'to determine whetner and how well students had lea",ed the challenging 
SUbject matter, And, schools needed to develop the capacities to help students attain 
these standards, Three tiasic understandings supported standards-based reform: 

I 	 " 

All students can ieken, 
• 	 The achievement gap between groups of students could only be closed by 

raising the bar for all students, 
The old model of Iqoking at school performance by measuring inputs must be 
replaced with a resulls orientation, . 	 I 

• 
The same concerns for educational equity and quality that had launched 
standards-based reform ai the national level was' already at work in many States, In 
1987, California incorporaied its standards into the State's comprehensive "curriculum 
frameworks,~ Maryland, Wisconsin, and South Carolina, among others also developed 
content.standards, Overali between 1989 and 1992, over 40 States began to set 
standards and revise theiricurricUla in the core academic subjects, The reaut~orization 
ofTitlel naturally flowed from growing understanding of standards-based reform at 
both the,national and State level ' 

,~'ile:nw~y believed that ~etting stan~ards was going to be the most difficult aspect, 
implementing standards-based reform at the school level has proven to be a far more 
intensive process, Standards-based reform requires the implementation of three 

parallel set~ of strategies: 1-"" 	 ' 
• 	 Setting content and perfo,manee standards and measuring results through 

aligned assessments, ' 
• 	 Developing a results orientation that is focused on accountability and closing the 

achievement gap. ! __ ,' , 
• 	 Building the capacity of S(;hO.oIS to 81:s",re'that students reach high standards, 

Setting Challenging contln! and performance standards and measuring results 
through aligned assessm\'nts 

, The foundation of standardl-based reform is the development and implementatio~ of 
content and performance standards and aligned assessments to measure student 
resuits, Once communities:establish what It is that students must know and be able to 

• 

dO they can align the rest of their education supports to ensure that all students can 

reach challenging standards, 

Therefore, the Improving America's Schools Act included specific requirements for the, 




.a, ­

• development 01 standalds and aligned assessments. Under Title I, States must have 
had challenging content and student performance standards, with three levels of 
proficiency, in reading ~nd math in place for ali students by the beginning of the 
1997-98 school year. Aligned assessments that have multiple measures and 
accommodations for sp'ecial needs students must be in place by the 2000-2001 school 
year. 

The nation has made tremendous progress toward building the foundation for 
standards-based relom1s, but it stili has a long way to go both in terms of building the 
foundation and in terms)of making standards meaningful in classroom activities. Ten 
years ago, few States had clear, explicit standards for student performance. Today ali 
States are actively engaged in discussions of what it is they want all students to know 
and be able to do. Standards have become a focal point for education reform efforts 
across the Nation and they have received increasing attention from teachers and 
parents. In a 1997 Public Agenda survey, 98% of k-12 teachers and 82% of parents 
reported that their States or school districts have set guidelines for what students are, . 
expected to know and be able to do. (Quality Counts, 1998, p. 72)

I . . : 

• 
Most States have now adopted challenging content standards. Forty four States plus 
DC and Puerto Rico hav'e reported that they have adopted challenging content 
standards in reading in rhath as required by Title I. All of the remaining States - except 
for Iowa -- have State siandards:but are'either revising them or in the process 01 
formally adoptiiig·t~eni.,iT~e::¢C·~SOreported that 26 States had adopted standards in 
four acaclemic area,;I5Y1996; up' from 16 in 1994. (State Baselines for Goals 2000 . 
Implementation, AprJ.l) 99,4.and. States'. Status on Standards, June 1996). Standards 
are part of a process o(contJnu'-6us"jniprov"ement which States seem to be taking 
seriously based on AFT .'reports that 39 States developed or revised their standards in 

, ."' ,,,"' .... .,.... - .,'" ., "'."",. ,.
the last year. :(Miikiri1j.'Stai,.ifiirds"Miitter, 1997, p. 13). Outside groups are now 
evaluating the qu~liiY:6(iiie'ie..,i'ta'ndards in terms of their rigor, clarity, and specificity. 
They have found 'mixed results to date, but the majority of the States received A and B 
grades for rigor by the Council lor Basic Education (Quality Counts, 1998, p. SO), and 
the AFT reported that 1 {States improv.ed -th',,;r standards in 1997 over '1 996 (AFT, 
VVhat Matters Most, 1997). 

Content standards are im1portant, but they are not sufficient for education r~fomn. 
Student performance standards operationaJjz~,,: &t..-:.:1darc:3 for use in classrooms and 
assessments by articulating how good is good enough to demonstrate mastery of, . 
content standards. Progress on the development.of State performance standards has 
been slower. We have learned that the development of performance standards is an 
integral part of developing a.ssessments, so many State efforts have taken more time 
than originally envisioned) To date, 'only 18 States have reported that they have 
challenging performance standards with three levels of proficiency in place. The 'other 
States are making progress, but probably will not have performance standards for 

• 
another year while their assessments are under development. Many more States have 

. general aescriptors that will guide assessments and proficiency levels, but the actual 
levels of proficiency will not be specified until assessments are pilot tested in 1995-99. 

http:development.of
http:improv.ed
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• Aligned assessments remain one ofthe most challenging areas of State activity, The 
development of valid, reHable assessments aligned to standardS requires rethinking the 
way that we design tests and use them to inform instruction, No State has yet 
announced that it has a final assessment fn place that satisfies all 0: the Title I 
requirements. Twenty States, however, have indicated that their current assessments 
are aligned to their standardS and will become final. (Allen Shenck's analysis, March 
1998), States are stili struggling with issues such as disaggregating student data, 
including all students in ~ssessments to Ihe extent practicable, and designing multiple , ' 

measures to assess student progress, 

, '\' 
Developing a results or~entation that is focused on accountability and closing the 

achievement gap'. , \ . . 

As States and Cistrictsstruggle with the deveiopment of their assessments aligned with 
standards, they are also ~ow confronting the chailenge of both defining and developing 
systems of accountability for student learning results, Meant as a response to a public 
desire to both know how Well their schools are achieving and have leverages for " 
supporting their Improvem'ent, approaches to accountability are many and varied, 

• 

Accountability is pr~dlcate6 on existence of accurale portrayals ofpe~ormance, and is 

traditionally tied to Single Roint i~ time achievement data, ..(Forty-five States have, 

statewide assessments, abouthalf;;re align'edto'their stand"rds,), 
'. ." I -:,' : . .tl(·.~·,,:;::·c~·;,,~ .:. , . 
However, for accountabifit)i to effectii!ely s'erve'lh'e'multiple needs of standards-based 
school reform-to' support impfoved~currjc'ulum-,arid!in-structiQn, jnform the public, and 
influence policy--it will need to:Delcon6eiv~d as 'asystematic method to assure to 
those, inside and out~i~e.'~~t!i.:',~9,Y,9~ii9.~al,w,~~t~~thit sch,ools are moving t? deSired 
directions-commonly Inciuaed1elemenls'are.goals; indicators of-progress toward 
meeting those goals, analy~is o(d~ta,~riip6rtingprocedures, and consequences or 
sanctions" (NCES, July 199,7, 97), However, while States have been increasingly 
attentive to accountability, few have implemented it from .the broader position. 
There is :ittle evidence of d'lta use at the State levei'(LMngi,v InteresUng Times, 49), 

and though 

29 Stales authorize the use of sanctions against under-perfonning schools (The 

Progress of Education Reform: 1996,12) and 23 have ac,!demic bankruptcy or ' 

intervention policies ranging!from citations and audits t<>,{h.";\a:isf!)rrin~rof students, 

public notification, and dissolution of districts or schools (ECS, Policy Brief, Anderson 

and Lewis, 'Academic Bankroptcy" March, 1997), few have defined plans of support, 


