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I have another idea about reauthorization of Goals 2000 (and part of 
ESEA ~hat 1 thirJc we might wish to explore. !t stems partie:ly from 
two questions we have been unable to answer satisfactorily, 

1. How aO!!S .the comprehensiye re:for.n i~ Goals :;000 and Obey-Porter 
relate to lIchoolwide programs? 

2. How can we make schoolwide programs ba more comprehensive and not 
extensions of targeted assistance to all kids, 

What about foldlng Goals 2000, Obey-porter, and Title V: in~o Title I, 
':'he new Faroe A of Title I would have tW:J main sections ~ schoclwide 
reform and ~argeted assistance, Ra,=her chan d:.oosir.g he,tween the two 
approaches, schools would do both - sorr,e fu.'1ds would be used to reform 
the regular school program, a:igned ~o standards and using research 
based models, Other funds would be used for special activities for low 
performing children - preschoo:, su~er school, ext~nded day, 
primarily, ':'his would marry the t.wo apprOaches together, moving the 
extra services cc~or.ent cut of the reform section. r think would lead 
to more true schoolwide efforts. 

• 
Advantages; 

, 

.... F'OCUSSHS all the dellilr$ on high{relativelyl povert.y schools ­
t~.ose most in need of reform 

, ,:, ','., 

2. Directly cor..nect:$ the standards!assess:nent of Title I to reform." .: 'I 

Tit.le 1 is t.he driver an}'Way. 

J. Can expand tHe Obey Porcer approach dramatically. 

4. Add.s about $1 Billion to Title ! 

5. consistent with the carget:::i::1g provisions in Obey-porter and Goals 
{though not with Title VI whic~ is not targettedl 

I"" would' like. to. have the werk group think about '::'::'is a$ an ,aiternative 
to the cOh50lidation I preposed to M~ke Smith. He wants options and 
also thinks we need to do something co. stimulate change in Title I at 
local level Con$is~ent wi~h the changes we made to the program i~ 
1994. 

What about it? 

Tom 

• 




• The Heart of ESEA 
DRAIT M.y II, 1998 

Core Purposes 
The core purposes of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act are to support 
education reform efforts that: 

• 	 close the achievement gap between high poverty and low poverty schools; 

• 	 continually raise the general achievement levels ofall students; and 

• 	 u1ti~alely create highly a trained, internationally competitive workforce. 

• 	 The ESEA is fundamentally aimed at helping all students achieve at high levels of 
academic peiformance. It plays an important role in providing leadership to the 
nation for helping all students reach high standards, The ESE."': has a core purpose of 
creating greater equity among schools and students and in continually raising the 
expectations for students in the public system: AU students shouJd have the 
opportunity to be active, productive members ofour 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 to reach the purposes outlined above: 

" 	 ,'. ~ . 

, 	 • Promote systems that are driven by high standards for all students. 
Develop accountability systems that use dsla to drive school improvement efforts and 

hold students, teachers, schools~ districts, and states accountable for student 
achievement. 

Develop the capacity ofteachers and administrators to help all students reach high 
standards,'-, 

Create envirorunents that arc conducive to learning. 

Target resources to the areas of greatest need. 

Provide early literacy learning opportunities so that all students'enter school ready to 


"-.,., • leam v/ith a foundation of literacy skills that will enable them to learn to read.· 	 '.' , . 

Attributes of ESEA program. 

All ESEA program authorities should: 


• be tied to helping students reach high standards; 

be based on best practice; 

be resean:h-based; 


• 

provide for appropriate and consistent Stale and local flexibility; 


.' -.. 
use. wherever-possible, common provisions for similar strategies; 

permit integration ofstrategies across programs; 

take a common approach to key areas such as higher state content standards. assessments, 




• 


• and accountabmty~ 


provide for common targeting provisions and couple targeting of funds and program 

coordination. 


e, 

" 

, 

• ... -- . 
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• The Educational Excellence ,{<If All Children ACI of1999 

Educational Excellence for 
All Children Act of 1999 

Established in 1965 as part of President Lyndon B. Johnson's War on Poverty, the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) opened a new era of federal support for educatio:1, particularly for 
studen:s who would gain the most from it: children in our high-poverty communities and at risk of 
educational failure. 

Today. the ESEA ;mthorizes the federal government's single largest investment in ciementary and 
s:.:condary education, Through the Education Excellcm:.e [or All Children Act of 1999, the President and 
Congress will reaffirm ;)nd strengthen the federal government's role in promoting academic excellence 
und equal educational opportunity ror every American ~hild" 

• 
This reauthorization of ESEA comes at a crhica: time for the United States, At the tum of the century 
and the dawn of the lnfonnation Age, our country is the most productive in the worJd~ yet we do not 
provide all of OUf children with an education equal to the best in the world. Students are making 
progress overall in improving achievement in both reading and math, However, on international 
comparisons of ~;tudcl1t 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 

'bottom. As technology continues 10 advance and global competition con:inl,les to increase in the years 
ahead, such disparities in educational performance wiil he an increasingly serio\ls threat to the economic 
wcll·being of individual American citizens and of the nation a:-t a whole. 

,. 

';"':"rhe children in our poorest communities are at greatest risk of being left behind in an ecunomy driven 
by expanded infonnation~ increased knowledge, and higher skills" Gaps in student achievement­
between high~po\'erty .oDd low-poverty students and between minority students and their peers - havc 
persist",--d and in some "fl~es widened in recent years, Overcrowded classes, cruF.Jbling school buildings: 
~nd unqualified teachers a.'~ all too common in high-poverty schools, where, paradoxically. students 
have the most pressing educational needs. 

Through the 1994 reauthorization of ES,EA - titled the Improving America's Schools Act (lASA)­
and the Goals 2000: EduC'bllJ ;\merica.'t'\ct, Congress and the Clinton Adminislration took a number of 
historic steps {{)waro addressing these concerns and preparing aU of America's students to meet high 
academic standards. With fcderalleadership and support 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 slates have promoted challenging standards at the locallcveL 1n supporting the developmcnt of the 
same challellging standards for all children in all public schools, the reforms advanced by the IASA and 
Goals 2000 fUlIdamentally transformed the Federal role in education, which had for too long accepted 
lower expectations for low~income students in h.igh~poverty schools. 

