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Subject: Ancthey thoughi on resutheorization

I nave another idee sbout reauthorization of Goals 2000 {and pavt of
EZSEA that I think we might wish to explore. It stems partially from
Lwd questions we have heen unable to answer sabtisfactorily.

1. How doss the comprehensive reform in Goals 2000 and Cbey-Porter
ralate Lo schoclwide programs?

2. . How can we make schoolwide programs be more comprehensive and not
exvenzions of targeted assistance to all kids.

what about folding Geals 2000, Chey-Porter, and Title VI intno Tigle I,
The new Part A of Title I would have two main sectiong - schoclwids
reform and vargeted assistance, Rather than choosing between the twp
approschas, schools would do hoth - some funde would e used £0 reform
the regular school program, aligned to standards and using reseavch
based modeis. Other funds would be used for specizl asctivivties for low
performing children - preschogl. summer school, sxtended day,
primarily. This would marry the two zppréaches together, woving the
axtra services component out of the reform section. I think would lead
to more trua schoolwide efforgs,

Advantagas:
;

1. Focusses all the doliavs on highirelativelyl poverty &chools -

those most in need of reform

2. Directly connects the standards/assessment of Title I to reform.. o o '~
Title I isg the drivery anywasy.

1

3. Can expand thHe Obey Porter approach dramatically.

4. adds about £1 Bililion to Title I -

5. Conpistent with the tvargeusing provisions in Chey-Porter angd Goals
{chough noit with Title VI which iz not targetted)

1" would' like to have the work group think about 'this as aa\gitexnaziva
to the conselidation 1 proposed ro Mike Smith. He wants options and
also thinks we need to do somsthing o scimulate change in Title T ag
local level consiutent with the changes we made o the program in
1854, :

What about it?

Tom



The Heart of ESKA
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Core Purposes

T:i}c core purposes of th,e Elementary and Secondary Education Act are to support
education reform cfforis that:

* close the achievement gap between high poverty-and low poverty schools;
» continually raise the general achievement Jevels of all students; and
s ultimaiely ¢reate highly a trained, internationally competitive workforce.

» The BSEA is fundamentally aimed at helping all students achieve at high levels of
acadernic performance. It plays an important role in providing leadership to the
nation for helping all students reach high standards. The ESEA bas a core purpose of

creating greater equity among schools and students and in continually raising the
expectations for students in the public system. All students should have the
oppartunity 1o be active, productive members of our society, and, as such, must leave
school prepared to participate in an internationally competitive workforce,

Key strategies to achieve the purposes
The ESEA is driven by several core strategies 1o reach the purposes outlined above:

*  Promofe systems that are driven by high standards for all students.

Develop accountability systems that use data to drive school improvement efforts and
hold students, teachers, schools, districts, and states accountable for student
achievement. ‘ ‘

Develop the capacity of teachers and administrators to help all students reach high

., ~ standards, )
Create environments that are conducive to Tearning.
“Target resources to the areas of greatest need.
Provide early literacy learning opportunities so that all students enter school ready to
"+ learn with a foundation of literacy skills that will enable them to leamn to read.

Attribtzteg of ESEA programs
Al ESEA program authorities should:

*  be tied to helping students reach high standards;

be hased on best practice;

be research-based; _
provide for appropriate and cousistent State and local flexibility;
use, wherever possible, common provisions for similar strategies;
permif integration of strategies across programs;

take a comuon approach to key areas such as higher state content standards, assessments,
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and accountability; i .
provide for common targeling provisions and couple targeting of funds and program
coordination.

*
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The Educational Excellence for Al Children Act of 1999

Educational Excellence for
All Children Act of 1999

Established in {985 as part of President Lyndon B. Iohnson's War on Poverty, the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act {(ESEA)} opened 2 new era of federal support for education, particularly for
students who would gain the most from it children n our high-poverty communities and at risk of
educauonal failure,

Today, the ESEA authorizes the federal goverrunent’s single largest investment in clementary and
seeondary education, Through the Education Excelience for All Children Act of 1999, the President and
Congress will reaffirm and strengthen the federal government’s zola i promoting academic excellence
and equal educational epporiunity for every American child.

This reauthorization of ESEA comes at a4 crivical ime for the United States. At the turn of the century
and the dawn of the information Age, our country is the most productive in the world, yet we do not
provide all of our children with an education equal 10 the best in the world, Students are making
progress overall in improving achievement in both reading and math, However, on international
comparisons of student achievement in mathematics and science, American students in the early grades
score well relative.to their peers in other nations, but by the end of high school they rank near the
‘botom. As technelogy continues fo advance and global competition continues 10 increase in the years
" ahead, such disparities in educational performance will be an increasingly serious threat to the economic
well-being of individual American citizens and of the nation as a whole.

““The children in our poorest communitics are a1 greutest risk of being left behind in an economy driven
by expanded informaton, increased knowledge, and higher skills. Gaps in studem achievement —
between high-poverly and low-poverty students and between minority students and their peers - have
persisted and in some sages widened in recent years. Overcrowded classes, crumbling school buildings,
arx! unqualified teachers &% all too common in high-poverty schools, where, paradoxically, students
have the most pressing edugational needs.

Through the 1994 reauthorization of ESEA — titled the Improving Amerzca s Schools Act (IASA) w
and the Goals 2000 Educite Americasiet, Congress and the Clinton Administration took a number of
historic steps toward addressing these concerns and preparing all of America’s students to meet high
academic standards. With federal leadership and suppert, 48 states, Puerto Rico, and the District of
Columbia have now completed the development of state content standards for all children, and the other
two states bave promoted challenging standards at the local level. In supporting the development of the
same challenging standards for all children in all public schools, the reforms advanced by the IASA and
Goals 2000 fundamentally transformed the Federal role in education, which had for too long sccepted
lower expeciations for loweincome students in high-poverty schools,

While many states and districts are still in the carly stages of implementing high standards, there is a
growing buody of evidence that sustained siandards-based reform is a powerful vehicle for improving
student achievement. Recent research has shiown, for example, that classroom instruction linked to high

standards cat produce significant gains in student performance in both reading and mathematics.
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The goal of the Educational Excellence for All Children Act of 1999 is to continue and build upoen this
progress by supporting the efforts of states, school distriets, and individual schools to make high
standards a reality in American classrooms. Toward that end, the Act will support flexibility for states
and schools 1o allow them to implement programs in ways that meet their particular needs and promote
Iocal innovation. Jt will also hold states, districts, and schools accountable for the quality of the
education they provide and for student performance. Specifically, the Educational Excelience Act will:

« Make a firm commitment to high standards in every classroom;
o Improve teacher and principal quality 10 ensure Jagh-quality instruction for all children;
+ Suengthen flexibility coupled with accpuntability for results; and

o Lnsure gafs, healthy, disciplined, and drug-free school environments where all children feel
connected, motivaled, and challenged 0 learn, and where parents are wilcomed and involved,

Improvement Since the 1994 Reforms

I 1994, the IASA and the Goals 20600 Act established the clear expectation that all children can and
should rcnck‘z high standards, Five principles guided the 1994 reforms:

1. High standards for all children, with aligned educational clements such as curricula and
ASSESSMEnis workirzg as 4 caﬁercni system to help all students reach those standards;

2. A focus on anchmg and Jearping;
:{ ' 1. *ti mé
3. Flexibility o stimulase local school-based and district initiative, coupled with rcs;wnstblhiy for
student performance. .22

A P

4, Stronger Hinks among schools, parents, and communitics; and
5. Resources targeled 1o where needs are greasest and in amounts sufficient to make a differcnce.

The two laws were built around the standards-based approach 1o reform: using federal resources o
encourage and assist states in developing and implementing challenging state standards for ai} children
and in using those standards 10 improve learning ihrough a ceherent-and aligned system of curricuta and
asgessments. ’

The 1994 laws complemented and helped 1 accelerate reforms in states and school districts. Schodl
districts in states that had begun standards-based reforms carly — such as Kentucky, Maryland, and
Oregon — found new federal support 10 help them use challenging standards 1o improve teaching and

learning.” In states and districts where standards are used as 2 toal for classroom instruction, student
achievement has shown significant gains in both reading and math*>

For states that had not yet bagun slandards-bascd reform, the 1994 laws were a catalyst to change
curriculum, 1zaching practices, and assessments 10 support more rigorous and challenging instrugtion,
Accardmg i the General Accounting Office (GA{}} state officials believe that Goals 2004 1s helping

states meet their own education reform goals‘
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Goals 2000 and the ESEA are spurring standards-based reform in Jocal schools and communilies. More
than B0 percent of poor school districts, and almost half of all districts nationwide, reported that Title § s

“driving standards-bascd reform in the district as 2 whole,”” The GAO recently found that states report

that Goals 2000 has also been a significant facior in promoting their education reform efforts.? In part
because of these laws, standards-based reform is twking hold nationwide.

it is clear that where states continue weork on standards-based reform over a penod of time, students
have benefited. This evidence provides 3 competiing case for the federal government’s continued
- suppert for state standards-based reforms coupled with strengthened accoumability.

s Education Week recently reported that states which have budt reforms around standards and
assessments - meluding Colorado and Connecticut — were the only states {o post statistically

significant gains over their NAEP reading scores in both 1992 and 1994.°

o North Caroling and Texas made greater gains in math and reading on the National Assessment of
Educational Pm;,rz.,ss {NAEP) thar any other state between 1992 and 1996 and Texas has shown
sigmficant signs of closing the achievement gap between white students and Hispanic and black
stadents. A recent study by Rand researchers concluded that the most plausible explanation for
gaing in fest scores 1n these states are their aligned systems of standards, curriculum, and

agsessments, and their effors 1o hold schools accountable for the improvement of zli students, 10

» Three-year trends reported by stutes and:districts show ;ixrogrcss in the percentage of students in
the highest-poverty schools meeting state standards for proficiency in mathematios and rea:‘lirzg,,,Zz

The 1994 laws significantly expanded the Tlexibility of states and schoot districts to implement locally
dewveloped and driven z,du(,aiwn refonns 12 Inercased f]cx(zi}z ity in 1994, for example, has altowed states
to submit a single, {:Gnsaizdated &;}plxcatwn “ indiead of separate applications — for the majority of
ESEA programs, hetping reduce’ paperwark by 83 pescent while encouraging a comprehensive approach
to planning. The 1994 laws also allow the Education Deparument 1o waive statutory and regulatory
requirements that block innovative reform upon the reguest of states, districts, and schools. The
Depariment of Education received 648 requests for waivers, roughly 85 percent of these waivers were
either approved or withdrawn because applicants Jearned they had-sufficient flexibality under the law to

proceed without a waiver, ! _ ’

Both the IASA and Geals 2000 also recognized the integral role that families and coramunities play in
helping all students achieve to high standards by encouraging incréased parerital involvement. Today,
those partnerships are continuing to grow, not only through state-level leadership, but also through
grassroots efforts to coordinate community resources and support efforts to improve our schools. The
increased momentum behind charter schools signais new thinking, organization, and instructional
approaches. Similarly, new partnerships for af zemchoai jearning, innovative professional development
oppurtunitics, and nuw ways of using technology are expanding traditional notions of schooling. The
vision of good schools is fast becoming a vision of community schools, a visien that extends bevond the
school walls and into virual communsties and engaging learning environments,

“Guiding Principles for ESEA 1999

As the U8 Depastment of Education began work on the 1999 reauthorization, we examined the
effectivencss of our efforts pver the past five years by reviewing progress on the performance indicators
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developed under the Government Progress and Results Act; analyzing congressionally mandated
evaluations of Title [ and other federal education programs resulting from the 1994 laws; and conducting
ationwide conversations - built around the {994 themes — with hundreds of teachers, principals,
parents, community activists, state and local policymakers, researchers, and other education experts.
Through these discussions, a clear focus emerged on promoting academic equity and excellence through
four principles: {1) high standards in every classroom, {2} improving teacher and principal quality, (3}
strengthening accountability, and (4] ensuring that-all children can learn in environmenis that are safe, -
disciphined and drug-free and where their parents feel welcome and involved.

High Standardys in Every Classroom

Statgs have made substlantial progress in developing state content standards. However, standards-based |
reform 15 a tremendous challenge that requires a continued commitment of substantial line, ¢ffor, and
resources. Much work remaing 1o be done. .

For example, only 21 states and Poerto Rico have developed stugdent perfornance standards - that spel!
out what children should be able 1o do ~ in at jeast mathematics and reading or language aris. Only six
states have policies that knk or align teacher professional development with State content standards,

although 1} States are developing such policies. % And according to g 1997 review of slate pians, onjy 4

sttes provided evidence that their standards were benchmarked against the ’\Iatlarza Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP} ar other exiernal assessments.’ 2 S "

The Educational Excellence for All Children Act of 1949, Sut g}f{}ﬁosai 10 reauthorize the FSEA,

continues support for state efforts w help all c?nldrezz -eauh high acaéeml\, standards by
ks : 1? a5 3.

: E%Y

+ Haising sludent perfoz*mame through rzgomus acaéemzc staridards. Our proposal would retain the
current Title | Tequirement that siates &Lablzsi’z {,omcni s1ané&rcis ‘student performance standards,
and nssessments aligned to high academic Saandarés by-the 2000-01 schoo! year. Underthe '
Teaching to High Standards initiative in Title 11, Slates would receive a sct-aside to continué the
development and implementation of standards with a specific focus on bringing standards into the

classroom through improved professional development. The initiative would also help states and
districts align instruction, curriculum, assessments, and professional éevez@pmcm to challenging
academic standards,

« lmplementing stendards in the classrcom by g : -
“r iy, Pl

» Helping states use standards 1o improve classzoom learning, Only 36 percent of teachers
feel "very wel} prepared” 1o teach 1o high standards. ' Oy Teaching (¢ High Standards
‘imtiative would help give teachers the tools and training they need to help students reach
high standards.

= Strengthen the teaching of reading and contisue efforts 1o reduce class size, Our proposal
would help implement the recommendations from the National Academy of Scignces’
study, Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, by:

1. Continuing the Class-Size Reduction initiative — which seeks to reduce the national
average class size 1o 18 students per reguiar classroom in the first through third
- grades — to give ail students the individual atiention they need (o learn to read well
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and independently by the end of the third grada.