In addition, while there is so~e trend toward States providing financial rewards for 
improved stude!1~ achievement, there is little evidence of their ablllty to motivate 
teachers and administrators toward change, 

, . . I 

• \ 

\ 
I 

\ 
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• BUilfling the capacity of schools to ensure that students reach high standards 

The best systems of stabdardS, 3ssessments, and accountability will mean littie if high 
teachers are not in schools. helping children meet challenging standards. Earlv studies 
of standards:based refolm noted that developing the organizational capacity of . . 
schools-·and the individJal capacity of teachers-to carry out new, challenging kinds of 
instruction was the most:significant issue confronting reform; but was being given the' 
least attention. The Significance of this finding is intensified when it is coupled with an 
assessment of the status\ of OUf currenUeaching force, The Natl.onal Commission on 
Teaching and America's Future reports that mo:e than 12t}'c of all new "teachers~ enter 
the workforce without any training ;i:lt all, and anotheL 15% enter reaching positions ' . 
Without meeting State sta'ndards. In addition, many 'current teachers are undef~ 
qualified. Fewer than 750/, of all teaohers have sl"died child development, learning, 
and teaching methods: have degrees in their-subject area, and have passed State , 
licensing requirements. Nearly one-fourth (23%) of all secondary teachers do not have 
even a college minor in th:eir main teaching field. 7fhls:is true for more than 30% of 
mathematics teachers. The National Education Gcals Panel nofed that the trend in 
hiring under qualified teachers andlor misassigning qualifled teachers appears to be . 
worsening.· The U.S, has experienced a decline in the percentage of secondary school 
teachers who hold an und~rgraduate or graduate degree in their main teaching 
assignment (from 66% in 1991 to 63% in 1994).: . '_ . .' ,L ~ .• ,-. r.· 

• 
I, -." ...~.,~::,: ...,:*'<~' 

Efforts to improve instrucUon tend to involve.two;approaches: .·1 . '. - "j ':;,.-". -\,'.",~-::-•• ~',.",""'\". - ­

Alignment of standards for K-12students;'stancia,ds for'accrediting teacher 
preparation progran1s, standards fqr;inltiaHic~nstirer:'standards for professional 
development,. and standards fora9':"~~~'l~i~~rlifjpi')iPn~of'master teachers.

I ,',' -~ ",;"}~i';T':~~1;f..:.1/'!'\r~!A' f,~ -, 

• 	 High quality professiona, developmer.!for:educators:that begins in pre-service .' 
programs, supports beginning teachers in challengirig conditions, is continuous 
and embedded in the daily life of schools,.and is driven by a c,,~erent long·term. 
plan related to stand~rds, (National,Commission on Teaching ari'i::'.America's 
Future, 1996; and "Pplicies and'Programs for Professional Development of 
Teachers: A 50 State Profile," 1996.)· . 

Policymakers have begun tJ address these capac~ty issues and tie r:ceJ1.s.'~r:e nn9 .:,:~.: 
professional development activities to reform. -(Cite stats) While theseections, if 
sustained, will enhance our future teaching force, more attention must be-given to 
short-term s1rategJes to improve O;Jf existing workforce:. , . .' 

Conclusion 

Clearly standards-based refqrm is taking hold across. the nation. However, since many. 

• 
elements of the reform are stFI u!)q~r development, student results are difficult to' , 
demonstrate. But progress is ~vident on all accounts. Several questions should be 

considered in future actions: \ 	 '.. . . 
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• QUESTIONS 

Standards and Assessments: 
What are the implications for actually implementing standards if they are 
,constantly under revision? 

• 	 Will performance standards that are cut scores, retherthan descriptions of 
student work, be useful for guiding classrooms? 

• 	 What assistance can be provided for the development of assessments? 

What are the most effective ways for ensuring that standards get i~to 
classrooms? 	 . , 

Accountability 	 , 
How is performance measured? At what levels (classroom, district,State, etc.)? 

Which students are included? 
• 	 How is data used? Does it inform curriculum and instruction? 
•. 	 How are teachers and administrators prepared to use performance data? 
WhatiWha are the foci of accountability measures; who is being held accountable 
and for what? , 

• 

• Are students accountable for meeting the standards'7.via Promotion or' 


graduation requirements? What:measuresare.used:(f!iuliiille; . 

measures'--classroom or large-scale assessment, based,on what criteria)? 

Are at! students included? . ,.. -;·:·r:r;r:'~);:f.!~:;:;~':::f,~·:~; ,'(;:'r'~'" '. - ," " 


• 	 Are teachers accountable for the performance;of,their"studen!s? if so, 
what measures·shoutd"be used? , .1. ::"·f"i;~l~!i;'~1i'~~~i~~~;b<:"-;;,,,·:.:,:~,~<'i "/", . 	 . "·' ...,..~'.r"·'-l-::t'·fl'·-",~ 

• Are administrators accountabie for scho,!1 improye.r:<:>"nt?iWhat measures 
are used to assess their success (student $~pre.s,.schoo!' i!TIprovement 
pian benchmarks, etc,)? 	 . 

• 	 What are the consequences of performance? . 
• Are sanctions, rewards, andlor supports applied based on performance'!" 
• Are they student, school, or district focused?' 

• 	 How are performanceresu~s shared? What results are shared? How are they 
disaggregated? To whom are results disseminated? 

-~". 
~. " '.. ,. ..," :,.. 

Professional Development: 
• 	 Should development of leadership skills-for principals and teachers-be given 

priority in the effort to improve the cap~city of schools? 

• 	 If<hat should be the role of technology in supplementing teacher knowledge and 
motivating students? 

• 




., • 

• 	 SUMMARY OF 'STATE STATUS RE: STANDARDS 

. April 13, 1998 

States were supposed to have content and perfonnance standards in reading and math in place by 
the beginning of the 1997-98 school year, Only J8 states fully met the Title I requirement for 
content and performance standards this Fall, We gave states that had not completed this process 
the ,?ption of a temporary waiver until the end of May 1998. 

Content Standards: 

Our current estimates indicate that tbe states without content standards l,),.1Jl have them by May, 

except Iowa. 


Performance Standards: 

OW' estimates of state progress in developing perfonnance standards in compliance with Title i 

are (note: DC and Puerto Rico were considered states for this purpose): 


• 	 18 states have approved performance standards. 

• 
• 13 states have indicated that they need waivers welHnto 1998-9'9 because their "':'.: ~,' 

performance standards are being definea as assessments are developed ... , .~ ..l::" ,:' : i 
• 	 5 :o;tates need a waiver extension well into 1998·99 because they are at oeginning's'tages ,','

",. ",I,":"" , ",.,., .... 1 'C'ofdeveIopment. . . , 	 .' "", ;': If';'" , ,;. , 
" 	 ._',' .. " .. ­

• 	 8 ,tates should be .ble to complete their Stahdards by this Fall. (AK; Al.:; OC;'FL.,'NJ:'i\"" . 
W\!) ""1'-:""": ", ,'. . ""'f",'''::'-:''';;:'''''~'''''"!!'''' ,',­NV UT , > 	 • " ••':."._ .... :~:,.,••"', ,'••/: ,:::·.~~~..':,:>:::l,l;·~.-~i.~~;J.', , 

• 	 7 states may be ready for peer review by the end of May, (MI, MN:MStMT;ND: PA,' ..," ,
W1) ". ,': ~.tl'£',>,:l~::'.'i., '!'. 

