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TITLE 1 ACCOUNTABILITY

Question: How do the accountability provisions in: your Title I proposal differ from current
Jaw? What difference would they make?

For the most part, the &émmxstrat;{}z‘z § Rroposal wos bu

. h he exi LnoLy
fudivimplemented a naggzggl} to secountability in Tit g[ which *e%is on s*andwds- af;aé

assessments of student ;}elz*f'armant:e

Ih&_!& Heas ;g;g;f ngu,ﬂ gi ;zg;zezzzs . §§!§ !!§§§, ;ﬁ,ﬁ Sl,z;% 1|§ in §§{ zm;zggu, 1;53 TERGUIEDS ;Q
Mth&LQW@&M

I |
Qur proposal would encourage e Slales 1 vel fHeorou tewide accountability
sysiem (or all schonls, znc fuding Title 1 schools, 10 eliminate the mukiple and often confusing
Title 1 and State accountabifity systerms currcmiy gperating in more than half the States. The
bill wounld give States flexbitity o use vither of two accouniability models: the one outlined
in the statute, which would require schools (o make substantial gains 1n overall student’
performance and in the pé:rf@mlance of the lowest-performing students, or an alternative that
is ot feast aé rigoraus and effective.

by

" alfocations for this purpoée At least 70 percent of these funds would g,o to districts o fum

g 4 b “ar{}umﬁ Tow-performing scbools with a priority on districts with chronically feiling schools
B gy e s A4 that need the strongest inerventions, Fewer than half of the schools identified for

improvement in 199798 received additionsal professional deve clepment or asszstaﬁce

QuL.pronoal FEEW;QM&L&;Q mcmvm nu.lddm g ONE OF ore of dza
following: (1} impkmemg% a new, rescarch-based curriculum, (2) redesigning or
reconstiwzing, ihe scheol giﬁ{ziz}di 1g re-opening it as a charter schoot, (3) closing the schoal;
and {4} 1n conjunction w}zh any other above actions, allow students int schools that are subjest
1o correriive antion to irwsfc“ 1¢ ether public schools,

F

' mémummwmwmmmmmm srl 18 TEN0

requirgd under ihe Education Accountability sct in Tide XI. ’i‘%ze mpon Laz‘ds wzzzzld give all

_parents the information Zhw necd o evaluate the guality of the schools their children attend,

including data on student aci*;e%marzz broken out by ethnic and racial subgroups, limited

. English proficiency stadwzs, and studenis with disabilities.

mmagﬁ_glmh b} r::z;zzmng sahoe s 16 test LEP studems w‘&o have azterzécd schools in e
U.S. for three c@nsccuuvé years in English on the State’s reading or language arts
assessment. In addition, Szazes would s:8)i be m{;mred to assess studenis in the contont areas
in the language and form mast tikely 10 yvield accurate information,
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TITLE I PARAPROFESSIONALS

Questign: What chunges are you proposing with regard to the use of paraprofessionals i the
Title I proyram? What is your rationale for those changes? What effects will they have? Would
requirements 1o eliminate the use of paraprofessionals in providing instruction mean that

programs like Success for All, which use paraprofessionals, could no longer be supported by
Title 1?

Answer:

! o provids instruetjon, despite
the fact that very y few ;}arapmfessama g ?zzve khe educationzt background necessary ¢ teach
students.

¢ In the 1997.68 school year, cenlofprinciy ROTAIN s gy
aides, and almost all of ﬁz{}&e aldm (98 3{.;1‘(:{,"22 Twere ﬁmhgf z{.achmgﬁ or bcipmg, tcac%*

students. Threc-fourths z‘;‘f‘ parapmfessmna 5 {70 percent) spent at east some time teaching
without a tgacher present!

'“1

Since we know that wach;.:r guaiity is eritical to determining student success, we must greatly
reduce or climinate il araprofessionels In instructionsd roles.

provigh ZELJREL»HQLLQ&&ULQQ such {,3 wz{z*’mg, assisting wzih classroem management, or
providing guidance in a cqmpul“z‘ Zabcmtory Aldes with less than two years of college
would be limited To parcnt!ilazsm or ather nowms{mcnona] roles.

+ Al tha, sume time, we gggwmt‘&mmi e

supporting State and local l‘eﬁom to build carcer ladders *cadmg © ’;&mﬁmnon
' |
+  Success for All and other instructional strategies szzpportcci by Title | could continue to rely

. on paraprofessionals for m;wﬁag, and other activiiies so long,as those paraprofessionals have
completed at least two years of college,




TITLE | “FOLLOW.THE-CHILD” FROPOSALS

Question: Would your proposal require Title | funding to “follow-the-child?” 1f not, why not?

in the face of 2 limited mmi‘zﬁr of mgh-quality public and privaie schools, youcher proposals

ML&HMEM&&&ﬂQRm&&W%&M@MMM
of fatiure for enire 5@?{;@]5

Like aif voucher pmpesa’?s litle t vouch -
that face the enormous ﬁnanc;;.l burdens of ﬂdu.,azmg concentrations of sevﬁrei}
disadvantaged students. Wouchers also would tikely dilute the impact of Title T funding,
rcnrwzg recent gaing intargeting fands (o the highest poverty schools with the greatest
needs,

In response (o research siwwmg, a strong link between ;.mccnlmnon z}f' p@veﬂv :md academic

’ i”a:&zzrz: Title | was restiu Mﬂxﬂ?ﬁéﬂmﬁ hasize

of schools enrolling large numbers of poorstidents, ratlu,r tézan scwmg mdwzéad poor i{iés

apart from their peers. With its focus on individuals, follow-the-child is diametrically
apposed to this research-based approach,:which concentrates Federal funds to transfonm

- prtire schools.. o oL, R NI TE S RS

e A
Title L youchers woulkd mme mtzabﬁztv and-disrgy % 1ls at just the time
thousands of Title | schonfs [5iareT m;dcrtdlungs zhmomprchwswé rcs,carch based, schoolwide
reforms that show the ¢ grcates& promise of narrowing the achicvement gap between
disadvantaged kids and their more advaniaged peers. The uncertainty of annual school
funding levels under a vaucher program could make the long-term planning and hiring
needed for effeciive wm;}rehenswe reforms all but 1mpc$>*‘¥ie

Youchers vadermipe effgris, greatly sirengthened in the %ﬁzz}m&ﬂmz@m
bill, 1o ensure accouniability fer lhc ¢ffective use of Federal education fands to improve
stugdent achievement, T SR




PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

OQugstion: How many separpie professional development pregrams or set-asides are included in

your bill? If there are more than s couple, whal is vour rationale for including that many, and
how do they ali it together? |

Answer:

¢ Although the Aémzmslr&ﬁmn 15 proposing sceveral professional developmient programs under

the Bducational Iixccl! ;em:c for All Children Act, the major professional development
progrivy that we are pmpes‘ng is Teaching 10 High Standards (Tisle 13, which would provide
funds to Siates and sr:mmi2 distnets for prefessional development for teachers of children in
grades K through 12. This initiative would replace State reform programs under Title I of

Goals 2000, ESEA Title 1 (Eisenhower f’rofexswm% i}evalopmcm} snd ESEA Tide VI
{lnnovative Education Program Stralegies}.

?f:ﬁchzng 10 High Szanéard‘; would provide prafessional develorment (o educators 1o help
them br nwwmm classroom for all students. The program weould provide
teachers with sustained and intensive high-guality professional development in the core
academic conlent areas, including a $300 million annual sct-aside for professional

development in mazhemaucs and science. This ;}maess wngh éeveaoﬂmem wouid be aligned
~ with State and local cmtfmt and student p{:*’ﬁ)nnance swad“rés.

L Y
v o o [
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m;ﬁgm_ The pmgc}szz} wbuld émm ;uncis Jor. t:"i’imp?ﬁ tciwam efi}ms to strcngihez}

instruction in core acad&n‘*){; Ci}ﬁ‘ii«}’}i areas ]"ZZ{}}{ZZ’ ’r.;%i]’lﬁf)WEi"iﬁi Q&cra] strat C‘“‘R?S for

i RLEFILALE 1 P
improving classroom practice. The pr&pesgzi would also; pwzmte the use at” professional
developmunt activities that are sustained over time, razi‘l& than those that are condensed into
a single workshop, and acti\;’u;cs‘ that incorporate active coliaberation among teachers, rather
than passive lectures and disconnected practice in isolated classrooms. ..,
| -
»*

Leachers of vounger childrep also need high-qua ality pmmugm to improve
classroom instruction, To mcez this nced, the Administration 15 proposing the Early
Childhood Professional Dev E‘:lOpm{:ﬁi lnitiative (also wa Title 11} 1o enhancethe {umz‘c

academic sugcess of young chziér%_rz especially those living in poverty. Current] y.there are
no concentrated Federal funds to meet this need.

¢ Toprovide additional §

, the Helping

Disadvantaged Children Mce& Hlj,h Stanéards {Tule I} gropasal wouk} support high quality
instroction by requiring Tn‘eII districts to: {1) set aside S percent of program funds in fiscal
years 2001 spd 2002 and 10 ;:’::emmz of funds in3 subsequent years for professional
development, {2) ensure that ncw Title ] teachess are certificd in the fiedd in which they are
teaching, and (3) raise the mlmm +m gquahfications for paraprofessionals working in Title |

programs, This would allow [l”zz ¢ 1 s¢hools 10 tailor professional development (¢ meet the
unique needs and instructional approaches of each school.
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great deal of rouble finding qualified bilingual sducation and ESL teachers, Therefore, our
bill would contimie the current Title VII professional development program.

The Elementary Schoot Foreign Language Program would provide funds to help.morg
glemeniary school teache ' hecome gualified .ach a foreign language. Rescarch indicates
that the optimum time 10 begin Jeamning a second language is in elementary school;, however,
fewer than one-third of elementary schools in the United States offer {oreign language
instruction.

it it
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TEACHER QUA LITY Ai\f} RECRUITMENT

Q__ﬁ‘iflgjg What, if anything, would your bill do 1o help school districts recruit the 2 million new
eachers they will need 10 hire over the next decade?

ARsSwer:

o Despite the fact that every year the Nation's colleges and universities produce many more

teachers than are hired and that aver 2 million individuals who possess education degrees are
curretitly engaged in activities other than teaching, many school disiricts experience
difficulty recruiting and hiring enough fully-qualified teachers, The reasons inciude -

« Cumbersome and poorly caordinated State ticensing procedures and ocal hiring
practices; . )

Burc.mc;‘atlc pwﬁonnei practices that result) in lzzmg;, dec isions being deleyed until as Jate
as the start of the sch{m] year;

£ 2
Salarics and working conditions that discourage many individuals from entering teaching
and cause experienced teachers fo leave the profession;

A Tack of support for ngéw teachers that could help reduce the atrition rate and the
number of new teachers that school districts must hire every year; and

b

o

T AWEE % P wfges g \ A?»;
«  Compensation systems that do not reward icaahcrﬁ for improving ihcw knowiedge a”zé
(}?"J]IQ £ [ . :'fia ‘:g‘ 5 h'agi’w\ ”s** ‘:
: gi"‘ "’”‘ s f S 1? t"i.*:'f;“' ;*l
To he‘p address these probl e, the Administraljon ign ggzgsmg rogralns in, ‘the

Educational Excelience for lAl Chitdren Act that would provide fW
recryitment pragliges. Title 11 prograns that would support these ¢fforts include the
fallowing:

o The Teaching to High Standards program would provide States with additional
resourees 10 support § lhé devela;)menl 33 1ha sabaol district and school-building level, of
Mrwm@_; Liing g new teachers, as well as to ereale
& statewide network o §>r0v1<3t3 potcnzza% zeachvrs with access to znf'mmtmn un job
openings, required qualifications, and on-hine applications.

*  The Teaching to High Sméards program would also support thc efforts of school
districts to develop ,.Qggmzy@;: magg_gz:&gc LQ@&M@Q@HMM@JQ@MM ,
plg;*zzﬁ,pmﬁgmm_lm&gz_ _ ; ect areas identified by the
school distriet as having a shortage of (‘;zza 1ﬁc<§ ?eachcz's I?.ccaz;:e research shows that
many schools have dif; ﬁcu;zv retaining teachers during their first three vears on the job,
parl of the program also focuses on induction programs for uew teachers that provide
ther with the support and mentoring they need to succeed in the classroom,

+  The Transition to Teaching program would build an the highly successful work of the
eparimeni of Defense’ 5 T‘"f}{)ps to Teachers program. Thisprogram weuld broadep the

=

3 o-
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high-need subject are

¢  Title Il would also authorize the creation of a nationwide job bank for teaching
positions; support ef‘i‘oris to increase the portability of teacher credeniials, pensions, and

crediled years of axpemnz:u among tates and schooi districls; azzd nuppa. { the
development and & mpiemematxon of nati 0

it hiig

hlve.

quelified individuals fo become feachers, mg e a]ng}zgll cmma.g;m

hish-poverty school districts.

Title VI of the ESEA, the Qﬁﬁﬁ:ﬁ_izggﬁ_;l; ction initiative, would allow schoo! disiricts 10 use
program funds ¢ recruit, *m‘c aml 1razz~1 certified regular and s;zeczai education teachers 1o

reduce class size.

The teacher quality and recruitment proposals included in gur ESEA proposal compliment
and build uporn the Teacl1c£ QGuality Enbancement Grants program authorized under the
Higher Education Actof %96‘5! enacted tast vear, The State grant program is designed 1o help
States | .mpwm the guality {}f their teaching force through promioting reform activities such as
teacher hicensing and CCZ‘%[’ cation, wacher preparation and professional development, and

. recruiling teachers for hzgi» need %Emo!s The Recruitiment grant program supports ef’f(zm 10

reduce shortages of {;ﬁ{t}rﬁ?d teachers in high-need school districts, This program supports
high-quality teacher preparation programs that work to meet locally identified needs, identify
pools of poteial 1¢ac§1ers who address the shortages, and recruit mézv;duals from ti’zesc

po0ls.

- TR o

ﬁﬁ&i&%@hﬂs, especially in high-poverty school districts and
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SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS

Question: Evahiations seem (o indicate that the Safe and Drug-Free Schools program has been
meffective. How does vour bill address this problem?

Answer: Cur reauthorization proposal for Safe and Drug-Free Schools would improve the
program by:

1Doia - - s, Under our proposal,
States would éwaré suhbmné cen%;)c,txtlvglv w0 szhool dlslrzcts arzé OIhCr applicants, based in

significant part on the {;uaiz«y of their plan. Programs would need 1o be based on research,
address locally identificd zzca(is and goals, and be assessed regularty for progress. We would

also increase support for SLatc activities to help applicants crente and implement effective,
-accouniable programs.

« Concentrati ds on arens of biph need. In contrast 1o the current {aw, under which
SDFSC funds are allocated by formula to all schooi districts in amounts too small to have a
sigificant impact in most dlsm{;{ss our proposal would require States to focus program funds

on districts that have szgmﬁcarzi drag and crime probloms and comprehensive, rescarch-based
plans {0 solve them.

: bijity, State and local recipients QfS{}?S funds would be-
:ﬁ{;zzzred 10 adapi aazcome»baseﬂ performance indicators and report regularly ontheir

progress. Continuation of _lor:a,i grants would depead on achievement of satisfactery progress
toward meeting performance targets. In addition, schoot districts would be required to oreate

.. and disseminare to the public an annual “repon card™-on school crime and disorder.

lcarming gm}mm Wc %auicﬁ requlre swh{}{‘zi ézsmcu u:> dcv Zop a wmpmﬁensn ¢ “Saﬁ,
Schools Plan” to ensure that essential program components sre in place and that school
efforte are coordinated wii%}l;‘eialcd community-based activities, The plans would include
fair and"effective discipling policies, safe passage to schools, rescarch-based drug and
violence preveation policies, and after-school programs.

. lmm;,;“ag SOOT Q;rla;,&n_he l ween Stare a1 and )
and local editcational agency programs and ac.tmtzes funded by the SDFS Gavemc}rs
program would be more ¢l osfcly coordinated and {focus all resources on the creation of safe,
orderty, and drug-free learning environments that support student achievenient.
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BILINGUAL EDUCATION

Ouestion: The Secretary ha
proficient ohildren become
schools 1o that standard?

s said thai the Admimstration’s goal 18 10 have all limited English
;;Irof’ icient in English within three years. Would your bill hold

-

Answer:

The bill includes strong measures to ensure that schools are held accountable for limited
English proﬁczf’ni {LEP) qudwm gaun% proficiency in English in thres years

+  Qur Tile ] nrongsal \KOQZL! require that, after LEP students have been enrolled in school for

. three consecutive vears, s{;hwi districts measure their progress in reading and or anguage
arts using Stale assessments written in English. School districts will use the results of this
tnglish language testing lf hold schools accountable for the achievement of LEP students

Scheol districts receiving T

: granis would annually assess the
[:I'igzzISl“‘i anguage profl cmncy of participating LEP studenis. 1 a program, afier three years,

is not making continuous aﬂd substantial progress in enabling children to learn English and
achieve 1o challenging quzzma, the school district operating the program would submit an
improvement plan to the S?Cz‘é&&l‘}" If the Secretary laler determines that the district

is not
making substantial progress in implementing the plan, he would tcrminate the grant




HIGH SCHOOL REFORM
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ngw Why is the Admn;szra{zon proposing a new high school reform program? How will
the program operate? %

Answer: We are proposing this iniative for several reasons, including the {ollowing:

LB SCDOGIs cly important because of their role In preparing an educated citizenry
:md | ';L illed and 36?;323:31& workforee,

» '] he dropout rate, I\AEP ané TIMSS results, and other dat indicate that prany. f}zg,iz schools
he npes.they face.

¢ As the violenee at Columbmc High School demonstrated, many high s school students feel
disconnecied from schoo! r;ngj fromadults. These students can be prove to emotionyd

distress, use drugs and alcohol, and may engage in violence. . These phenomena ray be
particularly present in the ’ix-‘{:r}f large high sehools that many students attend.

M moves 5 o iy schoois, For insiance, most
. of the projects carried out z.zmier the Campmhmswc School Rci’ﬁrm Dcnmmtz‘amns Program
have been at zbe eiemeniam level, 7

Car o

-~ HMighschools dc recgive samc ESEA funds, pamcai&riy undey ’?zzia i bzzz i {ieeszz Lseem to

be enough. We would like' 10 provide some fingd of SChOas i N
other gegmchd»m‘ ‘5&3@8 and local - in pzzmm 0{ SETIOS, ‘%Z&ﬁd&?‘d&“f}dScd educational
reforms. - o o 0 ey

poat . o *
B T

-

The inivative would work in the following manner:
|
. N .
« Local educatonal sgencics w{e{}uid compele for three-vear grants.
: i -
»  The Department would awaz*d gz’ams on the baazs c{api ication q..laui}f and need T o the
extent possible, gt Jeast balf of grants would Tt ;

* High schools participating in the prograifuwould img stemeni reforms aligned with their own
needs. Refornis would be designed to provide all students in the schoot with challenging
coursework, to motivate all szudenis to leam, 1o help them achieve their educational and
caréer goals, and make t;cboo} 2 place where students receive zm:%zv;ciaa? attention and
support. i

s The Secretary would be authc;rized to make [pcentive awards to participating schools that,
after three years in the program, demonstrate higher student achievement gans than
comparabie schools,

rimen cargiy : : ng careied out under the program, and
rf,cogmzc and ézssemzz}aiz infemanen on hii_h schools that demonstrate omstanding results.,

EE——_— LY



TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

P et

Cugstipn: A number of education groups have been highly critical of the technical assistance
activities funded under the ESEA. How does your bill address those criticisms, and w hat
changes are you propasing?

i
Answer: Dur bal} addresses cr*zzcxsme such 2s the following, about the 1echnical assistance
acuvities currently funded undcr the ESEA;

»  Current ESEA ¢ ica A istang sssemingtion effons are jnsulficientlv r vgd
{he needs of States, Jocal educational agenc ian (ribes for help in identifying their
particular needs for technical assistance and developing and implementing their own
inegrated systemns for usu'lg the various sources of funding for technical assistance activities
underthe ESEA (as wel] as other State and local resources} to improve leaching and leaming
and 1o implement more cﬁ“{wtwc y e programs authorized by the ESEA.