Focusing on professional development, extended leaming time, and family literacy
through the Reading Exccllence Act :

3. Helping children start school ready to learn by increasing the intensity and quality of
family hiteracy services provided under the Even Start Family Literacy program. [t
would also provide grants for professional development for carly childhood educators
1c help young children develop critical language and literacy skills through new
grants,

» Make math and science a must. The ESEA would continue o have a special emphasis on
improving mathemalics and science instruction by dedicating the first 3366 million of the
Teaching to High Standards grants under Title 1 to be spent on improving professional
development opportunities for teachess of mathematics and science. The poor performance of U.S.
students on the Third International Mathematics and Science Sudy (TIMSS) and the evidence that
high student achicvement depends greatly on high-quality teaching make it imperative 10 continue
this speciaf emphasis.

Our ESEA propesal also calls for the reautharization of the Eisenhower National Clearinghouse
for Mathematics and Science Education and the Eisenhower Regional Mathematics and Science
Education Consortia. The Clearinghouse helps improve access to K-12 mathematics and scistice
resources for teachers, students, parents, and other interested Parties, The 10 consortia offer
information and techn z:al assistance to help states and sc:hoe cimrmg improve math and science
. Programs. e

oy R ;},r - drremn

e S
» Implenient continuoys improvement and sccountabilily based on chal Henging Qlanéams States
would hold all school dzsmcis az:coumzzb e and schoo! dzsmcis W@uid _wid ‘schools acconntable

Fhie e

W
for C{mtmums and wbstan{zai ;*mg:z‘f:ss in ;m"e'mrzg the perccntage t‘:}f stuciﬁz‘zis mccimg ‘Siaie

P
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+ Support technology as a tool 1o help raise achievement levels in every glassroom, The Tashnology
for Edgcation initiative in Title 11 would (1} help prepare new teachers to actively-engage
students in learmag challenging content; {2) support high-poverty school districts” efforts 1o help
teachers use technology — including ssmulations, "hands-on modeling.” and exploration in vinual
environments — to better teach students 1o challenging state standards; (3} use such lodig as,. |
distance jearning and web-based instraction to bring c’:rzi'enaiﬁg subiect matier into all
classrooms; and (4} provide national ieadership by encouraging mrzm’alw& tec}mol{)g}'
applications and éissemmzzimg information about them.

» Help educators receive high-quality technical agsistance focused on implementing challenging
standardy, States and districts need tools and resources to help all schools ensure that their
students are nmeeting challenging state standards. Throughout the bill, our ESEA preposal would
provide suppont for technical assistance, with a concentrated effort in Title 1] to support &
comprehensive, market-driven system of techaical assistance and information dissemination. Such

. . a system would be responsive 1o the demands of customers, encourage Jocal leveraging of

resources, and identify high-quality support. It alse establishes an interactive, technology-based
network of federal, state, and Jocal information and resources (o promote promising instructional
strategies and improve teaching and learing.
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« Provide high-guality services 1o students with Himited Enalish proficiency (LEP) (o help them
master challenging standards and learn English. Under boths Titles | and VI, teachers would be
given professional development opportunities to better seeve LEP students. School districts and
schools would also be held sccountable for ensuring that all LEP studemts make progress toward
mastering c¢hallenging standards and developing English proficiency,

-

+ Promote equily, excellence, and public school choice options for all siudents, No one scheol or
program can meet the unigue needs of every student. Public school choice provides students with
the flexibility to choose among public schools and programs that differ with respect to educational
settings. pedagogy, and academic emphasis. Title V would support programs that can enhance
options for students and patents, including the Magnet Schoals Program, the Public Charter
Schools Program, and a new authority that would fund mrzovauve options for public scheal

- choice,

T
Iy

» Pravide students with opportunities for extended learning time, Extended learning time programs
can improve student achievement when they are coordinated with challenging curricula and
thoughtful instruction.'” Our proposal would continue the Administration’s strong commilment 1o
the 21% Century Community Learning Centers program, which provides grants to pubtic schools
to offer extended leaming sime opportunities for students and community *zmmbem Titke [ would
also encourage the use of extended time,

Improved Teacher and Principal Quality S

Qualified teachers are the most critical in- ‘\Ch(}{ﬁ factor in improving student aducx ement, 18 X&e know
that rccrulizz}g high-quality teachers, providing teachers with support in their first three years, -and. -
ensuring that weachers reccive ongoing high-quality professional develepmcm teads 1o zmprox‘zmants in
the quality of teachers and their ability 1o engage students, manage classroonis,, m{i teach: cﬁaﬂuzg,zngz
content. We also know that when teachers recgive Suppert from strong przncxpais, ihe &iﬁf‘S(}Ol lcammg

v.| -

environment is more likely to lead o mcrcasz:d student achievement.!? - - ! z;;f; ot

Yet too many teachers still de not receive an going high-quality professional development 1o help them
improve and build on their teaching skills, many teachers leave the profession in thelr first three years,
and far too many teachers are teaching in a field in which they have not been trained, Students in high-
poverty schopls are more likely than others to be wught some part of the day by teacher aides with
limmited education and 1mining2{3 and they are more hikely t0 be taught by a téacher teaching cut of

“field. 4! We must redouble our efforts (o ensure that al} children in America have a ialented, dedicated,

and well-prepared teacher 1o help them reach high siandards.

The Educational Excellence for Al Children Act of 1999 will take several important steps 1o ensure that
all children are taught by highly quahified teachers. It would:

o Help teachers teash to high stendards. The new Teaching o High Standards initiative, Title 11 -
Part A, would help educators apply high standards to improve icaming in American clagsrooms,
inn part by supporting ncw teachers during their first three years in the classtoom and ensuring that,
att teachers are praﬁcmnt in academic %cnowiedge and teaching skills. Because of the particular
mmportance of teacher training opportunities in mathematics and science, Teaching to High
Standards grants would focus first on improving professional developrent n those disciplines.

-~y

T
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pmfessiandi development to become effective instructional leaders. The 'I"caz:bizzg to High
standards initiative would authorize support {or new and continuing principal development and
leadership,

Recruit and retain high-quality 1eachers, In recognition of national need to recruit 2.2 million,
teachers over the next decade, the Teaching to High Standards initiative and the new Transition to
Teaching praposal under Title 1T woutd fund ;:«rojeczs 1o recruit and retain high-quality teachers
and principals in high-need areas. -

Our Transition to Teaching proposal would continue and expand upon the suceessful Troops ©
Teachers initiative by recruiling and supporting mid-carecr professionals as teachers, pam\,ular%}
in high-poverty school districts and high-need subicet areas.

Renew our commitment 10 ensure high-guality teachers in our ‘*}ighcﬁt-poverw schovls. Our
proposal would require that all new teachers, paid through Title 1 funds or in Title I schools
operating 2 schoolwide program, be fully certified and that all newly hired secondary school
teachers bu certified in the subject in which they teach. By July 1, 2002, our proposal would also
Hmit leacher aides withouwt 8t least two years of college {0 non-mnstructional duties and aides with
two or more years of eollege to instructional support and tutoring under the szz;zcrvm{}n ofa
certified teacher. Finally, owr pm;msa% would help create a stimulating, career-long ledming
environment for teachers by reqzzmng school districts to set aside 5 percent of Title I funds for

End the practice of hiring emergency certified teachers and asking teachers (o teach clagses out of
their subiect expertise. Our proposal would help ensure that elassroom teachers are qualified by #++
requiring new teachers to demonsirate both subjfzcbmaiiﬁ:r knowledge and teaching expertise 88+~ v v -
part of the state certification process. It would also reguire states o ensure that, within {our yéars; - .
at least 95 percent of their teachers are: (13 fully certificd; (2} working toward fuii ecrtaﬁezzimn &;‘g;. ,;LLM’ o
through an alternative route that will fead them to full certn&aimn within three years, or (.:) az‘am SR z,- -
fully certified in ansther state and working toward meeting state-specific reguiremients. Finally, it

would require states to ensure that at least 95 percent of secondary schoot teachers have académic

tratning or demonstrated competence in the subject area in.which they teach.

T s

e e e T ool

ACLEss Io hardware, soﬁwar&, and chrmc,um{} has mcreasezi dmmg‘ztzcal]v aver the ast f'w VEArs,
cansiderable work needs to be done 10 ensurc that technology is used effectively (o teach w high
standardi: Preparing Tomorrow’s Teachers to Use Technology supporls consortia of public and
privale entities to train new teachers to use techiology to create engaging learning environments
that prepare all students to achicve 1o challenging state and local standards. Thé propesal will also
strengthen the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund's role in supperting high-quality professional
development.

Heip ensure that all teachers are well trained (0 teach sludents with limited English proficiency
{LEP} through teacher education programs for new and prospestive teachers and through
professional development for current leachers.

eup e

Strengthened Accountability for School and Student Perférmance

Title XI of our ESEA proposal is the Education Accountability Act: A package of accountability
measures to hold schools, districts, teachers, and students to high standards and ensure that school
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districts and states provide students with a high-quality education. These accountability measures would
a;};}i}' to ol states and distniels that receive ESEA funding, .

The 1994 laws and the recently passed i‘iéuc’ali&zz Fiexilnlity Parinership Aci of 1999 gave states and
districts increased flexibifity 1o coordinate, medify, and combine program activities in exchange for
greater accountability for their scheels” and students” performance. States, districts, and schools have
begun 10 tuke advantage of the increased Nexibility in the legislation in their efforts 1o create learning
erpvironments that help all students reach challenging academic standards. Eighty<four percent of
districts said that even if they were given still greater flextbibity to administer the federal programs, they
would not change the services they provide.? However, effective accountability mechanisms are still
incomplele — or-do not even exist — in many programs,

The Education Accountability Actwall strengthen and expand existing accounability provisions. It wall;

» Support states in developing gne rigorous accountability systern for all districis and all schools.
Cur proposal would cncourage states (o develop one rigorous aceountability systens that holds alf
schools, including Title 1 schools, accountable for making continuous and substantial gaing in
student performance. States will bave the flexibility to use gither a model outlined in the statute or
an alternative that is at least as fgorous and effective. States without a single statewide
accountability system would be required to develop one for their Tite [ schools.

« Provide states and districis with sdditional resouzces (o tum around Jow-performine schools. Our
proposal would require states 1o continue to publicly identify and provide assistance to the lowest-
performing districts, and require disiricts 1o continuc 1o identify and provide assisiance 1o the
Eowes%-perf’c}rming schools that have not improved over the p;evious L?zrz:fe:' yr:az‘&.

: if there is no saizf;flicwm Impmv(.m“n% in student performance within two yearsy districts wm:eii% -
“. o+ be required to implement strong corrective actions that dramatically alter the strucmre of schaolfs
and the instructiona) strategies to help students in the school or school’dis erci - e

» Update the recentiy enacted Education Flexibility Partoership Act of 1899, which pcm‘ma states l{:a
wiitvg selected requirements of ESEA programs. To ensure that expanded flexibility is
accompanied by sirong acwunzabllziy states would be required to meet the reguirements of the
Education Accountability Act in ESEA and the Title [ requirements regarding content and
performance standards, assessmients, and accountabibity,

« Incren¥ie actountaniiity i parents and the public through school report cards, As o condition of
receiving ESEA funds, our propesal would require states and school districts 1 produce and
distribute ansual report cards for each school, school district, and state, The report cards will
include information on student achievement, teacher qualifications, class size, school safety, -

attendance, graduation rates, and academic performance by demographic group.

» Assist all students in meeting challenging state standards. Our proposal would hold siates and
school districts accountable for helping all students progress threugh high school and graduate
having mastered the challenging material needed for them to meet high standards. Swates will be
required 1o put policies in place that require schoot districts 1o {1} implement rescarch-based ™
prevention and early intervention strategies to identify and support students who might need
additional help meeting challenging standards; (2) provide all students with qualified teachers
who use proven instructional practices tied to challenging state standards; and, (3) provide .
continning. intensive and comprehensive educational interventions to students who are not
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meeting siandards on g {imely basis,

. » Develop {irst-rate student progress and promotion policies to end the practices of social promotion
and traditional grade retention. With such educabonal supports as small class sizes and guality
tcachers in place o help students meet high standards, our proposal would require states to
implement policies 1o end practices of social promotion and grade retention within four years.
States would hold school districts accountable for ensuring that all students meet challenging
standards at key transition points or graduating from high school. States would define key
transition points {.g., fourth grade and eighth grade), bui would be required 10 include high
school graduation as one of the transition points. States would be held accountable for ensuring
that assessinents used {for purposes of promotion are aligned with the state™s standards; use
muitiple measures, Including weacher evatuations; offer multiple opportinities for studenis to
demongsirate that they can meet the standards; are valid and reliable for the purposes for which |
they are being used; and provide reasonable accommodations for students with disabilities and
limited English proficiency.

Support Safe, Healthy, and Discii}liueé Learning Environments

To advance learning, schools must creaie supportive environments that encourage positive personal
growth and acadenic development. The Annual Repert on School Safety 1998 concluded that schools
. nationally are generally safe places and that students in school today are not significantly more likely o
be victimized than in previous years. However, recent tragic incidents of schoo! violence throughout the
countyy suggest that much remains 1o be done to ensure that every child s provided with a safe, healthy,
.‘ and disciplined learning environment,
R Lo
= "+t Many sludests are feeling less connecied 1o other people and less motivated to learn. High schools,
"3 particutarly in urban and subu'ban argas, are increasingly larger places where students feel increasingly
TR f«ze alzczzatediir{}m adults and their pecrs. Research shows that when students feel connected 10 school and to

“ 54 b Parents, the are less likely than other adolescents to suffer from emotional distress, havf:: sticidal
g

L
H

thoug,hzs ard behaviors, use violence, and smioke ¢igarettes, drmk aleohol, or smoke marijuana,®

Finally, more and more children are leading unhealthy lifesiyles — exercising less, growing increasingly
mférwug,%% and setting the stage for a lifetime of poor physical fitness and nutrition habits, 0]}:252{3«,
inactivity, and poor health lzabiis cost billiens of dollars and take hundreds of thousands of lives cach
year,

The Rducationd Excellendsifor All Chiddren Act of 1999 will:

« Strengibien the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act by emphasizing hzgh qua lity
research-based programs; targeting funds o communities experiensing high levels of viol ence,
drug use, or both; helping districls respond 1o violent erises through School Emergency Response
to Violence; and promoting safety by requiring a mental health assessment of any student who
brings a gun to sehool.