• While many states and distrie-ts are still in the early stages ofimp:cmentir.g high standards, there is a 
growing body ofevidence that sustained standards~based reform is a powerful vehicle for improving 
!!1udent achievement. Recent research has shown, for example, that classroom instruction linked to high 
standards can produce significant gains in student performance in both reading and mathematics. 1,2 
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• The goal of the Educational Excellence for All Children Actof 1999 is to continue and build upon this 
progress by supporting the efforts of states, school districts, and individual schools to make high 
standards a reality in American classrooms. Toward that end, the Act \vill support flexibility for states 
and schools to allow them to implemenl programs in ways that meet their particular needs and promote 
local innovation. It will also hold states, districts, and schools accountable for the quality of the 
educalion lhcy provide and n)r student performance. Specifically, the Educaiional Excellence Act will: 

• 	Make a firm commitment to high standards in every classroom; 

• 	 Improve teacher and principal quality to ensure high~quality instruction for all children; 

• 	Strengthen flexibility coupled with accountability for results; and 

• 	 Ensure suf\!, healthy, disciplined, and dmg-free school envrronments where all children fcel 
connected, motivated, and chaHcnged to learn, and where parents are welcomed and involved" 

Improvement Since the 1994 Reform~ 

101994, the IASA and tbe Goals 2000 Act estahlished the clear expectation that all children can and 
should reach high standards. Five principles guided the 1994 reforms: 

1, 	 High standards for all childrc:1, with aligned educational elemen~ such as curricula and 

assessments working' as a 'c'oherent svstem to help all students reach those standards: 


", 	•• n ' ... ,. • , • 

2. 	 A focus on Icaching~apd J~af!ting; 
• •• 1 • 

,! • • ,'" •."
.' . '. . 

3. 	 F!cxibiJit',)' to stimulate local school-based and district initiative, coupled with responsibility for 
student' performun~~. I!, \ : 

4. 	 Stronger links omong schools~ parents. and ct1truuunitic",; and 

5, 	 R;;wurc{>s torgcled io where needs arc g'rc<'.:est and in amounts sumcient to make u difference. 

The 1wo laws were b'Jih around the standards-base-d approach to refonn: using federal resources to 
encourage and assist Slates in developing and implementing chaJlenging state standards for an children 
and in using those standards to improve learning it.trGu!jh a c(~l1e,rcl1ta.m..1 aligned system of curricula and 
assessments. 

The 19941aw5 compicmentcd and helped to, accelerate reforms in states and school districts. School 
districts in states that had begun slandarrls~based reforms early - such as Kentucky, Maf);land, and 
Oregon - found new federal suppon 10 help them use challenging stHndards to improve teaching and 
Ie.urning.3 In states nnd districts where standards arc used as a tool for classroom instntction, student 
achievement has shown significant gains in both reading and math4.5 

• For stales tllU~ had not yet begun slandards·bascd reform, the 1994 laws were a catalyst to change 
curriculum, leaching practices, and assessments 10 support more rigorous and challcr.ging instruction. 
According to the G~neral Accounting Office (GAO), state officials believe that Go~ds 2000 is helping 
states'meet their own education ref~rm goals,6 
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•
Goals 2000 and the ESEA are spurring standards-b~!sed reform in ioeal schools and c,ommunitics, More 
than 80 percent of poor school districts, and almost half of all districts nationwide, rci'ported that THle ! is 
"driving standards-based reform in the district as a whole,',7 The GAO recently found that slates report 
that Goals 2000 has also been a significant facior in promoting their education reform efforts.8 In part 
because of these laws, standards-based reform is taking hold nationwidc< 

It is clear that where states continue work on standards~based reform over a period of time, students 
ha,'e benefited. This evidence provides a compelling case for the federal government·s continued 
support for state standards-based reforms coupled with strengthened accountability. 

• Educ:.alion Week recently reported that states \vhieh have built n::fonns aro;Jnd standards and 
assessments·- including Colorado and Connecticut - were the only states to post statIstically 
significant gains over their NAEP reading scores in both 1992 and 1994.9 

• 	 North Can:>lina and Texas made greater gains in math and reading on the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) than any other stnte hct ..veen J992 and 1996 and Texas has shown 
significant signs of closing the achievement gap between white students and Hispanic and black 
stu~ents. A recent study by Rand researchers concluded that the most plausible explanation fOf 

gains in teGt scores in these states are their aligned systems of standards, curriculum, and 
assessments, and 1heir efforts to hold schools acco1.mtablc for thc improvement of all students, 10 

• 
• Three-year trends reported by 51atcs'and~districls sho'\.v pr'ogrcss in the percentage of students in 

the highest~poverty schools'meeting-state sta'ridards for proficiency in mathematics and reading. 11 

the 1994 lows sign'; ficantli exparidcd~·lh'c'nexihimy'or.l't<l{es' onc school districts to implement locully 
developed and driven education refonns. 1?lncrcasc'd flexibility in 1994, for cxmnple, has allowed stales 
to submit a single, consolidate'd'aiiplld~tion;~.": instead o(scparatc applications - for thc majority of 

. , ' ,.• , .• r- """." . • . ,
ESEA programs, helpmg reduce paperwork by 85 percent \\'Iule encouragmg a comprehensn'c approach 
to planning. The 1994 laws also allow the Education Department to waive statutory and regulatory 
requirements that block innovative reform upon the request of:ttatcs, districts, and schools. The 
Department of Educatlon received 648 reques.ts for waivers. p.::ughly 85 percent of these waivers were 
either approved or \.\'ithdrawn because applicants lcarned they haii·stlfficicnt flexibtlity under the law to 
proceed without a waiver.)3 

Both the lASA Hnd Goals 2000 also recognized the integral rolp.)j:lat families and communities play in 
helping all students achieve 10 high standards by encouraging incTc'a~c6 parc~('al' involvement Today, 
those partnerships are continuing to grow, not only through state-level leadership, but also throu£h 
grass'roots efforts to coordinate communit}' resources and support efforts to improve our schools. The 
increased momentum behind charter schools signals new thinking, organization~ and instructional 
approaches. Similurly~ new partnerships for after-schoollcarning, il1npvative professional development 
opportunities, and nuw ways of using technology arc expanding traditional notions of schooling. Tht: 
vision of good schools is fast becoming a vision of community schools, a vision that extends beyond the 
school \.,:alls and into virtual communities and engaging learning environments, 

• Guiding Principles for ESEA 1999 

As the U.S Department of Education began work on the 1999 reauthorization, we examined the 
effectiveness of our efforts over the past five years by reviewing progress on the perfom13nce indicators , 

http:reques.ts
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•
deve!opcd under the Government Progress and Results Act; analyzing congressionally mandated 
cvaluatior::s of Title I and other federal education prog;ams result:ng from the 1994 laws; and conducting 
natiol1\\~dc convcr~ation$ - built afOl.:nd the 1994 themes - with hundreds of teachers, princ£paJs; 
parents, co:nmunity aCli"vists, stale and local poHcymakers, :csearchers, ane 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 an': principal quality, O} 
strengthening accountability, and (4) ensuring that all children can learn in environments that are safe,' 
disciplined and drug~frec and where their parents feel welcome and involved. 