» SJ_{: g{;g} disiriol s mfig&mm.gmcmmmmﬁwmﬁmmmmm&

.o The Intemnet and gther forrs of advanced telecommunizations tehnology are a0 NParant,

hut as velundenised, means of nroviding information and assisiapge In g.cosi-effective wav
! -

. +
LT iu PR A T T

oraled system ' hical assistance providers to support school
zmprovcmeﬁz and g gwc Sw{es dnci schoo! districts flexibiity to determine and mect their

technical assistance needs, f o 1 2l - e

» Empowering customers by mmr.xsgm £ &Mhﬂbmn@iﬁﬁ.ﬁ.uﬂﬂ_l"
2 ates and high-need districis Joallow them 1o identify 1their needs
ijW mm&.ggﬂuzkz their capacity for sghool improvement.

s« Retaining techpical as W& in three key argas (matk and seience, technology, and

parent&l involvement), gn;z_g_gm_;“g new centerg weddress the special. needs of limited
English proficient, ngasor), Indian, angd Alaska \Eatzva students.

. mw;mmm by providing information to States and districts to improve

their own technical pssistance systems and select high-quality technical assistance services
and providers,

» W@W@Q neiworks 1o disseminate information,
assistance, and promisiag t::zs?xruclienal strategies. In addition, all of the Department’s
technical aswsiance prov idc,rs would be required to use electronic dissemination networks
and World Wide Web-based' Fesources, as wel as other technologies, to expand their reach
and mprove service deli zv&ry

R ————
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\ GOALS 2000

Question: Why isn’{ the Administration proposing o resuthorize the Gogls 2000 program? Has

the program been g failure?
i

+  Goals 2000 has not been a failire; rather, it has been an important facior in promoting State

and local reform efforts. |

|
» Inits 1998 report on Goals 2000, GAQ found that “Goals 2000 appears ¢ be accomplishing
what the Congress intended - praviding an additional flexible source o promote coordinated
huprovemenis (o State and iocal education systems.”

= With the support of ?cdcra programs such as ¢ oais 7{}00 all :30 .‘:&aics the District of
Lolumbia, and Puerio cha have made greal | }
in the core ucademic subjecgs,

+ The States that have demonstraied the most recent success in improving student achievement
are those States that have developed challeaging content and student performance standards,
and sligned curricula and assessments with those standards.. o

» The Teaching o High Standards proposalincluded in the Adnsinistration’s reauthorization
proposal would build on azzé axpand these efiorts and support States and local districts as
they strive 10 implement swndargis»basgzé reform in everyclassroom, The Department’s
proposal 1o consolidaie the {}oa%s 2000; Eisenhower State Grants, and Tite VI programs
would strengthen the focus ef States and local districts on-providing the types of professional
development activitics that lzave been.proven cifectiviein providing teachers with the
knowiedge and skilis nf:ccsse.f’y to prepare all students o achieve to challenging standards,

» The Admmzszmlmn *caui;wnzatzizr' pmpi}sal won (i ‘iISQ assist Siatog and lacal {i;szrzcts n

: ; : . ! ased reform bv supporting the
Loﬁ{fzzmd éé\;alovmem of c%ml m&,mg sontert and swdcm parformance standards and the
alignment of curricula and assessments with those standurds.

algh i
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CLASS SIZE REDUCTION INITIATIVE

t‘”m._s_mw

Question: Why is the Adnunistration continuing to push a one-size-fits-all class-size reduction
proposel, when research :.hows that the pupil-teacher ratip doesn’t make a difference

educational outcomes? ‘
Answer: i
!
o Class size does muke a differcnce. Rigorous rescarch has demounstrated the imporiapce of

reduced class size, particularly in the early ciementary grades, and shown that students who

receive instruction in smai} ciasses make more rapid cducational progress than their
counterparts in larger classes.”

3

The 3{:§zzwemem gams éacamente{i i the resedrcb have been particuiariy si ynf“ canl for

Our bill is fexibl le, not “om: size fits alL” School districts can use & portion of their funds
for professional écvelopmeni and other capacity-building activities. Local districts that have
met the target Jevel of 18 studerts per ciass i grades 1 through 3 can use their funds to
further reduce class size in those grades, to reduce class size in additional grades, or to
improve teacher quality, : !

: = "
v Qw ‘; St FAN

W Lgpanrtmen elieves that districis welcome Federal supn Gy en uee 58
The Department b that districts wel Fed pport 1o help then: reduce ¢la

size in the carly elemcmar} grades. P R KBS B e
f sy a A o
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TARGETING

Question: In what wavs, if any, would your bill improve the targeting of resources under
ESEA? Would that iargyclmg, push most of the money 1o the big cities and other poor
communitics, kaving litte for WGZ‘kl‘lE, ¢lass and middle class communities?

Answer: ACross most ma;a*gfommia programs, the bill would provide for betler largeting of
resources on communities that face the g greatest challenges in educating children to high
standaeds and have the fewest local resources for meeting their needs, For instance;

«  Under Title f Grants 1o Local Educational Agencies, while the bill would not change the
current formulas, it wwid require that at least 20 porcent of the funding go out under the
“Targeted Grants” formud a This allocation mechanism, whick Congress has not funded in
the past, would do 2 better job than the current formuias at directing a majar portion of the
funding lo the neediest schoo! districts,

+ Under the new Teaching 10 !j;’g h Standards prograny, half of the money available for local -
sducational agencies aoulci go out by formule on the bhasis of counts of children living in
poverty. The other half th ld be competitive, with States making competitive grants
primarily to LEAs with the greatest needs, These targ,c.tmg provigions are much sironger
than the provisions in the i?zrf:c programs that this new initiative would replace.

i e, e

»  Currently, the Tech AL : e Fund includes very weak t,argcuzzg provzsmns
{States are required o iarf,c{ teaﬁmcﬂ% a.sms.mm:{: on bigh-poverty LEAS] but there isto
requirement that they 1&*‘5{& grant funds on'thdse LI:.AS ) Cur bill would pu‘mn SIACS 10
make cempetitive grants only to LEAg that have high poventy raius o, izzw-pariormmgﬁ
schools or 1o partnerships z?z.it include at least one hlaiz"ﬁiﬁé LEA \V " ren oo

| 4 > %V‘*“*«%s‘ LS A
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« Under currem law, Suate educazwz}a agencies must provide 30 pereent of their Safe and
Drug-Free Schools alkocan{;zzs to LEAs that have the greatest need for funds; the semaining
70 percent goes out under azz enrcllment-based formula. Our reauthorization proposal would .
target all the LEA funds on school districts with a need {or assistance, as documenied by high
rates of drug use or vzaimce, or other factors.

Communities that do not have the highest rates of poverty (or, otherwise, do not demonstrate the
highest Jevels of need for funding) would alse continue Lo participate in ESEA programs. In ‘
some programs they might cez‘zimuc to receive the majority of funds. But the Administration, in
general, believes that the carmnl programms are not sufficiently targeted and that the
reauthorization should do a ijutter job in this area,
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} ACCOUNTABILITY

!

Qugestion: Would the “Educatwn Accountability Act” be an unf.mded mandate? Evenifn v
doesn’t meet the 1echnical dﬂf nition of an unfunded mandaiz, wouldn’t compliance be very

costty for States and localitics? In gancraI what 18 your response to the criticism that the

proposal would result in a significant increase in chemi infruston into policies that should best
be lefl to Suiles and local school boards?

SWOr:
H

i

o The Education ﬁgcountahll 1y z%z:x wo uld mz;zzzze 813105 as & condition of receiving ESEA
funds, 10 have in effect several b - he notign of atinnal
acgcouninhitity and g hel ;}111 5 all siudezziq auhmvc to hz;xh standards: school report cards,
qualified weachers, ending Social promuotion and retention, and sound disciphine policies.

*  Becaose compliance would be tied to the receipt of ?eécral funds, the Act would not be an
unfunded mandate. : l

» Weare Q;}GSI% the Act ijccau:,c we know that gertain policies must be in nlace ifihe
educatiopal improvemenis t l}g] evervone wanig 1o see are to be atinined. . Children witl not
learn’to high standards uﬁless they are taught by weil qualified teachers. Educational. reforms.
will not sueceed unless sch{}ois are safe and orderly, Coming up with 2 plan for ensuring that
these palivies are in place secms something reasonable to request in exchange for 5 ignificant; -
Federal aid. ]

LA F 4 * . N AT S 'l-s ‘ - * 4
+ ¢ kS 1

» Somg people are cezzcamcd’that mtm@hﬁ;ﬁﬁs that W@g_mm
of atrigk studenis will haxe the greatest difficulty meeting the new T(.QUII’&B?CQ%S But thcsc !
are also to the districts that g iaggj 19 benefit the most from the requirements because zhey are
most Bkely 10 employ zzmemf’ ed teachers and they have the greatest numbers of students
who need additiona! ; uppori in order 1o reach high standards. The Accountebility Act should
“spur States and others to provzde these high-need districts the additional resources and

supports they need to enab]e} all children 1o ddueve to challenging standards, -

}
+«  Weagree that these requxrﬁmems may secm ambitious, but to thosc who say they're too

ambitious, we ask: what is zhg,mmgg’? 1f the alternative is 10 continue holding some
students 10 low expectations and placing theni in classes with unqualified 1eachers, we don’t - -
think 1hat s acceptable.

i
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C{)MI”LIAN{;E WITH ACCOUNTABILITY REQUIREMENTS

Questian: According to sonlwe reporis, the Department has done 2 poor job of enforeing the
requirements already on the boois {for instance in Title ). With this in mind, how will you
ensure compliance with the nﬁw accountability requirements? What will huppen to States that do
nost comply, or do the mest mimmum extent possible?

Answeyr "

is

t

W@&zlzi} Nrovis ggz;zi g;;gg were igmi{ zglg} Tnlc ! g %Q . Thcsx, rcqﬁucmcnu are
fundamental for achievemient of the reforms necessary 1o raise the pez‘fz:mmnce of all
students, esperially students in high-poverty schools that are the focus of Tille | services.
Department activitieg - m»lué;ﬁg providing technical assistance, developing new materials
and products, and momlng State compliance with the law — bave focused on translating
these requirements into mézaz’zmgful changes in schools.

The requirernents i the 2000-01 school vear,

Criticisms of the Q&naﬂmeﬁi $ m‘zp grment "iiOﬁ of these prov;sz{}r tgnore the fked that the
statute give States several years to phase in the requirements.

had 10 azéf,ircss Key dCG{}uz}%ﬁ?}ﬁ:l} 158UCs.

Q_LRIQQQMU' s wark an

sirengthens current accaunlablsuy by mdkmg wmczzw actiarzs szr{mgcr and aéémg f’unds (0.« .«
help States and districts tum argund low-performing schools.

systems. We respect the & ﬂct that State 1e$ are g,ov{:meé %v 4 varzety of State- 5pcczﬁ{: education
laws and systems. Also, knou, ledge confinues 10 emerge {rom the field regarding standards,
assessments, and accountabzizzy The Depariment’s monitoring of Title | simplementation has
facusedpn providing wzlercd techmical assistance and guidance (© States that are not fully
mecting the requirements, and working with States to use Federal resources as suppornt for
their State~specific apg;r%chcs 10 closing the achievement gap. Title T has been 2 “model and
an instigator” for standards- haseﬁ reform and efforts to rack student progress and improve
schools 1n high poverty diS£f§f§:ZS‘ {McKenzie Group, 1999)

Our prososal sets out sy m} ﬂS‘I}S i ensure tha hi 1T 1 :
impiemenied. Accountabil 1ty syslems would be Si;%}jef;:i 10 peer review, and ths ch;anmcnt
would work with States to improve their systems. If a State stil} does not comply with the
requirements afier ooe year, 1; would be subject to the loss of Federal administrative funds.
We expect that public prcsszm, would also mount 0 implement these systems,

|
i
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|



'
Lt

1
;
\ SOCIAL PROMOTION

Question: ‘s%’hat would the Education Acwuntabllll} Act require in the area of social
promotion? "Wil ladcsgzizm ofia “No social prometion” policy restlt in an increase in the number
of children being retained in gz‘aéa‘? I you answer that it won's, because schools will respond by
providing more summer programs and other smpons how will your bill ensure that this
h<1ppcns‘?

o |
[

e Agacondition of recci\'in'g ESEA funds, cach State would be required to have in cffect a
plan for: (1} ensuring that! 'students progress through school on a timely basis, having
mastered the chullenging mater al needed for them to reach high standards of performance;
and (2) ending the rﬁ?acuccs of social promotion and retention. The polictes called forin this
plan would be required to wi«: effect within four years. .

; T

» These plans would imclude; among other provisions, policies for providing students who do
not demonsirate mastery of challenging State academic standards with gentimipg, iniensive,
Wﬁmmm ns, inchiding extended instruction and leaming time. Other
provisions would ensure thal the assessments States and LEAs use to identify students who

 are not making progress arc vahd, reliable; and accurate, and include multiple measures, no

* one of which is assigned determinative weighl,

..* Because the State plans would deal with beth wdzzig sociel pr{}mmzon and ez‘zdzn‘g retention
© {defined in the bill as “the zmsound educational practice of requiring students who have not
demonsiraled mastery of chmlengzng, State academic standards o remain in the same grade},

o we danot believe the Qg];r,v would lead to increased giudent reiention. To the.cantrary, our

proposal should result in jess retention.

; st sed m) - 1ves ~ such s the Reading Excellence
éct, Cia>$ ‘%‘zz{: Rcducll{zn ang 21° Cc:"iury C(}mmunm Leaming Centers — thal will heip
schools teach all children to high standards and provide extra help 1o thase who don’t
initially meet the standards. [But we don’t ook at ending social promotion and retention as
entirely 4 Federal responsibiiiiy The Education Accountability Act will spur Smtfzs and
school disiricts to do their part.in ending damaging educational practices.
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FLEXIBILITY

Question: In what ways, i any, would your bill increase State and local flexibility and reduce
administrative burden, {:cmpamd with current law?

Changes proposed by the Administration and

a{io;::zgtfi by C {mg{esﬂ in 19% - szzch 8 owcnng the poverty threshold for schootwide _
programs, allowing waiy ers and authorizing consolidated applications and consolidation of
administrative funds - have g groatly ingreased State and local {lexibility in adminisiering
ESEA prograns. In fact, the programs are sufficiently fexible that a lacge number of school
distrivts have applied for waivers only to learn that the flexibility in the law made their .
WHIver requests unnecessary.

duIlex nel cyen greater Dexibility, Al Statcs will now e able
0 apply 10 g.;am W awer:, 01" Fedem requlwméms s0 long as they are on truck in the
devciop*’z;ent of Title | s!zmz}ards and assessments, have the authority 1o waive their own
{Statc} reqmmnunzs and aj:,rce ta be held accountable for mising student achicvement.

 SOInC A chility mechanisnms.  For one thing, it would
authmze iizc Sa.crclkry {c prowde 8 Szaie szh addeti ﬁéx:bmly if thie State can demonstrate
that ithas achieved signifi cam Statewide achicvement gains on the National Assessment of
Fducational progress and Ihaz it is closing the achievement gap hetween high- and Jow-
performing students. - wna the bill would authorize waivers of additional ESEA

4 S programs: In, addition, it wiuld make it easicr for schoo! districts o combine funds, from
o vm@ua ESEA progrdms, in'order to carry out coordinated services activities.

l
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“SUPERFLEX”

!

Qugstion: Does your bill ing lude the “Superflex” concept that a number of groups and fzzgzrts
are promoting? 1 not, what | 1§ your position on this concept?

5§3m’cr:

The Heritage Foundation’s “Superflex” proposal would give Siates broad eligibility to waive
Federal requirements, in cxe ange for a commitment to achieving better vesults. 1t goes

beyond E-Flex inthat i woul i waivers that allow funds 1o be used for activitigs that
mmmmmm@mmm:m in nther words, States and

LEAs conld commingle program funds and usc therd as general aid. A State that did not, in
retirn, achieve better student outtomes would lose its Superflex status or receive some other
penaliy. Ii :
While the Aémzmstmzzc}n s bill does not include Superf?% nrovisions, we, 100, arelneresied
ingiving States and LEAs aéﬁ;,ggg fexihill with strong aceountability for
resulis. For instance, the Administration {mdemeé expansion ol ED-Flex to ali 30 Stutes.
And the President’s é:ducau&;z Accountabiity Act (incorporated in Tile X1 of our ESEA
biil} would authorize the Secrcwz’y to reward Staies that have demonstrated schievement
gains and arc narrowing the gap between high- and Jow-performing students. One of the

authorized rewards would bc additional flexibility in admzmstermé ESEA programs, and this
fexibility could extond %3{:}011{% what is permitted under ED-Flex

3 st R Wbl -

The mﬁg] d;ii’g rences: %}ctwez:z‘z Supfzrﬁcx and our appmach zo ﬂgx.miﬁy arc:
_,i‘“”’ld‘”. PR PTS - o
- ’f‘ht_ Aduinistration’s: bz fevould permit Slates 1o receive ;,rea‘ er ﬁex:blizi‘e in reward for
stpnificant Satewide pains m student achievement. By C&mparzson Superflex would
provide the fexibitivy up t‘wm in hopes that schievement gaing oceur later. This isan
unporiant distinction bccwse unider Superflex, the Federal program reguirements — with
their focus on national ;}rlonzles and theneeds of special populations - could be set aside for
several ycars even if the Sizzif: 18 not makmg progress on student achievement. During that
time, all the benedits of the pmgmn*s would be Jost.

© -~ The Admin*s‘rzzien’s bz , unlike $upczz‘€rx would gwe Qidtcs added ﬁfzmbxlzi;; only if

they are trating Siat higve ) ;
gap. Thisis also important %Jsccause, if the zml; criterion were overall game a Si:ﬁe could
receive fexibility even if it were failing to make progress in raising the achievement of
disadvantaged children. Because the focus of Title 1 and other ESEA programs is on those
children; it would make littlejsense 1o reward States that are not doing 2 good job at
educating them. ' '
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DOLLARS TO THE CLASSROOM

Question: Researchers have found that a significant propertion of ESEA funds never reach the
ciassroom. Do you agree mth this charge, and how does your bill address the issue?

admrrmmtzvz costs. Ihc ?zécra] cost of aémzm'emm,g3 the pwg;mns is eqmuh,m 1o less
than % of one percent of z%}c appropriation {and none of this money comes from program
funds - it is provided *hroi.z;,h a separate appropriation). Only about 2 percent of the funds
are retained at the Suate lcvc for adminisiration or ather purposes, The charge that most
money never gets out of ‘Egg‘dsézmgton, or never reaches the classroom, s simply not true.

. Lma% fevel data arc more hnmed but they also show that admmnistrative costs aredow and
that the great majonty of fu'lds reach “the c%a»sroom or other zrzien{ied purposes {sz:ch as .
tcacher professional dev cio;}rz‘zem) In Tide { forex - 3 the

funding gaes for instruction-related costs, such as tcacncr sa%mes ccm;;mers mstmr:zzom%

materials, and professionaiidevelopment.

+ Reports by the Heritage Foundation and S;{}'}‘Zt‘& other groups have purported to show that
much higher percentages {zf‘ fiunds do not, rz:ach school districts and schoels.  These studies
counted funds that, by szarme are znienéed 1o gs,o to eolleges and un;vazs:t;es community
grganizations, or other non- LE% amitzcs as nm maahmg “the classroom”™ - but those funds
do reach their imended’ rz.m;;zems zmd are poz sz;:}iwned off for administration and overhead.
Other studies have assama{i L?‘I:lt Slams* rf:sawe from allocations 16 LEAs, the maximum

_amount permitted by% faw bul Ii}i« ,zcwaé dat a thW that they reserve less.

L AT .I 3 LN oga LS

»  Curreautharizatio wou rive th L aiorn _ :
over 84 nercent) directivio 2,1 ZAS and omc* cz:al $ETVICE pmwdurs wlzzia pcrmmm;, Swiz.s

10 reserve a small portion of funds to carry out accwhmb lity requirements and impiement
Statgwide rcforms. Under Tlilei the bill would continue to allow States 1o retain 1 percent
for adminisiration, In addzzz{m, t%i::y would reserve 2,5 percent {rising 10 3.5 percent in FY
2003) for accountability activities such as wening around low-performing schools; however,
State wouid allocate at least 70 percent of this reserve io LEAs that ét.va sz:homs ungdergoing
corrective action or ozherwisa in need Wl improvement,

+
-
&
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. } NUMBER OF PROGRAMS

Question: Some reports izavc found that the Federal Government operates more then 760

education programs, Would yeur bill eliminate any current programs? Are you proposing {0
create any new ones? I so, explain why, since there already scem 1o be so many?