.+ BExpand comprehensive prevention efforts, Continue to support the Safe Schools/ Healthy
Students initiative through program activitics sponsored by the Safe and Drug Free Schools and
. Communities Act. Comprehensive programs that address the complex needs of students are more
likely to result in the creation of safe, disciplined, and drug-free learning environments,

o Permit local school disiricts 1o use 8 portion of ESEA funds to éu;z;;gﬁ coordinated services. Focal

LI 3 I L B Y S el s uFnl mdl N S SIN B S RSP | 140 M
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school districis may use up to 3 percent of the ESEA funds they receive to provide elementary and
secotdary school students and their families with better acsess to the sosial, health, and education
services necessary for students to succeed in school.

« Include a proposal 1o reform Amcrica’s high schools, There are far too many high schoels where
students are nameless and faceless o adults — one stadent among many being shuffled through &
large institstion that is trying to provide the basics, but unable to go beyond. This new initiative
would provide resources 1o help transform 5,000 high schools into ;;iaces where stadents receive
individualized attention, are motivated to learn through aliernative teaching approaches, and
receive information to help them reach their long-term goals. Our proposal would encourage
effective practices such as smalier schools, schools within schools, Advanced Placement courses,
and mentoring and counseling services for students as they make the transition from high school
to carcers or postsecondary education.

+ Reguire every school district and school to have sound discipline policies. Our proposal would
require states to hold school districts and schools accountable for having discipling policies that
focus on prevention, are consistent and fair, and are developed with'the participation of the school
community. States would also be required w0 ensure that schools have a plan 1o help students who
are expeiled or suspended continue 10 meet the challenging slate standards.

» Promote physical fitness and fifeiong healthy habits through demonstration projects. Exemplary
physical cducation programs can promole lifc long healthy habits, provide opportunities for

students o connect 1o %?1001 and become an important component of afier-school programs.

24
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~ Conclusion’
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in 1994, f;'?ollgrcss zmé ihé ?re‘t::derzz worked together to raise standards for all children and 1o provide a

uailiv Ldi mhon {z}f thcrz‘z m acl*zzwc 1}&050 standards, We would fie Tonger tolerate lower ex {,LL&’IOH\
S p

and watered- {i{}wn wmeulu:zz f{}r poor and disadvantaged students.

Five vears later, there is evidence that the new foderal support for standards-hased reform accelerated
improvements already underway in many states, while helping spark reforms in others. Student
achievement has risen, particularly in states arthe forefront of standards-based reform.

This year, we must build upon the accomplishments of 1994, We must take the next step by l}&l;}in;:
schooels and teachers bring high standards ino every classroom and help every child achieve: improving
the qualziy of our teachers and principals; strenthehing aleotntability systems for student performance,
and ensuring that all schools are safe, healthy, and drog-free.
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AGENDA
Reauthorization of Goals 2000 and ESEA
Tnesdéy, August 1_8, 1998 11:00 am

BACKGROUNI»
Issue Papers |

Topics for cross-cutting issues papers were chosen based on the asswmption
that the 1999 reauthorization will further promote, develop and help to achieve
the vision developed in 1994 - high standards for all children, a focus on
teaching and leaming, flexibility and accountability, parent and community
involvement, and resources targeted _fo‘_;‘hé} E}igb_gist,j;g}é{e_;jty‘cemmanizias.

% G TTEE e T

Cross-cutting papers include: =7 "1l

Public Schoel Choice »

Standards, Assessment and Accountability
Professional Development |
Technology T a e
Parent Involvement

Technical Assistance

Early Childhood

Targeting and formuia issues

~ Goals 2000 and its role in supporting schoo! reform as part of ESEA

1



. ‘ Program specific papers, e.g. Title [, are also being developed

B. Public Engagement '
In addition to sc?klici’zizzg public comment through a Federal Register notice,
five invitationai forums and four regional meetings were held. Three of the
invitationa! forums focused on general issues. In addition one forum
focused specifically on Title I, and another focused on Gﬂ}ais 2000 and
standards-based reform. Regional meetings were held in Los Angeles,
Chicago, 'Bostoﬁ, and Atlanta. Several major themes were repeated
throughout the public meetings: |
)
- . Cianﬁnne ${2§3p5:‘t for standards-based reform
. o Strengthen accountability for student p‘erforma:nce« L
s Continue focus on equzty - Programs Z&rgeted on helpzng spamﬁc
groups of.children sheald be continued ’ L
e Improve teacher quality
» Need for capacity building at State, district and school levels
- e Weed for more extensive and higher quality technical assistance
(including stronger connection to research in OERIT)
s Strong support for Title I schoolwide program authority
e Early childhood
o Flexibility
« Simplify Programs

« Parent involvement -



-
LR

Major Education Groeups L L

We have miet at least once with most of the major K-12 education groups.

They are‘sziif developing positions on the reauthorization of Goals 2000 and

the ESEA. However, at this point we know the following:

« The Council of Chief State Schoo} Officers is daveloping a consolidation
proposal; '

e The American Association of School Administrators has a consolidation
proposal; | |

¢ The Council of Great City Sc‘he‘{}}s has said there is a need f'qr feﬁzzgr
education programs; ‘

» The Science and Math teachers continue to be strong aévocai&&f@r‘&}g |

math/science priority in Eisenhower; - . . [ 20

* .
[ T E——
Trefrtoms .

4 e
g

Responses to the Federal Register Notice  {owen /, 200 "”"”‘1"_)

- The topics that elicited the most responses were Comprehensive State and

-+.local school reform, professional development, strategies for improving

achievement, accountability and flexibility, and targeting

resources/equalization.

Context . -



o Expect Republican control of Congress to continue. ., - R
+ Major Republican i‘ssues likely to be focus on vouchers (which may be
- packaged as tool to increase parent involvement), block grants, dollars to

the classroom '

» Reauthorization expected to be extremely political

» The Supreme Court may rule that vouchers are constitutional { rap ¥ SF'“‘“‘GB

» The President will pr()bably want 10 Incorporate current zmﬁatzves Into
the reauthorization proposal chm aip  EDZ, Mogh Ropa)

» (Continuing public impatience with the pace of school reform and 2
continting decline of public confidence in the ability of schools to
educate our %zeec}i&st children. This is even more pronounced in our

. , ‘minority communities,

s g DISCUSSION ITEMS s

-

Issues that we need to consider as we move forward in developing options:
-
- Item I~ Given the agenda mapped out in the Crossroad Report, as well as the
projiosals 1:‘s::r*6lock-gr_ants and {Dollars to the Classroom” currently being

discussed in the Congress, what type of assumptions should we make in:

» Developing & thoughtful program consolidation proposal and/or simplification
proposal that will be supported by the education community and that can be

. ‘ differentiated from the proposals being put forth in the Congress (e.g. focusing

4



Title I on improving the teaching and learning of reading in elementary
schools, or consolidating Titles I1, VI, and Goals 2000 as a capacity building

piece);

. Idﬁz‘ztifying the themes of such a consolidation /simplification proposal

Standards

s bquity

. Reading'&zzé math

¢ Teacher quality/ capacity'buildiﬁg

» Comprehensive S‘chgol Refﬂm

»  Public School Choice

¢ _ Support for high performing schools

o Extended learning time

« Ifyou had to pick themes for the next reauthorization to be included in the

State of the Union speech what would they be?

Y

s Integrating the Secretary’s priorities into the reauthorization legislation (e.g.

reading, matli technoltgy) s, .

s Integrating the President’s injtiatives into reauthorization {(e.g. class size

reduction, school construction, Educational Opportunity Zones, National Test)?

Do you see problems in continuing any of the President’s current initiatives? ’ e

5



(Present thinking is that they need to be integrated and Mike Cohen is saying the
same thing). ' ’ | -
Item X ~What type of message should the Depmmeét put forth now in terms of
our commitments in reauthorization? For example, we have been saying that the
Department is committed 16 the concepts of the 1994 reauthorization such as

standards, accountability, equity, and flexibility,

Can we say the.Department is committed to:

Sustaining the standards-based reform agenda started in 1994
+ Continuing the Federal government's historical support {or equity for

éﬁacationaﬁy éi$advantagﬁé children through programs such as Title 1

'« Having a quality teacher in every classroom

e E:\amzmg ways in which the Department can help States, districts and schools
acquire the tools they need to support implementation of high standards in the
classroom . |

+ . Promoting safe envircrzméﬁfts maéacivé to-leamning

.+ Doing something s«ignificam in early childhood programs and

* DPursuing accountability measures with consequences and rewards

Are there other messages we should be sending out at this point?



Back-up Sheet
Froposed Program Creations,
Repeal, and Consolidations

7 Proposed New F’rm‘gmg}&

1. Early Childhood F’rofessmnai
Development

2. Transition to Teaching
3

. Community Technology
Centers

4, Preparing Tomorrow's

Teachers to Use Technology
5. Project SERV .
8. High Schoal Reform
7. Strengthening Technical
Assistance Capacity

5 Funded Programs ?rmed for.
-Repeal '

1. Title | Capital Expenses

‘2. Even Start Women's Prison. .»

Program ,

3. Title | Neglected anc:["\rw ARG
Delinguent Local Agency
Programs v °

4. FIE National Student and
Parent Mock Elections

5. Ellender Fellowships

27 Unfunded Proarams Proposed
for Repeal

1. Title { Btate School

- Improvement Grants

2. Eisephower Nationa! Teaching
Proiect

3. Eisenhower Professional
Development Demonstration
Project

4. Educational Technology
Product Development

5. Elementary Mathematics and
Science Equipment Program
Hate Crimes Prevention
Dropout Prevention
Demonstrations

N®

. B. Elementary School Foreign

Language incentive Program
9. Impact Aid Additional
_Payments for LEAg with High
Concentrations of Chiidren
with Severe Disabilities
10.Impact Aid Payments for
Sudden and Substantial
" Increases in Attendance of
. Military Dependents
11.Indian Education Fellowships
12.Indian Education Gifted and
Talented
13.Indian Education Grants to
. Tribes for Education
Administrative Planning and
Development
14.Specisl Programs Relating to
Adult Education for indians
15.FIE Elemnentary School
Counseling Demonstration
“16.FiE Promoting Scholar Athlete
Competitions
17.FIE Smaller Learning
Communities
~.18,FIE Model Projects

- 1%, Cultural Partnerships for At-

Risk Youth
20.instruction in Civics,
. Government, and the Law
2; ‘Grbun Education
Demonstration Grants
22.Rural Education -
Demonstration Granls
23, Rural Education Higher
Education Grants
24.School Facilities Infrastructure
Development
25 National Diffusion Network
26, Minority-Focused Civics
Education



»F

27.Partnerships in Education for
Mathematics, Science, and
_ Engineering

Consohdation mto“eachinw
High Standards”

1. Goals 2000 State and Local
Programs

2. Eisenhower Professional
Development State Grants

3. Innovative Education Program
Strategies

Proqramsﬁmmiié&&mm
Generation Technology .
Innovation Awards

1. Technology Innovation
Challenge Granis
2. Star Schools

2 Bilingual Education Programs v~

Consolidated into "Program

&. Curriculum Development,
Teacher Training and
Recruitment

7. Community-Based Education
Learning Centers-

3 Alaska Native Education

Programs Proposed for

Consolidation into 1

1. Educational Planning,
Curriculum Development,
Teacher Training and
Recruitment Program

2. Home Based Education for
Preschool Program

3. Student Enrichment Programs

s+ b
I
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O ]
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i Do
-

gt

1. Program Development and-
Implementation Grants
2. Program Enhancement Grants

. 1. Native Hawallan Education

Council and Island Councils
2. Family-Based Education -
‘Centers
3. Higher Education Program
4, Gifted and Talented Program
5. Special Education Program

v R
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TITLE I REAUTHORIZATION ISSUES

Scheolwide
Schoalwide paper (Includes CSRI issues that relate 10 schoolwides)

Targeted Assistance {no scparate papec anticipated)

Parallel changes will be made consistent with the decisions made in the

* schoolwide paper regarding the use of rescarched-based/effective practice -
including the NAS research. This part'of the law also to be modified to reflect the
decision made on exiended time and early assessment for diagniestic purposes.

Note: We expect that Chairman Goodling will be asked o delete the requirement
in current law that largeted assistance prograrms are acccuntable for both reading
in math. The argument will be that small schools that only receive sofficient
funds for ane teacher and that teacher 1s a reading teacher should not also be held
accountable for math achievement scores.

Professional Develonment/
Paraprefessionals: -

A S - ‘}, . met am sy
Pampm%‘essmnals (including career laééers} xii‘ld proposcé 10 percent 10 percent
¢ ey, SEL aside. for. profeﬁswm% development addressed in Teacher
e Qz,a%zz} paper. {N{}Ic '{Iﬂc_ I Qrofesszcnal de’vt.!spmam
" provisions 1o be B
made consisient with deczswns made regardz ng uses of funds in owrall 1Q
piece.)

o

Standards, Assessment and Acesuntahility

In the Standards, Assessment, and Accountability paper

inanee osves:

Formuta: Background paper on formula iz completesé Needs decision memo 0
Mike Smith to determine if this whether this is an 155—12%— around which options
shouéé be developed,

*Campambzhg:: Needs 10 be done. Mike Smith would like us to examine the
Title I comparability requirements and how they might be
used 10 « o
promote equalizations across districts (Background on equalization is in draft
" targeting paper prepared by targeting team last summer).



e

*Distribution of funds by poverty: MIL would like an options developed around
the issug of whether the statute continues (o require that funds be
distributed to schools on the basis of poverty.

*LEA minimum grant size - Should a mintmurm grant size be established o
ensurg LEAs receive sufficient funds o operate a program.

{ther issues — LEA discretion in distributing funds—no wide variance, should the
75 percent threshold be lowered ‘

Note: Wendy Jo is working on the last two points,

Negleeted and Delinguent

Separate paper/completed

*Fytended Day

Needs 10 be written..