High Standards in Every Classroom 

States have made substantial progress in developir:g state content standards. However, standards~based 
reform is a trer:Jendous challenge that requires a continued commitment of substantial time, effort, anc 
resources. Much w-ork remains to be done, 

[-or example, only 21 slates and Puerto Rico bave developed student performance standards - that spell 
out what children should be able to do - in a1 ieas: matbemaiies and reading or language arts. OelY s;x 
statcs have policies that link or align teacher professional devclopment with S:atc content standards l 

although 1: Slates are developing slich policies,14' And according to a 1997 review of ~tate plans. only 4 
states provided evidence that their standards were bcnchrnarked ag<!inst the :-Iational :\sses~mcnt of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) or other external assessments,;~:, 0' 

• 

. 	 , ' ... '" " ' ,"'\ 


'. 	 "'" .(,,' "" .."i." ,
The Educational Exr;ellence for All ChHdren Act of 1999, ouf'pro?o.~'iiJto reauthorize the ESEA, 
continues supoort for state efforts l:() help all children reach high academic standards by:

" . 	 ''','~, ::';,',': ,;).t,:,;,:(.'''' ~ 

• 	R;;,.lsing"g,lJdcflLnei-forxna,nce lhn;JUgh rigofQ,l).s' a2ad:~111iC,siilri,~arqfL 'Our proposal would retain the 
current Title! "icclldrcnient that states 'es~abHsn\:~o!j~~~ s,i~'n"(Il1rds, '?tudent performance standards:' 
and nssessments aligned to high academic s~and~rds: b)' the, 2000-0 1 school year. Under the . , " 
Tcaching to High Standards initiat.ive in Tide II; states \vo'tild receive a sct~aside to continue the 
development and implementation of standards with a speciHc focus on bringing standards into the 
dassrQ{}m through improved professional development. The initiative vmuld n1so help states and 
districts a;ign instruction, curriculum, assessments, and professional development to challenging 
academic $landards. ' 

• 	 HWJ:ng,mg.1es uScutanqi!Lds to .imRrQve classroom h::;!Wing.., Only 36 percent of teachers 
feel "very weJi prepared" to teach to high standards,lt' Our Teaching to High Standards 

-initiativ'e would help give teachers the tools and training they need to help students reach 
high standards . 

• 	 Strength~!1 th~!lchiog,.of reaqing ami, con:il1pe efforts to rt;~uce eLMS sizg" Our proposal 

• 
\\ould help implement the recommendations from the NatiofloJ Academy of Sciences' 
s:udy. Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, by: 

1. Continuing the Class~Size Reduction initiative - which seeks to reduce the national 
average class size 10 l8 students per reguiar classroom in the first through thi;d 
grades - to give an students the individunl attention they need, to learn to read wen 

http:th~!lchiog,.of
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• 
 and independently by the end of the third gr~de, 


2. Focusing on professional development, extended learning time, and family literacy 
through the Reading Excellence Act 

.1 	 Helping children start school ready to learn by increasing the intensity and quality of 
family literacy services provided under the Even Slart Family Literdcy program. It 
would also provide grants for professional development for carly childhood educators 
to help young children develop critical language and literacy skills through new 
brant::;. 

• 	Make maili and science a must, The ESEA would continue to have a special emphasis on 
improving mathematics and science instruction by dcdicatingthc first 5300 million of1i1c 
Teaching to High Standards grants under Title II to be spent on improving professional 
development opportunities for teachers of mathematics nnd sciencc" The poor pcrfonnancc: of U,S, 
students on the Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) and tbe evidence that 
high student achievement depends greatly on high-quality teaching make it imperative to continue 
this special emphasis. 

Our ESEA proposal also calls for the reauthorization of the Eisenho'\ver National Clearinghouse 
for Mathematics and Science Education and tbe Eisenhower Regional Mathematics and Science 
Education Consortia. The Clearinghouse helps improve access 10 K~ ~ 2 mathemalics and science 

• 
resources for teachers, students, parents, and other interested par'ties, The 10 consonia offer 
informtltiDn and technical assistance io help stutcs and school districts ~mprove math and science 

, 	 1'" ,programs,' 	 " "",r. 
. . .: 

• 	1.n:u2lemcnuontinuous imnrovcment and lIccountabilitLhused on cha:lc[Jg.infL."lanciardih 'Statcs 
would hold all school districts accountable and"sdioo!'distric'{f{voi.tl&l1bH:'schoo!s accountable 

.",.," ,-"',. ." \tr,.,II.",,,·jt>J"l:,"'J,I·">1"
;or continuous and substi1~tlal pro'gress In Increasmg the percc\1tage of students meeting State 
perfomlance standards, Wilh particular attention to improvin'g ili6' p'erformance of traditionally 
lo\,.,'~achiC'ving students. 	 . , . 

• 	 SUllport technolQ~s~J901 to help- raise achie\'elnc;m~jn cver~SSfQOn1 'Ibe\,;clmoiogy 
for Education initiative in Title III would (l) help prepare new teachers to aClivcly"cngage 
students in learning challenging content; (2) support high~poveny school districts' efforts to help 
tcuchers lise technology - including simulations, "hands~on modeling," and exploration in vinual 
environments - to better teach students to challenging state standards; (3) use such tob;~,.tts! . ., 
distance learning and web-based instruction to bring cnaHenging. subject matter into .:tll 
classrooms; and (4) provide national leadership by encouraging innovative technology 
applicatIons and disseminating information about them, 

• 	 HeJR-educatQI~~recejveJligh:guaHJY tech_pical as.$istan~e focused on imglelT!cnting chaUery.gllg 
~ndarQjh States and districts need tools and resources to help all schools ensure lhauheir 
students are meeting challenging state standards. Throughout the hill~ our ESEA proposal would 

• 
provide support for technical assislance. with a concentrated effort in Tide 11 10 support a 
comprehensive, rnarket~driven system of tech~i;.;al assistance and information dissemination_ Such 
a system wouid be responsive to the demands of customers, encourage locallevcmging of 
resources, and identify high~quality support. h also establishes an interactive, tcchnology~based 
network of federal, state, .and local information and resources to promote promisJng instructional 
strategies and improve teaching and'learning. 
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• 


• 


" 

• 	 ProVide high-g!!alitv seryiccs to stuucnls witb limitc.9 Engl!~l!roficicncy:..{LEP.t{O bc!JUhcl11 
ID(£iter. challcngIDgli.tanda,Lds anqJ.carn E.nglish. Under both Titles 1 and VII~ teachers would be 
given professional development opportunities to better serve LEP students. School districts and 
schools would ulso be held u<:countable for ensuring that all LEP students make progress toward 
mastering challenging standards and developing English proficiency. 

• 	 Promote equity, excellcn~e, ancLnublic;. school choice oR!iof)s for ~Jl studt;:nts. 'No one school or 
program can meet the unique needs of every student. Public school choice provides students \\'ith 
the flexibility to choose among public school:.; and programs that differ with respect 10 educational 
settings, pedagogy. and academic emphasis. Title V would support programs that can enhance 
options' for students and parents, including the ~1agnet Schools Program, the Public Charter 
Schools Programr and a new authority that would fund innovative options for public school 
choi~. 	 . . 