Answer:

izowus_?x]\f d;qcm{i&ed <rr nearly fwo years., The izsis znciudcd umuiﬁor,zed and unfinded

pragrams as well us those that involve specizlized training and do not provide a single doliar
o qur clomentary and secondary schools. :

= Some examples of “edugation programs” cited in the reports include research programs ke
University Coal Rescarch and Cancer Biology Research, ireining programs like FBI |
Advanced Police ?{&zzzm;!and Hazardous Waste Worker Health and Safety Training, and
programs of unceriain relation (o education like National Guard Military Construction and
the %’ationgzi Regism of Hislczic?ia;cs.

s This Administration has mken the lead, going back 10 the original National Performance
Review in 1993, in zdwiz?yuzg UNNCCESSUry o dupl cative, pr@;ﬁmms and: proposing their

¢limination. Each gt ssals has included significant
. ;onsoll minatior For cxamp%e* 21 & ID}*A Vogeational Education,
. 3zz€§ Adult Education blilq that passed in 1 1997, and 2998 conmlzd&i&é a s;gmi’ icant number of

program authorities { reducmg ahout 60 f"undz,{i ané Jnf"undcc! progmmq in svlected arcas,
down (o0 12}, 3s pmposnd by the Admlmqmizm: v

a3 S

u
i
NN MR PI.

« From FY-1994 throa.gh FY [i 499, Congmss ?‘zas a;ﬁ.,recd 1o the mrmmai;on of nearly 70
Departrnent of Education programs totaling sonie $642 million. The 2000 budges request
proposes 10 eliminate 5 additional programs totaling $503 million.

i3

i
« « While eliminating or cezzsﬁlildzting 49 programs, we are proposing 7 newioprams.
e+ 1 - 4

» In general, we propose new programs 1o address significant unmet needs In our education
systerm. Recent examples c:fiszzch needs include smaller class sizes; before- and afier-school
care, and school violence,

EpE————_— s e e
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50 Percent of the Paperwoark for 7 Percent of the Funds
]

Qggﬂ_@n Proponents of expanding the ED-FLEX program often clairm that the Federal
government demands 50 perc;f:»znt of all the paperwork that teachers and principals have
to file but provides only 7 parz;ent of the funding for elementary and secondary
ggucation, s this z‘:laz im zacgcurale’?

Besponse:

L 4

No, it not. This olaimsis factually inaccurate and also ignores sagmf;cant reductlons
in Federal paperwork burdens in recent years.

The original 1880 Chio study—on which the 50 percent claim is based-—actually
atiributed only 20 ;}@f‘{:&ni of papérwork requirements to the Federal government,
and thal iigure would be considersbly lower today,

The 1990 study by an agency of the Ohio Legislature identifiec a total of 330 forms
that districts and school s; might have o complete. The study altributed 173 of these
forms to Federal grz}grar?smbenaa the 50 percent figure.

However, only 41 percent of the 173—about 71 forms—were designated as
mandatory, or required of all districts. The others were related {o voluntary
nadicipation in pmgrams%ié:a Safe and Drug-Free, Schoois or com;}eimve grant
programs. ) i
<3 \,,’{f:‘.;‘;‘ sy B Yl 3 e
That means only about aéﬁf‘{h {71 of 33{}} of the forms- éeﬁz fied in the Ohio study
were actually required of all districts by the Federal gz}vemmeﬁt nof 50 percent.

i :*; P a‘,.*,f.- N A
In a sample of 19 forms requzred for twd programs (ESEA Cﬁa;ﬁer 2 ang Adult Basic
Education), 11 were relatgd to performance measurement and financial
accountability. : ; R
The Ohio study also noted that the State depariment of education "sometimes
reguires more detail on Federal program repoeris than &ze Federal agancy requires.”

l T R

wWeloe

ESEA paperwork reqmrements which accounied for 88 of the 173 Federal forms
identified in the Chio study, were greatly reduced in the 1894 ESEA reauthorization,
For example, States now Sme!t a single, consolidated application for all ESEA
programs just once during ‘each authorization cycle, and many reports are required
gvery other vear instead of annually.

We also should keap in mind that the national average of 7 percent masks far larger
Federal contributions o Spemf ¢ districts and student populations. The Ohio study
otserved that programs hke Title | and IDEA "provide services to relatively small
groups of ehildren who require re! fatively expensive services for which funding is not
available from other sources.



State ﬁgrden in Administering Federal E[gg{am

Qgestm According £z> the House Republicans' "Crossroads” repord, the State
of Florida needs 287 Szate employees (o administer Federal education programs.
What is your opinion c:n this issue, and do you believe that E&&A programs
craate &an ensrmous adm:mstrzatwe hurden for States?

Answer:

The impression we gain from lalking to State officials is that the programs
funded by the Department of Education, particularly those under ESEA, are
not difficutt or costly 10 administer, Therelore, it is hard to have much

- confidence in the numbers included in the Crossroads report for Florida.

For example, we otzia ned data from the Slate educational agencies in New
York and Texas, wai States that are even bigger than Florida and have more
Federal dollars 1o administer. New York informed ug that they employ about
122 tulltime equuva%mi {FTE) staff 1o administer Federal programs, including
not just ED authoriti es but also the USDA child nutrition programs. Texas
gave us a very si mz!ar number: their State educational agency employs 138

FTEs 1o work on Fede{a programs — and for Texas this is not the number: ., -
“negded 10 admini sze{” the programs, iU's the total number employed-, |

{including staff hired with funds that Texas reserves, at its discretion; i:f;s
provide services to school districts but not really to administer pragrams}

H
é, x

if New York needs 122 staff to run Federal programs and.if.T exas empioys

139, why would Fionda require 2877, The Texas and New York fzgwes A ;‘ e

il

clearly raise Questi a}f‘zs about the Florida number, and we wz}néar hOW. it was
calculated. For mstance it may represent the total number of staff who:
spend gven 1 percent of their time dealing with Federal programs (mstead of
an FTE count); if so, this would present a very mzszeaémg picture of the
Federal burden.

The staff assigned to aﬁém%nis‘iering ESEA and Goals 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 "fexas empioys 68 to work on those programs. AS we

get further into the reauthorzzazzaﬁ it is important to remember that States
reserve only a little more than 1 percent of their ESEA funds for
adminigtration, and hzf'e; a small number of staff with those funds.

Having said all that, | shouiti also reiterate that the Administration has iaken
many steps to help redu{:e the administrative burden on States and provide
thesn with greater f’fexsblirty in implementing our proarams. We have
proposed legisiative amsndments to reduce administrative requirements,

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



funding streams, and reduced our elementary and secondary education
regulations by two-thirds. Our ESEA reauthorization bifl would allow States
that are making real educationa! progress to obtain additional flexibility,
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Judiih—-

Attached are the mater:als prepared i response o your request for additional Qs and
As and other information z;}rz key ESEA reauthorization issues. They are on
comgarability {prepared 2}3: Kay Rigling}, competitive vs, formula grants {’r”a’ {3ore and
Val Plisko}, accountabi iztv vs. flexibility {Susan Withelm), reatment of rural LEAS (Susan,
againy, and pubi ic school chosce DIGGrams Lhal work {Sylvia Wright),

Not all of the pigces are m the regular G and A format; some are more narsative in siyls

_and, thus, provide ore detali on the issues. | thought that this was appropriate. giver

your desire for e deeper undem anding on some of the issue areas. Butif you would like
any feformaﬁ ingor furthen work, please let me know,

Tom
) /0’“‘“" |
!
“_w_m
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T g . -
BRSPS ok




30456

Federal Regzslcrf‘»’z;}i 83, No. 148/ Tuesday, Iz.zz‘ze 2. 1@98/1\‘0[ ces

ERPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

withorization of Elamentary and
condary Education Progrars

AGERGY: Office of Elamentary and
Secondsry Education, Departmunt of
Edueption.

aunon Notice of request for public
comment on the reauthorization of
slementary and secondary education
prograins,

© LGovernmeni Pnntmg Difice (o]l free a1~

sumuanY: The Secrstary of Education
invitps written commernts regerding the
reauthorization of programs under the
Elernentary z2d Sscondery Educstion
Agt of 1885 (ESEA), the (oals 2000:
Educate Amorice Act, snd Subtitle B of
Titie Vil of the Steweart B, McKinney
Homaless Assistance Act [Education for
Homeless Childrert angd Youthl. -
DATES: Commenis must be received %})
the [ =nt on or bofore july 17,
1888, Comments reay sisc be submitted
at regianal meetings to be held on July
8-15, 1508 TSee dates, {imes and
iocations of regionel mestings under the

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION seczzm-z of
this notice.}
. ADDRESSES: Writtan comments should
» headdressed to Judith johnson, Deputy
Assistant Secretary, Office of
mentary and Secandery Education,
8 S. Departsment of Education, §60
. ndependence Avenue, SW. Fartals
: Building, Room 4000), Washington, DC
. 26282-6132. E-mail responses may bo
[ - sewitotFrances  Shedburn@ed.gov.
 FON PURTHER INFORMATION CONTALT:

Frances Shsdbum, U8, Dapartmem cf

Education, 600 Independents Avenue,
SW. {Portals Building, Roam 4000)
" Washington, DC 28202-6100,

Telsphone: (202} 40150113, Individusls

who uss & telscommunications device
for the dea¥ {TDD] may call the Federp]
Information Relay Setvice (FIRS) ot 1w
0D-BF¥-B335 between §san. and 8

. pm., Eastern lime, M&pday through

‘- Friday,

Indwiduais with ézs&hﬂit:es may
oblain this document in an slisrnsle
_format (e.g. Braifie, large print,

audistapa, or compuiet diskette) on -
request to the coniact parson listed in
the pmceding paragraph.

Elecironic Access to This Document

" Anyene may view this document, as
well as other Depariment of Education
documends published in the Federa)
Register, in text o portable documen:
format (pdf) on the World Wide Web st
either of the fuliowing sites:

ttp:ﬂmf&e{ifuw’fedmg.htm

tpiwww el govinews himi
o use the pdf, you must have the
Adobe Acrobat Resder Program with

Seatch which is availabls fres at the
previous sitee. H you have guestons
about usiag the pdl, cali the 1157

18882836498,

Anyone alse msy view these
doguments in text copy only on an
electronic bulletin boarg of the
Department. Telephone: {262} 2191 511
oz, toil froe, 1-800-22%-4322. The
documents are Jucated under Option Cr o
Filps/ Announcements, Bnlletins axzé
Press Reloases.

l Additionally, in the fu’nzre, ﬁns
dotument,'es well as other dotumapts
concerming the reauthorization of the ~
ESEA; will ba available un the World®
Wida Web at the following site: ht&p.}’i -
www, ed.gwi&fi‘zws!OESEf&sﬁa htmlz

|Note The uffigial varsion of tiis é@mmenl

s the document publishad in zba Fedaral
Rfsi&m i : ".: ‘ :

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The .

- Secretary is seeking public comment on*

the resuthorization’of the Elementary

aid Secondary Education Ach ‘!‘ulcs IIl
and IV of the Gonls 20060 Educhia”,
Awmorics Act, and Subtitle B of 'I‘;tle VB oy
of the Stewart B. McKianey Homeless
Assistance Act. A compiete list ofthe ¢
progmm& currently authorized ondér:
these statutes is provided at the end of
this notice. Maost of these programs were
last reaiithorized in 1994, At thottime -
ESPA programs were fundamantali

. resthuctured te support, in parthars p

with Goals 2000, comprehensive staw
and Jocs! efforts to improve teaching -
and jearning and raise spademic
standards. ‘The sutherization for mest szf
tinse programs pxpires September 38,
xs;ash .

T

Nead far Rmzztéwr:mnon

Tize Eismentary snd Smndm o Y
Education Act of 1965, the tormerstons
oi Fedoral aid to elemensary and
secondnry schools, embodies the
Pederal Government's commitment to
providing funds for the edugation of
chikdren tving in high- poverty . .
cummunities, Callestively. its pmgrams
provids funds to Sintes. districts; snd
schoals W0 irprove teaching ang
fearning to help all children, sspecially
at-risk children, moet challenging State
standards. Funding for ESEA and
related programs currently represgnts an
antuat $12 billion investment in sur

PR

© Mation's future. The suppon these

p-ogrums provide for Stote and jocal
school impravement eflorts makes ithem
key vahicies for carrying out the
Department’s mission: “T'o Ensure Et‘ual

" Aceess 10 Education and Promols

Educational Excelience Throoghoo! the
I‘xmmn

Title I, the 'iargesl of the ESEA
programs, is the primery vehicle for.
;xrfmdmg ussisteEnces 1o schools 10 raise
the scademic performance of poor and

* low-achieving students, especially in

schools serving areas with high
corcenirated poverty,

The 1954 reauthorization msponded
1o data from the Depariment’s
“Prospects” longituding] study which |
- concluded thot the former Chupter 1
(now Title 1} was not structurad 1o close

- the achisvement gap between students

aztmémgr igh- and low-poventy
schools. To address this need, the 1984

" resuthorizetion restrustured the

program to, among other things, -
epcourage high-poverty schupisto move
away from “pzzl sut" programs
“sehosdwide” approeches for improving
entire schools. To facilitate this changs,

"7 ihe 1594 resuthorization linked Title! -
- toother ESEA programs and State and

local schood reform offorts in
partnership with Goals 2000 so that
Federsl and Stale p s couid work
tcge{her to provide all childeen,

atever their backgprounds and
whataver schoels they.sttend, with the
" oppartunity to schisve the same i
_ standards sxpected ol ll children,

1 1994 resuthorization slse revised tha

other ESEA prograrms ¢ that thay too
support State and local school miorm.
For axample, the Eiseabower
Professional {Beveiopmenl Prograc was
. thangad to suppont improved )
instructional practices in other core
subim in addition to imath and

- science. Akey component of the entite
revisad ESEA providas Stotes and lozel
schools with greatly incronsed flesxibility

*" In return for baing held accousntabia for
© impreving stadent achievement, -

he President’s fiscal year 1980
budget expands on Gosls 2000 and {hﬁ
ESEA by reguesting funds to help buiid
- the capacity of school districts and

- schools to: {1} deliver high-quality

" instruction by reducing class size in the
< early grades; [2) expand the pace and
seepe of reform in 35 high-poverty .

wrbnn and niral schiool districts with

. significant barriers to high achievement

that'have already begun 10 show
grogress in implementing stenderds-

ased refarm (3] increase the number of
school-based before- and sherschoot
extended-dey programs; (3] build snd
rengvate public sthaols through the
pravision of mx wredils to pay interest
on riearly 22 billion in bonds; and {8)
provide support for schoois,
communities, and families 1o work
together in improving snd expanding.
apporiunities Fer children w develop
s'rang Iiteracy skills,

When Goals 2008 was established and

the E5EA was last remzthorized, the

ey

£ x“ . E‘
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Congress recognizod that Stales requim(;

time 1o implement thoughtfully high
standards aligned with chalienging
s3sessIents ks pan of their ongoing
school teforms, As & result, Tile |
requires States to dovelop or adept
chailenging content stendards and | :
student performance standards, at Jegst
. in mathematics, aud reading end
langusie arts, by Full, 1997, snd
assessrents aligned with standards by
the school yaor 20002801, States,
districts, and-schools are steadily
making progress toward implementing
stansards-besed reform. However, there
are stiil provisions of the lyw that have
ret yet been fully impiementod-—for

part of scoountebility systerns do not

hisve to be i place until school your

20602001, Similarly, many Stetes have

requosted dind roceived waivers as they
_ continue to develop their student

perfurmance standards. Reauthorteation |
provides the opporiunity 1o consider §

-what changss, if any, arenecessary to
strangthon the aifactiveniess of Foderel
glementary snd secondary edugstion
_})rg}gmms o jmaprove teaching and
- learuing for o)l students, especially .
thosg students most at risk of lailing 1
frest State standards.
' The Becretary intends to submii'the
“Deparment's reauthorization proposal
- for Goals 2000 and ESEA and related
pragrams 16 the Congross early in 1998,
it conjunction with the President’s
fiscnl year 2000 budget reguest.
Froposed parforinancs indicators alse
:will be develaped ta'provide feedback. |
-7 Progroun progress in ascordance-with
...the Goveramant Performancs and
Results Az (GPERA) GERA requires all
agencies to develop agerty-wide
strategic plans, and to idemify and
.collect information on perfarmante
indicators for all programs, The
Departmment's strategic plan oiganizes
perfonmance measurement around key
- policy objectives end the programs thet-
advance these obisctives: standards
developmaent (through Gosls 2000);
i;e%ﬁzzg al-risk popuiations to achieve io
challenging standards {Title 1 and other
programs that serve at-risk popalations};
supporting local capacity-bullding
(prefessionel development and
technology) 10 enhaace instruclion
gligned with standsnds and irmprove the
elimate Inr learning (Safe and Drug-Free
Schosls and Cornmunities); and
rimalating fexibility, performance
arcountability, snd inngvation {charter
schools, Ed-Fiexl The U5, Deparimen:
of Eduraiion Strategic Plan, 1885-2002,
including current performance
indicalors, is avallside snthe -
Dopariment’s Web sl gt hitpd//

www.od. govi pubs/SuatPind o can be
retuested by calling 1-800-USA~
LEARN. The Secretary invites public
comments on the issues identified in
s notics and recommendations for
purfarmanca indicators.

Izsues for Public Comment

The-$ecrotary seeks comments and
sugpestions regarding reauthorization of
Goals 2860, ESEA, and relstad

rograms. The Secrelary is interestad

: ga&h in comsnenis.regarding changes
that may be neaded, as well 23
cownents on aspeots of the programs

. that are working weil and should e
maintained; As noled above, the last
ESEA resutherization fundmm:zia?ﬁ:
rastructured slFESEA programs o that
they, together with Gosls 2000, would
support State and logs! efforts o

- improve.our Nation's schools thris
comprehensive, standards-besed roform
of tesching and learing. The programs
authorized by thess statuips support
Hste efforts to-develop standards

. Sescribing what students should know
and be £his 1o do at key points in their
scheoling: and district-and schaol

"+ efforis to put in piace educational ; are sho!
programs that provide each student with  progress i the schievemssi of 81 of

the eppariunily 10 meet those standards.
© « Siges the 155598 schop! vear, when
the last resuthorization took effoct,
+S1ates have mads progress in =
implementing stondards-based reform,
Currently, forty-seven States including
Washingten, D.C. end Pyesto Rico, .
report ihat they have adopied :

H challenging contint standards 40 &t least
; -Teading a;:g mathematics &5 roguired by

ESEA Tale L All the reraaining Sistes—
except onew-also have Stste content
siandards that they are sither revigiog or
are In the process of formally adepting.
Althzmgg the development of content
standerds is the first step, there is still
- & lung way 1o go to invorporate State

: standards fully into daily classroom

activities. States and districts generally
are now moving ta the next phases of
stmzdarés-baaag reform-wdeveloping
studont performance sandards and
assessments that measure student
prograss toward meeting the standards,
and increasing \he capacity of teachers,
schoglz, snd districts to implement
changes 10 help el students meet
challenging State siandards, Capacitiss
neaded for effective teaching end
Jearning include tneny factors, such as
teschor knowledge and skills, student
motivation and readiness (0 leam, and
guality swrricuium materialy for
tsackers and students, . :
One aspect of cepacity bullding is
how schon] referm sfforts at the Stie,
distrizt, and schaool levels can best be
informed by high-quality research and

dizsseminmion. In sddition to technical
assisiance provided through the ESEA,
the Departmeant of Educetion funds
mpional educationsl Jabuorntarias 1o
carry out applied research, -
devslopment, diszemination, and sther
technige! sssistance sctivities by
working with States, districts, snd
schoois in their reglons. The

Department also is required to psishlish’ .

* expart panels to review oducations!