• 	 Iowa doeS not intend to establish state standards or a state assessment 

"'.'. ; . 

• 
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Performance standards Status Table March 23, 1998 
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has has perf, 
content stds wI 
standards levels 

AL X 
AK X 
AZ X 
AR X 
CA 
CO X X 
CT X X 
DE X 
DC X 
FL X 
GA 
HI X 
ID 
IL X X 
IN X X 
IA 
KS X X 
KY X X 
LA X 
ME X X 
MD X X 
MA X 
MI X 
MN X 
MS X 
MO X 
MT X 
NE 
NV X 
NH X X 
NJ X 
Ni;,~ X 
NY' X 
NC X X 
ND X 
UH~ " ., X ,. .. '·X 
OK X X 
OR X X 
PA X , 
PR X X 
RI X 
SC X X 
SD X X 
TN X 
TX X X 
UT IX'" 
VT X X 
VA X 
WA X 
WV X 
WI 
WY 

expect expect beginning devpg wI 
perf, stds perf, stds. stage - assmts -
5/98 Fall 98 1999 1999 
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MEMORANDUM 

January 6. 1998 

TO: 	 Mike Smith 

FROM: 	 Gerald Tirozzi' 

JudRh Johnson 


Subject: 	 The ESEA Reauthorization 

In conjunction with the senior leadership of OESE. we have begun the process of 
mapping out in general terms the strategies for the reauthorization of ESEA and Goals 
2000. This memo outlines our early thinking concerning the critical steps that should 
guide our planning. 

• 
The process we propose to follow this year is largely based on the approach followed / 
during the last ieauthorization. Attached please find a Proposed Calendar for ESEA 
Reauthorization (AttachmentA). a memo and chart on the ESEA Reauthorization Work 
Groups. (Atta~hmentB)'our Responses to Questions From November 21 Meeting 
(Attachment C)\'and !ic"set:of 'Guiding Questions and Group Specific Questions we have 
begun circulating' in"illaft fomfto'OESE staff to initiate"the work of the groups . 

" '~'. ",,,,';";';"1-1 .. 1,,,,> . , 	 • <;(Attachment·D),'·· .,., ,...•.•,.. '.. . 	 . ' 
,t ~i':<' ,:"".L: "I' 

We started from a set of assumptions about the current legislation that are worth 
making explicit. Our view is that wit~ the legislation only two and a half years Old. and 
with early indicators showing some pC/sitive results, it would be unwise to propose major 
changes in the underiying philosophy and approach. However. we do believe that there 
maybe provisions in the legislation that need to be rethought as well as provisions that 
could be strengthened or better targf!!ed. For ex?.mpl.",. we need to vastly improve 
access to technical assistance and prufessional'1levelopment. - ') 

As you are aware the proposal to consider the Goals 2000: Educate America Act 
legislation and the ESEA together has significant implications for OERI and NCES and 
we would want to start discussions with Assistant Secretary designee. Kent McGuire. at 
the earliest possible opportunity. 

With guidance provided by the program directors, we have identified the following eight 

• ':<ey questions that should frame our initial conversations, It is our belief that answers to 
these key questions will guide our responses to other issues. We would like to know 



c: :..' -::':::.::::::: :'" :':, :::::. :::'_.. :::::::::::::' '":::::.: ::':':::: piige2 i 

• how closely these questions mirror your own thinking and concerns . 

(For discussion·Core Groups and Work Groups) 

i. The 1994 reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Education Act identified five 
major guiding principles for our work.1 Do we have convincing evidence that these 
principles are now affecting the type of change we want to see in Title 1 schools and 
classrooms? What have we learned that might inform any aspect of ESEA? 

.-~----~- tilh . .J ...b,l-; . 

2, Assuming that the five principles of ESEA are the. correct ones, are we satisfied that 
the programs we have in place are all necessary or can some programs be 
consolidated, terminated or otherwise modified to better achieve results? . 

3. How will the ESEA reauthorization relate to the administration's (and Congress's) 
other education initiatives··specifically, America Reads, the Urban;Rural Initiative, and 
the Obey·Porter provisions? To what extent can we paCKage these initiatives into a 
coherent message about the federal role in school reform and improvement? 

4. What should be our strategy with the Safe and Drug Free Schools program given 

• 
recent evaluations and the efforts to.move some 9f'the funding for the program into 

.' , i,,', c":",, " HHS?. . ," ,." -,' '" 

5. Clearly professional.development·and,the provision of technical assistance to 
high·poverty schools will·be'ofkey·concern:in this reauthorization. The reauthorization 

" of ESEA together with Goals'2000;p'iQvides'us'With a new opportunity to think through a 
,> ...•• ••, .. ••••• !r·· • 

more coherent approacMo Uiisiquestion:'Do you have suggestions for strategIes that 
are more crosscutting and more likely to'produce sustainable results? 

6. Given the fact that few program evaluations will.\Je ready by the time we will develop 
our legislative proposals, what options do we have to'otrengtnen the justifications for 
our legislative proposals? 

7. How can we address the issues of providing incr~,,§ed flexibility without . 
unintentionally perhaps turning the program into a virtoai'block !liaiit? What is the 

. impact on the students with the greatest need? Have we, for example, 
under·emphasized the need for accountability for results while over·emphasizing 
flexibility and freedom from regulation? If so, how can the balance be shifted back 
towards greater accountability? 

B. How do we begin to apply the new research on the brain so that we can better apply 
this knowledge to ESEA programs and in so doing also make better connections with 

• Head Start, ar.j-other federally sponsored early interventions strategies? 
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• We feel helpful input on these questions, in addition to others you may pose, can be 
provided through the forums we have scheduled, specifically, with the experts 
sponsored by the PEW foundation. an OESE relreal, and perhaps a Senior Leadership 
meeting 01' retreat. We anticipate that this early thinking Will assist the way we draft the 
Federal Register notice at the end of this month that formally announces that the 
reauthorization process has begun. 

1 Five Directions for ESEA, (from the Department of Education's Improving 
America's Schools Act publication of 1993\. 

1. High standards for all children--with the elements of education aligned, so that 
everything is working together to help ali. students reach those standards. 

2. A focus on teaching and learning. 

3. Flexibility to stimulate local school-based and district initiative, coupled with 
. responsibility for student performanCe. 

4. Links among schools, parents, and communities.""" :. 

• 5. Resources targeted to where needs are greate~iand in amounts sufficient to make 
a difference, ...- """'. ();","~~:::;::,""wKG:'~.·"}!.~ : ',. ~ w,' 

, . 

"';,,;' :.;. 
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Attachment A 

PROPOSED CALENDAR FOR THE REAUTHORIZATION OF ESEA 

ACTION 
Meeting with experts 
(Sponsored by PEW) 
OESE Retreat 
First meeting of ESEA 
Work Group to begin to 

• 

· draft vision statement and 
key questions for Federal 
Register announcement 
Draft of Vision 
StatementlFederal 
Register Announcement 
Circulated for Comment 
First Meeting of Core 

·Group..to approve draft 
vision statement! Federal 
Register announcement 

, . 