• 	 PrO\:ide stlldentS wltI:lQnpoJ1~~~JearningJime. Extended leamillS time programs 
can improve student achievement when they are coordinated with challenging curricula and 
thoughtful instruction. I? Our proposal would continue the Administrntion's strong commitment to 

the 21 51 Century Community Learning Centers progmm. which provides grants to publie schools 
to offer !!!xtended learning Hlne opportUnilies fa; students and community members. Tilk I would 
also encourage the use of extended time, 

(mproved Teacher and Principal Quality 

Quali1!ed teachers are the most critical iJ1~schooJ ra~tor in improving stu'dent ~chiev~x;l~nL u(\~i~' know 
that recruiting high~quality teachers, providing teachers with support in their-first thre.c Yf;3fS,'l;}nd,. 
ensurin~ that teachers receive ongoing high-quality pl'\.ifessional develop,01<:I1! lc~ds}9 if!lpfo\'~,c1!lel1ts in 
the qualitv of teachers and their ability to engage' students, manage classrooms, ,m1d t/!8ch:challenging .. , 

.. 	 . -'.~., ' "·-"'I~'·· ',....-..-.-.', .. ',
content We also know that when teachers receive support from strong principals"theschool"leaming 

" 	 .'.' .".~"~",,, ".' 
environment is more likely to lead to increased student achievement 19 '".," :.: ':.>:>..: 
Yet too many teachers still do not receive on gOing high~quality profeSSional development to help them 
improve and build on their teaching skills, many teachers leave the profession in their first three years, 
ru1d far too many teachers are teaching in a field in 'whkh they have not been trained. Siudenls in high­
poverty schools are more likely than o;,hers 10 bc taught some part of the day by teac~er aides with 
limited education and training2Q and they are more likely to be taught by a teacher teaching out of 

" field.2l We must redouble our efforts to ensure that all children in America have a talented, dedicated, 
and well~prepared teacher 10 help them reach high standards. . 

The Educational Excellence for All Children Act of 1999 will take- several important steps 10 ensure that 
all children are taught by highly qualified teachers. It would: 

• tt~lP. le~~cach to high...~andards. The liew Teaching to High Standards initiative, Title II ­
Part A, would help educators apply high standards to improve learning in American classrooms, 

• 
in part by SUjlportlng new teachers during lheir first three years in the classroom and ensuring that 
all teachers are proficient in academic knowledge and teachil1-g skills_ Because of the particular 
imporhmcc of teacher training opportuni:ics in mathematics and science, Teachi!tg to High 
Standards grants would focus first on improving professional development il! those discipiines. 

http:field.2l
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• p-'mfesslonaLdcve!ORmeflLto become effeS'.tis~ instr1.!~tiona! Jeagers.. The Teaching to High 
standards initiative would authori?-c suppo;1 for new and continuing principal development and 
leadership . 

.• 	Rccruilan~tLelail1 high-g~lit;Lt~achers. In recognition of national nc.ed to recruit 2.2 million, 
teachers over the next decade, the Teaching, to High Standards initiative and the new Transition to 
Teaching proposal under Title II would fund projects to recruit and n:£tain high-quality teachers 
and principals in high~l1ced areas. 

OUf Transition to Teaching proposal would continue and expand upon the successful Troops to 
Teachers initiative by rcc!'uiting and supporting mid-career professionals us teachers, particularly 
in high·povcrty school districts and high~need subject areas. 

• 	 gen~'.\' oqu:ommitmenLto cns'Yre higb:~quality teach!;J$ .t!U2)Jr hjghgst:j.2oveny-schoo!& Our 
proposal would requi:-e that all new teachers, paid·through Title IJunds or in ·ritle I schools 
operating a schoohvide program, be fully certified and that all newlY hired sccond3ry school 
teachers b0 certified in the subject in which they teach. By July 1,2002, our proposal \\'ould also 
limillcncher aides without at least iWO years of college lO non-instructional duties and aides :-vith 
lW~ or more years of college to instnJctional support and tutoring under th"e sup~rvisi{)n ofa, 
certified teacher. Finally, our proposal would help create a stimulating) career:iong lcarning . 
environment for teachers by requiring school districts to set aside 5 percent of Title I-funds for 
b::acher professional development in the first two years and 10 percent .thereafter. 

• 
• End the n·ractiee oehtring emergency certified teachers .and asking teachers to tGach c!~s~es out of , . 

their sub3~ct exnertise. Our proposa!l.vould help en;;ure tbat classroom teachers are qualn1ed by '-.
t·;! 

requiring new teachers to demonstrate both subject-matter knowledge and teaching expertise as,·. -.. " t·, 

part oflhl: slate certification process, It would also require stales to ensure that, within four years;.' ..,: . -,' 
at leas! 95 percent ofthcir teachers are: (I) fully certified; (2} ~\'ork~ng,toward full ce~tLryc~.tjOE! ;.::;,~),~,d.::1:;~" 
through ar: al;cmntivc roule that wiH lead them to full certification within three yearS; or·(3),'ar~~X'~~'·.;rt~i..;; 
fully certified in another state and working toward meeting stale-specific requirements. FlnuJly, it,' 
would require states to ensure that at least 95 percent of secondary schoo! teachers. have academic 
training or demonstrated competence in the subject area in,whic.h they teach. 

• 	 Pro\'i<!~~nllQrt for tpacher~"1\Z~ffe.cti\'eb~..use .adyan~edJcchn()!Qg)linJhcir cbtssrooll1s. Woile 
access to hardwa;e, software~ and connectivity has increased dramatically over the last few years, 
con,iderable work needs to be done to ensure that technology is used efTe.ctivety to teach to high 
st<tJldards: Preparing Tomorrow's Teachers to Use Technology supports consortia of public and 
private entities to train new teachers to use technology to create engaging learning environments 
that prepare all 'students to achieve to challenging state and local standards. The proposal will 3h~o 
strengthen the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund's role in supporting high~qua1iiY profcssional 
developmcnt. 

• 	 Help~~D.surc th{it nil te'<l~h~12Jlre wel{.1!:illill:~9lLili!.Q.ents v.:i!hJimi1J:d English prqficict19: 
(LI;f) through teacher education programs for new and prospective teachers and through 
prof{;:ssional deVelopment for current tcachers, . 

• Strengthened Accountability for School and Student Performance 

Title XI of our ESEA proposal is the Education Accountability Act: A paciage of accountability 
measures to hold schools, dlstrlcts, teachers, and students to high standards and ensure that school 



-. 
Educational Excellence for All.Children Act of 1999 	 Page 8 of 12 

• 


'". " .. , ..~'.'" 
., , , 
. 