. programs ead o recommend to the
Secratary these programs that should be
éasifnamd as exemplary or promising

~-for dissprnination. e
Clearly, more time will be needed for
States and districts to implamend fully
s sohersnt sot of mforms reflecting on
aligned system of standards, assessmant,
- instruction, professional development,

. and neesuntability, and for principsls

and teschers to fully implernent roforms

in the olassroom: Neveritheiass, there is - -

‘ziready some evidenca of the bnpact of
" S1a1s and locel efforts, supporied by -
Feders] sducation progares; 1o holp all
sipmeniary and secondary stedents
atigin high stendards. States that have
had assessroanis.linked 1o standards for
more Wisn twe yeurs are showing . |

their stuidents, including thesé in'highe
paverty schools. Pof éxamply, Tekns
reports that the percentage of Title 1

- ~students passing all parts of the Toxas ’
Assessment of Student Aclisvement has -

incressed from 37,6 percent in'the +

+ (186485 school yonr t5'62.1 parcent in

. the 160607 stho0] year: Notional .
Assessivent of Edycational Progress
{NAEP] scdtes in matls, the fifst subject
sres (o imploment standards-bhsed,
vomprehiensive reforms, are improving

-genorally for.the Nationand sppreciably
1 some States. For example, data bom
the 1386 NAEP long-term trend _
assessmnent show math scores for § yeas
olds riging steadily sitice 1984,
particularty in high-poverty schools
(schoclz with ot-lenst 78 percent of the
gtudents an eubsidized lunchl. The
parcentape of 4th-grade studenis in
high-poverty schools who are schisving
at or shove the basic level in math op
‘NAEP hes increasod in almost weory
Suate since 1992 In soe States.
achievement it kigh-poverty schonls
meels or axteeds the nalionel sversgs of
f4 percsnt of students seoring et or
ahove the bugic Jevel.
The Secretary believes thot the early
evidence Irom Sistes and districts that
have mads the ;ost progress in

- -rimpiementing standords-based reform

demonstraies that the focus in Goals
2000 and the ESEA on supporting Siats
sndt local schoni reform offorts is suund
and shocid be continued in the next
resuthorization, The Seersiary also
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balieves that Lhe priorities governing the

.nz resuthorizelion are alsa sound and

“k

4d be conlinued. These prigrities
i1} high standards for all children
«.ui: the elements of education alignad

so that sverything is working togsther 1o |

_help al] students reach these standards;

2} & {ocus on teaching and | ,eammg {3}
* Raxibility to stimulate Jocal school-
based and district injtiatives, coupled
with responsibility for student
performance; {4) links anong zs(:‘;oms,
. pareats; and communities: 259 {§)
resources torgetad to whare needs are
grestest and in amounts 5;153{::@?&1 L
. make s difference. |

The Secrelary secks comments on the
effectiveness of current programs in
supptriing Slete angd-local effors to
improve teaching and learning 1o help-
sl children; especiaily at-risk children,
meet challenging State sianderds. The
questions in this notice are organized’
under three cross-cutting categories.
These categories ars: {1} Faderal suppont
for State and local school reform
inciuding guestions addressing
implormenting stenderds in tas
classroom through professionsl
development, techaglogy te suppont
teaching and learning. and targeting
resources; [2) strategios for addrussing
the needs of children mest at risk of .
"ing 10 meat State standards; and (3]
a0l envirosuments conducive for
. atning including questions addressing
Safe and Drug-Free Schoels and
Communities, pargnial involvement,
extended learnivg opportunities hefore
and after school, and schoot facilities. In
addition 1o consideration of the cross-
cutting issues, individual programs will

* also be reviewed as parl of the .

teauthorization. Comments on i5sues
other than lhe&e raised in this notice sre
walcome.

--Within each of Lhe following cross-
cuiting categories, the Secretary is
espacially interested in: {1} suggestions
on ways {o strenpthen the ability af
Goals 2000 and ESEA proprams to help

-'=i) childicn, mciudzng students with

Hmited English proficiency. migrant
children, sconomically {iisat!vantaged
children including sconomically
disadvantaged minority stadents,
children with disahilities, and other
educationelly disadvantagsd children
meel chaellenging State student '
performance standsrds; and (2]
somments direcied &t how e sctivity
being discussud can be carried ont in
the most flexible manner possible whils
improving sccountability Tor resuls.
1. Support for State and Locul Schoul

form

fhe Gosiz 2600: Educsie Amuarics Ant
provides e framework for Faders!

‘implomentation of research-based' ¥ * -

support of Slate and local affors vo
raform public schools by supporning the
development of challenging State
standurds andd new assessments 1o
measure whether children are achieving
these standards. The 1994 ESEA
reauthorization built on the Goals 2000 -
framework, fundamentsily reshaping
ESEA programs s¢ ihoy would better
Suppon comprehensive State and local
elforts to iiaprove tcachmg and learning,
especislly in schools servi
exonomically dxmdvamagag
cormunities, The c?mngas ’made in
1894 included: (1 mguiring the same
cheslenging State content and stud enz
petiversance standards for all Muéan

{2} linking Federal program

sucounability rguiremenis to gzurﬁlxm
schievement of challonging Slete
standards; (31 supponting professional
dovelopment tied 1o those standards: {4)

'?wv;dmg greater Haxihility in sxchango

r greater accounteb ity for student
porformence: (3] promoting schooldevel

‘decisian-making to Bolster owal®

{nitiativer-{8} suthonizing consolidated
zzpphz:azims andd plans (o reduce .
paperwsﬁa burdans s that aducators
t‘:zm foous more tioe, energy, snd -
résources on bettar educating childees:
and (7} praviding suthotity for the
Sectetary to waive Fadaral roles and
mgﬁmwns, a8 peaded, to fmprove
student achisvement, The'

. of private sthool sty
that sre applicable across many BSEA', ~.4% t O

Corprebiensive Schop) Roform® # 2«

Demonstration progeam was added § in
1997, pririarly as purt of Title ] faf "
ESEA, to encoumsge rore sxiensive™

approaches to mmpm?wm.w schml_
e mm L

Suppaﬁ for Stete and Local Scheol.
Reform; General (Questions .

iMe ther changes tn Faderal
statutes that would make Goals 2000,
ESEA, sud related programs more
effective 10als for supporting-
womprahonsive State and schoot dnsmct
school reform? For example, given the
progress that States, districts, and
schools have made in implementing
standards-based reforms, are changes
needed 1o Goals 2000 10 make il better
sligned with current ;mp!@menta;ion
efinrs? Are there chinges that would
enable Goals 2600, ESEA, und related
pmgmms te support wors affectively
Sfaw and school disuiet efforis o -
improve the capacily of teachers,
sehools, snd diswicis to inlegrate
siandards into the classroom? Are thery
changes tiat would make 3t sasier for
States, districts, schools, and teachers to
got information on new research, oh
resoarCh-hased programs, and on
promising practices far mproving the

|

" cantral to the effort to halg énch child" |

. education reform. Are there changes to

school reform more effectively?

- charigr and magnet schools? |

avhivvemend of s students, especially
educationally disadvantaged children? 7
2. In additlon to fanding technical =

assistance through & variety of ESEA
and Goals 2000 suthorities, the U.S.
Departiment of Education slso funds
mginnal sducationst laboratories 1o
assist in the implementation of

the Fedoral statutes that would emably -
federally supported technical assistance
sfforts 1o support State and dwm-:t snd

3. Ate there changes to the ;cdemi
sinfules that would encourage greater
Fubhc school choice as pant of State and

al schosl reform? For example, the .
Depanmcm of Education encourages
expansion of choite within the publ:c
scheol system with such aliernatives as
charter schools, magnet schools. and
- system-wide strategics that muke every
public schoo! s school of choice. Are
changes needed in the law to strengthen
these alternativas? Are changes needed
in the Federsl law 16 incorporsie the *

_knowledge gained about schoo! reform

from the estsblishment and cpn:ﬂi)cn of

4. The ESEA currently containg
provisions addrossin the participation |
eats and teachers g, -
programs. Are there changes to I-adz:rai .
stetutes tiat would improve thé — » STV
.eifectiveness of these. pr'wzs::zvs

«--,

LR I oy Y5

Improved zeachmg ind Zearmzsg xs*“"’

withn i*( S i
Sepport for Stoie 24d Loval Séhiol. i i: '_,_‘ii‘ L
Reform: Implementing Stoadords in the S A R

¢ Classtopm T TR SRR B

A

‘-v'$(4 -

schiove to high Stste standards, }Eacaz.:se
prefossional developmant helps all
jesachers, schoo! leaders, and other-
personnel teach to and support high .
standards, prefessional development is
an suthorized activity in Gosis 2000 and '
almaust overy ESEA program, The ESEA
alzo suthorizes @ waiot program, the
Dwight D. Eisenhawsr Prolessional
Devolopment pregram, specificaily to
support natisnal and State professianal
tevelopment in the msjor content aress.
Ragearch indicates that professional :
development must be sustained,
intensive, and of high quality to have s
lasting impact, and must address
teacher preparation as well as ongeing
training for teachers in the classroom.
Research also indicates that professionsl
development is most effective when it
includes networks, study groups,
teacher rasearch, and other strategies
ihat enable tsachers to meet regularly to
solve problems, consider new ideas,
anaiyw student work, or reflect on
specific subject matter issues. The U.S.
Depoariment of Education and the
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Nationa! Svisace Foundation have
winched & joint affort to develop g
ange of appropriais mechanisms o
" raise student achisvement in
mathematics and sclence. These
mechsnisms include suppon for
neworks among teachers, schools,
porents, tolieges, stodents, professional
scientists. mythemalicians, enginescs,
and others. .

5. Are there changes io Federal
statutes that would focus and cosrdinate
predfessional developinent resources
aceoss Goals 2000 end ESEA programs
o easure that all teachers andd
educational personnel havs sulficient
knowindge and gkills to teach ol a
children, incloding children most at risk
si-failing, 1o challenging Siats
standards? ’ . .

8. A recent National Acadersyof .
Seiences study states that i &l stedents
are 16 become successful readers,
childran rmaust be able 1o discover the
nature of the alphsbetic system,

. understand how sounds are represonted

_ . siphabetically, gain meaning from print,
;Y sad practice roading skills 10 achisve
5 74 Suency. 1o order to gain these skills. -
. Fogn s - oxposure to language and llerscy must’
sbegin in the pre-school years, pnimary

_ grndes must forus on reading

“ sastruction; teachers must panicipste in
Yo,k onpoing sustained professional
%;.dwe}apmem: elemuntary schoals must
T'% héve snriched reading programs;”, |
3% . studenite who do not bave proficiency in
& Englieh should be exposed to reading in
iheiy native languags while acquiring
proficiency in spoken English; and early
intervention is éritical. How can the usg
of research-basad knowledga and of
research-baged spprosches to improving
student schisvament be encoursged
through tsacher preparation snd

- ongoing training?

7, Ars therp changas 1o Federal
statutes thot would strengthen 7,
cannections butween instiidtions of
higher education and schools for high-

" guadity prafessionel Jevelopment 1o
increase the capacity of wachers sud
gri ncipals to implement standards.

asod roform?

. Su ppc-}'t( Jor State and Loco! Schos!
~  Reform: Using Technolegy To Supponrt
Teeching and Learning

Bducsaiars across the country have
begun 1o use technology in their
classrooms on g regulsr basts, and muny
arg convinged that technology can ba
very affective in improving teaching and
iearning. Thers is strong evidence that,
used properly, compuiers and relsted
telecommunications technologies
provide new opportunitiss 1o students
thal gan improve Lheir motivation snd -
achigvement. The best instroetons]

+

*

praciices using wehnology are generaily
reengnized as providing strang supporn
» ar the kinds of improvemenis seught by
t sducation refermers througlt new
- approaches to tasching and learning.
While teacher's lavel of knowledge
about technsiogy is rapidly expanding,
technolegy also is changing rapidly.
Questions akout now 1echnology and
(how best to use it ip teachingand
learning will create 2 ongoing need for
‘updated information in schools aoress
‘e Natiom, and the qualily and queniity
‘ol agsigtance made available 10'3¢hools
will be an imporiant fagior in how
Lauickly and wall the benefiis of
technology &re realized. Fustharmore, a5
-apportuniities for using teckndiogy at
sches) and home incresss, it iz

© imperative that gll schools and

students—anl fust those that cagd afford
it—have nocuss 16 these new resources
so that techinology reduces rather than -
incresses disparities in the education of.
poor children and thelr buttor-off peers.
in agdition, the expersise of the teacher
-fndd the integration of technology inte
the curriculum are essentiai 1o

improving studenst performance.

} Under the current authorization,
toncentratsd Federal suppor for
wehnology is provided gnder fve main
prograrns that includa 2 mix of State
tormgie and discretionary grams,

. Avtharization 1 use funds for

fechnalogy alse is embedded in other
‘large programs, stch s Title 1 and Goals
-2000,

{8, Are {here changes 1o the Federsl
statutes that would better suppont the
use of technology 1o advance State and
loca! schioo! refarm offorts dasigned to

heip ali children acguire the knowiedgs |

coitained in Siote content standards? .

. For example, are thers changes that -

would improve access for students in
high-povanty schools to high-quality .

acadurmic content through technology?

Are thore changes that would increase
.i5ie ahility of teachers 1o use technology

as an instruciional resource? Should the |

focus be on development and
démenstration of high-quality
instructicnal applications of technology
{5 ail schools, or sheuld it continue to
b¢ development of the infustruciure for
studonts and-schosls in ighpovery
ar;éas‘?

Suppart for State ond Local Scheol
Heform: Torgeling Fesources/
Egualization

:Ace&emic perinrmancs tends 1o be
tower in sehools serving the highest
peroentages of children whe Bve in
pueniy. and the obstacles 1o raising
acaderuis performunrices are considerbie,
The current law coniains imultiple
provisions to dirgst financinl resources

_be necessary to cerry out tharole?.
1L Strategies for Addressing the Needs

to areas of greatest need, For example,
Title | fursds mwust be used fiest inall
schools with poverty rates shove 75
percent, and law-povorty schaols may

- ot peoeive higher per-pupil stlocetions

than high-poventy schonls.
ins sddition to the tssue of how

. Faderal funds are targeted. singe 1973

Statz courts heve found school landing
sysiems to be {nequitable and
vneonstitutionsl s 37 Slates, and 2
1957 Genara! Agsourting Offics {GAQ)
report found that “On average, wealthy
sdistricts had about 24 percont more total
funding per weighted pupil then poor
digtriets.” Sizsble disparitios also exist
across S1ates: with sverage p-pupil
fumding ranging from s high of §9.700

Cto s lowef 33,855 in 109995, Because

Federal funding is mare targeted 1 a1- -

+ vigk students, both in terms of sorvices
 and tota) dollars, thar State funding, it

is an important source of funding for
closing the gep between high- snd jow-
poverty schools. -

8. Are there chianges 1o the Faderal
statutes that would impréve the
distribution of E5EA snd related
progrm fands to compmaunities and
sthools where they sre most neaded?

10, Current disuibution formulas for
some ESEA programs may resull in
giloations se small et school distiigts _
may bave difficolty mounting effective, * 7%
caznpréhen&iy{{ programs. Are changes *) o
irs Feders} statutes needed 1o sddress * "7 L 1 ¢
this situstion?’ T e

-11; Should the Federa} Government . .+
ploy  role in promoting grester squity’
in the distribution of schosol funding
eoross snd within States. H so, what
shouid that role be snd are there
chanpes 1o Federal stotwies that would

v
NI

of Children Most at Rigk of Failing To
Meel State Standards

Cogrls 2600 and the revised ESEA and
related programs are designed to
support Siate and lagsl nforista
improve Americy’s scheols for all
children, particularly schools serving -+ -
disstvantaged children, The resources
these sistutes provide are supplemental
ta fundy and services provided through
State and looal rescurces. While the
Federal Government contribuies anly
six percent of Amarican clerseniary snd
sacondsry schos! dollars naiionally,
Federal funds are substanial in many
States and school districts snd riprasent
a signifizant source of funding for
services for at-risk children. According
10 ¢ january 1998 GAD report, Federal,
funding is more targeted io at-risk
siudents, both in'terms of services and
total dollars, than St funding. Thess
additionn) funds are critigs! for Bighe
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vaverly schools. Generally, scademic
“hievement tends to be ow In schools
#ving many children whe live in
poverty, and the chstacles to raising
. periormance in these scheels are
chatlenging. :
Over the pasi 33 vears the Congress
has amended and tﬁxpandeti ESEA
ulupkﬁ timaes, creating pmgmms to

help children who spoak itls English,

migrant ghildren, neglected and
deiinguent children, Native Amuerizand
Alaskan Native children, and other )
thildran most at-risk of failiog to men:
challonging State standards. The ESEA
al80 supports programs that promote
educational eguity for women and girls,

Enakling aif children, espacialiy at~ -

risk cliidren, 15 mest challenging State
standards requires tha: Stats and local
school reform efforts tnke imo acwum
the needs of o diverse student
population. As States. disteicts, end.
sehools progress oward full |
implemantation of educational reform,
ihey need specific targoted sirategies to
provide il studeonts with equal sceess to
rigorous academic standards,
instruction, and aligned assessments
that measurd highi-order thinking
skills and undérstanding.
o The Secretary secks not only to®
L oaittain the connection begun in the
894 ESEA resutHorizalion between
“rederal elefébtary and sevondary
..-programe with their focus o at-risk
“students, 2nd Stale and local schoal
'hm{m gfforts, hut 1o ssrengben it
#12.7Are that changes to Federal

"7 statutes thet would make Goals 2000,

E5FA aud relsted programs more

" . sffective thols for use by Siates,

districts, ard 2chools in closing the
achievetment gap between stedents most
at risk of failing tn meat challenpiug
State standards and other students? Ave -
there changes to the Federsl statute that
would improve the roje of .
sceonniability mesasures in both ssising
stadent achievement and providing
more Stete and local ﬂexiéJ iy For 7 -

example. shiould Title  improvements ©

provisiens be changed or sirengthened?

13, Studenis most at risk of failing 10
srewt Stnte standards need the highest
yuaiity instruction provided by the most
knowiadgeable teachers, yot half of the
instructional staff in Title [are
paraprofessionsls, most of whom have
only high schoo! diplomas. Are there
changes (o Federal stetute that would”
strengthen gualificutlons for Tiie Fand
Title VH {Bilingual Fducstion] stafl who
instruct students most strisk of failing
to mest challenging Siaie standards?

14. A growing bady of casparch on the
development of the brain ang its
implications for lnarning during certain
eritical periads of child developmant

supporis the necd for ensly intervention
and the impontancs of preschool and
purent education. How can Federal

prograins encoursgs gma.ur appliz;ai:cm
of this knuwi&égﬁ

It School grzsrmmments {}Bndncive o

‘Leammg

For students (0 Jeam sod campete in
th isbal stonomy, schaols must be
orn and well-eguigped, and provide
zn ezwvonmwzi soadusive Lo learning.
A school envirsament conducive i
learning is safe afd drug-fres,
encourages aciive parental engd

- ComIninity. invelvement, and often

includes extended learning

-opporenities during nosttsditional’

school hours [before and after school,
weekends and summer sessions).

| Students cannst Jearn and teachers ©
cannot teach if students are disruptive -
e:}r a;ra threstensd with violence. At the
same time, feseatch indicates that
students who report positive schogl

experisnces are significantly Joss jikely

to usk irugs than their peers who have
negativs experiences in schoal,
1 Resgarch alse indicates that when~

scheals make » goncerted effort to gnlist
.the help of mothers and fnthers in

fdstering children's learning, student ™
achiovement rises. Whin familieés are,
invelved in their children’s sducation,
children ¢ai higher grades and receive
highar scores on tests, attead school
more regitlarly; complete more
narrework, demonsizaie more positive

‘stiitudes and Behaviors, graduate from
“high school at inghm" rotes, and are more

likely 1o enroll in higher educstion than
aré students with less family
involvement in their schooling,

Recent survey data indieate that
‘parents strongly stipport school- basad
- after-school programs that include, 7
expanded learing opportunities and .
srrichment and recreational activities
Ahter-achool programs can slso :
contribute 1o school safety by ;mwwmg
sUpETvised pro mms {or young people
1o attent after the regular schaol day,

Gosls 2000 and zhe ESEA’ suppon a
varisty of approaches ic helping

. families become active pariners in their

children's education, including Even
Start family literacy programs, Goals
2000 purent centess, and school-pareat
compaci& under Title 1. The Safe sad
rug-Free $chools and Communities
ACU{ESEA, Title [V], first enacted in
1986, has buen the Federal
Gevemment's major gifort in the res of
drug aducation and prevention. it
promotes comprehensive drug and
viglence praveation sirategies for .
making schools and neighiborboods safe
and drug free. The 2151 Ceptury
Commamz) Lasrning Centers program

{

funds community lenming cenless that
inciude sfier-school programs.
Equally important 10 the sotivities

. going ¢r: in & schaol is the physical

condition of the school beilding itsalf,
& 1995 svudy by the GAD fpund sorious
end widesnsead problems in schoot
facilities across the tountry. These
problems rangsd from overcrowding
and structumi failures to inadeguats
electrical and-plumbing systems. -
Further, the GAQ found that many
States and looni school disiricts wars
unable or unpropared 10 meel the costs

" of improving these facilities.