*‘I"arcnt Invelvement ((}mi{in zwt covet‘ea in parent invelvement paper)

: * W Ky . ‘. . b .
Needs ta be written. Recommmd zhat Title 1 parem m\rol\«emenz pzowsu:ms be
expanded to reguire trainin g‘}zﬁformanon 7 for parénts, zzbf;mz ‘{i'sc ﬁndm g:s {3}' brain
tesearch and NAS reading sméy on what they can do'at hdme ) help théir

children.

Early Childhood/pre-school

—r

Being addressed in early childhood paper.

*Rarls Childhoed Assemmmt

[!‘, w

{Options for how élagmstw assessments could be done he{mf: grades 3 w ensure
children in need of service are receiving them,

Kervices for Eligible Children attending Private Schuols

Separate paper {been presented to CORE team, under revision}

*Technical amendments

. - s

- Construction—not pecessarily just 2 Thile issue



Options for Title I accountability
Draft
November 5, 1998
ey,
Objectives of an accountability svstem under Title |
» The system includes ALL students and holds them all 1o 2?16 same set of challenging
standards,
» Title I schools are held acoountable through the same system as other schools.
» The system provides meaningful information to schools, parents and students about
student achieverent.
o The information genecrated by the system is used to improve teaching and learning.
» The system promoies continuous improvement.
» The system promates a sense of responsibility among Stale staff, district personnel,
pringipals, teachers, and students,
» The system includes rewards and interventions for schools hased on student
performance,

The Current Title I Statate;
» States determine, based on their final assessment system, what constitutes adequate
yearly progress (AYP) of any LEA and school served by Title I. AYP mustbe
defined in 2 manner that results in continuous and substantial improvements toward
state standards and that is sufficiently rigorous to achieve that goal within an- .
appropriate timeframe, Districts mav add measures such as dropout, rctcmmn and
attendance rates 1o their definiions. [ ; L
+  Swuates and districts designate distinguished scho@ s.and districis that havc exceeée{ia ifg* = {,? =gy
the State’s AYP targets for three conseeutive véiits. These schoals scz‘vc as’ m{;écis TN I TN
and the State may choose (o offer rewards, {
» I a school does not meet its AYP targets for two conseoutive years it is designated a
school in need of improvement. It must then develop or revise a schood plan to
improve performance and submit that plan for district approval. It must also spend at
least 10% of its Title 1 funds on professional development (unless it can prove that it
is doing 50 otherwise) and it will receive technical assistance from the LEA.
"« The SEA is required to publish assessment data for each district. 1fa LEA does not
meel its AYP targets for two years, 1t is designated as in need of improvement. |
must Laen revise 11s local plan and 115 eligible o recetve technical assistance and
support from State Support Teams.
» 1 aschool (or LEA) does not meet its AYP targets for three consecutive years based
on the State’s final agsessment, then corrective actions must be taken. These can
include a-variety of measures ranging from withhelding funds, 10 authorizing students
to transfer schools, 10 decreasing school autonomy, 1o school reconstitution.

.re




. Stuate Status

Accountebility systems are in many dif ferent stages across the country.  States are not
required (o have their {inal assessments and accountability systems in place untii the
2000-01 school year. They have been strongly encouraged, however, 1o implement their
systems carlier. States are required 10 implement transitional assessment, and many have
developed definitions of adequate yearly progress against their transitional assessments.

There are a few “facts” and preliminary findings that we do know:

¢ 19 States have self-reported to the CCSSO that they have thetr final assessments in
place; none have reported this information 1o the Department,

+  Muny transitional definitions of AYP do not rigorously address the notion of “ali
students” reaching high State standards. For example
~ Many definitions are not based on 3 timeling for having all students reach
State standards, nor have they set targets for ex;;e:i;iﬁé growih in low
{ periorming districts and schools.
y - Many definitions are based on very low perfﬁmam:e targets.
/} - Some States, such as Alabama, have set an absolvie standard or a cuot score on
© a State assessment and do not recognize continuous pmgress in their
accountability sy stem.

- Some States are using only a composite score on State asscssments for
. © peeountability, and this may mask differences in achievement across subjects.
- Few States examine disaggregated student data within'their dccountability S
- systems. This could result in neglecting the performance of groups of A

studerits. gt e

- Some accountability svstems as currently defined mhy enmzmg,c schools 1o
focus attention on students who are close to meeting State standards so that
soores will go up; rather than focusing on the lowest performing students

{Chun & Goeriz, 1998
- - - Some States, such as Tennessee, are adiusting assessment scores to reflect the

SES of the school, m;smg concerns thot seme schools are held 1o lower-
standards,

-

The Iaw envisioned a system of State Support Teams 10 provide technical assistance
to Jow performing schools. However, Congress has never appropriated funds for the
Stute Support Teams. States have used their administrative funds under Title I 1o set
up State Support structures, but they have had varying degrees of impact. Ten States
do not even have State Support Teams because of a variety of circumstances such as
lass of a key staff person or restructuring of technical assistance efforts. Most States
have set up either SEA teams or teams of cutside experts 1o help schools, but their
ability to address the needs of schools is severely limited by a lack of funds,

¢ States have been identifying distinguished schools and in some States, such zs New
. York, the system has been reported to be a2 good motivater for school improvement,

¢



. * 23 States have passed their own State accountability laws that include provisions for
“academic bankruptcy” and some Kind of major State intervention such as State
takeover of schools or school reconstitution. The impact of these laws is difficult to
delerraine at this time because they are jzzsz going inte effect. 1t does appear
anecdotally, however, that Title I provisions are considered only zs an afterthoughtin |
the development of these systems.

Qptions to improve Title | aceountability:

A: Maintain the current Title I accountability system with some improvements te 1}
further define what constitutes adequate yearly progress, and 2) strengthen rewards .
and interventions,

AYFP mprovements: o

« Require AYP deflinitions te include improvements for low performing students.

»  Require States to set a reasonable timeline for bringing all students up to State

" - standards and establish AYP goals that refiect the gains necessary each year in ordér
for all students 1o meet State standards within the tuneline.

¢ Clarify that AYP does not refer to a single number, but to a0 array of indicators of
student achievement against State standards. incidental indicators such as retention,
attendance, graduation should not be weighted so as (0 overpower mé;ca{{m of
student mrfomame

Improvements in rewards and interventions: \
e » Require the State to’set aside funds (or create 2 new Jine item] to support zewazés and
. ‘interventions based on the accountability system. ‘
o+ Provide competitive preference for CSRD, REA, and TLCF grants 1o sc}m{}ls anai
districts identified os in need of improvement. .
» Target Federal technical assistance 1o schools and districts in need of improvement.

Pros: )

» Strengthening definitions of AYP should encourage schools to pay attention to
their lowest performing students; and it counteracts an incentive o foous on
the middle students who are closest 1o meeting standards and will boost school
perfiniafics ratfugs. 2

o This system should encourage schools to use data to improve thejr programs,

» The rationale behind AYP would be clearer to districts and schools.

« This should increase the sense of urgency for accsieratiz}g student
achievement gains,

» This requirement will help ensure that States use multiple indicators in their
assessment systems, rather than relying solely on a norm-referenced test.

Cons:
. + 'This 13 2 more preseriptive requirement and could be viewed as greater federal
intrusion.

« Adding requirements to the law is not necessarily a greater motivator. 1t may
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cause places 1o set low targels just to comply with Federal requirements.
There is no consensus about what constitutes a “reasonable” timeline.

Many States are only using norm-referenced tesis and 3t wiil be impossible to
have all students reach a norm on such tests,

This makes public reporting complicated and may be difficolt to understand.
States and experts do not yet know how to weight multiple zndlc:zters within a
single system,

This may contradict with other State approaches that require per formance in
other ways,

B: Medify Tile ] accouniability te require intensive interventions (and pussnbly
sanctions) in the lowest performing schools and rewards for continuous progress.

+  Suates identify the lowest performing (boltom 5%) schools based on State assessment
data, school attendance, and dropout rate information.

Provide State Support Teams and other technical assistance to these schools.
Lowest performing schools receive priority in grant competiions — CSRD
REA, TLCF (B

« Chronically low performing schools have their Title | funds frozen while they:

Fat I'i‘“‘
1
ll‘

Conduct a thorough needs assessment and develop a plan to address z}msw
needs,

Submit the plan 1o 3 peer review for feedback and approval,

Submit the plan 1o the SEA for approval.

Secure advice and assistance from an outside expert(s} for ongoing support of

their sehooldmprovement efforis. - >
: «‘- o Rew ards arc provided based on showing adequate yeatly progress,
Adequate vearly progress is revised based on Optlezz A above,

Pros:

Intervention an&“s‘upport would be more clearly targeted to low performing
schools. .

This system is easier to understand.

The system would still promote continuous improvement while also
mtcrzszf}mg efforts o Improve e worst scl.ools.

Cons:

*

Sigies will m:-&d funés to support intensive interventions in the lowest
performing schools and it i3 not clear that Congress will fund these efforts,
States may not have the capacity 1o tim around the lowest performing.
schools,

Some schools could conceivably stay on the list of lowest performing schools
for a long time gven if they make improvements, which nsks demoralizing
and stigmatizing them.

Some groups will protest the notion of singling out schools as the “worst”
when their problems may stem from poverty and other factors out of their

. 's'g‘
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+ [l is not clear whether temporarily withholding funds from chronically low
performing schools and requiring a new plan will result in improvements.

Option C: Create an incentive fund for States that are commitied to accountability,
States compete for these funds to support their intervention and rewards programs,

+ Maintin the current Title I approach with improvements described in Option A,
« States compete Tor ingentive funds if they have developed quality interventions and
incentive programs to support improved sludent learning.

Pras:
« This still promotes the notion of continuous improvements.
o Only States that are truly committed to making reforms will be funded.

+ There should be greater quality controt aver the use of funds for interventions
and rewards under g competitive program.

-+

Cons: .
¢ Many States that arpuably need additional support may not win a competitive
eavironment, - . ‘

» This may create anexcuse for States to not fully implement the Title
requirements if they do not receive extra funding.
R T . . oo
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. Q! r_‘.r .f‘)( & ESEA Title | and Goals 2600 Reauthorization Issucs

. Resgmmendations: oA Lo

‘/./f\ ‘ October 9, 1998

SUMMARY PAGE OF ISSULS AND L&,{;ZSL&TR"E RECOMMENRNDATIONS
Overall Recommendation: Tie all ESEA programs-to expecied gains in student achievement D/t‘“
against challenging State comtent and student performance standards. Reference language on

standards, assessment, and accountability systems threnghout the bill.

Issue Ar Iinproving the quality, rigor and alignment of standards and assessments.

»  Maiotam current requirements. rl ] T
Grants o Siate collaboratives. A v A
s Authorize the implementation of a voluntayy national test. =% . 7

' .- \'\w) PO
Issue B: Research

« {reate g set aside or hine Hem 10 support rescarch, evaluation, and technieal assistance in |
standards, assessments, and accountabili iy, syslems. ;}M 4o N W &
e TooENT e *
Issue C: Impraoving the mclusmn of LEF szzzd{:ms in as&essmems
Iigggmmmgaugﬁg . " R TE
»  Maintain current lsmguzga but.froré clear iv specify requirements for including and e

accomymodating at least Spanish speaking students in siatewide standards and assessments if
.that 1s their language of msiruction.

Hold schools and disiricts that serve LEP students accouniable for showing progress among LEP .
students in the development of English language skills m aéé%mz} 1o the core subject areas. 7
" Create a set aside for research in these issugs, Ty ke, o _;3,{, S

Issue I)1: Strengtheping State accountability,

» Reguire public reporting of siawwzé%assessmem data and a plan f{)r closing achievement A
8aps.

Issue D2: Strengthening definitions of AYP.
Recommendations: >

»  Reguire definitions 1o include improvemenss among low performing students. /
» Require definitions 1w include a timeline for o)l students to reach State standards, ,

A

Q?J/' :
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¥ Standards, Assesgment, Accountability

. (V,)r Title I ang €ouls 2000 Reguthorization Issuss

A foundation of Gazls 2000 and ESEA s support for State €fforis to develop a system tha
includes: chalienging standards for all siudentsaligned assessments for measuring how well
schools and districts are educating students softac they reach the s1andards; and a system to hald
schools and districts aceountable for educating all students in a manner in which swdents meet
the standards, Geals 2000 provides foundation money 10 States 1o plan and develop these
svstems. Title | includes specific requirements to ensure that Title | participants are held 1 high
standards, not 3 separate, lower set of standards. The intended system 15 one in which

+ Each swdent 15 held 1o high standards of academic achievement,
« Srates establish clear, challenging content standards in at least reading and math that describe
what students shouid Know and be able to do. -
« States establish clear, chalienging student performance standards that are aligned with the
content standards and explicitly describe three levels of proficiency on the content standards
+  Stawes develop and administet statewide systems of assessment that measure student progres
teward meeting the standards. These assessments must be aligned with the State’s standar
be valid and reliable, include all studems, include multiple measures for evaluating progre
“~_and be able to prov ide disaggregated information on student performance. .
« States have a system ted 10 thelr statewide assessments that holds schools and districts
accouniable for continuous improvement in the performance of all students. Schools and
districts that are fow performing are identified and proyided technical assisiance and
mterventions 1o improve,

i
OVERALL ASSUMPTION: ’f‘%ze, new Icusza Hon will, I""IE:!ﬁé'iK‘ th\. cuent foaizs on buildi ng
and improving aligned systems of standards. assessment, and zccoumabz%z‘y and promoting the
standards-based reform efforts that were begun under Gozls 2000 and Titde 1 1994, We will
mamiain and strengihen the focus on getbng slandards-based reform into the classroom.

Y

We recognize, however, that in pursung this approach there are several potential ohstacles. For
gxample, the development of new standerds, assessment, and accountability systems takes time

and significant financial investments. Political pressure 16 accelerate progress is increasing, and
there is a need for baseline dala collection. Also, States that have not invested in public - M 1 o
sngagement activities may suffer from 2 lack of political support when reforms get fully

- implemented. Finally, we expect that Congress witl demand evidence of resulis and we have

Himited information 81 this point especially since we are only halfway through the tdmelines in the
law,

This paper examioes a rangt of specific issues and recommnendations related to supporting
State svstems of standards, assessments, and accountability,

\ Q"\?‘;@" > &\% o

OVERALL RECONMMENDATION: Tie all ESEA programs to expected gains in student

3 \ o~
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1t and suécnﬁaﬁce standards. Relerence

achigvement against challenging Syite contes
language on slandards, assessme z-z?;mzzé gecountability sysiems throughout the biil.