LEAD OFFICE • DEADLINE •• • 

ODS/OESE January 1998 (?) •• .. ••••• 
OESE/G2K M'ng!. Team January 1998 •• • 
OESE January 1998 •• • 

,"r . 

OESEIODS January 29, 1998 
til!." 

. 

" " ",,; .....""H' ,lj:-.f'I ~'~; ',j~<.. oW " 

•• ¥ ',: .t, 1 :"!-1<-7" .''::;d,· 
, , ... ~ ,-' (,"l ,t" 1/-,;1" 'rY;t;~;:'>~).~.~'.., ,"

t'-,~ h' ._, ' ... ,,~, ).""<"''' __1' 
• • Ii., • , 

Federal Register 
Statement announced. 
Significant pre·publication 
mailing to education , 
groups n!ltionwidei 
Launch of Reauthorization 
Website, 
Analysis of demographio 
and trend summaries 

• Summary of Eduoation 
• Groups comment 
• Summary of public 
: comment 

• 
• Major Concept Papers 

recommended and 
approved by Work and 
Core Group 
commissioned. 

.OESEJODS Feliruary 1998 
~ :: " , 

. . 
t_•• : 

'-.:.. ,
i Data and Evaluation TBA '': !. ~ , ~', 
•
I Subgroup 
IOESE April 1998 

OESE April 1998 

ESEA Work Group/Core April.June 1998 

Group 
 , 

• ,- ."< 
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• OIiA ' April-June 1998 : Regional MeetingsfFocus 

• Groups 

Development of Options 
 ESEA Workgroup June-August 1998 

. Decision Memoranda to : Core Group/ ESEA work July-August 1998 
: Secretary ' group _... 

: Draft Seecifications l Y' • ogC/Budget 
r::1 

August 1998 IFinal Specifications for i OESE/OGC Augusl1gga 
: OMB . .. " 
I FY 2000 budget . 
: submission reflecting 
• Department's proposals 

,,, 

, OESEIBudget • September 1998 , 
,
i . 

..Bill language drafted IOGC/ODS October 1998 

Final negotiations with • OESEIOOS 
 October-November 1998 . 

: OMB 
: Hill and Group • OESE/OCLAlODS August-November 199a , 
: Briefings/Outreach i 

November,January 1999, • Fine Tuning i OESEIOCLAlOGC 
,January 1999 • ,Transmittal to Congress ' OGC/OLCNOOS 

• 


... .. 
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• Attachment B 
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• THE: ROLE AND FUNCTIONING OF ESEA WORKGROUPS 

• 


..~ ... 
',; , 

We envision two major groups who will be responsible for driving the worK The first is a 
Work Group that will be formed from OESE staff, the ather relevant program offices. 
including OERI and OBEMLA as well as support offices such as PES, OGC, Budget, 
and OIG's office. The second group will be drawn from principals from those offices as 
well as the Deputy Secretary and will be referred to as the Core Group. The 
Secretary's seven priority teams, referred to as Initiative Groups will be called upon to 
assist in helping us to think across program boundMes. The Work Group will also 
charter a number of special issue subgroups that can help us think through some 
speCIfic cross cutting issues such as technology and professional development. 

For organizational purposes, we have outlined the work in terms of three roughly 
chronological phases. 

Piles" One: Preparing for Public Outreach and Engagement 

We are ready to circulate a set of draft questions for the Policy Work Group and the 

Initiative Teams (see Atlachment OJ. Responses to these questions will help inform a' 

Vision Statement ( a broad statement of beliefs and principles) which will become the ........ . 

basis for the Federal Register announcement The vision statement and Federal 

Register announcement will be similar in· style and scope to the one that initiated the 'y. 


last Reauthorization. . ,...•; .. 

. I': '. , 

The ESEA workgroup will draft the vision statement and key guestions/federal regis~··'r"·· ,. 
noun cement in January and will be seeking CORE GROUP approval in late·January:·" .... , 

They WI I be assisted in t eir work by a meeting of educational experts brought together· ... . 
by PEW as well as an OESE retreat to which the core group will be invited. 

Once the viSion statementlfederal register announcement is approved in January, we 
will solicit comment from major education groups, POC heads and Initiative teams. 

Phase Two: Data Assessment and Iden/ification of Issues
",,:--;-- " 

, 
Following the development of the Vision Statement and the Federal Register 
announcement, the ESEA Work Group will meet in February to develop responses to 
some of the key questions raised. At this time the group will also identify subject areas 
for concept papers. To the extent possible their further work will be based upon: 

• IRT team reviews and other data reported from the field, 

Reports and analyses that PES has already completed or on wh:~h draft reports· 
are available; 
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• Comments from the letters received as a result of the Federal Register 
announcement; .. 

• 	 Issues raised by members of the Core Team; and 

• 	 Issues raised by Program Offices, 

The Workgroup will also charge a Data and Evaluation Subgroup of evaluation and 

data experts (drawn from OERI. NCES and PES) to continue to develop a list of issues 

and concerns that will inform Reauthorization planning and identify useful new studies 

(for example demographic analyses). reports and syntheses, An Outreach Support 

Subgroup will also be chartered during this pertod. The responsibilities of this group 

will be to: 


• Establish a"Reauthorization Web Site" which will accommodate key documents 
and accommodate email correspondence; 

• 
• 	 Orllanize Regional Meetings and Focus Groups utilizing the Comprehensive 


Centers as a major, vehicle for accomplishing this work; and 


• Summarize public comment received from the website. the Federal Register and' 
internal sources. 

<.. • \ 

The Work Group will determine its own schedule of option papers to the Core Group, 	 '., 
with the goal of completing work on major issues by July. Opt jon p~pers will typically,', • , .. ', ;,"c,'c,,:{ 
identify program components, a background statement concerning what we know abouf,,~.~';:·,,;;c;;; 
the issue, the feedback we have received about the topic. and some potential options . ,; .;i 
concerning the issue's resolution. These concept papers will provide background and 
ralipnale for recommendations emerging from the policy work group and will be given 
wide' circulation, The Core Group will review these papers and suggest their own 

. thoughts and ideas concerning the recommendation proposed and any new work that 
needs to be done, 

Ph;;;;;'Tfiree: Dii~elopmen! o(Op/iOf]S and Legislative Specifications 

When a consensus is reached among the Cone Group concerning the identification of ' 
specific legislative issues,. formal option memos will be developed by the Policy Work 
Group for the Core Team, A certain number of these options will be pretested among a 
number of focus groups, These focus groups will allow us to get another informed view 
of the consequences of certain decisions··for teachers. principals, school administrators 
and policy makers, These groups will allow us to develop sharper rationales for oui final 
legislative recommendation. 	 'c.... 
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• During this period we will attempt to engage Congress in our legislative proposals as 
well as some of the key groups, The precise details as to how we engage them and 
whallevel of understanding and support we want to seek from them, will be determined 
through discussion with OLCA, Susan Frost, and others, 

Accordingly, we will draft the FY 2000 OMS Submission reflecting the Department's 
proposals and be ready to transmit the legislation to Congress in January, 1999, 

,', 

-

; 1, ' 
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• Attachment C 

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS RAISED FROM 11121 MEETING 

1. What is our overall strategy for the reauthorization ofESEA and related statutes 
(e.g., the McKinney Act)? 

We will begin a year long set of internal and external activities in January 1998, (based 
on the last reauthorization) culminating in the production of a bill to Congress in 
January or.March 1999 (See Schedule -Attachment A). We will need as part of that 
process to identify smaller related statutes that either need to be reautnorizec;l at the ..' 
same time as ESEA or where it makes sense to ask for related amendments. In '" 
addition we need to identify those statutes within ESEA that are not forward funded and 
may otherwise expire if the reauthorization takes two years to complete. Additionally 
we need to identify what other legislation the administration wants the Congress to 
consider during the course of the next year to see to what extent there are themes and . 
issues that may relate to our legislative proposals. With the cooperation of OCLA, OGC 
and OUS staff we hope. to complete this work by the end of February. 