15, Are there changes 1o the Safe e,né
Drug-Free Schonls and Communities -
Act that would encourage the,
implementation of mars effoctive. -
rasearch-based druz and v:oiex;ce
prevendaon programs? 7

15, Ave there z;hanges to Federal
statutes that wonld strengthen the
sbiluy of Federal education pro
sssist families in theif sfforts to <3
active partoers in their chitdron’s -

sw’

- edication? For examyple, could the'

current Titlg § requirernent for schisol- -
parent eompaeis{which describes the
shared respunsibility of schools,
perenis, and students for improved
student achievement} b improved?
17, in addition to helping local
communities finance the congtruciion
and renovation of school facilities, what
edditionsl baxriers 1o the moderiization
of schoels nead 1o be' addressad?“ ’

I RN

Regmaai Mectings

Participants are welcoms 1o address
thest sod other issues relating to the”
reauthorization of the ESEA, either by
ationding the regioma! meetings or
submitting written comments.”
individuals dssiring to present’
commanis & s meetings are
encouraged to 9o 5o, It is dikely that
ench participand choosing to make a
statermant will be Himited o four

" minuies, Speakers mey aleo submit

writiets comments. Individuals
inlesested in making oral statements
will be able to sign up to make a
stalvment beginuing al twelve agon on
the doy of the meeting st the

" Department's regional mesting on-site

regisiration table on g fisst-come, first-
served hagls, I ne time slots romain,
then the I)eparr.r"z»:mi will reserve a
limited amount of edditional time a1 the
tnd of each regional mesting to
accommodate these individuels. The
amount of tirme seailable will depend
upon the number of individusls whe
reguest reservations, in addition,
written comments will be scoepted and
nust be received on or be?m't. July 37,
1848,
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The dates and loteting of the foyr
~egional meetings appear below. The
Jepariment of Lducation has tesarved 5
Imited number of rooms o1 aachi'of the
following hotels 2t » gpecial government
per diem room raie [Boston's Fark Plaza
Hotel does not have 2 special
government per diem rocm rate], To
reserve thess suies, b cortaln to inform
the hotel that you arv atiending the
resuthorization heariogs with the
Dapartment of Education,

<he mesting sites ore acoussible 1o
individuals with disabilities. An
individual with 5 disability whe wilf

_need an auxiliary 2id or seivice to

participate in the mesting fe.g,,
interpreting service, sasistive listening
device, or materisls in an alkernate
format} should rotify the zomact parson
listed in this notice gt least twe woeks

. before the schoduled meeting date.
- Although the Department will attempt’,
"t wnent o request received afler that

daie, the requesied auxiliary aid or

service may not b aveilable becsuse of .

insufficient time to arrange it

Dates, Times, and Locotions of Regional
Meetings :

i regarding hig or Ler propossis, and to

include, if pessible, the data

s ratjuirements, protadures, sud sctusl

propuses for the impravement or
rudosign of programs.

Richard W, Riley,

Secreiony of Education.

Existing Programs and Reloted
Provisipns {nder the Scope of the -

‘| ESEA/Guals 2000 Reautherization
; Gonls 2008: Educale Americe Act

Title I1l--Biate an4d Loce! Education
Systemic Improvement

Title {V~Parontal Assislange

Title V—Nationsl Skill Standerds Board
Title Vi—Internstiona} Education
Program

Title VER—Minority-Focused Civics -

Edieation

Title X~Aiscailaneous

Settion 1011-Schioal Prayer

Section 1015-Contraceptive Devices
Section 301 B-wAssessment

Ssctian 1020-—ablic $chools

- Saction 1022—Sense of the Conpress

Elwmentary and Secondary Education

1. July 8, 1998, 1:30-5:30 p.md, Hotpy -+ At/ 1965

Inter-Cantinental Los Angales! 253750 0
South Olive Street, Los Angpleshd* -

i

made hy June 17,

2. July 10, 1988, 1:3D-5:36 ‘g}fﬁﬁf%i.mi
‘Radisson Hotel & Suites, 160 Egst Huron-’
~Strest, Chicago: INidoig 191257874

BT S
SRE

2800, and ask Tar reseivations. Roons
reservations must be made by Jude 19,
3. july 13, 1998, 1:30-5:40 p.a., Park
Flazs Hotel, B4 Arlington Sireet, Boston,

Massashusatiy, 16174253000, and
ask Jor reservations. Room mservations
must be madde by june 22,

4. july 15, 1988, 1:30-5:30 pom,,
Terrsce Garden Hotel, 2405 Lanax Roed,
B, Atlanta, Coorgid, 1-404-261-8250,
and ask for reservations. Room
reservations must be made by June 24
FORMAT FOR COMMENT! This request for
comments i5 designed ¢ elicit the views
of inforested parties on how the
Department’s clamentary and secondary
education programs Can be strustured to

" muet the shjsctives of the

reasthorization ss stated in this notice,

The Secretary repuesis that each
respondunt idenstify hiv or her role in
education and the perspective from
which he or she views the sducational
system-—aither us & representative-of sn
wulbicintion, agency, or seheol (public or
private), or 28 an individual tescher,
student. parent, or privaie chizen.

The Secrelary urges esch commenter

+ in identify the specilic question baing

rasponded to by number, 1o be spanitig

% 4

%

Title lHeiping Dissthvantaged '

\ s, 7« v b -Children Meat High Sundards

Californja: 1-213-617-3300 anid a5k f6¥

-reservations, Room reseryations must be
Pl g R Tl

" Part A--Improving Bagic Programs
Operated by LEAs
Part Be—Even Starl Fumily Literagy
" Programs
Pant C~Education of Migratory
- Childran PR
Prograrns for Children gnd Youth
© Wha Are Neghected, Delinguent, or
. Ar-Risk of Dropping Dut
Part E—Fedoral Eveluativns,
Comanstretians, amd Transition -
1 Projeirs -
! Part F—General Provisions
Title HDwight D. Eisecshawer
Professional Development Program
Port A—Federsl Activities
Part B -fhatm and Lecrd Activities
| Part Csrotestinne: Uevalogsont

"t Demaonsiration Project

Title Hi—Technalogy for Educstion

Part A—Technology for Educstion of
All Students .

Subpan 1--National Programs for
Technaslogy in Education

Subpart 2--Stsie and Loval Programs

for School Technpiogy Resources

t Subpart d~Repional Technical

¢ Sunport aed Professional

l Heveloproent

3 Bubpart +—Frodust Development

Part B—Star Schools Program -

Pant C—Ready-to-Learn Television

Part BTelocommunications
Demanstration Prowct for
Mathematics

tepisiative langusge that the commentsar -

Part D—Prevention and Intervention

Fart E—Elemeniary Mathomaticy ond
Seisnce BEquiprment Program
Titke 1V wSafe and Drug-Free Scheels
and Communities, | -
Pari A—Staie Grants for Brug ond
Vivlence Pravention Programs
Subpart 1—8tate Grants for Drug and
Viclence Prevention Progrems
- Bubgart Z--Nations] Programs
Titie V-Promoting Equity
Part A-Magnet Schosls Assistancs
Fart B—Women's Educational Equily
Furt {—Assistonce to Address Schioot
Dropout Problems
Title Vi-Innovative Education Program
Stratagisg '
Title Vit—Bilingual Fducstion, .
- Languzge Enhancettent, and
Language Acguisition Programs
Part A—Rilinguni Edusation
- Subpart :--Bilingus! Education
Capatity and Demonsiration Grants
Subpart ¢—Rosearch, Evaluation, and
Dissernination '
Subpart 3-Professional Development.
Part B-~Foreign Languspe Assistance
Program .- :
Far, C—Emergency Immigrant
Education Program
Fart DAdministration
Title ViE-impac Aid
Title {X—Indian, Native Hawalien, snd
Alasks Native Education
Yan A-wIndias Educsilos 7
Subpart 1—Formuls Grants to LEAs
Subpart 2w-5pecial Programs and
Projects te improve Edanationsl
-Opportanities for Indian Children
Subpart 3—Special Programs Relnting
te Adult Educstion for Indieng
Subpan $.-Ngtional Resanrch
Activitias
Snbpart SFederal Administration
Subpart s-Deflinitions
Part B—Native Hawalians
Part {-~Alasks MNative Education |
Title X—Programs of Matisnai
Sigrificance
" Part A~-Fund for the Improvement of
Edutation
Fart B—Gified and Talanted Children
Pert C—Public Charter Bchools
Fart D-Arts in Edecation
Subpart 1—Aris in Education
Subpar 2--Lultyral Parinerships for
At-Risk Childrestand Youth
Part E-inexpensive Book
Distributien Program
Part F—Civic Education
Part GeAllen L Ellfender Fellowship
Program v
Part H—Dulugo Territorial Education
improvement Program
Part 215t Contury Community
Learning Centers
Part }—1iirban and Rural Edunation
Assistancs
Fart Ke—Mationa) Writing Praject
Part L-wThe Extanded Time for


http:Acquisitioo'Progt8.ms
http:secQndo.ry

30062 ) Federal Register/ Vol 83, No. 105/ Tuesday, june 2. 1998/ Notices

o
S t T ; :
. Learning and Longer School Yenr Mathomatiog angd Selence Education and Applications
"ar 3 egzﬁﬁalihwismce Consortin® - : Part Do Waivars
e XI—Coordinaled Services : : . ni N .
Title Xli~School Facilities - i Pant D Technoiogy-Based Technical ’;ﬁ: g:gmf;”? Provisions
Infragtructure Improvament Act Title XIV=-General Provisions ar un Possession

Part G--Fvaluatinns
Titlo VIL Subiiitle B, Stewar: B.

Title Xillw-Suppon and Assistance

Programs {o Improve Education ' Pust A--Definitions

*  Pagt A—Comprehansive Rogional- Past B—=Flexibility in the Use of : ;. e
Assistance lg:en1e;$ ¥ Administrative and other Funds McKinney Homeluss Assistance Act
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Notes from Reauthorization meeting on December 15
{Judith Johnson, Krisﬁn'\Bunce, Tom Corwin, Sandra Cook, Bayla White,
Laurence Peters) )

Next Steps:

Finalize The Organizational Structure -

Set-up 3 :eazzzhozizaiimz catendar

|
Tom Corwin to send over the papers prepared by his office that compared
administration pmposals against House and Senate compromises

Sandra agreed to sendl over the House and Senate repcarzz; that de&;cnbed their
- intent .

Compare each report t{: conference agreement

PES will complete az’z{i ss.md to us 2he ti mezabi for completing evaluation studies

* 5, am
- TR +

Set-up meetings with | o \
R

% Mike Smith - a;:pmva% for the.plan:~ - -

x Mike Cchen - Wha‘f rote will the. DPC play and w&az‘z do they want to wei gh in?-

! . ... x Delia Pompa- Id&nttfy stuézs&s t?&ey have cormmissioned; define {%ze

_ partnerships. ' Ut RATRES e :

x Kent McGuire, F’lame Hammond and ‘Ricky Takai - ldentify their respec%sve
roles and the relationship of OE;'RI authorization to Goals 2000 and E&EE&

-y

Invite IG {Tom Bloom) and OMB to the discussion sessivns
Réach agreement on the strategy for bringing Goals info the deliberation

“ {The text on the following gag@s represent a surmmary of the urmvarsat»z}n that took
place.}

Fage _1}
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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 by stating that the next steps in the reauthorization process
are:

establish workb roups
identify outreach activities
identify expertsloonsultants
draft Ieglslatlon specs

el N

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 Headllne'?” .

There are many people who have to have mput into’ the process OMB needs to be
involved. This is a very long process. You have tto 9o through OMB and the White
House. OMB should be involved when we are wrltlng pollcy papers alorg with the
White House

i !
SRy r"i
, L J J"LJ' .

Specs may have to go through the same clearance process as the actual legislation.

.

Set really hard tlmeframes and figure that everything:will take two tlmes as Iong as you
think. . l .

.":.'iwﬂ‘ 27N s e

J‘E-n

-

We are still a few months ew:ay from creating working groups.
Need to think about technology and how we use it.

| _
Mike Cohen should be involved. Ask him what the organizational principlies should
reflect.

At some point (not for quite a whlle) you do sit down with the key people but we need
to be much further along i in our thinking.

Might want to look at the House and Senate(’?) reports as the bilis moved out to the
authorizing committees.
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' Get budget document from Tom'’s office.

Mow wilt Goals 2000 fit in? It wﬁi proceed as part of ESEA, but what it is, is unclear.
Need to weigh in with Mike Cohen and the chiefs.

One of David Hawkins’ Ph D. students was doing histher dissertation on the hmtczz’y of
Title 1 - ask Mary Jeanlfor this

Get OBEMLA and OERI injnow,

The data piece is really important.

Keep things going . set- upla calendar.

We should be pretty far along (ready to do specs) by Labor E}ay, hava decisions. Then
we can draft the Ieglslatlon Jack Kristy's staff.

1G must be involved by statute tnvite Tom Bloom to atieﬂci the meetings. We r‘;eeé o

know what they will be producmg and when.

' . v $ i # < .
Vision Statement , \ , B TR
o : . P A TI AILCLC  U

i 'l';x N 33,,h ;\af:s;, \\?(:3 gfffi,\u ;
What are we trying to say” 1 . R
Look at the seven priorities ;:{aper AR -

At some point, we really need to have a serious talk aboutthe § argamzmwz‘zai
-principles and what they don't cover. Are there some other ones that we need i,

articulate? ‘ e

Dutreach Process:

Federal Reg:s!er Put vision szatemeﬁz in Federal Register (It helps us net

our tboughts in order} Budget can help us the Federal Register
Services. They can {ake the first cut on it and can pay 1o have the
somments sy{ztheszzed

Regional Meeffﬁgs: A huge camm%tmez}i of time. You contract local
people. Youlcontact local people or you will not atiract state leaders.
The whole weﬁd should get their ten minutes {we want to minimize the
people who say they weren'’t ;mﬁed}

Website. Pul ﬁ‘ie whole thing on t?za web site.

Civil Rights Organizations

S
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What should we do with these? - about these?

Tom said they have to be part of the forum for groups. Send the Federal
Register m:txz:& to these groups for comment in addition to any other
groups, buz you ask all grcups the same guestions,

]
Retreat {1/2 day in Januaryj

How would we frame this Clonversaz%an so it is constructive?
OBEMLA and OERI must be involved.

Next Steps:

{We need to fill these in.}




MEETING WITH HOUSE DEMOCRATS
MAY 13,1999

It’s good to belamong friends. I appreciate the opportumty to
discuss.our proposal to reauthorize the Elementary and *
Secondary Ed_lllcatlon Act. We call it, the Educational
Excellence for|All Children Act’of]999.'

Many of you were here in 1994, when we controlled Congress
and dramatically revamped how we thought about education.
You should be|proud 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 laws brought about two fundamental changes in -

education. First, it raised expectations for children from high-

poverty areas,jasking them to meet high standards like all-
other children. ‘ ‘ e '

the first time, federal, state, and local officials were all
working off the same page. More importantly, the laws
promoted partnerships with parents, teachers and students.
We all worked|together in agreement that we could no longer
‘ tolerate lower expectations and watered- down curnculum for
poor and dlsadvantaged students.

Those laws were bu1|t on the premlse that all chlldren can

learn. States and schools would set challenging standards for |

all students. These high academic standards would form the
foundation of 4 set of coherent and aligned reforms of
curricula, asselssments, and teacher training to ralse all
students’ achle!vement

'.:,'-‘1‘ c
Y.
" )

LT N

Second, the laws created a new federal role in education. For | -



B

i

L

+
[ R M
'

Our partners t;zave risen to the challenge. Five years later,
there is evidence that the new federal support for standards-
based reform alcceleratcd reforms already underway in many
states, while he]pmg spark tciorms in othcrs

In a recent GAO report, state officials described Goals 2000 as
“a significant ffiactor in promoting their education reform
efforts” and a {catalyst” for change. Another assessment
found that Title I of the ESEA is “driving standards-based
reform” in mar}y districts.

Today, 48 states, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia
have developed|of state academic standards for all children.
The other two states have promoted challenging standards at

- the local level. This is what we have accomplished together,

In 1999, we z‘mzs?{' build upon the accomplishments of 1994,
including the prgogrcss we made through Goals 2000, We must
take the next step by helping teachers and schools teach to
high standards i;n every classroom.

oy

This isn’t easy. }We’re.asking many teachers and schools to -

.change the way they’ve been doing business for years. But

usiii; halle;'ginig standards to develop curricula, asszssments,
tﬁ:acher professwnal development, and systems of “
accountability isla proven approach to increase !earﬁmﬁ




High cxpectations coupled with standards-based reform
works. North Carolma and Texas put high standards into
place and held 'schools accountable for student achicvement,
and they showed greater gains than any other state on the -
National Assessment of Educational Progress between 1992

and 1996. l
To take standards further, we must also strengthen
accountability tio ensure that everyone is doing their part to
help all children Iearn.

That’s why we sitrongly support an end to social promotion
and traditional retention practices, even though some of our
friends disagree{with us. If we tolerate children slipping
through the cracks — being passed from grade to grade
without adequate preparation for life or simply retaining
students i in the szllme grade without extra help — we are not
o meetmg our promise to all of our children to help them meet

“high’ cxpectatwns (Should this go here or under the Education ... .-

‘Accountability Act ?)

The 1994 laws ‘[‘Ju'ii educators nationwide on the right track.
Now we must continue the momentum that we Democrats put
in place. |

i .
To increase educatlonal exullence and equity, the Educatlonal
Excellence Act would:

* Put high standards into every classroom;
s Provide small class sizes and help every child read well;

3




- » Strengthen teacher and principal quality;

. Emphasize z?ccauntability for schools and student
performance, including turning around failing schools, and
toughen accountability in federal education programs; -

» Support safe, healthy and disciplined learning
» . !
environments that better connect students, teachers,
families, and|communities; and

* Modernize schnols for the 21" Century by putting uscful
technology i m the classrooms, making schools smaller and
more persenalized and increasing opportunitics to learn
foreign languages.

1’d like to = 'briefly -~ highlight the most important

provisions-in thé I Titles of our ESEA proposal. Much more

detail w;ll be’ avallable next week.

. ¥,
- .‘,u-. g ‘J“,‘"
2:—.‘;,‘.:; “.m;.r‘.. m!

Title I is théepriglar}* so‘urce of aid to increase the achievement
of our most disadvantaged students, providing over $8 billion
each year on behalf of over I million children.

Ninety-nine perf:lent of Title I dollars g{} to the local level to
support instruction.

s

| The impact ofsta'indards»based rcfdfgn is beginning to be seen

in reading and math scores in Title I schools. However, there
remains a sxgmfiéant and disturbing achicvement gap between
students in high- and low- -poverty areas. | "

_The Educational ?’;xcellence Act wng‘im first, continue the
commitment to standards-based reform through Title 1.

4




Second, it would strengthen accountability by encouraging
States to use one system to hold all schools accountable for .
student achzﬁvement and by helping low- perfﬁrmmg schools
and dzstrzcts turn around.

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

Fourth,itw ould strengthen schoolwide efforts to improve
schools where 50 percent of the students receive free or
reduced-price lunch, and continue the Comprehensive School
Reform Demonstration program.

Finally, our Title | proposalinciudes a continued commitment
to the Even-Start-family:literacy, Migrant Education, and
Neglected and Delznquent ‘children programs. It also adds the
' Reading Excellence Act assarnew part of Title I, which helps
improve tlze;{e‘a’éhingfandflcaming of reading to young
children in highipoverty schuols.




A recent Department survey found that 37 percent of teachers
did not feel adequately prepared to teach to high standards in
their classreems Our Teach to High Standards initiative —
which will be Part A of Title Il — represents the next -
generation of G‘Odls 2000. It is our effort to.cnsure that every
classroom in America has a quality teacher and every child is
- taught to high standards. This new initiative will take the
place of Goals ?.;B(}O, Eisenhower, and Title VI and will focus
on giving teachcers the preparation, instructional materials,
and classroom tools they need to teach all students to high
standards.. : |

Teach to High Siiandards funds will be distributed by formula
to the states, States will distribute half of their funds to school
districts based z;pfm their p{}pzzmtlon and poverty levels, The
other half will be distributed through competitive grants for
high-quality, mz;!m -ativeprograms ofprofessional.. . .. .,
desft,lopmcnt and standgr dsumplcmentatmn

Ao retiannn A dieh v
States will bc able to usei10fpercentiof the f&nds o
continue work on developing and implementing
standar‘ds, and pirovldmg technical assistance-fg districts
in their efforts to align instruction, currlcaium, and

assessments to the State standards.

fia N

.- TP ol . &

This initiative wiil support intensive, sustained, and
collaborative proffessienal development that rescarch and
“teachers say improves teaching the.most, It will also recognize
the national impqrtanczz of improving math and science
instruction by allecating the first 3300 million of the
appropriation tg,,inef&gsiﬁnal development in those areas.




The initiative w:!l also address the urgent need to rf:duce
teacher attrition by prioritizing professional
development proposals that support new teachers during
their first threejyears in the classroom;

Part B of Title I1, Transition to Teaching: Troops to Teachers,
will help recruit, prepare, and support mid-career
professionals — including retiring members of the military
service — hecome teachers in high-need areas.

Title I will also help children enter school ready to learn by
increasing and i ;gnprounﬁ training of early childhood
educators fo help them build key language and congnatwe
skills.