:,' V~l;~:\~!,; ." 
,,' " ' ,". .. ",
'''. ,'.'.,- .... 

distriGts and states provide students with a high-quality education. These accountability measures \voulrl 
~ppJ)' to all states and di~tricts that receive ESEA funding, 

The } 994 laws and the recentt)' passed Educ"alion Flexibility Partnership Act of 1999 gave stales and 
district.. increaSed flexibility to coordinate, modify, and combine program activities in exchange for 
greater accountability for their schools' and students' performance. States, districts, and Fehnols have 
begun 10 take advantage of the increased Ocxibility in tl)C legislation in their efforts 10 create learning 
enviromnents that help all students reach challenging academic standard~L Eighty.:.rour percent of 
districts said tha( t;ven If they were given still greater flexibility to administer the federal progrdIDs, they 
would not change the services they providc,22 However, effective accountability mechanisms are still 
incomplelC - <.;r.do no: eVC:1 exist - in many prQgrams, 

TIle Education Accountability Act will strengthen and expand existing accountability provisions. It will: 

• 	 Surmort st'1tes in dc\'elop;ing Qne dgQrous ag:ounlahilitY.A)§!Qm for all di$tricts and all schools. 

Our proposal \\'olIld encouragc states to develop one rigorous accountability system that holds all 

schools, including Title I schools, accountable for making continuous and substantial gains in 

student performance. States will bave the flexibility to use either a model outlined in the sllltutc or 

an alternative that is at leasl as rigorous and effective. States without a single statewide 

accountability system would be required 10 develop one for their ~fille i schools. 


• 	l~.rovi.dc gla.~.~an.d districts ~ith <1\iditiQp,al re$Ollrc~S to l\1nl <!IpundJow~~rforUlillg ~chooJ~ Our 

proposal \\ould require states 10 continue to publicly identify and provide assistance to the lo\\'cst~ 


performing districts, and require districts iO continue to identifY and provide assiSltlnce to the 

lowest-performing schools that have not improved over the previous three years. 


,. . ' 

" 

If there is no satisf~lc1ory improvement in student pcrf ..')nnance within two years/districts would' 't 

, . be required to implement str"ong· corrective actions that dramatically alte: the stTuciure of schools .., t ,.l!,:·;i:·::tt<: 


and the instructional strategies to belp students in the school or schoo!{listricL' .~. . ... ~, '" ';, L.• 

.' . 


• 	 URdate.l:hc re;cent!y cnac.ted E~ucati.on Fh;xibiliJy Partnersvin A¥t of 1.999. which pcnnits states to 

wi.'t1ve. selected requirements of ESEA programs. To ensure that expanded flexibility is . 

accompanied by strong accountability, states would be required to meet the requirements oftllc 

Education Accountability Act j·n ESEA and the Title r requirements regarding content and 

performance standards, assessments, and accountability. 


··~""'l., '/'"'"
• 	 lJ)crca~e accpuntaniHJXJQ..Run;nts ~l'14 the public lhro1lgh ~chool r.~R0rt cards, As (l condition of 


receiving ESEA funds! our proposal would require states and scnool districts to produce and 

distribute annual 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. 
, 

• 	 Ass.is! all.studgnts ij'l mct:tt!1g ch.alleqging...itatc ~}},mdar\is. Our proposal would hold states and 

school districts accountable for helping all students progress through high school and graduate 


• 
having mastered the challenging material needed for them to meet high standards. Slates will be 
required to put policies in place that require school districts: to (!) implement r<.:scarch~basecl""·"" . . 
prevention and early intervention strategies to identify and support students who might need 
additional help meeting ch.allenging standards; (2) provide an students with qualified teachers 
who use proven instructional practices tied to challenging state standards; and, (3) provide'. 
c<;ntinuing. intensive and comprc~ellsive educational interventions to students who are not 

http:E~ucati.on
http:l~.rovi.dc
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• 
meeting standards on a timely basis, 

,. 	 Devt;loRJirst-ratt; studenLp-fogress a!lA.nrornoljorLI~olici.es to c;nd the prac1i~s o(sos;ial J.)Iomo.tiol1 
Iutd tru~itiQJ1QLgrad.c rClcn.tioll., Wi:h such educational supports us smat! class sizes and quality 
teachers ill place to help studenls meet high standards, our proposal would require states to 
implement pohcies to end practices of socia; promotion and grade retention within four years. 
States would hold school districts accountable for ensuring that all srudents meet challenging 
standards at key transition points or graduating from high school. States would define key 
transition points (e.g., fourth grade and eighth grade), bUI would be required to include high 
school grac1uaiion as onc of the transition points, States ,\vollld be held accountuble for ensuring 
that assessments used for purposes of promotion are aligned with the slate" s standards; use 
mUltiple measures, including 1eacher evaluations; offer rr,ultiple opportunities for students to 
demonstrate that they can meet the standards; are valid and reliable for the purposes for which. 
they are being used; and provide reaswub!e accommodations for students with disabilities and 
limited English proficiency. 

Support Safe, Healthy, and Disciplined Learning Environments 

To advance learning, schools must create supportive environments that encourage positive personal 
gro\\1h.and academic development. The Af\ou<d--BJ;j1ort QrLSchQo[._SafgJy-12.28 cO:1cludca that schools 
nation<JlIy arc generally safe places and that students in school today are not significantly more likely 10 
be victiluized than in previous years. Ho'W"Cver, reccnt tragic Incidents of school violence throughout the 
country sugges11hat much remains to be done to ensure that every child is provided with a safe, healthy, 

•. , a~d.disciplined le~injng environment. . 

, .. ~ 1 MaQY students are feeling less connected to other people llnd less motivated to learn. High seh,oo!::', . 
. ' '.1 fHirticuiarly il: urban ana suburban areas, are increasingly larger places where students feef increasingly 

'r~,:?"l'~;;;f~aHenatedlfrom,adults and their peers, Rcscar~h sho'ws lhat when students feel connected to s,chqo! arid 10 

" ~ t;t'!ri: ~ /'Ttncir parents;'they are less likely than other adolescentS to suffer from emotional distress, ha,;e'sulcidal 
tho'ughts and behaviors, use violence, and smoke cigarettes, drink alcohol, or smoke marijuan~,23' _' 

FinaH}', more and morc ~hildren are leading unhealthy Hfestyles - exercising less, growing increasingly 
overweight, and setting tl1e' ~.;tage for a lifetime of poor physical fitness and nutrition habits. Obesity, 
inacti\'ity, and poor health habits cost billions of dollars and take hundreds of thousands of lives each 
year. 

The·Educational Excellencc;,{o,' i\1! Ch:;dren Act of 1999 will: 

• 	 Strengthen the Saf~and I2.rug-Frc~ Sqhools !!.nd COj}imuT)ities Act by emphasizing high-quality 
research-based programs; 'targeting funds to communities experiencing high levels of violence, 
drug use, or both; helping districts respond to violent crises through School Emergency Response 
to Violence; and promoting safety by requiring amental health aSSessment of any student who 
brings a gun to schooL 

• 
• ~;:;Ri'!nd £Qmpreh.ensiv.5!.ru:evc.otlGlu:fforts. Continul! to ~'-lppO!1 the Safe Schools! Healthy 

Students initiative through program activities sponsored by the Safe and Drug Free Schools and 
Communities Act. Comprehcnslve programs that address the complex needs or students arc more 
likely 10 result in the creation of safe, disciplined, and drug~free learning environments. 