2. What is our strategy for reauthorization of Goals 2000 (which expires a year earlier 
than ESEA)? . 

• We plan to request'a one year extension for Goals 2000 and reauthorize the program at 
the same time as ESEA. However, we need to think' carefully about our Congressional 
strategy as we do so since the Congress may not want t6 grant that one year extension 

.. 'or,in the alternative seek to terminate the prograln; despite our seeking funding for it in .... 
. ' ..... 'this yeaf's (FY99) budget. We plan to work with Tom Corwin and OCLA to address 

these issues and present our recommendations to you at the end of this month. 

3. When do we want to submi(a bill to Congress? 

We have an option to submit a bill in March 1999 or January 1999. There are some 
clear advantages and disadvantages to taking either course of action. By waiting to 
March we buy more time for ol![Selves and.,can extend the time we afford for digesting 
expert opinion and public comment. Critic~1 policy decisions can also be delayed until 
after we know the results of the November midterm elections arid the leadership of the 
new Congress. However, sending up a budget in February without a bill sends 
confUSing signals. We think it is preferable to have the bill ready for introduction in 
January so it can he given a low number and be awarded priority. 

4. In order to meet that deadline, what intennediate deadlines should we meet-e.g., 
presentation of an oulline or options memo to the Secratary, development of 

•

.',," specifications, submission of a bill for OMB clearance? 




•.-' . 

• 
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These inlennediale deadlines are sel out on the Proposed Reauthorization Calendar 
(Attachment A), 

5, How should we organize ourselves to produce a reauthorization bill? l<'lIJat are 
OESE's cU/rent plans for reauthorization? 

A basic organizational matrix is set out on the attached chart (see Attachment B), 
Similar to the last reauthorization we see Ihe need for two main groups--a WORK 
GROUP--composed of OESE program offices and other key POCs which administer, 
evaluate or support OESE programs, such as OERI, PES, OUS, OGC in addition to the 
OIG's office, -. 

This WORK GROUP will identify several subgroups that will represent the major 
program units within ESEA--Title 1, Even Start, Professional Developmentfltc, 

A CORE GROUP with principals of the key program and support units represented on 
the WORK GROUP will meet to discuss option memos and make recommendations to 
the Secretary, 

The seven priority or initiative teams will serVe as resources groups to the WORK 
GROUP. Their main task will be to help provoke discussion concerning cross cutting 
issues. 

• !"' .. 

Other external groups, willibeibroughhn from time to time to brief either the WORK 
GROUP or the C0RE'GR0UF?:d'hese,extemai groups could be,representatives of 
advocacy based'organiZ'atiofisi'academic researchers, practitioners etc. 

Our current plans (as reflected in OESE's Strategic Plan) are consistent with the 
proposed timetable and activities. For example, we have already identified the 
members of the above groups and will be asseT,',bling a detailed OESE calendar that 
will reflect the way we will be using OESE meetings, IRT forums and conferences to 
gain addHional input and analysiS, 
We plan to complete the detailed calendar by"f.",bruary, 

- d 4., ~,-

6, \.'/hat public outreach activities should we undertake? 

--Should we issue a Federal Register notice requesting comments on Ihe major issues? 

Yes, We believe a Federal Register announcement modeled on the one produced in 
February of 1992 represents a good way to begin our public engagement. 

• 
--Shoulda'8 hold regional meetings /0 lake public comment? If so, when? 
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• We plan a full schedule of regional meetings to gain public comment. We plan also to 
hold some other smaller focus group meetings in which key groups can explore some 
critical questions in more depth than is usually afforded in more open public meetings. 
We will use the services of QIIA and the SRRs to plan these activities. 

-Other outreach activities, such as requesting suggestions from Congress? 

We plan to develop a ESEA Reauthorization WEBPAGE, linked to the Department's 
home page. On the page will be included key reauthorization documents, including, the 
Federal Register Notice, the legislation, key studies, notice of public hearings etc. We 
will also offer a capacity for the public to send us emailed comments. 

• 
; " 

.." . 

• 
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• Attachment D 

GUIDING QUESTIONS FOR ALL INITIATIVE GROUPS 

1. The 1994 reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Education Act identified five 
guiding principles for our work. 1 As you think about the relationship between (your) 
programs and the purposeslprinciples set out in the legislation. is there still a good fit? 
Are there some new or continuing iss'"es you fep.1 need to be included? If so. what are 
they? ' 

2. Identify the current problems that can, should; or must be fixed before the 
reauthorization conversations begin? I~. 

3. Can you identify what promising program practices or accomplishments have 
emerged since 1994? 

• 

4. Of the work underway in your priority area, what work (e.9 studies, reports. protocols) 

will be completed this Spring (1998) or this summer that can inform our reauthorization 

effort? 


" ",. -'1~ .N • • -•• 

' ­

• 
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• Priority Teams 

1. What have we learned from TIMMS that might inform any aspect of ESEA? 

2. What have we learned about best practices in states and districts that have raised 
their math achievement levels? How might these insights translate into policy 
recommendations concerning ESEA? 

3. In what ways hasthe broader focus of the Eisenhower program affected either the' 
quality or the amount 01 ine professional development offered to math teachers? What 
is the evidence? 

Teaching 

1. What is the potential impact of OERl's new Center on Teaching (Partnership for 
Excellence and Accountability in Teaching) on the way we approach professional 
development issues in Title 1? 

, ',' ',," ,;." 

• 2. Have we maximized the potential value of telecommunications technology in the 
continuing professional development of teachers in ESEA programs? If not what 
legislative recommendations can we make? " .,: ...." ,.. :. 

,. ,,! .'" ", :.,' ;' " 

3. What have been the strengths and weaknesses oHhe' ~"ewJ!=isenhovier program? 

4. How can we tie the programs in ESEA to the principles of professional development 
articulated by Terry Dozier's work? 

5. What recommendations can you offer with respect to connecting the professional "­
development activities described under Title V of the Higher Education Act with the 
provisions of ESEA? 

-..... ,. 

Strong Schools 

1. What are the potential policy implications of the President's recent request to collect 
more complete data on school violence? How might we use this data to further program 
goals? 

2. What can we do to close the gap between what we know works and continuing high 

• 
levels of violence and drug use? What are the p~::cy implications for Reauthorization? 



• 


• 3. How might we address the problems of school violence and drugs within a broader 
context of school restructuring that includes curricular and organizational changes? 
4. Are charter schools meeting the needs of all siudents? What has been their impact 
on the .way we deliver services under ESEA? 