Issue A - Improviag Quality: States are developing content and performance standards

and aligned assessments, but the quality, rigor, and alignment of standards and

assessments varies greatly from State to State. Should new tcf'ls!anmz pramote reviews of
quality, rigor, and alignmen(? ) . :

The development and implementation of challenging standards, alignsd assessments, and
ngorous accountability svsienss is an herative process. Even though States are expected to have
final aligned assessment and accountability svsterns in place by the 2000-01 school year, we
recognize that significant work will need 10 be done 1w ensure that gll States have high quaiily
systems, Not only is knowledge continually emerging from the field that can be applied 10
improve sysiems, but Staie potitical and educational contexts often change, which alse lzads w

‘changes in State standards, assessment, and accountzhbibity sysiems.

Given that the field continues 1o devel o, hat there is litle consensus on a singie best approach
1o standards, assessment, and accouniability, and that research is still emerging, we recognize
that Federal icgisiation should not become too prescripive. ESEA should support State efforts o
irnprove their systems tyough technical assisiance, leadership, and suppon for State- basad
improvement activities.

Legislative options to support imprevements i gualily e standards-hased assessment
systems: {pot mutuaily exclusive} - e e e SIS

1. Maidtain current legislative requirements f{;: stondards, &sxemmm{s, azzé
atcountability with some déjlde'l'lC!hS as deteimined throughout the other | zssucs discussed ine
this paper. Coupie legistative requirements with more aggressive technical’ assistarice and
peer reviews of State evidence of stendards and abigned assessments.

Fros: .

* This allows States to continue down the path of standards-based reform and make
improvements o their systems, - Dramancally changing requirements could be met with
extremie resistance and derail standards-based reform efforts.

s Solid research-based evidence does not point 1o a one-size-fits-all approach to standards,
assessment, and acca}zzzzzab&]l*y The curreni requirements allow flexibility in Sate
aw?machcs

«  The timelines in curvent legislation do not require a final sysf em until 2000-01; a change in
reguirements just as these final sysiems £0 into place would slow down reform efforts and

f% risks delaving iroplementation of assessment and accountability systems for a significant

penod of time.

Cons: . .


http:discuss.ed

- + The guality of State implementauion of the current legislative requirements variss.
. Sonie Siates are changing very Hule. but can got by due 10 the fiexibility in the law.

o

Provide granis to State collaboratives to review the quality, rigor, and slignment of
standards and assessment systems. Such a coliaborative would be charged with developing
critenia for determining the rigor and quality of standards and peer reviewing the work of
pther States in the collaborative, :

I'ros:

. “Would build consensus among Siaies regarding what constituies quality and rigor.
Current reviews of content stendards do not have consistent eritena. There are currently
1o reviews of the quality, rigor, and alignment of content and performance standzrds and
355855MENLS. ’ ‘

While some States are already panticipating wn a similar effort by the CCSS0 State
Collsborative on Assessing Student Standards (SCASS) this group has been very
techmcal and the cost of joining has been prolibitive for many States. Funding grants
might reach more States and would involve mare policy makers rather than technicians.

Would de-poiiticize criteria since they would be developed and used voluntarily by States.

. Would create an incentive 1o improve the quality and rigor of standards and -
assessments. ) : .
. Developing some consensus might help sustain and stabilize State effors to ,{ €

implement challenging standards and assessments.

- xwf

. This sl might not reach every Sate. TN R E)

Using funds for State-based efforts might be eriticized for not going directly © c‘assmcm& z—st di f DR

Suaie collaborative efforts often bewme cumbersome and don’t always lead to concrete - ,,)5‘ S
products, . ?t .

et \,,j. Establish a line item in the legislation (o fund an outside entity to review and evaluate
‘ Siates® standards and assessment systems for quality, rigoer, and aligrunent,

. Pros: .
i+ = = THis would promete the development of a national consensus.
An outside entity could provide independent judgement.

Cons: :

. This 1s similar to 2 proposal in Goals 2000 1o fund NESIC. {ongress amended Goals
2000 to ensure that such a board was never greated,

A single reviewing entity may be under 100 smuch scrutiny to ever be able 10 complete such 2
task. )



4. Specifically authorize the implementation of 3 voluntary national test that could be used
as a benchmark for measuring the rigor of State stgndards. (NOTE: We recommend that a
natenal test not be part of Title ], but instead be included in an innovalion section of the

fegistation or in the OERI reauthiorization) . 2
N S
Pros: B
» (Congress has argued that the Depantment is not au‘nonzeé 1o tmpicmenz zbe VNT
This ends thal argurnent, -

e

A natonal test provides a natonal benchmark while not 1mpcémg ficmblhz} f{}r Swie
standards and zssessments.

.. States would participais on a volumary basis. :

There 15 a crying need {or Suates 1o have something agamsl which ta benchmark their
standards in order to justify, maintain, and improve their State standards and assessment
sysiems, '

This would allow national comparisons.

Weould begin to develop nationa! consensus.

*

Cons:

o » This is highly political and could siall other work on the legislation.
LEGISLATIVE RECOMMERNDATIONS: We strongly recommend options 1, 2, and 4. ‘
maintaining the current requirements white also funding State efforts to improve the rigor of their
systems and {unding a voluntary national test. These oplions will best support State standards-

based reform activities. Grants and the VNT provide incentives for States that are commiugd to ~
these reforms to improve quality, » v
. PR
NON-LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS: R
Wealso recommend that the Standards Team pursue the fol Iawmg non- lagzsiatzvc stralcgzes as ‘
500N 35 pcss*i‘; e
M .
o Intensify technical assistance warzk with Sizies on their standards, assessment ang
accountahility sysiems through: ol wsr :
«_ 1AS conferenge workshops =2 war oF 2—: e ' \r,U ;
e ¥ ‘Repiondt workdhops Rk~ (_ﬂxt' : r.»JL' '
»  Incredsed outreach by peer consultant teams ' C e
* Guidance on how ED will review evidence of final State assessments . -
. EA policy staiement on the use of assessments o improve instruction.and the use of norm- 4 PVL- ;|
referenced tests within such 2 sysiem .
- Compliance and programenatic technical assistance activities under Title | tallored to ?

assessments. :
Work with OERI on a research zgenda to develop criteria for States 10 use in judgingthe
quality of their standards. '

f”w,/ States that are having trouble developing their performance standards and final
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share with States =™
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et

s  Work with {}ERJl?n a research agenda that examines the effectiveness of differem
approaches io assessment and accountability sysiems. P2

+  Develop an intensive public engagement effort 1o increage understanding and support for
slandards and assessment systems, “}/—-‘“ witd EF NQS/ . 0o

«  Compile and disseminate concrete examples of quality perfofmance siandards with examples

of student work, Ua,,‘, - hspp
map———— T *

Issue B: Supporting engsing evaluation, and technical assistance op standards, assessment
ang zccountability.

The success of State implementation of challenging standards will rely to 2 large extent on the
quziity ¢f the standards and assessments that States put into place and the manner in which they
are imp!émcm(z& There are many issues that necd additional research, zspecially in such critical
areas 2s the inclusion of all students in Staig assessments and the design and implementation of

‘acconnlability systems that result in meaningful improvements in schools. In agdition, a

significant technical assisiance effon 1s necessary 1f we are going 10 help States access and
unplement the best knowledge available. Since kumviedge s emerging as States put new

~systems into place, much of the technical assistance can come from bringing States together in

constructive woys 1o help each other and through formative evaluations that produce models 1o

,d'\f“'r—""“ " T
TI)M&]UE&HG& Service ubed 1o have language in s authorization that allowed both 4
. summative evaluation of Titled and ongoing. formative evaluations and technical assistance. In
{tiinated, so our effens 1o date have resulted in plecing logether fundg

cean f‘mdmv for the technical assistance necessary. There is currently no %}Ldgcl that we know of that

4

-
‘
from any ¥ourTes possible. They have been himited largely due (0 2 Jack of staff capacity and t:ié
ae !
s specifically devoted to supporting the formative evaluation needs that have emerged ’r&m et
Stdte effons 1o dale and the technical assistunce needs in these areas,
RECOMMENDATIUN: Request a set aside {or formative gvaluation, d;ssemmanon of what | © he
wori»,s. and technical assistarice in the area of standards, assessment, and accountability.
Federally subsidize research 10 provide assistance to State assessment developers and policy
makers about the best pra{:ziz;es in thq areas of standards, assessment, and accountability, . }_p
i .g . ';‘ s o, :
+ Specifically designate stodies of LEP issues such as how to increase the validity of new and
es1ablished tests - al numerous points throughout the develepment, administration, scong W
and reporting phases of large scale testing — for LEP student pepulations. - f
«  Continue and expand technical assistance work 1o develop materials such as the LEP foolkit, o o
»  Support research on expecisd gains ang benchmarking for LEP students. s
= Support formative evaluations of State reform efforts as they unfold, | 1(3 “2
*  Suppon research that examines State 1nitiatives that have demonstraled e?{cczweness 10 !
increasing achievement of disadvantaged children. é/.-"ﬁ
« Suppan technica! assistance efforts that bring Siates together to develop and share strategfogm——"""

. )
o Bt A
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for reducing achievement gaps.

Support wechmical assistance and research into assessment and accountability issues siuch a3 the
approprialc use of cohon analysis, muitiple measures, combining measures, implementation
of adequale yearly progress, benchmarking mezsures of adeguate yearly progress, using
disapgregatzd data, abignment of standards and assessments, and assessment literacy for
teachers and administrators. ,

Support studies on effective accountability systems,

. . \
Issue C: Improving the tnclusion of LEP students in statewide assessments to ensure that
LEI’ sludents master chalienging State standards,

The intent of the current Tile | laﬁgaage is to include LEP students in assessments te ensure that
they are inchuded in school refonn efforts and 10 ensure that they reach the same chalienging -
‘standards as all students. It is imporiant 1o inchude LEP students in assessment and
accounability systems for two reasons: 1} 1o ensure that programs are helping these students
develop skills in English; and 2) to ensuve thal LEP students are also developing content
kaowledge in other subjects,

The Title I statute reguues all students 1 be included in statewide assessments with reasonable

‘accommodations or adaptations for students wish disabilities, Limited English proficient

students are to be'assesSed. 1o the extent practicable,” in the language and form most likely to
yield knowledge abi}zzz what they know zm:i can do.

x ‘r'

.

Regz}iamns Sﬂc 2{?{3 4 {2)(1) “Each States shall develop or adopz a set of high-qua i!}f
Yearly asscss*nmzsﬁ rAssessments under this seetion must mees zize fallowing
rcqure*n 18!

(7} Provide for -

{11t} A) Inclusion of imited-English preficient students who shall be assessed, (o the
extent practicable, in the tangudge and form most likely 10 yield accuraic and reliable
inforrnation on what those students know and can do to determine the students’ mastery
of skills in subjects other than Enghsh.

{8} To meet this reguirement, the Siate ~

{1) Shall make every efforin use or a«,sw'.op hngusstically accessible ass#ssrncrzﬁ
" measures; and
{1} May reguest assistance from the Secretary if those measures are needed.”

Current agsessments do not maximize accessibility for all student populations. In particular,
tates are not fully incleding LEP students in assessments as required under Title [ of the ESEA
and current accountability provisions, For example:
* CCESO's summary of State level assessment datz found that 43 States aliow
exemptions for LEP siadents, Ofthese States, 16 exempt for time in US; 10 exempt for
tims in ESL: 4 exempt {or formal assessment in English; § exempt for informal

g
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assessraent i English: and 3 exempt for other reasons.

. Only 14 Sates-do not allow exemptions in all assessment companerss {CCSSO,
1998}
. The number of states wiich permit accommodations was 18, however, 12 of the 38

did not permil eccommadations on all assessment compeonents. Only 5 of the Swates that
allowed accommodations permitted native langnage IESpOnSe, '
» 11 States used aliemate assessments for LEP students for whom regular assessments,
" even with acwmmoﬁanoas were not appropriaie.

There ars many reasons why 1 has been difficuls for States to fully include LEP studentsin their
assessiments. 1 he population of LEP students is growing, Furthermore, & growing number of
languages in schools makes it difficult o address the needs of all students. Providing services @
LEP students and tracking their progress is further complicated by the {act that LEP studenis are
not necessarily literate in their home language. For those who are literate in their native

Hlanguage, there is a dearth of native language assessments Lo draw upon,

Furthermore, i1 is costly w develop comparable assessments for LEP students &nd such
deveiopment requires 2 great deal of technical experuse. Information on developing somparzble
measures 1€ also fimited. Some States have promoted full inclusion policies, bul including LEP
studenis in the same statewide assessment as all students may not be valid ~ for ex ample,
California and Kentucky “fully zm:?;,gc{ LEP students under policies thal require those studenis
1o participate in State tests even if they cannot read them,

R

SE
&

i

Legisiative {);mous e prc}mettz mclaszon = 1ol muwallv exclusive:

feg T
“ t’ ,ﬁ A
n,

LN "‘f: ‘,'; ¢ g;
I. No {:hanffﬁ« Maﬂnzam t‘w: mwcm imﬂuagc that requires States to include all students and, to
the extent pra{:izcable test them in their native language. -

Pros: -

. The problem is not with the legisiative ¥anguzb‘,. but with. Siates’ capacily {o carry out
the language. _

. his compronyise language recognizes the complexity of these issues and aliows
flexibility for differem State approaches.and fir knowledge emerging from the field.

- The current language promates the principle 02 full inclusion in standards and
assessmants,

Cons;

. The current language is vague and may allow States (o escape responsibility for

including LEP students in their standards and assessment systems by using the “t¢ the
extent practicable” language as 2 loophole il enforcement is not sirtct,

» It has been difficult to define “to the exient p:acizcablc and therefore encourage and
enioree i

0w
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. jany States seem 10 be exempting LEP students despiie this language.