Finaily, Title 11, Part D, will' re-vampiour-technical assistance
by providing:our customers withrresources-to-identify their
necds, select twhmcal assistance’ sew:acs*‘and ‘build their
capacity for schogo! improvement: WL will notre-authorize the
comprehensive t@ehnlcal assistance céntérssbut will instead
focus our efforts on providing States and districts with the
ability to purchas‘;ﬁ: the technical assistance they need, ™ -

The effective use off.,ducanen technology can help all students
develop hzghem)rdm‘ thinking skills, technological literaéy;. -
and achieve to high standards. Title II of our proposal will
narrow the “digital divide” by targeting funds to high-need

- school districts alid through the Technology Literacy

Chall enge Fund, improve teacher professional development in
using technology well.




1t would also cansﬁlzdate the resources of the Technology
Inngvation Chézilenga Grants and the Star Schools program to
develop innovative technology models.

The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act is 2
very importantprogram, although we wish it wasn’t
necessary, -Current law spreads Safe and Drug-Free funds too
thin to have much impact in high-need communities, we would
distribute the funds through competitive grants to concentrate
our resources where they will do the most good,

QOur Safe Schools proposal would also authorize Project SERV
—- School K L'merg,ézzi:y Response to Violence — te help
communities respond to crises such as the terrible {ragedv in
Littleton, C{}larédo only three weeks ago. e

l , MRS g UL T
The Edﬁcatmnal Excellence Act promotes équilv mce!lcnce,
- and public sche{zi choice, It includes magiét’schoolsandy
charter schools atid promotes new schgol chvice’ aptmns ek
such as xs*zzz'k-sxttiz schools and partnership§ betwech: semndary
schools and colleg:f.,s — thr uueh the new OPTIONS authority.

We've included our Class»Sizc Reduction In%tiative in Title VI
of our proposal. Smaller class sizes in early grades help
students learn toread, the fouadation.-of all-learning, and
promote continued academic suecess.

Title V1I, Bilingual Education, emphasizes thc 1mp{>rtdn€e of
helping students with limited fnglish proficiency learn
English and meetjthe same challenging academic standards.
Our proposal would also imiprove teacher training programs
to help teachers teach these students.

8
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LA B

Qur propesal continues and simplifies our Impact Aid
program and our education programs for American Indians,
Native Hawaiians, and Alaska Natives.

Title X includes a number of programs of national
significance. 1id like to mention three in particular.

» 21% Century Community Learning Centers offer extended
learning opportunities for students and adults. Our
proposal would emphasize after-school and summer
programming, create a local match to build capacity, and
target funds on high-need areas,

» Title X wezﬂdi also increase the number of — and improve:
the quality ofi~— elementary school foreign language ¢ unl
- programs, bvibzziming Jinks with-middle and high- %choo!g AR
and focusing them on developing ﬂzzem), rather than b ;a : ;E: S
familiarity. | O R A LR ATt =ffi;*% At Few

, : DA ..‘:‘m‘w:i’;.« ety s
» Finally, Title ¥X would establish a national grant -
competition to help 5,000 high schools implement research-
based re}f{;rmst. The Sceondary School Reform initiative
would help transform high schools into places where all
students are knewn by one adult, feel.motivated to learn,

and are {:hat!enged academically.

g



Our last Title, Title X1, includes the President’s Education
Accountability, Act. The Act would emphasis the shared
responsibility we all have to ensure that all children learn by:

+ Improving teacher quality by ending the practices of
" .emergency c::rtiﬁcafian and out-of-ficld teaching,

o Ending social prometion to help all students achieve high
standards; § '

+ Increasing the use of school report cards to increase public
accountability; and,

* Requiring schools to implement sound discipline policies.

That was a quick summary of our ESEA proposal. 1I’d be

interested to hear your comments and answer your-questions.; -y w ey

%
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COMPARABILITY

What is the background of the Title I comparability requirement?

The Title I comparability ofiservices provision was enacted in 1970 to ensure that Tide ]
schools received their fair share of non-Federal resources. It required an LEA 1o use Stae and
Tocal funds 1o provide ser m'es in Title I schools that, taken as a whele, were at Jeast
cemgazable to services bf:lrig provided in non-Title I schools. The basic statutory requirement
remains essentially the s&mei wday. However, examining the history of the comparability
provision reveals a gradual z‘n{iu::zon in prescriptiveness. For example, regulations
implementing the 1970 szatzm: required an LEA to meet five ests of comparability within %
tolerance: pupils/certified teac‘wr pupils/certified instructional staff (other than teachers);
pupils per noncertified mstz**,z?:z;ezzal staff; instructional salaries/pupil; and other instructional
costs/pupil. Subsequemt rﬁ*@uiazzerzs reduced these tests 1o three, and then 1wo:
pupils/instructional s1aff; az‘zé instructional salaries/pupil. In 1981, Congress added a statutory
pravision that deemed an z,,gfx 0 be comparable if  filed an assurance that it had: a
districtwide salary schedule *ifz policy to ensure eguivalence among schools in teachers,
administrators, and.other smfi‘ arsd a policy to ensure equivaience among schools in the
.. .. . provision of materials and m;szrz.zcu{}:}ai supplies. Nonregulatory guidance indicated that an
.z LEA-could also meet the comparaé;ﬁ;ty requirement if it met gither of the two prior regolatory
. ' tests, Moreover, the gm{ﬁange suggested that a 10% tolerance was acceptable. Regulations
. ,- implementing the 1988 szazutor} amendments codified this nonregulatory g,z.zxiﬁm;:e Currenily,
. 1., dhe statute specifically preciudas an LEA from including staff salary differentials in ¢aleufating
‘jf‘ ’»B;‘-' Acomparability; there are no renuiauons o
Decumcmma compliance wuh the comparability requirement has also relaxed over the years,
Initiaily, an LEA had 1o submz: data demonstrating comparability 1o its SEA hefore it could
receive Title T funds: Later regl,lanons also required each SEA 10 file a comparabiiity report
with the Departiment, In. 1981 all comparability reports were eliminated. Alhough not
requiring reports, the 1988 amendmems made clear that an LEA had 10 maintain annual
records demonstrating ks C{}mpliam}ﬁ with comparability. Since 1994, comparability records
must only be maimaiid chnmzl " '
Is the Department aware of cz;mpizame problems with the current comparablht)
requirements? X
szrremiy, most districts camg} iy with the comparabiiity requirement by ensuring equivalence
in pupil/teacher ratios or in zzzsmzczzazzai staff salaries/pupil. To the best of our knowledge,
compliance with these maaszzres is not a problem. A recent IRT w Californiy, in reviewing
comparability in four LEAS, éxé discover one LEA that had 2 noncomparable schoo! and three
« LEAs in which there was no cwéence that comparability had been caloulaied. Most IRTs,
. however, have not found compaz‘ahiht} problems.

|
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Two 1993 studies slso did not find significant problems with comparability. To inform the tast
reauthorization, the General Accounting Office (GAO) examined comparability in eight LEAs
{including Detroit and Eﬁ)czée County) in four states and found all districts were in compliance
on the measure the disricts »nose students/instructional staft. GAO also examined available
data on 17 other measures té;;a; fell inio three categones: (1) ratios of students to specific rypes
of staff; (2} proxies Tor Iﬁ%&i‘iﬁ? quality; and (3} supplies, equipment, and other expenditures.
These data mndicared in many cages that Title | schools had lower student/teacher ratios than
non-Title T schools but were|ofien worse off on other measures such as teacher salaries and
experignce. {(However, the lowest gverage teacher experience in Tide I schools was 10 years.)

A study by the Department’ g 392&“ aing and Evaluation Service (PES) concluded that the sample
LEAs had, for the most gmrz} achieved within-district comparability on most measurable’
sspects of teir educationsl ;{wgr&ms: i.e., cost per student; nomber of staff; average class

' size; teaching experience and degree level of eachers; and availability of instructional -

materials and equipment. (The study examined 95 elementary schools and 25 high schools in
30 districis during 1991-92.3 | Where differences in these measures existed, they generally
favored the high-poverty schools.

Preliminary results from PES{.current Study of Bdecation Resources 2nd Federal Fundinﬁ also
found tha szaft?smdw; mzxas a»(ﬁaﬁ}; fgv{}r ’fzzg%z gzcvexzy schools slightly.

I compliance with ti}e {:izrz‘exzt ’I‘ziie I Ci}mpambziz{y requirements is not a problem, why
is the Department pmp{}smg chabges in‘reauthorization?

N ?v‘-‘ﬁ 33”}“ S Y ”3“"".& ISP
The current measurestad camparabz ity -generally aédress gzzazzz;zy quantity of staff per studens
or-amount of funds spent on staff por student,  Although these measures are important, they
may not be sufficient to ensure thal [eSOUrces are comparable in terms of guafity between Title

1 and non-Tide | schools.

-
.,

The De;ﬁartmeﬁt‘s Office for Ciivil Rights (OCR) has been examining intradistrict resource
comparability in reviews under. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and has raised qualitative
goncerns. For cxample OCR cited references indicating that, in ’\Eew York Cityw-

—
, Trod s -
L "

o Provisional cemﬁcatlon rates are higher on average in high-poverty schools

« Districts with very high percentages of low-income black and latine children have almost
no courses that would prepare students for specialized high school entrance examg

s In the 25 high schools with the lowest graduation rates, fewer than 4% of their students
take and puss Regents level exams,

Accordingly, OCR has been developing investigative guidance for conducting intradistrict
resource comparability reviews. | That guidance locks at a number of factors within four
general dimensions: staff resources educational programming, technology, and facilisies,
OCR’s work furmed the basis for the Administration’s proposed changes.



How would the Admiristration’s proposal strengthen Title I comparability?

}
The Administration’s gz?{};}{z%ai would strengthen comparability by requiring districts receiving
Title I funds 1o establish policies, no later than July 1, 2002, to ensure that Tide I schools are
comparable 10 non-Title 1 scheo%s on various qualitative ‘aczazs For example, Title I schools
would be expected (o have teax,hcrs who are as well qualified, in werms of experience and
education, as teachers in non -Titde I schools. Similarly, students i Title ] schools would be
expected (o have equal access 10 2 high-quality curriculum, including gified and talented
classes, Advanced P acemem courses, and courses that address the State’s content standards, as
students in non-Title  schools. Title 1 schools would also be expected (o be in comparable
condition, In terms of safety,| repair, and accessibility 1o technology. While providing districts
considerable {lexibility in ées;isizzg their comparability policies, the Administration’s proposal
would go far toward ensuring that the comparability provision results in comparable quality as
well as quantity of resources.
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. COMPETITIVE GRANT STRUCTURE

Question: The Administration is proposing that certain programs move from 2 formulato 2
competitive grant structure. What-is the rationale for this propesal?

s

Answer:

There are three main advantages to moving 1o a competitive grant structure: (1) to provide funds
1o districts (or other grantees) that can demonstrate a need for services; (2) to support high
quality activities; and (3) o ;:;romi“ rants that gre of adequate size to address identified nesds
and suppert high quality activities.!

- Formula grants, on the other hand, spread funds out in order 1o provide at least a smali anount of
funding w0 the iarg;cs& possible ﬁumbc, of grantees. Unfortunately, this amount may be far too
smalf to support effective progr ams»——aamczﬁarh in small districis—and the amount provided is

determined without regard to whether the grantees’ necds are large or small.

» Theproposed Sefe and Drug-Free Schools and Communites Act (SOFSCA) competitive
mmggg Mg,gn abig gz Lcs g@ mrgg; i},;;zﬁ. m Q i3 ;,mgzg %;’51111 demapstrated need for

) sie g By moving primarily
0 ccmp"tzzwe granzs Stal“s can awami "unds 10 dzsmcts based on i}b}ectwc griteria such as
hzgh rates of substance use by 3 voat‘z or high raies of victimizatiog of youth by violence and

. grime, States could fund high- qualny, research-based approaz:iwa that ﬁﬁdT’CSS the identified
needs. Currently 70% of the SD?S{ZA funds designated for districts are distributcdon 2
formula basis, while the z‘emammg 30% are targeted o miaumz} few districts in a state
which have the greatest need for, program funds. Beﬁause 92’ zhe fcz‘mu}a <:1 stribution 2ad
funding level of the program, prcsmtly 35% of dzs*ncxs mcem grants gf “ss than §10,004.
- The average grant {for districts mcemng formula furids is ap;}mmmé%c ¥ 56 per student,
exzept in the IO% of largeted d1s§mcts with the greatest need

. WM&&HMWM zeross the nation

: les general aid for schools. Title VI gives states and loca) disiricts ™~
LXICD&%&’& ﬂexzbliu} to fund a bmad range of initiatives thal support school improvement and
education reform. A recent Study of Educational Resources and Federa! Funding (SERFF)Y’
conducted for the Department ;ozmd that Title VI funds are most often distributed to il _
selools in 2 district with Jigle Largeﬁmg of funds to schiools based on need {e.g., high-poterly
aor low-performance), The study a;lso found that decisions about the uses of funds are most
hkely 1o be influenced by short- -term tocal priorities, rather than by long-term district plans,
state pnonzm or data on student pemom}ame This use of Title V] funds—which differs
greatly from the use of Goals 26(30 funds--may be attributabiz both o the extremely flexible
nature of the program as well as 10 its formuta funding structure,

«  States ke the sunent Goals 2 itive gran
Qiﬁmdmm;hmm ihgzruszﬂ_&bbe ig fe DDOItin o
reform ;:lans Ina 1998 GAO rﬁp(}ﬂ of the Goals 2000 prog“am Stam of‘iczais repoﬁeé that

the program’s funding structure allows states 1o use their state-retained funding according 1o
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quality programs. . C

self-determined prmritles as well as structure thelr subgrant programs to nmesh with their
states’ education reform plans. Several state officials stated that they do not want more
program flexibility, s uch as block grants that could be used for many purposes in addition 0
education reform, ("Gea’s 2000: Flexible Funding Supports.State and Local Education

Reform,” GAO, November 1995, pp. 14-15).

T?‘ze pmfassmna% zievaiapmcm prox }ded
through cam;;ezzzzva granits to institutions of hnger education may be of higher caliber and:
more useful o eachers than that provided through formula grants to school districts
according to a recent t:?aiuauon of the program . The competitive grants exhibit owtcomes
comparable to those shown by exemplary professional developmert programs. They are
more Likely io be 1ntens*v‘e and employ practices associnted with successful professional
development than thase funded throug;,iz formula grants. o .

The coppetitive grant gin requires . ing provisiohs 10 assure tha h,;giz-zzggﬁ
districis access available ﬁ; Qﬁ, Hzgh pmfﬁﬁy and mra% isolated school districts often have -
iimited resources and cxperuse to Gevelop highly competitive proposals. Yet these are the
districts that generally bazga a great need for the programs. For these reasons, safeguards
such as funding pricrities ar:d techm{;a% zssigtance should be built into the competitive gram |
structure (o asgurc that these programs reach the zme"zdﬁd target groups and p"gvzde h;gh




ACCOUNTABILITY VS, FLEXIBILITY

Question; A key principle of the 1994 ESEA reauthorization was flexibility in exchange

for accountability for szud#zzz achievement. Doesn't this pro?esal it the baiance away

from flexibility with the hew set-asides that are being proposed and the emphasis on
accountability?

Answer:

It retains the {lexibility in current Iaw, such as the provisions lowering the poverty
threshold for schoolwide programs and the authorization for consolidated
applications.

It adds grester ﬂexibiléty by incorporating the new Ed-Flex expansion, adding {o the
\ist of programs unéeréwbich provisions can be waived; and authorizing the Seeretary -
to grant additional flexibility 10 Siates that achieve higher student outcomes along
with a reduction in thelachisvement gap bctwe{:n high- and lew-achieving studenis.

Al the same time, the bill would strengthen the f'(:»cus an accountabilisy for ensung
that all children ac‘zmvc 1o high standards. .

¢ The accountability provisions combined with the set-asides strengthen the capaci%v {.}f
Schw 5 10 help all z:%n émn achieve to hmn standaxés Slaggs and g;f\, ity bg g

an ‘,a;«ﬂ“
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RURAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

‘Question; How will nural areas fare under the Department’s reauthorization proposal?

&zzﬁ er.

-ty

Rusral areas should dé’ well under the Education Excellence for Al Children Act

The Tz;ifzia%{:auon fﬁmzi wiul; inge g take in unt disiricts with lare

Under Teach to Hivh} tandards {Title (11}, rural arcas could benefit from
; G zgjgmgz}iﬂ 1at St gz ¥ tr egies nsurine that school districts with the

840 85 [ ' i, oimiiar provisions in other
m%es ne udmg Title Ii] I (Tﬁ:c%zmlm y) and ’?zzia E‘s” {Safc and Drug-Free Schoals) will
also give priority to rural disticts that have high poverty rates and are §aczng the

‘ g,rcaiz:st challenges in wax,mng all students (0 high standards.

Rural areas compete sgggggﬁsfulig incompetitions. More than half of the cemers

funded under 21* Century Community Learning Centers program are Jocated in rural
areas,

w
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MEMORANDUM

April 13,1998

TO: ESEA Reauthorization CORE Group
W1
FROM:  Judith Johnsa }%7
RE: The Status of Standards-Based Reform and
Summary of State|Status Re- Standards
Attached are the materials that were discussed in our meeting on April 6 that we said would

be forthcoming for your information, .

Should you have additional requests or questions, please {et us know,
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The Status of Standards-Based Reform

Once the President and nation's govemors agreed (o set specific results eriented goals

‘at the Fducation Summitlin 1988, the logic of standards-based reform was inescapable.

How, after all, could the z'zatzcm ensure that all students would demonstrale compezenev
in challenging subiject maﬁar without specifying in some fashion what was to be
learned? it seemed equaly cbvipus tha! assessments aligned with the standards would
be needed to determine w?zast‘ler and how well students had leamed the challenging
subject matter. And, sc:?zeols needed o deveiop the capacities (o help students atiain
these standards, Three tgaszc understandings supported standards-based reform;

= All students can ae'f&m

» The achievement gap hetween groups of studenis could only be c‘osad by
raising the bar for alt students,
- The old madel of looking &t school peformanca by measurmg inputs must be

replaced with a res;ﬁzs grientation.

The same concems for educational equity and quality that had launched
standards-based reform af the national level was already at work in many States. In
1887, California incorporated its standards into the State’s comprehensive "curriculum
frameworks.” Maryland, Wisconsin, and Scouth Carolina, among others also developed
content standards. Qverall be?ween 1889 and 1992, over 40 Stales began to set
standards and révise theirjcurricula in the core academic subjects. The reauthorization
of Title | naturally flowed from growing understanding of staﬁdardswbaseé reform at

both the national and State level.

‘Whiie many befieved that setting staﬂdazzis was going to e the most difficult aspect,

tmpéemenimg azaﬁdards-baseé reform at the school level has proven to be & far more
intensive process. Standards-based reform requires the implementation of three

parallel sets of strategies:

ity

. Setting content and :‘pei"féz‘ma{zce standards and measuring results through
aligned assessmenis
. Developing a results orientation that is focused on accountability and closing the
- achievement gap. .
. Building the capacity c;f sénbois to E:I gure that students reach high standards,

Setting Challenging content and performance standards and measuring results
through aligned assessments

. The foundation of standards-based reform is the development and implementation of

content and periormance s&ndar@s and aligned assessments o measure student
results. Once communities, lestablish what it is that students must know and be able to
do they can align the rest e‘? their education supports o ensure that all students can

reach chailenging stanéards
Therefore, the Improving America's ‘Schools Act included specific rﬁqaz irements for the .

’



t

}

Pagezl

|

development of standards and aligned assessments. Under Titie [, States must have
had challenging content and student performance standards, with three levels of
_proficiency, in reading and math in place for all students by the beginning of the
1987-98 school year. Alrgned assessments that have multiple measures and
accommodations for Speo:al 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 reforms, but it still 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 all
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 Publlc 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)

Most States have now adopted challenging content standards Forty four States plus
DC and Puerto Rico have reported that they have adopted challenging content
standards in reading in math as required by Title I. All of the remaining States — except
for lowa -- have State standards but are either revising them or in the process of

Implementation, Apnt 1994 and States’ Status on Standards June 1996). Standards
are part of a process of contrnuous lmprovement which States seem to be taking
seriously based on AFT reports that 39 States developed or revised their standards in
the last year. (Makrng Standards ‘Matter, 1997, p. 13). Outside groups are now
evaluating the quallty of these Standards 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 Councﬂ for Basic Education (Quality Counts, 1998, p. 80), and
the AFT reported that 14 States lmproved their standards in 1997 over 1996 (AFT

What Matters Most, 1997)

Content standards are important, but they are not sufficient for education reform.
Student performance standards operationaliz standarc:s for use in classrooms and
assessments by artn:ulatmg how good is good enough to demonstrate mastery of
content standards. Progress on the development. of State performance standards has
been slower. We have Iearned that the development of performance standards is an
integral part of developing assessments, so many State efforts have taken more time
than originally enwsronedl 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 descriptors that wﬂl guide assessments and proficiency levels, but the actual
levels of proficiency will not be specified until assessments are p|lot tested in 1998-99.
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Aligned assessments remain one of the most challenging areas of State activity. The
development of valid, reliable assessments aligned to standards requires rethinking the
way that we design tests and use them to inform instruction. No State has yet
announged that it has 2 final assessment in place that satishies all of the Title |
requirements. Twenty Staies however, have indicated that their current assessments
are aligned to their stavéar&s and will become final, [Allen Shenck’s analysis, March
19568), Siates are sl siriugglzng with issues such as disaggregating student data,
including afl students’in assessments to the exteni prach {;32}?& and desi ang multiple

measures 1o assess student progress.