5. What can we do to strengthen charter schools and support the President's goal of 
3,000 charter schools by 2002? 

, 

Standards 

,1. In light.of the information collected from the survey work (conducted by various 
organizatieris) what are we learning concerning the impact of ESEA programs in those 
states and districts lhat have made the most progress on standards-based reform as 
opposed to those that have made the least? What are the implications for 
Reauthori~ation of this data? 

2, We are hearing that states and districts will require a considerable amount of support 
to develop their new assessment systems required by IASA. What are the challenges 
we can expect to address prior to the Reauthorization? What legislative changes might 
be necessary particularly since some of the assessments are not due to be in place 
until after the current Reauthorization has technically expired? 

• 3. What support can we provide to help translate standards into changes in'classroom 
practice? 

.', " : 

Reading 

1. How will the new America Reads program affect the way we address reading in 

ESEA? 


"2. What have we teamed about the teaching of reading since the 1994 Reauthorization 

that needs 10 be applied now or as a policy recommendation in the upcoming 

Reauthorization? 


3. What evidence do we have that 1994 legislation is achieving results for Title 1 

students? 


. 4. What might be the potential impact of ObeyiPorter? 

Technology' 

1. What key changes will we need to take into account between 1994 and 1999 in 

terms of the quality and availability of technology? '''C'' 


http:light.of


• 2. How might we build a more integrated approach to the infusion of technology into all 
aspects of ESEA 7 

..~, , . 

3. Are funds going to the targeted poverty populations? 

". 

• . 'I......· . - ~ - .' 

, .- , 
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. .." 



::::,:: ':::::::::,: :::::::::. :: ::. :,: : .. ,:::::::::::":: :: 


• 


,." , , 

Issue Groups (We plan to give these questions to specially commissioned groups) 

1,Why is the perception in'Congress that your program is "not working"-what are your 
recommendations as 10 how we mighl change Ihose perceptions? • 

2, Why have some school districts failed to heed the message regarding flexibility of 
funds or continue the view those provisions negatively (i.e" schoolwides dilute the 
focus on needy students)? 

3, What have been the key demographic change between 1994 and 1999 that we 
should take into consideration in the upcoming reauthorization? 

4"What can we infer from the experiences of some of the stales and districts that are 
showing improved results as opposed to results from those states and districts that 
have been fiat or worse? What are the implications of this analysis lor the 
reauthorization? 

" , 

.......... o! 


• 
..~.-. 
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.' **'" DRAFT *** -February 5,1998. *** DRAFT *** 

Summary of the First Retreat on the Reauthorization of ESEA 
January 27,1998 

At the OESE Senior Leadership retreat we discussed an organizational strucrnre for raising and 
resolving issues related to the reauthorization ofESEA. A Core Group made up of Assistant 
Secretaries and other senior leadership in the Department wiU make decisions related to 
reauthorization and provide general guidance to a staff-level Work Group. The.Work Group, 
chaired by Susan Wilhelm and made up of staff from all involved offices, will frame poHcy 
issues and options for reauthorization, Program specific issues and optioris v.':ill be mainly be 
generated at the Program Office level, but ViiH be brought to the Work Group to.ensure that 
policies are consistent and cross-cutting issues are addressed. 

At tJle retreat. f.enior leadership raised. many issues that the Work Group for reauthorization 
should address. After much discussion, we reached consensus on the initial questions that the 
Work Group should address, keeping in mind that many additional questions. from a variety of 
sources, will surface and be considered, The initial charge to Work Group is to draft a Federal 
Register notice, Issues for the Work Group to consider nrc outlined below. 

Issues To Be Considered By The \Vork Group 

,: <~ "W,..Jhr~_over.arching questions should be considered throughout all deliberations: 
. a) How do we close the current achievement gap? 
.-b) How do we encourage policies that fQster comprehensive refonns that CU~ across program 
practices and policies? 
c) How do we ensure tl:.~t our programs improve classroom practices? 
Some other key considerat.i1ms foHow: 

1~ Wbat do we know so far about the effecti,'cness of the implementation of tbe 1994 
reau"thorization of ESEA1. \\-'hat evidence d~ we have that each of the five guiding principles 
of the Act is being imp]e;;~lltbd? Wh~t resUlts can we show re6ar~ing ~e i~pact of each 
principle? 

As a result of this work. we should ultimately be able to teU a story about the lASA 
implementation, Ideally, we will be able to show that education looks different today as a result 
of each principle. Any data on results in terms of student achievement would be especially 
useful, 

• 

2. ~hould we a~~....~ny principles to guide the next reautborization? {e.g. creating school 

environments conducive to learning, or building capacity to implement standards-based reforms) 

Should we "tinker" with the current principles? 




• *** DRAFT *** February 5, 1998 *** DRAFT *** 

3. Should we incorporate Cnals 2000 Into the ESEA .reauthorization proposal, and if so, 
how? 

4. How do W~ create a reform umbrella with croS5~utting outcomes? 
We discussed ideas s~ch as regrouping programs around outcomes expected and/or common 
themes. We also discussed. however. the importance of examining the role of special 
populations within each of those themes, We also d~scussed the merits of narrov..ing the number 
of programs. The Work Group should explore whether there are programs that can he collapsed 
as well as ways that we might cowHer Gorton4ype block grant proposals. 

5. How can we improve th~ technical assistance supported by tbe Department? (This may 
have to be a separate work group that v.'ill include people from across the Department) 

We need to address questions such as how to tailor our technical assistance: how to derme 
technical assistance, and what or who sbou1d provide technical assistance. 

• 

6. How can we strengtben professional development programs througb the reauthoriZation 

process? HO:N do we conneet'our professional development initiatives (e.g. class SIze, bilingual, 

technology, etc.)? \\-'hat do we want in professional development? What is our overall goal? 

How do we connect approaches to professional development to changes in classroom practice? ' 

How do we strengthen school leadership? ' , 


, 7. H()w'sh()~tild:~e,addrCss,the issue of strengthening accountability for student results? 
How do V;'e'.iricrease, accountability for student learning instead of focusing solely on compliance 
with the law,}~\Vhat are the responsibilities of the different players within the education system? 

, 

8. How should we approach equ!~ issues? 
Equity should be examined broadly_ :::;.be Work Group' should continually ~ille how 
proposals affect special populations. Similarly, how can ESEA address aChievc"ment gaps and 
dropout issues? How s~ould accountability for equity be framed? The Work Group should 
examine all options. One idea that ~ presented was that when schools defme their indicators 
ofsuccess, one should not be able to dl'stdig"uish the SES of students based on .:~rformanc(',. .' 
Another apprc1ach is to focus on targeting resources. 

, k v.... eJ: of 
9Y How can 'ft't strengthen linkages between our programs and other programs? - i\t" I~S~ 
We would like the Work Group to examine strengthening linkages among programs during 
implementation as well as ways that linkages could be \llTCngthened legislatively. 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

OfFICE 9"" r:~EMEiiTARY A.1'IID SE.CONDARY' EDOCATION 

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

Jely 7, 1997 . 