Eliminate the language “to the extént practicable.” Instead require native language
assessments or comparable assessments [English with accommodations) 1o content areas
other than Enghsh for students identified as LEP and for wham the State does not waive from
administranon of zssessments. ~

-
Pros:
» This option gliminates a “loophaie” that allows States 1o not assess LEP students.
There 1s 8 growing poputation of LEF siudenis and this ensures that they are assessed.

Cons:

- There are few commercially available tesis for low incidence LEP populstions,
This will be very costly to develop and vuplemen.

Saintaio current langoage, but expheitly require that States offer at least Spanish
assessments for students whose language is other than English, if Spanmish is the
language of ingtruction.

Pros:

+ . The large majority of LEP studenis are S;‘)anish speakers.”

There are already numersus commercially avallablﬂ assessments in Spanish. Algo, Pueno
Rico has dﬁ*v{:,epcd standarcs and al] zned assefsments in their content areas in Spanish.

{ons: . e

. ‘Other language groups mi g% t prat‘*sz‘ e A

Cémmcrual]v available tests, evz:z’z m Spamsh* do n{} necessanly aligh with every State’s
standards. :

. Administration of multiple asswzsmems \\‘111 be costly

Few students will have Spamsh Janguage instruction all day, so it may be difficsli o
determine which assessment they should 12ke.

. This masy open up acguments thay Titde | participation snould be hmited 1o a specific
number of years (similar to the goal of bilingual education for only 3 years).

*

I

A e w

Hold schools and districts that serve LEP students accountable for showing progress
among LEP students m the dev&i{;pmcnt of English laopuage skills in addition to the
core subject areas.

Pros: '

* This promotes accountability for ensuring that LEP students are progressing,
Currently most districts and schools tesi English skills for placement purposes, but do not
use these measures ‘o accountability purposes.



’.

» This prowvides a measure for ensuring that Siates provide appropriate, effective
prograss for LEP siudents,

Cens:

» . This adds another requirement to disteicts and schools ~ the adaption,
implementation, and reporting of another assessment.

. Districts and schools might not have a good mechanism for measuring English

ianguage skiils.

4 Request a set aside for research and developmen in standards, assessments and
accountebility specifically designated for studying LEP issues. Federally subsidize research
o provide assistance to Staie assessmen developers and policy makers about how 10 increass
the validiry of new and established tesis - at numerous points throughout the development, //( -

adminestraton, scering and reporting phases of large scale testing -- for LEP student )‘&)
popuiations, ’-g‘ :d?

Pra: : ‘

. The resesrch set aside will allow states 1o pool resources, and foster support and

commitmen: from all those charged with assuring that 2l children meet state standards,

-
HER

Con: ' ’ ) ) S L _’

. Srates currently do not have the resources to do this work. 1. U/{A’ \V‘r
LECZ&LA FIVE Rif?(l(}*ﬁif\lEhTA?i{}E\S Opzaazzs 3, 4,-and 5 - aéé & requirement o of f"c' \, ,w-‘
assessments 2t Jeast in Spanish; hold districts and sehodls acwunzabi ‘for demonstrating /
Progress among LEP students in mastering Eng zs*z Ifmpuay skills; and support research and
techmical assictance on these issues. There is considerabie resaarch and demonsirated methods
available {or including Spanish speakers in assessments and this should be recognized in the
]egislaziaa‘ However, more research 15 still necessary 1o explore all of the inclusion issues.

.
T

sy

NONM LFGISLAT!X?E RECOMBMENDATION:

“The Departmen: should continue and expand :1s technical assisiance wark to cicveiep the LEP )

wolkit, and specifically address technical assistance on developing the following:

+ guidelines, specifications and specific standardized procedures Statws and schooifise use 1o o
implement assessment accommodations that will enable LEP students to show what they
know i 31} academic content areas; .

o 2core of instructional procedures and supporling materials to use in TA 1o States and
disiriois,

« aswandard defimton and measures of students’ academic English language proficiency
suilable for use in large-scale assessment programs; and

» astanderd definition and measure of students’ reading proficiency in Spanish;

» adefinition of LEP that will lead 10 consisient criteria across States for identifying LEP
studens and determining eligibility for services and determining which students need

11


http:studer.ts
http:guidelir:.ef

wi -

accommodations or alternalive assessments. This defintton should butld on the definition in

. Title Vil (The definition of LEP curvently varies from Stie ¢ State. 1n some Staes
children are classified as LEP based upon their surnames. For example, the CUSS50 cited in
the Recommendarions for Improving the Assessmants and Monritoring of Students with
Limited Engiish Proficiency. published in 1992, that the problem has always been that there
is no uniform definition of LEP within Siates or nationally; thercfme wha is eligible for
services vanes widely.)

Issue I Strengthening State accountability svstems,

Under ESEA and Goals 2000, the Federal role in accountability has been 1o support State efforts
to develop and implensent accountability systems that hold schools ang districts aceountable for
the performance of all students, including Title 1 and specia) needs students, and that identify
schoals in need of improvement. {See Appendix A for an abbreviated descnption of
requirements.} Traditionally Tide [ measured performance of individual students over time, Tt
the shift in 1994 to accountability for schoots and districts to show improvements mirrored what
was already happening in States (Elmore, Abelmann & Fubrman, 19963

In order 10 increase accountabiliny for the performancs of all siudents, Title | requires that
statewide assessment data be disaggregated. The Siate defines measures for adeguate yearly
progress (AYP) that are expecied of districts and schools. Such measares are primarily based on
the State assessment. Failure 10 show AYP for two or more vears results in-being identified as m
need of improvement. $tate and local su;&pm svsiems are then supposed to mlcwwc 0 suppon
such sshools, : Cote
L Cotew » ?a . -':,:.\."L."j.F v\,e:ﬁ\ it ” bx
Accountability hag bcen an 155u¢ zhs::usssd 3{3{3 éebaicd in our focus groups and' I”Grums Three
Sareas have received particular focus: 1) who or which entines are held accoumable; 2pwhat,

\Y

¢
':A)v
i?' riteria are used to hold them accountable; and 3) what assistance, rewards, and consequences
}é‘}

kiek in once performance is idenmified. There is a great deal of debate about the details within
ach of these areas. This is compounded by the fact that cuarrent research does not provide clear - 7
answers as (o which approaches will lead (o meaningful changes in schools

We recommend that the fegislation maintain the current approach of holding schools and
districts uccountable for demonstrating continual annual progress toward achicving State . ™ v
\ standards, Siates will have just put these refonms into place in the 2000-01 schos! year and

_§_, evising the entire sysiem at s infancy would derail efforts 10 mave lowards accountability
\ based upon student achievernent. Also, we have liitie evidence about whether other approaches
are betier. Several areas within the current accoumability structure could be sirengthened,
however, while maintaining the current approach. Similarly, vanations of tis approach could be
miore systematically tested so that improvements can be made in the future.

We recommend examining issues oft e

®
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e Surengthening accountability for States 10 close the achievement gap; ~ Jo
» Thighiening language regarding definivons of adeguate vearly progress {AY P}, w~ o

«  Improving interventions, rewards, and sanctions {(Note: this will be covered in another paper);

« Deepening research and development (ot see Issue BY. Lo

Al the outset, we would Like (o acknowledge that the approach in this paper does not directly
address certain areas of accountabiity, Swuengthening sccountability gzr students {e.g. high
siakes tesis}, teachers, and principals are not areas for which we recommend new reguirements in
the jegisiation. Although these are important activities, they are more appropristely addressed
through Siate and locat policies, We recommend that we provide models, examples, and
research 1o Staies and distiicts on these issues. But developing requirements would be wo

prescripiive in areas around whuch there is little consensus. This point of view was supported by

sll of the expens with whom we have consutied 1o date {Porter, Corcoran, Fuhrman, Q' Day,

Baker, Blank). : -
| = w e the - - \
Wi | - o

%

Issuc DL Strengthening State accountability

Currently States are held accountable for the process of putting sysitems nio place. This oceurs .
through federal monitonng and technical agsistance. Rewards and consequences are not ap;:rlzazé
1o States.

By the 2000-01 school year, States must have in place final gzsscssmams with daia on studcn
perionmance lhat can be disaggregated. The intent of pwvzézn g slatewids zizsaggfcgaled r*:szzizf;
of student achievement was (o ensure that all groups of students are making progress and bemg\

served throughout the State. Ofien this data 15 most meaningful at the State level because smaller

disincts cannot provide disaggregated data that is statusbeally sound. . The current law requires..
State assessiment data to be disaggregated “by gender, by cach major racial and ethnic group, by
English proficiency status, by migrant staius, by students with disabilities as compared 1o
nondisabled students, and by é{:anomlcaliy disadvaniaged students as compared o students who
arsnot économically disadvantaged.”

. When finzl agsessments are in place, Siates could be held accountable for using the information

provided by State assessment systems 10 tzke zciion te close the achievement gap among groups
of studenis statewide,

Research indicates that public reporting of student achievement data as well as the threat of
sanciions motivates changes in bebavior at the district 2nd schood levels {Elmore, Abelman,
Fulpman, 1994, SREB, 1997). The sccountability provisions in Title | mirror this finding. The
law describes the purpose af tie school reporting pracedures as # process for continued
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improvement that provides schools witly the information to continually refine their program.
. Currentiy the law requires reporting for schonls and reporting on indiwvidual students, but State
repornts are not spacified.

Opticns for increasing State accountability:
1. No Change. Leave the system the same.
Pros:
e Allows States to pursue their own approaches.

» Responsibility for defining accoumability systems is still at the State level.

Cons:
s Provides waak incentives for State action.

“F-Require States to publicly report assessment results and the gaps smong groups of
students, and a State plao for closing that pap. Provide technical assistance to States that
nieed help redirecting their resources and expertise to address these 1ssues. (Note: Sucha

. report could also inciude reportin dent achievement by geographical region within the
- . RNTICE
w it
Y Pros: ‘
' . «  Calls public attention to Siates’ role in veducing disparities in student achisvement, in

 addition 1o placing responsibility on Jow-performing {and oftén undes-fuided) disticts.
»  Providesa mgger for getting outside assistance for {iewiopmg a plan to close the
achievement gap: y i, N ‘
g = Encourages the use of data for decision making at the State Ee:ve%
= Publicly releasing a plan for closing achievement gaps might e:fxcovavc States 1o fook

comprehensively across losal, State, and fzderal rescurces.

o
Con:
»  Federal programs have very lutle feverzge over the use of State resources.

. /> ~Reqative Stazés to-publicly report information; but require those with ap achievement
gap to develop a plan for closing that gap and divect Federal resources to that plaa,

Pro:

«  Same as above bui offers & Hitle more leverage because a Federal approval of such 2 plan

allows greater influence,

Con:
«  Enforcement of the gap-closing requirement could be problematic, given reluctarze 1o

withhickd funding. S e -
o . o
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«  ltis not clear exactiy how States would be recuired 1o direct their federal funds.
M Create a recognidon program for States that reduce the achicyement gap.

Pro:
+ Inexpensive way 1o provide incentives to reduce dispanities in achievement,
»  Thisis a positive incentive that State should greet favorably,

Con:

+  Could be seen as federal intrusion - comparing and evaluating States,

Definng the criteria that would be used to determine recognition will be complicated

and difficuls, .

«  ltmay be difficult to compare States with dramatically different degrees of diversity
within their student populations. (OF course, recognition could be based upon reducing
the gap between high and low poverty schools.)

«  Determining how to weight different forms of achisvement gaps for national
comparisons will be problematic. .

»

Create 3 line item for off{ering rewards to States that make progress in closing the
achicvemeont pap.

Pros:
« “Provides a positive incentive that is more motivational

C(ms‘

A P K Same as option 4.

* This would give States more funds a1 precisely the time they are less lrkely to need thent, ]
LEGISLATIVE RECOMMERDATIONS: We recommend Option 2 — public reporting of O
statewide assessment resulis. Public information may have the impact of influencing policy at /
the Siate ievel to provide support for groups of students who are not performing well. Public
pressuré and serutiny-of State plans 1o close the gap should encourage more comprehensive
plans.

NOK-LEGIS LATIVE RECOMMENDATION: We recommend that the Department inoreass

. {ts technical assistance support to State efforts 10 reduce achievement gaps.

»  Support research into State injtiatives thal have démonstrated effectiveness in increasing \/K/
achievement of disadvantaged children. /
Support technical assistance that promoies Siate collaboration on sirstegies to reducc

achievement gaps. %f -
Provide technical assistance on the development of u‘zdcrsza*zciabét State report cards,

1%
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. Issue D2: Strengthening definiticns of adeguate vearly progress {AYP).