Z}evelopmg a results orientation that is focused on accountability and closing the
achievement gap.

As States and districts’ szrugg e with the deveiopment of their assessments aligned with
standards, they are also naw confronting the challenge of both defining and developing
systems of accountability f;}r student lgarning results, Meant as a response to a public
desire to both know how waii iheir schools are achieving and have jeverages for
supporting the:r m;zmvement appmafsﬁes to aocfmntablll‘y are many and varied.

Accountability 18 precizczzted on existence of accurate portrayals of ;mr"’crmanca and is
traditionally tied to singie poznt in time achievemeni data. {Forty-five States have -
statewide assessmenis abeut haif are a!;gned 1o thE!{ sianciards 3

y.,“:‘};‘- _xls.. }A,. s
school r@w{mwim suppo:t tripi m*ed cuf‘{ culum.andl nstmc{imn inform the public, and -
influenice policy--it will need to: B came;ved as ‘a systematsc rethod to assure to
those inside and outsidé of ﬁw ezducatmrza{ system that schools are moving to desired
directions—cornmonify znc;ugiad eie'*z‘znn%s e goais indicators of progress toward
meeting those goals, analysfs of daia repc:rt ng:procedures, and consequences or
sanctions™ (NCES, July 1937, 97). However, while States have been increasingly
attentive to accountability, .ew have implementad i from the broader pesition.

There is little evidence of data use at the State level (Living &9 irteresting Times, 49),
and though

29 States authorize the uselof sanctions against under-performing schools (The
Progress of Education Refom'z 1996,12) and 23 have academic bankruptoy or
irtervention policies rangmg;from citations and audits teths kansfening of students,
public notification, and dissolution of districts or schools (ECS, Policy Brief, Anderson
and Lawis, "Academfc Bankruptcy” March, 1897), few have daf‘ ned plans of support,

In addition, while there is some trend toward States providing financial rewards for
improved student achievemem there is little svidence of their ability o ma%zvate

teachers and administrators toward change.
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Building the capacity of schools to ensure that students reach high standards

The best systems of standards, 8$sessrz‘zents and accountability will mean littie if high
teachers are not in schco?s helping children meet challenging standards. "Early studies
of standards-based refarm noted that developing the organizational capacity of - R
schools--and the individ uai capacity of teachers—-to carry oul new, challenging kinds of
instruction was the most’ significant issue conironting ceform, but was being given the
least aftention. The szgmf' cance of thig finding is infensified when it is coupled with an
asaessment of the stazas of our current teaching force, The National Commission on
Teaching and America’s F uture repa*‘%s that more than 12% of all new “teachers™ enter
the workforce without aﬁy training at all, and another.15% enter teaching positions
without meeting State standards. In addl iors, many current teachers are under-
qualified. Fewer than 7“% of all teachers have studied child development, lgaming,
and teaching methods, ?zave degrees in their subject area, and have passed State
icensing requzrem&nts Neariy one-iourth {23%: of all sacandary teachers do not have
even a coliege minorin the:r main teaching figld. Thisis trug for more than 30% of
mathematics teachars. Tl"e National Education Geals Panel noted that the trend in
hiring under qualified teac?zers andfor misassigning qualified teachers appears o be
worsening.. The U.S, has expe{zenoed a decline in the percentaga of secondary school
teachers who hald an undefgraduaie or gmduaze degres in their main %ﬁacb ng

assignment {from 66% in §991 to 63% in 19534} o

:’:,\,'n.!. ;."

o

Efforis to improve instruction tend to mva&ve twa approaches

-

- % anglg S gt \...__.‘ s

Alignment of standards for K12 students;‘stahdards for-accrediting teacher
pfegaraiian pwsmms siandarai;s; forinitial: hceﬁsurwstandards for pmf&ss;anai

: Rt ,::353{,3; 4% }zpyl’jf § f
I»hggh quality professional daf:vefapr'*erz for-educators: that &agrns in pre-service |
programs, supports zzegmnmg feachers in cha!i&ngmg conditions, Is continuous
and embedded in ihe daily life of schools, and is driven by a coherent long-lerm |
pian related {o staa:fz—zrds (Nauoﬁai Commission on Teaching ars. America's
Future, 1998, and “Pa!;mes and Programs for Professional De ve!a;zmena of

Teachers: A 50 State Profile,” 1996. 1.

?’o%;cymakers have begun ta acidress these capacity issues and tie e cenzurs ang
prafessional development acfwmas to reform. (Cite stats) While these actions, if
sustained, will enhance our fzziz.:;*a taacmng force, more attention must be. gweﬁ to

short-term sirategies to m;;mve pur existing woéﬁarce

Conclusion

Clearly standards-based re{ozm is taking hold acrgss.the nation. %%owever sinee many .
glements of the reform are sml under development, student resulis are difficult to”
demonstrate. But progress is cvident on alf accounts, Severa‘ questions should be

considered i future acirws



QUESTIONS

Standards and Assessments:
. Whal are the imiplications for actually ;mp£ementmg standards if they are

constantly under revision?

a Will performance standards fhat are cut scores, ratherthan desc’rptmns of
student work, be usefu! for guiding classrooms?
. ‘What assistance can be pravideé for the deveiapm&ni of assessments?
. What are t?ze most effective ways for ensurmg that standards get into
classrooms?
Accountab:fzty

How is performance measured? At what levels {ciassrcam district, State, etc. }‘7

- Which students are included?

. How is data used? Does it inform curriculum and mstrzz{:z(an?

« - How are teachers and administrators prepared to use performance data?

» What/who are the foci of accouniability measures; who is being held sccountable

andg for what?

v Are students accountable for meetmg the siandardswvza pmmo@an or”
graduation requirements? What measures are used. (mﬁl’ﬂp%e '
measures—classroom of argfé~scaie assessment based.on whai cnterra}‘?

Are afl students included? - - < ovmrmeiob e oo
. Are teachers accountable for the pﬁrformanca of; t‘*zsz:r stutiars’fs’? if S0,
what measures-should-be used? | 1 Tuy s T A A o
. Are administrators accountable for sc?‘zaal Jm;:;rov&ment?; W?zat m&asures

are used to assess their success {&‘zudent sCOres, schoa* zmprczmmeni
plan benchmarks, elc.)? \

* What are the consequences of performance?

. Are sanctions, rewards, andfor supports applied based on ;:zerformazzce 7.
‘ * Are they student, school, or district focused?
. How are performance results shared? What results are shared? How are %hey

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 capacity of schools?

. What shoaid be the role of technology in supplementing teacher knowledge and
motivating students?
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SUMMARY OF STATE STATUS RE: STANDARDS

April 13, 1998

States were supposed te have content and performance standards in reading and math in place by
the beginning of the 1997-98 school year, Only 18 states fully met the Title I requirement for
content and performance standards this Fall. We gave states that had not completed this process
the option of a temporary waiver until the end of May 1998,

Content Standards: .
Our current estimates indicate that the States without content standards will have them by May,

except [owa,

Performance Standards: :
Our estimates of state progress in developing performance standards in compliance with Title i

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

. 18 states have approved performance standards.

* 13 states have indicated that they need waivers well into 1998-99 %:»e:ause their
performance standards are being defined as assessments are developed. - & 27 = Y

s 5 states need a waiver extension wel! mztz 2998 99 because Zhev are at begvmmg stages &

Vo 08

of development,

w;;
"

» NV, UT, WV) R f” R

. 7 states may be ready for peer review by the cnd of May, (MI MI\E MS“M‘T ; NQ ?}x
m} AT N

v lowa does not intend to establish state standards or 2 state assessment.
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Performance standards
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MEMORANDUM qu‘

January B, 1958 / 40

TO: Mike Smith / # MFH
FROM: Geraid Tirozzi- : g {(U) /

Judith 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 memg outlines gur 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 foliowed
durirg the last r”é_z’iu?w?ization, Attached please find a Proposed Calendar for ESEA
Reauthorization {Attachment A), a memo and chart on the ESEA Reauthonization Work
Groups | {Attac;%zmezzz B) our R&’s;}&nses to Questions From November 21 Meeting
{Attachment C) amﬁ aiset of Guiding Questions and Group Specific Questions we have
begun mrcuia‘{mg i draft form'to: OESE staff to m[tlai:a 23’;8 work of the groups

(ﬁﬂaf}hmﬁﬁi 8}'" i ‘I - !‘i»«e e

We star%&d from a set of assumptiaﬁs about the curreni legislation that are worth
making explicit. Qur view is that with the legislation only two and a half years oid, and
with early indicators showing some pusitive resulls, it would be unwise 1o propose major
changes in the underlying philosophy and approach. However, we do believe that there
maybe provisions in the legisiation that need to be rethought as well as provisions that
could he strengthened or betler targeted. For example, we need to vastly zmprnve
access 1o technical assistance and pmfezsﬁaonai devel agzment —_p

As you are aware the proposal to consider the Goals 2000 Educate America Act
legislation and the ESEA together has significant implications for OER| and NCES and
we would want {o start discussions with Assistant Secretary designee, Kent McGuire, at
the earliest p{}sssbie opportunity.

With guidance providez:i by the program directors, we have identified the following eight
ey gquestions 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 1o know
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how closely these questions mirror your own thinking and congems.

(For discussion-Core Groups and Work Groups)

1. The 1984 reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Education Act identified five
major guiding principles for our work.1 Oe we have ¢onvincing gvidence 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 mi gf;i inform any aspect of ESEA?

Ghisd st
Z. 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
c&nsendated terminated or otherwise modified {0 better achieve results?

3. How will the ESEA reauthorization refate to the administraticn’s {and Congress’s)
other education initiatives--specifically, America Reads, the Utban: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 gur strategy with the Safe and Drug Free Schoals program given
recent evaluations and the sfforts to.move some pf the funding for the program mto
HHS? Co A By e

R R EATE O R - SO ‘
5. Clgadly profess ional: deveiapment -andrthe provision of technical assistance to
high-poverty schools will-beof: key ‘concérriin this reauthorization. The reautharization

- of ESEA together.with Goals2000: pmvzﬁﬁas us'with a new opporiunity to:think through a

more coherent approachito thlS;QL&@Sl onDo you have suggestions for strategias that
are mare crosscutting and more jikely {0 préduce sustainable results?

6. Given the fact that few program evaluations will. be ready by the time we will develop
our legisiative proposals, what options do we have to-strengthen the justifications for
our legislative proposals?

7. Hew can we address the issues of providing increased ﬂexzb;my without
unintentionally perhaps turning the program into a virthiai block gg{ant’? What is the
. impact on the students with the greatest need? Have we, for example,
under-emphasized the need for accountabiiity for resulls while over-emphasizing
flexibility and freedom from regulation? if so, how can the balance be shifted back
towards greater accountability?

8. 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 0 doing alse make better connections with
Mead Start, and -other federally sponsored early interventions strategies?
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We feel helpful input on these questians, in addition to others you may pose, can be
provided through the forums we have scheduled, spacifically, with the experts
sponsored by the PEW foundation, an OESE retreat, and perhaps a Senior Leadership
meeating or 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
reautherization process has begun.

1Five 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 all students reach those standards.

2. A fotus onteaching and learning.

3. Flexibility to stimulate local school-based and district inittative, coupled with

rasponsibility for student performance.

4. Links among schools, parems and ccmméz%zitie”’s’
LA ;‘
8. Resources targeteci ta w?zsra needs are greazes% azz{i in amcams su‘fﬁciem to maka

a difference. ~ TR e IR S e
: gt KA s}‘\’i ”fa?x?i o
3 . &k

i
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Attachment A

PROPQSED CALENDAR FOR THE REAUTHOR!ZAfION OF ESEA

ACTION

LEAD OFFICE

DEADLINE

Meeting with experts
{Sponsared by PEW)

ODS/OQESE

January 1888 (7).

QESE Retreat

OESE/GZK Mngt. Team

January 1988

First meeting of ESEA
Work Group to begin to
“draft vision statement and
key questions for Federal
‘| Register announcement

OESE

January 1888

Draft of Vision
Statement/Federal
Register Announcement
Cirgulated for Comment

QESEQDS
*’ﬁ‘?

January 28, 1988

: - \;,-'..{5“%’ >

First Meeting of Core
“Group--to approve draft
vision statement/ Federal
Register announcement

e ] et NN
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Federal Register
Statement announcsd.
Significant pre-publication
maiting o education |
groups nationwide/
Launch of Reauthorization
Website,

OESE/ODS

~ February 1998

‘‘‘‘

Analysis of demographic
and trend summaries

Data and Bvaluation
Subgroup

TBA

Summary of Education
Groups somment

OESE

Aprit 1898

Sumnmary of public
somment

OESE

April 1898

Major Concept Papers
recommended and
approved by Work and
Core Group
sommissioned,

ESEA Work Group/Core ,
Group

April-June 1988

R
A
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April-June 1888 -

Regional Meetings/Focus | OlIA
Groups
Development of Options ESEA Workgroup June-August 1898

1 Decision Memorandato- | Core Group/ ESEA work July-August 1998

| Secretary (é"; group :
Draft Specifications | /. | OGC/Budget August 1998

*T Final Specifications for OESE/QGC August 1598

OMB - : C
FY 2000 budget OESE/Budget September 1588
submission reflecting :
Denariment’s proposals .
Bill language drafted 1 OGC/ADS October 1998
Final negotiations with OESE/QUS Qctober-November 1998
OMB '
Hill and Group QESE/OCLA/ODS August-November 1998
Briefings/Qutreach
Fine Tuning QESE/QCLA/OGC November-January 1888,
Transmittal to Congress CGCIOLCA/ODS

- Attachment B

January 1588 .
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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 firstis 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 OlG'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 pricrity teams, referred to as Initiative Groups will be called upon to
assist in helping us o think across program boundaries. The Work Group will also

. charter a number of special issue subgroups that can help us think through some

spsi’:"f ¢ oross culling issues such as technology and professional development,

For arganizational purposes, we have outlined the work in terms of three roughly
hmmiogscai phases. :

Fhase One: Prepanng for Public Qutreach and Engagement

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

inttiative Teams (see Altachment ). Responses to these questions will help inform a°

Viston Statement { a broad statement of beliefs and principles) which will become the - 75
basis for the Federal Register announcement. The vision statement and Federal ~ < . .
Register announcemeant will be similar i styie and sca;;a tothe one that in tzatecf th&

last Reauthorization. A

The ESEA workgroup will draft the vision statement and key questionsifederal register.s =
apnouncement in January and will be seeking CORE GROUP approval in late-January:~ - - -
They will be assisted in their work by a meeting of educational experts brought toge’f?‘ser T

by PEW a8 well as an QESE refreat to which the corg group will be invited.

Once the vision statement/federal register announcement is approved in January, we
will solictt comment from major educalion groups, POC heads and Initialive teams.

P:nasa ?‘Wﬂ: Data Assessment and Identification 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 o
some of the key questions raised. At this time the group will also identify subject areas
for concept papers. To the extent possibie 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 w! a.uh draft reports’
are available;

T
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* Comments from the letters raceived as a result of the Federal Register
announcement,

¢ Issues raised by members of the Core Team; and
+ lssues raised by Program Offices,

The Workgroup will also charge a Dafe and Evaluation Subgroup of evaluation and
data experts {drawn from OERL, NCES and PES) o continue to develop a list of issues
and concerns that will inform Resuthorization planning and identify useful new studies
{for example demographic analyses), reporis and syntheses, An Outreach Support
Subgraup will also be chartered during this period. The responsibilities of this group
will be to:

+ Establish a "Reauthorization Web Site” which will accommodate key documents
andd accommodate email correspondence;

* Organize Regional Mestings and Focus Groups utilizing the Comprehensive
Centers as a major.vehicle for accomplishing this work; and

¢ Summarize public comment rece;ved from the website, the Federal Register and”
internal sources. :

The Wcrk Group will de’iefmiﬂe its own schedule of option papers {0 the Core Group, -
with the goal of completing work on major issues by July, Option papers will typically  « « s aias
identify program components, a background statement concerning what we know about v 750
the issue, the feedback we have received about the topic, and some potential options
concerning the issue’s resolution. These concept papers will provide background and
rationale for recommendations emerging from the paolicy work group and wilt be given
wide Cirputation. 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.

. Phase-Three: Divelopment of Options and Legisiative Sgecifications .

When a consensus is reached among the Core Group concerning the identification of |
specific legislative issues, formal option memas will be developad by the Policy Work
Group for the Core Team. A certain number of these oplions will be pretested among a
number of focus groups. These focus groups will allow us to get ancther informed view
of the consequences of certain decisions--for teachers, principals, school administrators
and pelicy makers, These groups will allow us to develop sharper rat:onales for our final
legislative recommendation. -
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During this period we will attempt to engage Congress in our legislative proposals as
. well ags some of the key groups. The precise details as to how we engage them and
: what level of understanding and support we want {0 seek from them, will be dafe{mmef:i

through discussion with OLCA, Susan Frost, and others.

Accordingly, we will draft the FY 2000 OMB Submission reflecting the Depariment’s
proposals and be ready {o transmit the legislation to Congress in January, 1999.

) e é
.;ff O mi"r
ntmgs—v-'ry}} A&Q.\;ﬂ;«»; FR ™

- ;'\:w:’
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Attachment C

RESPONSES TO QUESTIC}NS RAISED FROM 11/21 MEETING

1. What is our overall strategy for the reauthorization of E S&ﬂ; and fefazeé 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 1888 (Gee Schedule -Attachment A), We will need as part of that
process o identify smaller related statutes that either need to be reauthorized at the
same time as ESEA or where It makes sense {0 ask for relaled amendments. In
addition we need to identify thase statutes within ESEA that are not forward funded and
may otherwise expire if the reauthorization takes two years lo complete. Additionally
we need to identify what other legisiation the administration wants the Congress to
sonsider during the course of the next vear 10 see to whal extent there are themes and ©
issues that may relate to our legislative proposals. With the cooperation of OCLA, OGC
and OUS staff we hope 1o complete this work by the end of February.

2. What is our strategy for reauthorization of Goals 200G (which expires a year earfier
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 cur Congressional
s‘cmiegy as'we do so since the Congress may not want to grant that one year extansion
.. corin the aiiemai jve seek to terminate the program; desplte our seeking funding for itin :’ ,
;e - this year's (FY88) budget. We plan o work with Torn Corwin and QCLA to address
these issues and present cur recommendations to you at the end of this month,

- 3. When do we want to submit a biit to Congress?

We have an option to submit a bill in March 1888 or January 1888. There are soms
clear advaniages and disadvantages to taking either course of aclion. By wailing to
March wa buy more time for ot trsaiwa aafg can extend the time we afford for digesting
expert opinion and public comment. Critical policy decisions ¢an also be delayed until
after we know the results of the November midterm elections and the leadership of the

- new Cangress. However, sending up a budget in February without a bift sends ‘
confusing signals, We think it is preferable to have the bill ready for mzrcductzcszz in
January so it can be given a low number and be awarded priority,

4. In order to meet that deadline, what intermediate deadlines should we meef-e.4.,
presentation of anr oulling or options mamo to the Secrslary, development of
specifications, submission of a bill for OMEB clearance?
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These intermediate deadlines are set out on the Proposed Reauthorization Calendar
{Attachment A).

5. How should we organize ourselves to produce & reauthorization bill? What are
OESE’s current plans for reauthorization?

A basic organizational matrix is set out on the attached chart (ses Attachment B).
Similar to the last reauthorization we see the need for two main groups--a WORK
GROUP--composed of QESE program offices and other key POCs which administer,
evaluate or support QESE programs, such as OERI, PES, OUS. OGC in add ition fo the
OlG's office, .