MEMORA.'.DUM 

To: Mike Smith 

FROM: Gerry Tirozzi 

SUBJECT: Regarding the Reauthorization of Goals 1000 

Background 

• 
As you are aware, Titles In and IV of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, as well. as the' 
:Ruthoriza!ion for appropriations for the Goals panel and for assessme:it and evalu'ation graats in 
Title II, expire in FY J998, The automatic ODe year extension for prcgrar.Js that is provided for in 
the General Education Provlsio.1S·'Act win allow the prog:ams to receive appropriations for fiscal 
1999, Since Title 1II Of Goals is'forivlirded funded, fiscal year 1999 funds will used during the 
1999,2000 school year; funds for Title·N(parer.tal Assistance Ceoters) and the Goals panel " 
would be used during the 1998.99 school year, "", '. . .. 

It is time to considei:.vtiafsteps1:ifanyltbe·riepartment shou1d take in regard to Goals 2000: We 
need to conSider tiriiiHg/cOnt(hitl~·and.process.. 

N : •. : ::: "':' '.'. ~,.:~ ,1";;, 

Timing 

There are three main options. 
'-

Qption one Seek a one year e;q~n$iQn ofGQals 2000 as part of the ] 999 budget regyest. 

PROS: -. 
.. Would more dearly progracma6calty link Goals to ESEA allow development of a more 

complete package of assistance. 

.. 'Would avoid.consideration by Congress of Goals 200 alone, which would probably be 
contentious. 

• This could result i!l. a more cohesive approach to reform by combining Goals with other 
refcr", based legislatioll, such as Titles III and VI ofESEA, and anY'choice prog:<UllS we 

.seek, such as Cbarter Schools, 

http:prcgrar.Js
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• • Acting now for eXlenslor. (rather than waiting unt;] 2000) leaves us time to consider how 
to proceed if the exte:lsion is not granted. 

Avoids the cons to extension discussed above, 

CONS: 
.. This delays considerauon of Goals until the 0:;\1 Congress, which might be more dificult 

to deal wLth on this program. ' 
• 	 May confound consideration ofother parts of ESEA,' espedally Title f, on issues related 

to accountability. by bringing the issue of state and local control into the forefront 

• 	 A request for extension will p:obabl1 resc:t b CO:1gressional amendments ~ We CQuld, in 
essence, be trying to reauthorize the legislation two years in a ~ow.' , 

• 	 Extension of the legislation in its present form· as support for reform planning ~ may not 
make sense, States have pl<L"ls and need help in implementing some particularly cifficult 
compon~ts 'Of them. 

QptiQO two Send a revised reform bil1 to CQDQreSS i~r'enactl1Jent net..1 vear, 

PROS: 

• 
,. 

. , . 
• 	 Provides a forum for debate on reform itself> :\, ". " 

• t\.l.lows for redirection ofthe-prograrii'D.o\\,' ':we'can!clear out some baggage. 

CON; ,:.:".~i_;~;i_,'f.~lr.c:ij<p;:t1T,;-~~lr~",~ ~ r ~ .. ,,'" 

• 	 It will be difficult to eiiacra's:a:'st'ano'aIcne'rneasure-'alid wilt be a target for all kinds of 
arnendrnenrs. _ ' C,,;' ~. ,'. ._ ". ­

Option three. Defer anv action OQW and 'have the reauthorization 12r:!QQ!;tti accompany the 
FY 2QQQ b\ldget reqp,,!'-. 

PROS: 
• 	 We could present as part ofESEA at that time, though ESEA would 'till have its 

extension year in which. to operate. , . -:~ •. ",-' ':;' ... .' 

• 	 It gives us more time to consider content ~ we do:l't.have a lot of data on Goals 2000 
effects at this time. 

• It avoids the double consideration inherent in option one. 


CONS: 


• • It leaves no option'if<30ngress doesn't act on the reauthorization request ~ there would be, 

2 



• no basis for appropriations and funding would cease . 

• It pushes consideration to the next Congress . 

RECOMlviEhfDA110N: An initial discussion of the issue among judith Johnson, Jennifer Davis. 
Tom Fagan and Ca~herine Jovicich concluded tha: we should to send a reauthoriUltion relioest to 
accompany ,he FYl999 budget. .. .. 

Content 

In considering how to proceed with ~ny reauthorization. now or in the following year, it may be 
helpful to briefly discuss what we have learned since the legislation \\'as onginaU~' cO:'1celved. 

• 

Legislation simHar w Goals 2QOO was onginally proposed by the Bush Admirtistrario!"j bu~ failed 
to be enacted. primarily over inclusion of a voucher provision. As anotber pan of its effort to .' 
spur reform, that administration, following the lead ofthe National Council for Mathematics. 
entered into contracts with several discipline based orga.:izations to develop national standards in 
several academic areas. The assumption behind th!s effort was that these new national sta:loards, 
like those developed for math, \\'Ould be the basis for state standards in the various disciplines. 
Goals 2000, as originally proposed and as finally passed, ,:oul~ a::si~t sta~~~,i~ Qevel,oping their 
own standards, using the national models as guides, and assessments,aligned to those standards . 
The standards, while not uniform across the .state~ would have Some"~o~~n~lnr,derived frO!l1 
the national sta.'1dards and, along Vvith the assessments, would,begin to iook~uniform across each 

, - . "," :'~:",,,.,t'"~....,., ,.-,.,;:~,;:::".,,, ""~" 

state, 

. "'! f '1' .... .,;;i'{j--: If,·''·'f'':'~-''-·' '::' 
Thi,s is not how it has pwed ouL Many of the natioDal,s.t~9.lf9§:Sf'1t?~}9:~~,'~4\i?r~able :when 
viewed as a bas:s for instruction. Th~e are more standards thah'~ po.ssib~y.be· ,taught to in 
schools; the various disciplines have stated their standards in different ways; some areas, such as 
history and English/language arts, nave been frauSh' with contention; and, most important, the 
issue of local control ofcurriculum has made if diffiwlt for natioual Ftandards to be accep(~d,,::nd 
for state standards and assessments to be uniform throughout the state: Therefore) we need to' 
seriously rethink the Goals legislation to bring it more in line with where we are, keeping in ml>ld 
that the legislation shou1d seek to address the real diffen;:Dces in education cb.ildren receive ­
differences that cut across economic rather than state lines.~ The edi.;.~.at;,on ch.ilr.:en in·weaJ(t)'~, 
suburbs receive is :similar across states, as is that afforded chiJdren in our poorest areas. 

Therefore rather than seeding up a biII that amends the current legislation, we propose one that is 
more focussed on the areas ofcomprehensive reform tha:. are pro~ing most difi)cult to implement. 
There are currently several s.ources of such infort::iation, including; 

• The District and School Servey Da!a; 
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• • Resu!ts of peer review of state plans; 


• Information gathe:ed by the State Collaborative (housed in CCSSO); 


• Information gathered by CPRE; and 

• Infor:nation provided by the states, especially those in the forefro:11 of re:QrrR 

'While a mort detailed look at these (as well as other) sources is needed, it now. appears that the 
areas of most concern now are; , 

Performance standards and assessments . .Everyone is having a tough time with this, from 
developing valid and reliable peribnnance assessments, th~ cost of those assessments, 
accommodations for LEP children and those w.ith disabil:ties. misunderstanding by the public, etc. 
There is confusion between content and performance standards. In addition, we need to cocsider 
this issue in relation to the proposed national tests in reading and mat{H!matics. We also need to· 
con~ider what role, if any. Achieve can play in tbis area. 