#

The current requirements in Title § for States 10 establish definitions for adeguate yearly progress _

{AYP]} for schools that are based primarily on the sialewide assessment. The purpose of

requiring schonls to meot AYP goals is so that all studeats will move toward the State standards J *’/l
and 56 that all groups of children will ge! the atiention necessary 10 reach the standards.
However many State debnitions for AYP under Title | do not rigorously address the notion of
vall students” 1zaching high State standards. Forex amp%z:VJ AN Mo posene K -

i
+ Moany Siate definitions for AYP d SOl B ; Lstgdents reach Siate | Jl >
standards, Thirty Statesfave probte*z‘s staz*zzrmg fmm sciimg low targets, seiti ng a low gogl
; for the percentage ofstmmzﬂmmmw&; long time -
neriods for before students would meet State standards {ie. bevond the expected years of \ f ‘_‘_____P
schooling). This problem s compounded in States that do not include multiple measures in
their assessment sysiems because scores from a single test do not provide a compleie picture
v of student parformance and ofien the single measure 15 a norm-referenced test which by
= }’}; i design witl not result in ali students reaching a norm on the test. States'often set these low
..;-f,;,;- < argets because they reflect State accountabiliy faws and because they fear that goals that are | -
oo high will derail siandards-based refonn effons.

s

. +  Many State defimtions of AYP do nof include a timeline for having 2l students reach Siate ﬁ;}

—

LRVl

standards, nor have they identified 1argets for expedited growz% A umeline 15 imporan for
setling » meaningfu! measur es for AYP that lead 1o having all studems reach State standards.
Timelines: ihal do c:ust range from 5 1o 20 years (%crc% and Carison analysiy, 1998}

PR ‘j L
- B > - ~}, .-
v

. _
e = Some States, such as Alabama, have set an absolute standard or & cut score on s State
¢ assessment and do not recognize comiimous progress in their accountability sysiem. This
¥ Ve may mean thal Jow performs mg §C aois do not get acknowledged for gaing that they make and

they couid remain in school improvement for very lengthy periods. [t also means that hgher
performing schools are not encouraged contnue 10 improve,

: e
(Q(\

k « Some Staies are using only 2 camg}zs&zzg score on Siate assessments for accountability. This e
; masks diffmunces in ackievementadross snbizeie.  For instance, if reading and math scores
R)\ 2}~ are combined as in [llinois, 2 school can have high math scores that hide reading preblems. priad

o Few States examine disaggregated siudent data within their accountability systems. This
could result in neglecting the performance of groups of swdents. For insiance, accouniability
systems as currenily defined may encourage schools 1o focus attention ot students who are

close to meeting Sizte standards so that scores will go up; rather than focusing on the lowest L 9
nerforming stedents {Chun & Goertz, 1998). Texas is the only S1ate sysiem that reguires <5 F
e reporting of student progress {or each group of students and rewards schools that make /J./L
. progress it moving Iéw performiing students 1o higher levels. It hag been able to show that :

16


http:pict;.nc

. . | S TE \. ‘
Mg 7

the performance gap between groups of students is beginning 1o narrow. ' Q V2

. « Some States are implementing value-added accountability systems to recognize the

' performance gains made by schools with different socioeconomic backgrounds. They argue
that such a system encourages continuous improvement among high and low performing
schools, whereas systems of absolute standards do not encourage continuous improvement Ugf
(Clotfelier & Ladd, 1996; Mever, 1996). However, if such a sysiem is not carefully

designed 1t can result in holding studerrSsAppor schools to Jower standards. For instance, ot
Tennessee describes i1s system d, but it translates into adjusting State ~ A Lo
assessment scores based on a factor 1o reflect socioeconomic status. / «}: LL
Legislative options: . ’ ""\/\ }*}’
Y
J uire AYP deﬁmtlons to lnclude improvements for low performing students. »5/
]
Pros: , . « /
o 52
standards and will boost schoe! performance ratings.
¢« This encourages schools to use data to improve their programs.
. This suppons the traditional purposes of Title [ - to provide supplementary services

for students whe need then most.

. W v e
P M ;
A CO“S T e e b v

. This 1s'a more. prescrlpnvc rf.qulrcmcnl and could be viewed as greater federal

1ntru510n ' 1-.-.;.»-_-5:‘-..\». PR e, L -
- . Adding’ rcqmremems 10 the la\.\ 1s 1ot necessanly a grealer mouvator It may cause
places to setJow targets just to comply with Federal requirements,
. This may contradict with other State approaches that require performance in other

ways, such as Texas which requires progress among disaggregated groups of students and
other places that are examining value-added models.

‘P¢ Require AYP definitions to include imprbvefnents in all disaggregated groups.

-
Fama

Pros: ' Tl T aoo
. This ensures that schools pay attention to all groups of students.

« This encourages schools 1o use data to improve their programs.

» This can help schools ensure that they provide opportunities {or all groups to have the
curriculum and supports necessary to master the standards. If schools go through the process
of ensuring that all students have the opporiunity to master the standards, then civil nghts
challenges of disparate impact will be diminished.

._ 17
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This shifts the focus from the lowest performing students (regardless of background)
to specific groups of students. 1t could be divisive. The disaggregated groups of students
will be captured in a system that requires gains among the lowest performing students.

. This is a more prescriptive requirement and could be viewed as greater federal
intrusion. :

. Adding requirements to the law 1s not necessarily a greater motivatof. It may cause
places to set low targets just to comply with Federal requiremeénts.

. This may contradict with other State approaches.

Require States to set a reasonable timeline for bringing all students up to State standards
then establish AYP goals reflect the gains necessary each year in order for all studentsto -
meet State standards within the timeline.

Pros:

. This helps ensure that States are serious about getting all studcnts to master State
standards.

. Districts would clearly understand the rationale behind definitions of AYP.

) This increases the sense of urgency for accelerating student achievement gains.

= This requirement will help ensure that States use multiple indicators 1 in their assessment
systems, rathcr than relying solely on a nom- rcfcrcnced test.

Cons:
o There is no consensus aboul what constitutes a “reasonable” timeline.
Many States are only using norm-referenced lests and it will be imposstble to have all
students reach a norm on su‘ch le}sts e
: i [ 38 LR SUN A
Clarify that AYP does not refcr to a snnOIe number but to an array of indicators of
student achievement against State standmds Incidental indicators such as retention, -
attendance, graduation should not be wmghted 50 as to overpower indicators of student
pcrfonnance ) ..
Pros:
. This enriches the approach to demonstrating annual progress in schools by offering a
more complctc prcture of student perf'ormance —

. [ . . ™
] 'J . ’

Cons:
. This makes public reporting complicated and may be difficuit to understand.
States and experts do not yet know how to weight multiple indicators within a single system.

LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS: We recommend that AYP definitions be revised to
include improvements for low performing students, include a timeline for all students to reach
the State standards, and include multple indicators. (Options 1, 3 and 4.} -

18
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Strengthening Title I Accountability Reguirements
Draft 12/12/98

BACRKGROUND

Requirements in Current Law

The current law 15 based on the premise that effective accountability systems are based primarily

on siudent results on assessments that are aligned to high standards. Accountability systems

measure s5chool progress and provide a mixture of rewards, interventions, and consequences to
support timproved performance,

» States are required 10 establish content and student performance standards by 1997.98,

s States are required to develop assessments aligned to the standards by 2000-01 schoo year,
Such assessments are © inclnde multiple measures, be valid and reliable for the purposes
uscd, and provide disaggregated resulis on student performance. States can have interim
asscssments in place while they develop final assessments aligned o new, higher standards,

s States must define adequaie yearly progress (AYP) (ie,, increase in percentage of students
meeting state performance standards) for Title I schools and local school districts. States
have discreiion in determining AYP, but it must be defined in 2 manner that would result in
continucus and substantial progress toward mecting state standards within a reasonable time

. frame. ‘ :

s States designate distinguished schools and school dzstmzs that excesd AYP targets for three
vears, and may provide them with rewards. - SO

« Schools that do not meet AYP 1argets for 2 consecutive vears are designated as “in need of
improvement” and must devélop a school improvement plan. Slt‘m%ar%y, districis that do not
meet AYP targets tor 2 consecutive years are also designaied as “in need of improvement”
and must develop animprovement plan’ Schoois and é:stnct&;ibal are in need of
improvement receive technical assistance from the school district or state.

» If aschool or district does not meet AYP targets on the state’s final sssessment for three
consecutive years, then corrective action must be taken. Corrective actions are determined by
the state or local school district, and may iuclude a variety of steps, ranging frsm withholding
funds 1o suthorizing students to transfer to other schools, to decreasing autonomy, to school
reconstitution. :

State Implementation Status ’ W e

I many respects, state implementation of the abﬁve z‘cquzz‘emems has bten disappointing,

« No states have officially reported (o ED that final assessments are inplace, though 18 have
reported they have reported (o other national organizations that such assessments are in place;
because the timeline for triggering corrective actions kicks in when final assessments are In
place, states may have an incentive for delaying official notification to ED. Also, States may
still be working out technical issues associated with using multiple measures, disaggregating
data, and defining AYP that could result in their hesitation 1o deem their assessments as final.

-« About half the states have staie acecuntability laws that provide for intervention inlow

perforiing schools; however, it appears that in most states the Title | requirements operate



independent of state accountability requirements — at least during this transitional
accountability period before the final Tite [ requirements go into effect.

Many states have failed to address significant requirements in defining AYP on interim
assessments, However, those States that have defined their student performance standards
(and are presurnably further along in completing their final assessment and accountability
system) have much better measures for AYP. Lessons from the interim system indicate that
States have trouble building incentives into their accountability systems to ensure that alj
students we beld to high standards and that schools make significant enough annual
improvements 1o lead to all students reaching State standards within a reasonable timeframe,
Current law envisions that states would establish jand Congress would fund) intervention
teams 1o work with schools in need of improvement. However, Congress has not provided
the program improversent funds {requested at $10 - million per vear) 2nd there is
considerable variation among states in their capacity for significant intervention.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Principles for accountabilify in the ESEA reauthorization

*
»
-
-
[

school districts, and schools. © vty

The system promotes the achicvement of challenging content and perfamaﬁce standards.
The system is as simple and casy 1o understand as possible, ‘
The systern can go into effect immediaiely upon enactment of the Iaw

“The ESEA measures are in line with Staie accountability systems.

The system includes rewards, supports, and consequences for student performance

The system generates publicly reportedrinformation about student parformancc in the State,
N :

The system encourages diagnostic-checks and preventive interventions'to help atl smdwzs
master challenging state standards. QRSN & ?*;zw e

R IR Erayig -~
vrede gy oum et vex

Recommendations for Strensthening Title 1 Accountability Provisions
We are recommending a number of changes to current law that would promote more immediate
and effective accountability systems. In particular, we recommends - -~

Require immediate identification of and imtervention in low performing schools. States
would be required 1o immediately identify districts and schools in need of improvement and_
provide Interventions and supports 1o the schools that are determined to have the greatest
needs.  Priority for interventions and supports shouid be given 10 the districts and schools
with the lowest absolute levels of student performance that have made little or no
improvement over the previous three vears, {(NOTE: even current transitional assessment and
accountability systems will have generated this information by the time the law is passed.)

Such districts and schools must conduct a thorough assessmens of their needs and develop a
plan 10 address those needs in consuliation with experts from outside of the district/school.
These districts and schools would be able to access-support from the State intervention fund

anid would have competitive preference for discretionary programs that direcily serve issues

.
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addressed in their needs assessment and school improvement plans.

Pravide access o sizeable Exceilence and Accountability funds once u State system meeis the
criteria for accountubility wnder ESEA/Title 1 States must develop and adopt systems that
hold districts and schools accountable for student performance against challenging State
content and performance standards in at least reading/language arts and mathematics. States
would submit for Federal review evidence that their systems are rigorous, include all
students, and offer incentives for improvement.

To ensure quality and rigor, States must submit evidence that theilr svsiems:;

- Are tied 1o State content and performance standards in reading and math; ‘

- Are predontinantly hased on students reaching State siandards as measured through the
State assessment system;

. = Include multiple measures within the Stale assessment svslcm {c g. il a norm-referenced
test is adopted, then other measures 1o assess student progress toward State standards
must be incorporated into the overall assessment system),

- Include multiple indicators {c¢.g. student achievement, school retention and dropout rates,

~ school attendance rates);

~  Hold distriets and schools aceountable for achisvement in both reading and mathematics
{in other words, a State cannot base accountability solely on a composite score of reading
ant! math because deficiencics in one subject may be masked by strong performance in .
the other subject) — NOTE: should we really require this? Many state systems (e.g. IL,,
K'Y} use composite scores and such a specific requirement goes :zgaz:zsf our premzszz af

arns

being in line with state systems. ' v e E
- Are based upon rigorous targets for school pcrf{}mancc that lead to,all Stu{itzms machmg
Szaie standards within a reasonable tlmLf*ﬁB’zﬁ’ o . i it ;:M‘gy

N R
To ensure the inclusion of all:students. States must submit evidence that their svstems:
- Measure the achievement of all students who have been in U.8. schools for a1 least thiee .
YEArs; .
~  Pravide public reports on student perfarmance, including disaggregated data at the State,
district, and school levels for all groups for winch such data is statistically si anificant.

" Incentives for school improvement must include: .
—~  Recognition and rewards for schools and districts that showing zmprovemcm& for two

gonsecutive yvears,

-~ Jdentification of and interventions in schools and districts in need of improvement;

- ldentification of and corrective actions in schools and districts that have not Jmpmwzi
_within two years of interventions.

4
.

Possible issue: Should we specify that States that use local assessments as the basis for thew
State assessment system must develop criteria for reviewing local agsessments o ensure that
they measure student performance against challenging State standards?



Possible issue: Many states are implementing accreditation sysiarns for state accountability,
These systems are more input oriented than student performance oriented. Would our
requisements be waived in order to be aligned with State systems?

Create an Education Excellence and Accounlability Fund to provide states and local school
districis with the capacity to reward high performing schools and effectively intervene in low
performing schools, Currently, States may reserve up to .5% of their Title | allocations
{totzling 33X million across the States) for school improvement activities such as State
Support Teams. We recommend a more substantial Education Excellence and Accountability
Fund to support required interventions. By reserving 2.5% of the State Titde 1 allocations for
school improvement activities, States across the nation would have $150 million to fund
interventions and rewards — ranging from $22.3 millien in California 1w $412.000 in
Wyoming.

The intent 15 to create a large enough pool of funds for States to have adequate resources to
really make a difference in a manageable number of the lowest performing schools in the
state. In order to ensure that inerventions are significant enough 10 make a difference, States
would be required to prieritize the number of districts and schools that would be eligible for
interventions and justfy that such prioritization will lead o interventions that are significant
enough 1o improve student achievement. The fund would be used 1o support: o ' .

~  External consullation for the develonment of school impfovementplansinlow  wv -~ 1 - ~a0
performing schools. States or local school districts would create exteral eamsof ™ )
educators to conduct serious, data-based assessments 6f 1ow perférining schools arid | by
identify priority areas for necded improveinents. These tedms would determine the & 7% 7 %7
causes of low performance {¢.g., low expectations and an outdated curriculum, poorly -~
trained teachers, unsafe conditions, ¢1¢.} and recommend necessary interventions.
NOTE: should the needs assessment and plan be developed in consuitation with
external experts or by them? The above language is what KY just passed for isz 1998

~ revisions te accountability, )

-~ Implementation of needed improvements. The Fund would give states the resources 1o
immediately address weaknesses in each school. such as purchasing up-to-date textbooks
or technology, retraining teachers, reducing class size, providing school safety oificers,
etc. }it wishes, a State could increass this fund by withholding a small percentage {7y of
funds from other programs (e.g., Eisenhower Professional Development, Reading
Excellence Act) 10 fund effonrs in low performing schools consistent with the purpoeses of
cach program.