This WORK GROUP will identify several subgroups that will represent the rﬁajcr
program units within ESEA--Title 1, Even Start, Professional Development etc.

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
GRGUP. Their mam task will be to help provoke discussion congcerning cross cutlin g
issues. Cowe r:»éa.t": *’.:; IO S

b { IETE A Hie ; . N L O
Other external grz}ups -wilk: be bfozzghz in fram time to time 1o brief either the WORK
GROUP or the CORE:GROUR:Fheseextemal groups could be:representatives of
advocacy based &rgamzaimns ~academic researchers, practitioners ete.

s » . Lo
s,..vg B ST

Our current plans (as reflected in {}ESE 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 asseribling a detailed OESE calendar that
Il reflect the way we will be using OESE meetings, IRT forums and conferences to

gam additional input and analysis.

We plan to complete the detailed calendar by Eebruary.

§. What public outreach activities should we undertake?
~Should we issue a Federal Register notice requesiing commenis on the major issues?

Yes. We believe a Federal Register announcement modeled on the one produced in
February of 1952 represents a good way to begin our public engagement.

--Should we hold reginnal meetings (o lake public cormment? If so, when 7
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We plan 3 full schedule of regiaz‘z‘ai meetings 16 gain public comment. We plan afso to

- hold some other smaller focus group meelings 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 OHA and the BRR's to plan these aclivities.

~(ther outreach activities, such as requesting suggestions from Congress?

We plan to develop & ESEA Reautharization WEBPAGE, linked to the Department's
home page. Onthe page will be included key reautharization 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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Atachmemt D
GUIDING QUESTIONS FOR ALL INITIATIVE GROUPS
1. The 1984 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 purposes/principles set out in the legisiation, 13 there still a good fit?

" Are there some new or continuing issues you feel need to be included? If so, what are

they?

2. ldentify the current problems that can, should; or must be fixed before the
reauthorization conversations begin? re.

3. Can you identify what promising program practices or accomplishments have
emerged since 185947

4. Of the work underway in your priority area, what work {e.g studies, reports, protocols}
will be completed this Spring (1888) or this summer that can inform our reauthorization
effort? ‘ . - S
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Priority Teams

Math
1. What have we learned from T/IMMS 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 pollcy
recommendations concerning ESEA?

3. In what ways has the broader focus of the Eisenhower program affected either the -
quality or the amount of ihe professional development offered to math teachers? What
is the evidence?

Teaching

1. What is the potential impact of OERI's new Center on Teaching (Partnership for
Excellence and Accountability in Teaching) on the way we approach professuonal
development issues in Title 17?

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 ? WP e

.3 -

‘3. What have been the strengths and weaknesses of- the new'Elsenhower program'?

Yooee e T e J“ e I Totyenees

4. How can we tie the programs in ESEA to the principles of profess:onal 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 W[th the
provisions of ESEA?

Strong Schools

1. What are the potential policy impiications 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 palicy implications for Reauthorization?
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3. How might we address the problems of school violence and drugs within a broader
context of school restructuring that includes curn wiar and organizational changes?
4. Are charter schools meeling the needs of all siudents? What has been their impact
on tha way wa deliver sarvices under ESEA? :

5. What can we do o strengthen charier schools and suppart the Prasident’ s goal o
3,000 z:%*zaz*tezz schools by 20027

Standards

. In light.of the information collected from the survey work (conducted by va{iaas‘

organizations) what are we learning concerning the impact of ESEA programs in those
states and districts that have made the most progress on standards-based reform as
opposed to those that have made the ieas%‘? What are the implications for
R&authar:mtzcn of this data?

2. We are hearing that states and districts wili 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 1o 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 prowde to help translate standards into changes in' classrmum
practice? :

Reading . Lo H‘lm : T ' s 3:.::, ».-J YT : ’1‘ r\""l".}“_:;"'f‘:ﬁ
1. How will the new America Reads program affect the way we address readmg in
ESEA?

2. What have we leamed about the teaching of reading since the 1984 Reauthorization
that needs 1o be applied now or as a policy recommendation in the upcoming
Reauthotization?

3. What. gvidence do we have that 1894 legislation is achiaving results for Title 1
students?

4. What might be the potential impact of Obey/Porter 7

Technology

1. What key changes will we need (o {ake into account between 1884 and 1888 in
terms of the quality and availability of technolagy?

L
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2. How might we build a more integrated approach to the infusion of technology into all
. aspects of ESEA?

P

3. Are funds going 1o the targeted poverty papulations?



Page 161 .

issue Groups (We plan to give these quastions fo specially mmmissfoned groups)

1. Why is the perception s Gongress that your program is "not working -what are your
recommendations as to how we mi ghz change those perceptions?

2. Why have some school districts failed fo 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 betwersﬁ 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 slates and districts that are
showing improved results as opposed to results from those states and districts that
have been flat or worse? What are the implications of this analysis for the
reauthorization?
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Summary of the First Retreat on the Resuthorization of ESEA
January 27, 1698

At the OESE Senior Leadership retreat we discussed an organizational structure for raising and
resolving issues related to the reauthorization of ESEA. A Core Group made up of Assistant
Secretaries and other senior leadership in the Department will make decisions related 1o
reauthorization and provide general guidance to a staff-level Work Group, The Work Group,
chaired by Susan Wilthelm and made up of staff from all involved offices, will frame pelicy
issues and options for reauthorization. Program specific issues and options will be mainly be
generated at the Program Office level, but will be brought to the Work Group to ensure that
policies are consistent and croess-cutting issues are addressed.

At the retreat, senior 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 vanety of
sources, will swrface and be considered.  The initial charge to Work Group is to draft a F eéeraf
Regzsrer netice. Issues for the Work Group to consider nre outlined below,

._ : _ Issues To Be Considered By The Wark Group

¢ i Three overarching questions should be considered throughout all deliberations:
-z} How do we close the current achievement gap?
~b) How do we encourage policies that foster comprehensive reforms that cut across program
practices and policies?
¢} How do we ensure that our programs improve classroom practices?
Some other key considerativns follow:

1. What do we know so far abouf the effectiveness of the implementation of the 1954
reauthorization of ES EA? What evidence do we have that each of the five guiding principles
of the Act is bemg xmpiemmtcd? Whit results can we show regarding the impact of each

principle?

As a result of this work, we should ultimately be able to tell a story about the IASA
implementation, Ideally, we will be able o show that education looks different today as 2 result
of each principle. Any data on results in terms of student achievement would be especially
useful. -

2. Should we add guy principles to guide the next reauthorization? {e.g. creating school
. environments conducive to learning or building capacity to implement standards-based reforms)
Shoukd we “tinker” with the current principies?
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3. Should we incorporate Goals 2000 into the ESEA reautherization proposal, and if so,
how? ‘

4. How do we create a reform umbrella with cross-cutting outcomes?

We discussed ideas such as regrouping programs around cutcomes expected and/or common |
themes, We also discussed, however, the impontance of examining the role of special )
populations within each of those themes. We also discussed the merits of narrowing the number
of programs. The Work Group should explore whether there are programs that can be collapsed
as well as ways that we might counter Gorton-type block grant proposals.

5. How can we improve the technical assistance supported by the Department? {This may
have to be a separate work group that will include people from across the Department.}

We need to address questions such as how to tailor our technical assistance, how to define
technical assistance, and what or who should provide technical assistance,

6. How can we strengthen professional development programs through the reauthorization
process? How do we connect our professional development initiatives {e.g. class size, bilingual,
technology, etc.)? What 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? -

- 1. How: shnuid We. add ress;the issue of strengthening accountability for student resulis?
How do we ircreass accountability for student learning instead of focusing solely on compliance
with the law?” What are the responsibilities of the different players within the education system?

8. How should we 2pproach equity issues?

Equity should be examined broadly. “The Work Group should coatinually cxami:'m how
proposals affect special populations. Similarly, how can ESEA address achievement gaps and
dropout issues? How should accountability for equity be framed? The Work Group should
exarmine all options, One idea that was presented was that when schools define their indicators
of success, one should not be able to distinguish the SES of students based on performance.
Another approach is to focus on targeting resources.

. o €4,
;g 9 How can we sirengthen linkages between our programs and other programs? W

We would like the Work Group to examine strengthening linkages among programs ézmrzg
implementation as well as ways that linkages could be strengthened legislatively.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFPICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY

July 7, 1997
MEMORANDUM
" Te Mike Smith
FRDN‘I: Gerry Tirozzi

SUBIECT: Consideratiagarﬁing the Reauthorization of Goals 2600

Backeround
]

As you are aware, Titles T and IV of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, as well.as the
authorization for appropristions for the Goals panel and for assessment and evaluation graats in
Title 11, expire in FY 1998, The automatic one year extension for programs that is provided for in
the General Education Provisions Act will aliow the programs to receive appropriations for fiscal
1999, Since Title ITI &f Goals is forwvarded funded, fiscal year 1999 funds will used during the
199$.200¢ schoal year; funds-for Title IV-{Paren ze.é Assistance Cexz%c:zs) and the Goals panel |,
would be used during the 199899 scbﬁ»oi year, e - .

tistimeto cz::zzsuicr Whatst eps “if anyXthe Bepmmmi should take in zega rd ta Goals 2{300 We
need to constder *azznng, Sentent] ia,n{i process. - g :

. e
M‘,.{;.-e,, &k A

Tiraing
There are three main o;:zwzzs _ ~

COptiop gne, &eﬁ..k & one year extgzzmﬂfml_% 2000 m_..gizb_ﬁﬁzmds&mgsﬁa

Rt N

PROS: R LT
. Would more clearly pzearammztm&iy imk Gezis to ESEA allow dw&%opmmz of araore

complete package of assistance .

e
o

» Would avoid consideration by Congress of Goals 200 alone, which would probably be
contentipus. .

. This could result in a2 more cohesive approach to reform by combining Geals with other
reforz based legislation, such as Titles I and VI of 835.4., and any ch{;zce programs we

“seek, such as Charter Swhco
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. Acting now for extension {rather than waiting until 2000} leaves us tme 10 consider how
1o proceed if the extension is not granted,

CONS: ‘

. This delays consideration of Goals until the next Congress, which might be more difficult
to deal with on this program.

. May confound consideration of other parts of ESEA] especially Tile |, on issues relsied

to accountability, by bringing the issue of state and Jocal control into the forefront,

» A request for extension will probably result in Congressional amendments - we could, in
' essence, be trying to reavthorize the legislation two years ina row.

. Extension of the legislation in its present form - as support for reform planning - may not
make sense: States have plang and need ha*a in implementing some particularly difficult
components of themy,

Qution two  Send a revised refoom bill to Coneress féf'%%mem next vesr,

PROS:
& Avoids the cons to extension cizscusserf above.
. te BRIt 4 "«;rv }§>_\
. ?mvi{ies a forurn for debate on reform iself = % '
’ LY ;:C'%?;»f;\ 'l"“: ?.‘:-}i i:f f:,’“‘ s
» Allows for redirection of the programyno® < wé'cantclear out syme baggage. .
CON: ‘ T “ ‘ t;" é-iv zp B g ‘ﬁ;’nwf-fw"” R ' o B
. 1t will be difficult to enact ds'y’ staﬁc:i ale ne'measire and will be a target for all kinds oi
amendroents. SRR DL

now angd have the reauthorization proposal accompany the

PROS:

. We could present as part of ESEA at t};at tnzze thc}ugb ESEA woulé s,ﬂi izave it
extension year in which to operate, . . e

. » 7 It gives us more time 1o consider content - we don't have a fot of data on Goals 2000

effects at this time.

. It avoids the double consideration inherent in option one.

CONS:

. It [eaves no option if-Congress doesn't act on the reauthorization request - there would be



no basis for appropriations and funding would cease,
* 1t pushes consideration to the next Congress.

RECOMMENDATION: Ap initial discussion of the issue among Judith Johnson, Jeanifer Davis,
Tom Fagan and Catherine Jovitich concluded that we should to send a reauthorization requesz 1o

_accompany z?ze FY 19% budget

Content

I considering how to proceed with any reauthorization, now or in the following year, it may be
helpfil to briefly discuss what we has*e fearned since the legislation was ofiginally concetved.

Legisiaziga similar (o Goa!s 2000 was originally proposed by the Bush Administration but failed
to be £nacted, primarily over inclusion of a voucher provision. As anotber part of its effort to
spur reform, that administration, following the fead of the National Coupcil for Mathematics,
entered into contracts with several discipline based organizations to develop rational stapdards in
several academic areas. The assumption behind thes effort was that these new national standards,
iike those developed for math, would be the basis for state standards in the various disciplines.
Goals 2000, as :mmnaliy proposed and as finally passed, would assist states.in devclogmg their
own standards, usiag the national models a5 guides, and ass*‘ssmezzzs ali gﬁ*a to those standards.
The standards, while not vniform across the states, would have §ome cornmazza}xty derived fwm
the national standards and, alovig with the assessments, Wi}ﬂld begm to iez}k umfam} BCross eac%z

stale.
AR Whgr“’*ﬁ“* it -’““‘-‘ SL¥ig5
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Ti::s is not how it has paaned out. Many of the zzatzonai szandards seem 10, be unwor&abie whesn
viewed as & bagis for instruction. There are more standards than ¢ ca:z posabiv be taught tom -
schools; the various disciplines have stated their standards in different ways, some areas, such ag
history and Englisb/language arts, have besn fraught with contention; and, most important, the
issue of Iocal eontrol of curriculum has made if difficel for natioual standards (o be accepied and
for state standards and assessments 1o be uniform throughout the state. Therefore, we peed to
seriously rethink the Goals legislation to bring it more in line with where we are, keeping io mind
that the legislation should seek to address the real differences in education children receive -

- differences that cut across sconomic rather than state fines. The egucarion children in- -wealgiy,
suburbs receive is siruilar across states, as is that afferded children ig our poorest areas.

Therefore rather than sending up 2 bill that amends the current legislation, we propose one that is
more focussed on the areas of comprehensive reform that are proving most difficult 1o implement.
There are currently several sources of such jaformation, wcluding:

. The District and School Survey Data;

. i dF -
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« . Results of peer review of state plans;

. Information gathered by the State Collaborative (housed in CCSSO);

. Information gathered by CPRE, and
= Information provided by the states, especially those in the forefront of reform. |

While 2 more detailed look at these {25 well as other) sources is needed, it now.appears that the
areas of most concern now are;

FPerformance standards and FSSOSSMEnts. Everyone is having a tough thme with this, from
developing valid and reliable perfarmance assessments, the cost of those assessments,
accommodations for LEP children and those with disabilities, misunderstanding by the public, «ic,
There is confusion batween content and performance standards. In addition, we nead 1o consider
this issue in refation io the proposed gational tests in reading and mathematics. We also need to
consider what role, if any, Achieve can play in this area,

Professional development. A recurring issue in discussion with state and local official and with
teachers 1§ the difficulty of providing enough quaitty professional development to move skanziazcs

1o znstmctwn ) A

Bring reform to scale. This is related to both of the items above, especially to professional . ...
development, but also involves the inertia of the syster; the complexity of the systers; and, tﬁz_s, e
confusion about standards based reforma in the first place. The district and school survey results

illustrate this - schools report that they are carrying out standards-based reform and: it did uei; R
involve much chapge. It is also about a certain {ack of urgency, especially about 1 xm'armmg owx e s

most troubled schools and districts. - o 7,

bl

Accountability, Many states are relying solely on school and district report cards that are less
than easy 1o understand; the local control issue makes stroag state action difficult in many states;
strong state actions taken have not had a dramatic effect of student achievement; cheice issues
cloud the picture; benchmarking is not generally understood or practiced; accouniability becomes |

A paperwork exercise.

-y

Public understanding. This overlays the whele effort - it is directly related to the i{::i:al issue;
there is simply a lack of wust. s leads to demands for norm referenced zssessments rather thas
those tied to the standards; standards are viewed as 2 move away from basm 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,

W HEeaE,
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Putting it aif together, States and tocal communities are having the same problem that we are
having in the department. Goals 2000 is ofien used as just another prograsm, supporting a discrete
set of services which may have been included i1 an overall plan, but the remainder of the plan
does not get attended 1o, The best exampie of this Is the pressure on Goals to use the maney for

technology,

One of the major objectioss to going forward with 4 reform piece of legistation outside of ESEA
is that several of the programs in ESEA are also pieces of reform and should be connected. One
of the major ones 15 Title 111, educational technology. A major reason {or placing the technology
fund in the Goals 2000 office is the premise that technology is 2 Key component of reform and
that, without instructional mf{zz*m technolmgy 15 just a fot of machinery and wires. Unbike most of
the formulz grant programs in ESEA, Tile 11 is current year funded, which means its last year of
fund availability to states and Jocal communities comncides with that of Goals. In addition, the -
Title III legislation, used to support the Fund, 15 not consistent with the four activities contained.
1 the national technology pian the fand is to help implement. “We propose adding technology to
this reform bill. This has been discussed bnefly with Linda Roberts and she expressed interest in
taking this approach, focussing technology more on improving instruction. '

Process

‘Assurming that wes wish to try to develop a bill this year, we should do the following: A

3

Set up a team to'Jead the effort. The team should represent those persons in the Department -« | |
wh{z know the most and will be most affected by the bill e L e e

N “\l
[ L

. Have the team immediately.establish a process t¢ gather input from states, local sommunities, G Sl
bt.s;ness and other interested parties, We will need strong suppert for anything we send f{}maré- e

3 Gather all the data there is on the progress of reform and evaluation of its effectiveness,

. including that op use of technology as part of that reform. This will be difficult, given the lack of

stedies on (oals 2000 and the preliminary nature of the evaluation of technology, However, we

will need the information on Goals 2000 even we decide to only seek an extension.

4. ‘Determine areas for commission of papers that can add to our koowledge.

’a&x L %,

5. Frame an outline of what we wish to do using the data we have gathered, connections to
ESEA, the National tests, the Reading initiative, ete. This needs some guidance from you.

&. Have the team construct a plan, with tmelines, and try like heck to follow it. The bill will have
1o be ready to go to the hill before hearings on the appropriation, I would think,

Please let me know how you wish to proceed,



. TO: Reauthorization workgroup

FROM: Tom Fagan

RE: Request for development of option for reauthorization of Goals 2000 and other
programs,

Al a meeting Monday afternoon of the reauthorization core group. Mike Smith agreed to go

forward with exploration of an option to consolidate several programs dealing with whole school .

reform into a single anthonity. THIS ISWNOT A DECISION TO PROCEED IN THIS MANNER,
BUT TO EXPLORE IT AS AN OPTION, -

The programs to be considerzd are Goals 2000, Tides H, Hi{Technology Fond}, VI, and the
Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (Obey Porier) funded ander Title | and the Fund

< f6r the Improvement of Education. The total current appropriation {or these programs is about

%1.8 billion,

We need to put together a description of what a piece of legislation combining these programs
would look like, while alsn determining if 1t makes sense 0 do so. -We don't need draft

. legislation or even rough legislative specifications . Just a paper that describes what the

lepislation would contain and what it would hope to accomplish. It might have sections
describing the various sections included in most state formula legisiation - How states get

. money, how funds would be distributed 10 states, what entities would be eligible to get funds

. t

from states, how states would ailocate money {Mike favors discretionary granis, but formula
should be locked into), bow some form of accountability-could be construcied {this is why Mike

* favors discretionary), reporting requirements, Jength of awards, state plan requirements {as part
- of a comprehensive plan?)

In determining if it make: sense 10 do this, think about implications for inclusion of Eisenliawer

. when our scores in math and science are poor, and the inclusion of technology which is a high
priority for the administration - is there a way to keep focus on these areas?

Consider the following facizes as well. Obey-Porter is school based, Goals 2000 has a §£a§:, T
distriet and school approach as does Eisenhower, while Title VI is more district based. What
should we be after?

The Goals 2000 report ta Congress includes some specific areas of ref orm that peed more
attention. How can the proposal et at those areas? '

Obey-Porter is research driven school based reform, and really tatks about model adoption.
Shouid that focus be included in the propaesal {1 think se). If so, how?

The main thrust is on standards driven reform, with aligtment of the instructional system 10
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those standards and assessments 1o measure progress of schools in getting all children to meet the
standards. This is to further that effort, not replace 1. Will a major change in our legislative
ap;zmzch disrupt current state efforts?

While Goals 2000 is %egisiativciy concerned with comprehensive reform, as are Titie
schoohwide programs , at Jocal 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. Whatever we
do with Goals, we need 1o do something 10 make it more of a change agent. How can we do
that?

] think {his is more than enough for you 10 chew on. Please let me know if I can heip, You may
want Heidi Ramirez to brief you on the report to Congress and an earlier corpilation on the state
of school reform. She also has several source documents that might help you think this through.

P