I • , 

http:QrLSchQo[._SafgJy-12.28
http:a!lA.nrornoljorLI~olici.es
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• 
school districts may use up to 5 percent of the ESEA funds they receive to provide elementary and 
secondar;.' school students and tbeir families with better access to the social, health, and education 
services necessary for students 10 succeed in school. 

• 	 lnc!uqe a PJ:Q[!osalja refol'm America's high schools, There are far too many high schools where 
s~udcnts are nameless and faceless to adul~s - onc student among rna:1)' being shuffled through it 
large institution that is trying to provide the basics, hut unable to go l;cyond. This new i.niliath'c 
would provide resources to help transform 5.000 high schools into places where students receive 
individualized ~tUention, are motivated to learnJhrough alfcrmltive teaching approaches, and 
receive information to help them reach their long-term goals. Our proposal would encourage 
effective practices such as smaller schools; schools within schools, Advanced Placement courses. 
and mentoring and counseling services for students as [hey make the tranSition fro,rn high school 
to careerS or poslseeo!1dar:y education. 

• 	 Re_quirc §_y.~rY..liQ.hool district ?lnd school to havuound giscipJine policics. Our proposal would 
require stales to hold school districts a!1d schools accountable for huving discipline policies that 
focus on prevention, are consistent and fair,·and are developed with ·the participation of the school 
community. States would also be required to enSllre that schools have a plan to help students who 
arc expelled or suspended continue to meet the challenging stale standards, 

• I:r.omo~!!Jiliysjcal fitness and lifelong heplthyJl!tbits through demonstration projects. Exemplary 
pbysical education programs can promote life iong healthy habits, provide opportunities for 
,students to connect to ~h~ol~ and become an important component of after-school programs.24 

• Conclusion' 
" 'I,~ 

).", .. '-~;'" '.' . 
In. 1994"C,O~lgf£~i.:..~~ tB-tlr.!.C,~!p~fi~ \Y'orked together to ,raise standards for all children and to provide a , " 

qua,H,ty l:~lIyali?~~J2.'t:!.Ii~!!J)(,).~(lcJ!i~Ve t,hosc standards. We \....ould no longer tolerate lower expectations 
and \\'atcred-do\\:n·c·~'rr~ci.tlllt)l ~or poor and disadvantaged students. . 

. '. ," ' .' 

Five years !at~r) there is evidence that the new federal support for standards-based reform accelerated 
improvements already underway in many ;;tates, while helping spark rcfonns in others. Student 
achievement ha'l risen, particularly in states ae-the forefront of standards-based reform, 

This year, we must build upon the accomplisiunents of f994. We must l!lke tbe next step by helping 
schools and teachers bring high standards intQ.,every classroom and help every child achieve; improving 
the quality of our teachers and principals; streiJgthehing a'lcoimtabiiity systems for student performance, 
and ensuring that all schools are safe, healthy, and drug~free. 
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• AGENDA 

Reauthorization of Goals 2000 and .ESEA ..• 
Tuesday, August 18, 1998 11 :00 am . . 

1... BACKGRQUND 

A. Issue Papers 

• Topics ror cros~-cutting issues papers were chosen based on the assumption 

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 learning, flexibility and accountability, parent and community 

• involvement, and resources targeted io.th". highe~t.p~yel1ycommunities. . . 
" . '{I"'~l" 

~, ...".'" , ")'" - "'"' >­Cross-cutting papers include:' - , ~":"'''j",,,''-'-' ',­
_. "'t."·".·.r~!,',: I" I',. . .; ,'.,.

. 

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

Public School Choice· 

Standards, Assessment and Accountability 

Professional Development 

Technology . . 

Parent Involvement 

Technical Assistance 

Early Childhood 

Targeting and formula issues 

• Goals 2000 and its role in supporting schooi reform as part of ESEA 

1 



• Program specific papers, e,g, Title I, are also being developed . 

B: Public Engagement 

In addition to soliciting public comment through a Federal Register notice, 

five invitational forums and four regional meetings were held, Three of the . , 

invitational forums focused on general issues, In addition one forum 

focused specifically on Title I, and another focused on (Joals 2000 and 

standards-based reform. Regional meetings were held in Los Angeles, 

Chicago, Boston, and Atlanta, Several major themes were repeated 

throughout the public meetings: 

• '. Continue support for standards-based reform 

~ Strengthen accountability ,for student performance 

• Continue focus onequi,ty --programs targeted Of! helping. ~p.~.cil1c 
..;1'''' .. , .• ' ,. '", :', ' " 

groups of.children should be continued . . . 

• Improve teacher quality 

• Need for capacity building at Stitte, district and school levels 
-" 

• Need for more extensive and higher quality technical assistance 


, , (including stronger connection to research in OERI) 


• Strong support for Title 1 schoolwide program authority 

• Early childhood 

• Flexibility 

• Simplify Programs 

• 
. .~'• Parent involvement 

2 
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• c. Major Education Groups 

We have met at least once with most oflbe major K-J2 education groups. 

They are still developing positions on the reauthorization of Goals 2000 and 

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

• 	 The Council ofChief State School Officers is developing a consolidation 

proposal; 

• 	 The American Association of School Administrators has a consolidation 

proposal; 

• 	 The Council of Great City Schools has said there is a need for few~r 

• education programs; 

~. The Science and Math teachers continue to be strong advocates.for the 

math/science priority in Eisenhower; 	 . , .., 

D. Responses to the Federal Register Notice C~ ! / I"'(rf) ALif'.:.J 

. The topics that elicited the most responses were Comprehensive State and 
.W~_ 

~ , • -··Joeal school reform, professional development, strategies for improving 

achievement, accountability and flexibility, 'and targeting 

resources/equalization. 

• E . Context 

3 
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• • Expect Republican control ofCongress to continue. ". 
• 	 Major Republican issues 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 ( ""i\f ~) 

• 	 The President will probably want to incorporate current initiatives into 

the reauthorization proposal (o.e.-.. ~ , £.crz.) ~ I~) 

• 	 Continuing public impatience with the pace of school reform and a 

continuing decline of public confidence in the ability of schools to 

educate Ollr neediest children. This is even more pronounced in our 

• 
 'minority communities . 
. 
, 	 ..... : -. .." 

,. '. 	 .,,_.' .",','.-< 	 ~, II. DlSCUSSION ITEMS 

Issues that we need to consider as we move fo!Ward in developing options: 
--. 

Item r-- Given the agenda mapped out in the Crossroad Report, as well as the 

p;o\J'Jsals for'block';l''lWts and .:,'OoUars to the Classroom" currently being 
. 

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

• 	 Developing a thoughtful program consolidation proposal andlor 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 
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• 	 Title I 011 improving the teaching and learning of reading in elementary 

schools, or consolidating Titles II, VI, and Goals 2000 as a.capacity building 

piece); 

• Identifying the themes of such a consolida:ion /simplification proposal 

• 	 Standards 

• 	 Equity 

• 	 Reading and math 

• 	 Teacher quality/capacity building 

• 	 Comprehensive School Reform 

• 	 Public School Choi0e 

• . Support for )Jigh performing schools 


•• Extended learning time 

. . 