, - Extended learning time for all students in the school. Because virtually all students in a
tow performing school will be at least a year or two behind in achievement, the
intervention strategy should provide them with extra heip (after-school, Saturday school
and summer school programs) to enable them to caich up academically. -

~ Rewsrds 10 high performing schools, Rewards must be based on districts and/or schools

3
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simplified systems, Kathy/Hugh ~ do you lrave exemplars of report cards?

H

demonstrating progress on State assessments for at least two consecutive years among

disaparegated student groups. Rewards may include: public recognition, monetary

rewards ta be used for school improvement, or discretionary funds to suppori schoals that
" apply o serve as State models and support other schools that need improvement.

Comtinue 1o require a pragressively more severe range of interveations - but implement thent
much faster. Current law provides for a range of inlerventions, starting with the development
and implementation of an improvement plan by the school. 1T there has not been satisfactory
progress afler an additional 2 vears, then the siste or school disirict must intervene more
forcefully, through steps such as reconstituting the schoo! staff, letting students the choice of
attending other public schools, or closing the school down. This proposal would simply
require that provisions for corrective action go into effect immediately upon passage of the
new law. In other wordg, schools and distriets that have identified as in need of Improvement
for the third consecutive year would receive corrective action — even if the assessment and

accountability system is using transitional measures,

Reguire annual Schoof Report Cards. All districts receiving Title | funds should produce an
annual school report card, made available 10 parents and the public, that reports on student
achievernent disaggrepated for statistically significant populations, other non-acadenic
indicators such as aftendance and dropout rates, class size, teacher professional qualifications,
parental involvement, and school safety and discipline, NOTE: Should all of these factors
be required or left to State discretion? Sowme States do this already, others have more

Provide additional supports for students ar risk of not achieving State Mandards Efforts to

“identify and support students who are at risk of failing to achieve State standards must be

supported under Title |, States and/or districts must train teachers in the use of ongoing

assessments that can help themn identify student needs and provide appropriate interventions.

Distric's must aiso ofter annual English proficiency exams for LEP students to determine

their mastry of English language skills, approprinie interventions, and inclusion peizcz«es -

regarding their participation in English versions of State assessments.  Title | funds at the

State, district, and school level must support activities such as:

~. Professional develppment for using ongoing assessment to identify student needs and
pmvlcic appmpna{c nterventions; :

~ The assessment of early Hieracy q&lils and appropriate interventions for students who
need them, '

- Extended leaming opportunities such as afler school programs, Saturday acanicml es, and
summer programs, vith priority given to students at risk of not meeting State standards;

- Extended learning supporis for English langunge learners who need it 10 master English
or the core content areas, especially students who do not reach the 3-year goal.

NOTE: Is this too much to require?

T
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RESEARCH HIGHLIGHTS - a work in progress...

Assessment variability
» Assessment data from one year to the next covering different cohorts of students may not

accurately reflect school contributions to learning for accountability purposes. A study that
examined improvement in school performance found no obvious patierns in on-year
differences among successive cohorts of fourth graders. In particular, the schools with the
biggest gains from one fourth-grade cohort to the next are not the same schools in which
students made the best longitudinal gains between third and fourth grade. (Longitudinal

Evaluation of School Change and Performance: Some Preliminary Findings, Drafi 12/98)

Rewards and Interventions
Research is fairly limited on strategies that include more aggressive sanctions and rewards for
student performance. However, we have learned a few lessons from early implementation:

More recent studies of school reconstitution and probation policies in Chicago seem to point
to the importance of teacher buy-in of outside consultants in order for their reform
recommendations 10 be accepted and implemented.

Rescarch indicates that public reporting of student achievement data, as well as the threat of
sanctions motivates changes in behavior at the district and school Jevels (Elmore, Ablelman,
Fuhrman, 1996; SREB, 1997). Tcachers in Kentucky reported that they were motivated by
the threat of sz;gjpgions more than by the hopes for rewards (SREB, 1997). '

- Successful schools in the Title I Special Strategies had access to advice and consultation {from

outside experts ...


http:consultants.in
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Options for Titic I accountability
Draft
December 2, 1998

Objectives of an aceountability system under Gonls 2000 and ESEA:

e The system includes ALL students and holds them all to the same set of céwi enging
standards,

+ The federal statute focuses on district- and school-level accountability,

+  Title | schools are held accountable through the same systen as ather schools.

» The system provides meaningful information to schools, parents and stucieni€ ahout
student achievement.

» The information generated by the system s uscd to improve teaching and learning.
The system promotes continuous improvement.

» The system promotes 2 sense of responsibility among State staff, drsmct personnel,
principals, teachers, and students.

» The system includes rewards and interventions for schools and districts based on
student performance,

The Current Title I Statute {(and guidance): '
Note: We focus on the Title | statute because it complements the Goals 2000 statuie and
is more explicit,
+ States determine, based an their final assessment systern, what constitutes adequate
oyearly progress (AY Py of any LEA and school served by Title I AYP must be
* defined in a manner that results in continuous and substantial improvements towerd
state standards and that is sefficiently rigorous to achieve that goal within an \
appropriate timeframe. Districts may add measures such as dropout, reténtion, and =~ 777 ¥ <07
auendance rates to their definitions. IR
»  States and districts designate distinguished schools and districts that have exceeded
" the State’s AYP targets for three consecutive years. These schools serve as models
and the State may choose to offer rewards. .
« I ascheol does not meet its AYP targets for two consecutive years it 15 designated a
’ school in need of improvement. Tt must then develop or revise a school plan to
improve performance and submit that plan for district approval, 1l must also spend at
. lest 10% of its Title I funds on professional development {unless it can prove that it
is doing so-ctherwise) and 1t will receive techutical assistance from the LEA.
» The SEA s required 1o publish assessment data for each district, 1f 2 LEA does not
meet its AYP targets for two years, it is designated as in need of improvement. It
must then revise its local plan and it is eligible to recelve technical assistance and
support from State Support Teams. ' ‘
»  Waschool (or LEA) does not meet its AYP targets for thyee consecutive years based
on the State’s final assessment, then corrective actions must be taken, These can
include a variety of measures ranging from withhelding funds, to suthonizing students
to transfer schools, to decreasing school autonomy, to school recanstitution,
. ]



State Status ‘
Accouniability systems are in many different siag 5 across the country. States are not
required to have their final assessments and accountability systems in place until the
2000-01 school year. They have been strongly encouraged, however, 1o implement their
systems earlier. States are required to implement transitional assessment, and many have
developed definitians of adequate yearly pmgmss against their transitional assessments.

.
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‘Déspite weik transitional definitions of AYP, the current definitions are

- There are a few “facis” and preliminary findings that we do know:

18 States have self-reported 10 the CCSSO that they bave their final assessments in
place; none have reported this information to the Department.

Many transitional definitions of AYP do not rigorously address the notion of “all
students” reaching high State standards. For example:
-« Many definitions are not based on a timeline for having all studenis reach
‘State standards, nor have they set wrgets for expedited growth in low
performing districts and schools.,
-~ Many definitions are based on very low performance targets,
- Some States, such as Alabama, have set an absolute standard or a cut score on
4 State assessment and do not mc%mzé cotitinuous progress 1n their
accountability system.
"~ “Some States are using only a composiie score on State assessments for
- accountability, and this may mask differences in achievement across subjects.
- Few Statcs examine disaggregated student data within their accountability
systems. This could result in neglecting the performance Qf groups af
" students. o Sk v
.~ Some accountability svstems as currently defined may encourage schools o
- fbcus pitention on students who are close o meeting Siate standards so that
scores will go up; rather than § {fz{zzzsmg on the lowest performing students
© {Chun & Goertz, 1998},

™« Same States, such as Tennessee, are adyusting assessmerzt scores 1o reflect the

SES of the school, raising concerns that some schools are held 1o Jower
standards.

improvements over the expeotéd NCE gaiiis undér the old Chapter 1, Over half of the
States had their consolidated plan approval withheld while the Department negotiated
more rigorous interim accountability measures,

The law envistoned a sysiem of State Support Teams to provide technical assistance
1o low performing schools. However, Congress has never appropnated funds for the-
State Support Teams. States have used their administrative funds under Title I 1o set
up State Support structures, but they have had varying deprees of impact. Ten States
do not even have State Support Teams because of a variety of circumstances such as
Toss of a key staff person or restructuring of technical assistance efforts, Most States
have set up either SEA 1eams or teams of outside experts 1o help schools, but their



ability to address the needs of schools is severely limited by a lack of funds.

States have been identifying distinguished schools and in some States, such as New

York, the system has been reported 10 be a good motivator for school improvement.

23 States have passed their own State accountability laws that include provisions for
“academic bankruptey” and some kind of major State intervention such as State
takeover of schools or school reconstitution. The impact of these laws is difficult to
determine at this time because they are just going into effect. It does appear
anecdotally, however, that Title I provisions are considered only as an dfterthoug,hl in
the development of these systems.

Options to improve Title I accountability:

A: Maintain the current Title I accountability system with some improvements to I)
further define what constitutes adtquate yearly progress, and 2) strengthen rewards
and interventions.

AYP improvements:

Require AYP definitions to include improvements for low performmg students.

Require States 10 set a reasonable timeline for brmgmg all students up to State:
standards and establish AYP goals that reflect the gains necessary each year in order

-for all students to meet State standards within the timeline.

Clarify that AYP does not refer to a single number, but to an array of indicators of .
student achievement against State standards. Incidental indicators such as retention,

. « . attendance, graduation should not be weighted so as to overpower indicators of

student performance.

Improvements in rewards and interventions:

Require the State to set aside funds (or create a new line item) to support rewards and

interventions-based on the accountability system.

Provide competltwe preference for CSRD); REA, and TLCF grants to schools and

districts identified as in need of improvement. L

Target Federal technical assistance 10 schools and districts in need of improvement.

v o L T '

Pros: ) i -

» Strengthening definitions of AYP should encourage schools to pay attention to
their lowest performing students; and it counteracts an incentive 1o focus on
the middle students who are closest to mcetmg standards and will boost school
performance ratings.

» This system should encourage schools to use data o lmprove their programs. -

= The rationale behind AYP would be clearer to districts and schools.

» This should increase the sense of urgency for accelerating student
achievement gains.

¢ This requirement will help ensure that States use multiple indicators in their ~
assessment systems, rather than relying solely on a norm-referenced test.



Cons:

o This is a more prescrlptlve requirement and could be viewed as greater federal
intrusion. '

» Adding requirements to the law is not necessarily a greater motivator. It may
cause places 10 set low targets just to comply with Federal requirements.

+ There is no consensus about what constitutes a “reasonable” timeline.

* Many States are only using norm-referenced tests and it will be impossible to
have all students reach a norm on such tests. .

e This makes public reporting complicated and may be difficult to understand.

« States and experts do not yet know how to weight multiple indicators within a
single system.

» This may contradict with other State approaches that require pcrformance in
other ways.

B: Modify Title 1 accountability (and/or'broader ESEA accountability) to require
intensive interventions (and possibly sanctlons) in the Iuwc\t performing schools and
rewards for continuous progress.

oy

States identify the lowest performing (bottom 5%) schools based on State assessment
data in reading/language arts and math, school attendance, and dropout rate
information.”
- ProvideState Support Teams and other technical assistance to these schools.
- Lowest performmg schools receive pnom} in grant competitions — CSRD,
T REA; II‘L:(;F (G
Chmmcally low p‘erformmb schools have their Title I (and other federal?) funds (or a
portion of funds) frozen while they:
- Conduct a thorough needs assessment and develop a plan to address those
needs.
- Submit an integrated pian for turning around the school to a peer review panel
for feedback and approval. B
- Submit the plan to the SEA for approval.
- Secure advice and assistance from an outside cxpcrl(s) for ongomg support of
their school improvement'efforts. A ;
.Rewards are provided based on showing adequate yearly progress.
- Adequate yearly progress is revised based on Option A above.

s

Pros:
» Intervention and support would be more clearly targetied to low performing
schools.

» This system is easier to understand.

« The system would still promote continuous improvement while also
intensifying efforts to improve the worst schools.

o This system should constantly ratchet up the expectations of schools In other
words, as the lowest performing schools turn around increasingly higher



performing schools will get assistance.

Cons: :

» States will need funds to support intensive interventions in the lowest
performing schools and it is not clear that Congress will fund these efforts.

» States may not have the capacity to turn around the Jowest performing
schools. .

e Some schools could conceivably stay on the list 6f lowest performing schools
for a long time even if they make improvements, which risks demoralizing
and stigmatizing them.

» Some groups will protest the notion of singling out schools as the “worst” -
when their problems may stem from poverty and olher factors out of their

. control.

e It'is not clear whether tcmporan!) withholding funds from chromcall} low

~ performing schools and requiring a new plan will result in improvements.

Option C: Create an incentive fund for States that are committed to accountability.
States compete for these funds to support their intervention and rewards programs.

» Malntam the current Title | approach with 1mpr0vcmcnls described in Option A.
+ States compete for mccnnve funds if they have developed qual:ty interventions and
incentive programs 10 support 1mpr0vcd qludenl lcammg

1]

Pros: P TP
o This still promoléstlhe not;on of continuous improvements. .
o Only States that are lruly committed 10 making reforms will be funded.
¢ There should be g greater quality contro] over the use of funds for interventions
and rewards under a competitive pro;c,ram :

'\- -

Cons:- . C

. Many States that arguably need additional support may not win a competitive
environment.

» This may create an excuse for Stales tonot fully implement the Title |
requ1rements if thcy do not receive extra funding.. v

Option D: Modify Option C to create an incentive fund for States that are
committed to accountability. States are all cligible for funds, but only reccive them
after demonstrating they have comprehensive intervention and rewards programs,

» Maintain the current Title | approach with improvements described in Option A.

+ Create an open account that States apply. for once they have quality proposals
devcluped regarding comprehcnswe intervention and incentive programs to support
improved student iearning.



Pros:

» Same as above. .

» Not making this a competitive approach, allows States to develop thoughtful
proposals and get buy-in before a discretionary deadline.

Cons:

o Same as above.

¢ An open account will be difficult to manage and the Department will be under
intense pressure to fund all states regardless of the quality of their proposals.