Professional development. A recurring Issue in discussion with state and local offic~al and with 
teachers is the difficulty of providing enough quality professio-nal development 'to move standarcs 
to instruction., . . .,

• Bring reform to scale. This is related to both oftbe items above, especiaHy to professional. '''~:. 
development. but also involves the inert:a of the system; t.he complexity of the system; apcLthe" •.,.' ..' " 
cort...lUsion about standards based reform in the first place. The district and school survey resUlts' , 
illustrate this - schools report that they are carrying out sta..;dards-based reform and;i,t did .got.'. ,-." , 
involve much change. It lS also about a certain lack of urgency, especially about impro'vlng.pyrl':.;'~.: ; ',:' 
most troubled schools and qistricts. .,,' . 'r". 

Accountability., Many states are relying solely on school and district report cards L.~at are less 
than easy to understand; the local control issue makes strong'state action dimcult in many states; 
strong state actions taken have not had a dramatic effect of stude:lt ad:.ievement; choice issues 
cloud the picture; benchmarking js not generaHy !lnderstood or practiced; accC1untability becomes, 
.a· paperwork-exercise.
'. .... ., . ..,,, . 
Public understanding, This overlays the whole effort - it is directly related to the local issue~ 
there is simply a la.ck oftruSL Is leads to demands for nOffil referenced assessme:r:.s rather than. 
those tied to the standards; standards are viewed as a move away from basic education, rather 

. than seeing the old basics as a standard. . ' 

Evaluation. How do we know if the reforms are working at national, state, local, and school 
levels. 
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" 

• Putting it all toget/rer. States and local communities are having the same prob!em that we are 
having in the department Goals 2000 is often used as just another program, suppo::ing a discre:e 
set of services which may have beer. included in art overall plan> but the rerr.a:nder of the pla.'1 
does not get attended ro. The best exampie of this is the pressure on Goals to use the money for 
technology, 

One of the m.ajor o~jeciior.s to going rorv:ard with a reform piece oflegislat:on outs:de of ESE A 
is that several of the programs in ESEA are also pieces of reform and should be connected. One 
afthe major ones is Title III, educational technology. A major reaso.n for placing the technology 
fund in the Goals 2000 office ;5 the prern:se that techrlO!ogy is a key component of reform and 
that, witho'Jt instructional reform, technology is just a lot ofmachinery and wires, Unlike most of 
the formula grant programs in ESEA, Title II! is current year funded, which means its last year of 
fund availability to states and local communities coincides with that of Goals, In addition, the ' 
Title III legislation, used 10 support the Fund. is no! consistent with the four advities cO:1tained, 
in tbe national technology pian the fhrid is to heip implement. 'v..'e propose adding technology to 
this reform bill. This has been discussed briefly \\1th Linda Roberts and she expressed interest in 
taking this approach, focussing technology more on improving instruction. ' 

Process 

Assutr.ing that we'wish to, try to develop a bill this year. we should do the foll:J\ving: 
", ' 

1, Set up a learn to' lead the effort. The team should represent those persons in the Department 

who know the most and:will be most affected by the bilL . .. ., ", .~y "", '.'.'r'-; 


~ 'J:~ 
1;-" 1:t" 2. Have the team jmmediately.establish a process to gat!Jer input. (rQ~ st~te,s, local ~mrnunities,., " ~;:., T;.r.,. 
, '" . ' . , business, and other interested parties, Vole \.\~ll need strong,support for anything we send for:-V1ar9::\,.. ,.: ..;·~.~~c~ 

3 Gather alJ the rla~a there is en the progress of reform and evaluation of its effectiveness, 
•.(neluding ,hat on use of technology as pan of 'hat reform. This will be difficult, given the lack of 
st~dies on Goals 2000 and the preliminary cature of the evaluation of technology, However, we 

. \vill need the information on Goals 2000 even we decide to only seek an extension.. 

i'l.: 'Detennine areas for commission of papers that can add to our knowledge. 
"',-1,":, '-, 

," .. 
5. Frame an outline ofwhat we wish to do using the data we have gathered, connections to 
ESEJ\ the National tests, the Reading initiative, etc, This needs some guida.:lce from you. 

6. Have the team construct a plan, with timelines) lmd try Hke heck to follow it The bill will have 
to be ready to go to the hill before hearings 00 (he appropriation, I would think. 

Please let me know how you wish to proceed, 
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• TO: Reauthorization workg7oup 

FROM: Tom Fag.." 

RE: Request for developme,nl of option for reauthorization of Goals 2000 and other 
programs. 

At a meeting Monday afternoon of the reauthorization core group. Mike Smith agreed to go 
.forwar~ with exploration of an option to consolidate several programs dealing with whole school 
reform into a singh: authority. THIS IS NOT A DECISION TO PROCEED IN THIS MANNER. 
BUT TO EXI'LORE IT AS AN OPTION. 

, 
TIle programs to be- considered are Goals 2000, Titles It III(Technology Fund), VI, and the 
Comprehens,ive School Refonn Demonstration (Obey Port~r) funded under Title 1 and the Fund 
.for the !mprovemen~ of Education. The {otal current appropriation for the$e programs is .:tbout 
$1.8 billion. 

We need to put together a description ofwhat a piece of legislation combining these progra:ns 
\.\'ould look like, while al~1) determining if it makes sense to do so. 'We don't need'draf1 
legislation or even rough legislative specifications, Just a paper that describes what the 
legislation v.:,ouJd contain and what it would hope to accomplis.h, It might have sections 
describing the various sections included in most state formula l~gislatjon • How states get 
money, how funds would be distributed to states. what entities would be eligjble to get funds 
from stutes, how states would allocate money (Mike favors discretionary grants. but formula 
should be looked into), how some form ofaccountability,couJd be constructed (this is why Mike 
favors discretionary). reponing rcqui'remen1.S) length ofawards, state plan requirements (as part 
of a comprehensive pJ3.!J'!) 

In detennining if it make,:; sense to do this, think about implications for inclUSIon ofEi;en!'l)wer 
whc!J our scores in math and':>cience are poor, and::he inclusion o~lechnoJog)' which is a high 
,priority for the administration - is there a way to keep focus on these areas? 

C<?nsider the following fac~N~ a<; welL Obey-Porter is school based. Goals 2000 has a Siai.~, . 
district and school approach as does Eisenhower, while Title VI is more district based. What 
should we be after? 

The Goals 2000 report t(l Congress includes some specific areas of refoml that need more 
attention, How can the proposal get at those areas? 

Obey~Porter is research driven school based refonr., and really talks about model adoption. 

• 
Shouid that focus be included in tbe proposal ~1 Th.ink so), If so, how? 

The main thrust is on smndards driven reform, with alignment of the instruction,a) system to 



• those standards and asseSSments to measure progress of schools in getting ali children to meet the 
standards. This is to further that e:Tor1., not replace it. Will a major change in our legislative 
approach disrupt current state efforts? 

While Goals 2000 is legislatively co;)cc:ned with comprehensive refom, as are Title] 
schoolv.ide programs, a1 local level they are sometimes viewed {and used) as funding sources 
for projects that may add to the instructional program) but don't really change it. \\'hatever we 
do with Goals. we need to do something to make it more of a change agent. How can we do 
that? 

1 think this is more than enollghfor you to chew on. Please let me know if I can help. You may 
want Heidi Ramirez to brief you on the report to Congress and an earlier compilation 011 the state 
of school refonn. She also has several source documents thai might help you thbk this through. 

• ! 

'.' " 
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