• 	 If you had to pick themes for the next reauthorization to be included in the 

State of the Union soeech what 'would they be? .... " ~ 

~ 

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

reading, m~tl;; (echnoIC-gy)> . 

• 	 Integrating the President's initiatives 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? 

5 
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• 	 (present thinking is that they need to be integrated and Mike Cohen is saying the 


same thing). 
 • 

Item II-What type of message should the Department put forth now in terms of 

our commitments in reauthorization? For example, we have been saying that the 

Department is conunitted to 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 for equity for 

• 	 educationally disadvantaged children through programs such as Title I 

• 	 Having a quality teacher in every classroom 

• 	 Examirung ,va);s in which the Department can help States, districts and schools 

acquire the tools they need to support implementation ofhigh standards in the 

classroom 

• . Promoting safe envirorunents conducive tc·learning 

• 	 Doing something significant in early childhood programs and 

• 	 Pursuing accountability ~?as1Jres with ·c(JJ;sequenceo and rewards 

Are the~e other messages we should be sending out at this point? 

• 	 6 
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• Back-up Sheet 5. Elementary Mathematics and 
Proposed Program Creations, Science Equipment Program 
Repeal, and Consolidations 6. Hate Crimes Prevention 

7. D~opout Prevention 
Demonstrations 

7 Proposed New Programs 8. Elementary School Foreign 
Language Incentive Program 

1. 	 Early Childhood Professional 9. Impact Aid Additional 
Development , Payments for LEAs with High 

2. 	 Transition to Teaching Concentrations of Children 
3. 	 Community Technology with Severe Disabilities 

Centers 10:lmpact Aid Payments for 
4. 	 Preparing Tomorrow's Sudden and Substantial 

Teachers to Use Technology Increases in Attendance of 
5. 	 Project SERV Military Dependents 
6. 	 High School Reform 11.1ndian Education Fellowships 
7. 	 Strengthening Technical 12.lndian Education Gifted and 

Assistance Capacity Talented 
13.1ndlan Education Grants to 

Tribes for Education 
~ Fyndeg erogr~ms eroposedfor . 

• 
,
Administrative Planning and 

, Repeal Development 
14.Special Programs Relating to 

1. Title I Capital EXpenses" ,:C.' Adult Education for Indians 
'2. Even Start Womenls ,Prison-, ". 15.FIE Elementary School 

Program '" "',' " ' , Counseling Demonstration 
3. 	 Title I Neglecied,:ahd~,; ... ",'~, '" 16. FIE Promoting Scholar Athlete 

Delinquent Local Agency Competitions
Programs ',\.',' \ .'.,' ";"" 17. FIE Smaller Learning 

4. 	 FIE National Student and Communities 
Parent Mock Elections , ..18. FIE Model Projects 

5. 	 Ellender Fellowships h. Cultural Partnerships for At-
Risk Youth 

61 !.!ofullded Progr~ms Pro~osed 20.lnstruction in Civics, 
ror Rel2!!~1 __ ~overnm9nt, ,~md the Law 

2'i'.tJrball E~ucatibn 
1. 	 Title! State School Demonstration Grants 

Impmvement Grants 22. Rural Education 
2. 	 Eisenhower National Teaching Demonstration Grants 

Project 23. Rural Education Higher 
3. 	 Eisenhower Professional Education Grants 

Development Demonslrat1on 24. School Facilities Infrastructure 
Project Development 

• 
4. Educational Technology 	 25. National Diffusion Network 

• >""

Product Development 	 26. Minority-Focused Civics 
Education 



--

.' . 

• 27. Partnerships in Education for 6. Curriculum Developmentl 

Mathematics, Science, and Teacher Training and 
Engineering Recruitment 

7. Community-Based Education 
3 PrQgmm§ Propo§2g !9[ Learning Centers· 
Consolidation into "Teaching t2 
High Standargs" 	 3 Alaska Native Egucation 

e,Qgrams Proposed for 
1. 	 Goals 2000 State and Local Consolidation into 1 

Programs 
2. 	 Eisenhower Professional '1. Educational Planning, 

Development State Grants Curriculum Devel~pment. 
3. 	 Innovative Education Program Teacher Training and 

Strategies Recruitment-Program 
2. Home Based Education for 

2 EducaUlloal !l!chnQIQIlY Preschool Program 
E!:rulIams ConsQlidated inlO "Next 3. Student Enrichment Programs 
Generation T l'chnQlogy . 
Innovation Awards 

1. Technology.lnnovatlon 

• 
1. 	 Program Development and 


Implementation Grants 

2. Program Enhancement Grants 

7 Education for Nativ.e.Hawaiians 

PrQ.grams eroposed for 

QQOI>!llida!ioo into 1 
 .. 
1. 	 Nativ" Hawaiian Education 


Council and Island Councils 

2. 	 Family-Based Education . 


Centers 

3. Higher Education Program 
4. Gifted and Talented Program 

• 
5. Special Education Program 

, ",,'" 

Challenge Grants 
2. Star Schools 



• TITLE I REAllTHORlZA TlON ISSUES 

Schoolwide 

$choolwide paper (Includes CSRD issues that relate 10 schoo!wides) 

Targeted Assistance (no ~(:paratt paper antieinatedl 

Parallel changes will be made consistent with the decisions made in the 
scboolwide paper regarding the use ofrcseirrched~based!effccti\'e practice" 
inCluding the NAS research. This part'ofthe law also to be modified to reflect the 
decision made on extended time and early assessmen; for diagnostic purposes. 

Note: We expect that Chairman Goodling will be asked to deJe!c the requirement 
:n current law that targeted assis!ance prograr:is are accountable for both reading 
in math. The argument wiIJ be that small schools that only recci\,c suffiCient 
funds for one teacher and that teacher is a reading teacher should not also be held 
accou;\table for math achievement scores. 

Pro"fc!isional O'('\,e!opmentl 
ParuJ)roft.'ssionals: ' 

., ~ <"- -.' -~, . , . ]i,' ,·:.;1"'~·it"~I' c·.~ "'-',• 
" 

Paraprofessionals (including career la<!d,e[s) arid proPoSed 'W percent 10 percent 
; (~,,'~. ~~t asideJo'r.PfQfe5s~~ri,a!At;x~J.9pm~!lt ad~ressed in Teacher 
:, '. 'r' 'Quidity paper, '''( Note-;'>:1iiJ¥~'rpfOfe~~i.onal deve1opment'

'- . , b '. ~. h( • t. ' provIsIons to e -, . , ,"- ". 
made consistent with decisions made regardIng uses of funds in overall TQ 
piece.) 

Standards, ::,"ssessment and AccountabiJity
. I . 

In the Standards, Assessment, and Accountability paper 

Tal'gt>tingifini.lnee Issti'es: 

Formula,' Background paper on for:rnula is completed, Needs'decision memo to 
Mike Smith 10 determine if this whether this is an issue around which options 
should be developed. . 

"Comparability: Needs to be done, Mike Smith would like us to exa:nine the 
Title I comparability requirements and bow they might be 

• 
used 10 • ,.:. 

, .-.promote equali7..ations across districts (Background on equalization is in draft 
. targetinB paper prepared by targeting team last summer). 



• ..Distrihution offunds by poverty: MJL would like an options developed around 
the issue of whether the statute continues to require that funds be 
distributed to schools on the basis ofpoverty, 

*LEA minimum grant size - Should a minimum grant size be established to 
ensure LEAs receive sufficient funds to ope:-ate a program. 

Other issues - LEA discretion in distributing funds-no wide variance, should the 
75 percent threshoId be lowered 

Note:' Wendy Jo is working on the last two points; 

Neglected and Delinquent 

• 
~eparat~ paper/completed 

*Extcnd{'d Dav 

Need~ io be written.' 

·Parent In\'.Ql\'rmcnt (Option not covered in parent involvement paner), " , 
, ' ~ .,.' • ",' • < I 

Needs to be written. Recommend that Title I parent in\lolvement proVisions be 
expanded to require lraining?lrifonnation ? for parerits'~l£uiihi:'fiildln~'s 'bfbrain 

I" ' ""11'<''''''''''' ­
'research and NAS reading stu'oy'on what they carl do 'at home'lo'help'their" 
chHdren. -

Eatlx Childhood/pr ..schon! 

-,­

Being addressed in earJy childhood paper. 


*;Ead\' Childhood Assessment 
'- ,~:.1 '.! • .. 

Options for how diagnostic assessments could be_ done before grades 3 to ensure 
children in need of service are receiving them. . 

Sen'ices f9T Eligible Children attending Private Schools 

Separate paper (been presented to CORE team, under revision) 

• 
*T e-ehnical amendments 

Construc;tion-not necessarily just a Title 1 issue 



• Options for Title I 3cco'untability 
Draft 

November 5,1998 . -
Objectives of an accountability system undu Title I: 
• 	 The s),stem includes ALL students and holds them all to the same set ofchaHenging 

standards, 

• 	 Title I schools are held accountnbje tHrough the same system as other schools. 
• 	 The system provides meaningful information to schools, parents and students about 

student achievement. 
• 	 The information generated by the system is used 10 improve tcaching and learning. 
• 	 The system promotes continuous improvement 
• 	 The :;ys!em promotes a sense of responsibility among State staff, district i'ersonnel, 

principals, teachers. and students, 
• 	 ,The system includes rewards and interventions for schools based on student 

performance. 

The Current Title I Sfatute: . 

• 
• States determine. based on their final assessment system. what constitutes adequate 

yearly progress (AYPJ of any LEA and school served by Title L A YP must be 
defined in a manner that results in continuous and substantial improvements toward 
state standards and that is sumciently rigorous to achieve that goal within an· '. 
appropriate timeframe. Dist:-icts may add measures such US dropout, retention, a~d 
attendance rates to tbeir definitions.' 	 . " '. ;," _.:­

• 	 States an? dis?iClS designate distinguishe1 s~pf?~s_and districl.S,tha~ ~~.\t~~~~~e?t(-~f:~.:~:t:-:,'~"'·-' 
the State sAy P targcts for three consecutIve years. These schools serve -as:mo~~.l~:·~i.:j,~- ,. 1.' ­
and the State may choose to offer rewards. ~ 

• 	 If a school does not mcet its A YP targetS for 1wo consecuth.'e yeats it is: designated a 
school in need of improvement It must then develop or revise a school plan to 
improve perfonnance and submit that plan for district approvaL h must also spend at 
least 10% of its Title I funds on professional development (unless it can prove that it 
is doing so otherwise) and it will receive technical assistance from the LEA. 

• 	 The SEA is required to publish assessment data for each district If a LEA does not 
,, ' meet its A YP targets for two years, it is designated t1S in need of improvement. It 

must Llcn revise its local plan and it is eligible to receive technical assistance and 
support from State Support Teams. 

• 	 )fa sc~ool (or LEA) does not meet its AYP targets for three consecutive years based 
on the State's final a<:;sessment j then corrective actions must be taken. These can 
include a·variet~l of measures ranging from withholding funds, to authorizing students 
ttl transfer schools, 10 decreasing school autonomy, to schoo-i reconstitution. 

• 




r., 

• State Status. 
Accounwbility systems are in many dif:crem stages across the country. States 3.--e not 
required [0 have their final assessments and accountability syslems in place until the 
2000~Ol school year. They have been strongly encouragedr however~ to implement their 
systems (:arlier. States are required 10 implement transitional assessment, and many have 
developed definitions of adequa1e yearly progress against their transitional assessments. 

There at'~ a fe,,:,' "facts)) and preliminary findings that we do know: 

• 	 19 States have self~rcJXirted to the CCSSO that they have their final assessments in 
place; none have reported this information to the Department. 

• 	 Many transitional definitions of AYP do not rigorously address the nOllon oruaU 
students" reaching high Slate standards. For example: 

Many definitions are not based on a timeline for having all students reach 
State standards, nOr have they set targets for expedited gro\\'th in low 
performing districts and schools. 
~1any definitions are based on very low performance torgets. 
Some States, such 35 Alabama, ha\.'c set an absolute standard or a cut score on 

, a State assessment and do not recognize continuous progress in their 

• 

accountability system, 

Some States are using only a composite score on State assessments for 

accountability, and this may mask differences in achievement across subjects. 


" "" . 	 Few States examine disnggregotcd student data w[thin~their'a'ccountability 
systems. This could result in neglecting the performance of groups of 
students. ' ,. ,'" .:;;; .:; '. .' '. 

'" •., .~. Some (1cc~untabi1i!y systems as currently defined may' caconrage schools' to 
focus attention or. students who are close to meeting Sta~e standards so that 
scores will go up; ratbcr than focusing on the lowest perfonTIing students 
(Chun & Goerlz, 1998). 
Some States, sLlch as Tennesscc. are adjusting assessment scores to reflect the 
SES of the school. farsing concerns that some schools are held to lower· 
standards, . 

"-': .. ' 	Toe Ia'~ erl'\'isloned a system ofState St:pport Teams to provide technical assistance 
to low perfo.rm'ing sdiools, However, Congress has never apptopriated funds for the 
Stute Suppon Teams. States have used their administrative funds under Title I to set 
up State Support structures, bUl1hey have hud varying degrees of impact Ten States 
do not cven have State Support Teams because of a variety of circumstances such as 
loss of a key staff person or restructuring of technical assistance efforts. Most States 
have set up either SEA learns or teams of outside experts to help schools, but their 
ability to address the needs of schools is severely limited by a tack of funds. 

• • States have been identifying distinguished schools and in some State~, such as New 
York, the system has been reported to be Ii good motivator for school improvement. 



••• 

• • 23 States have passed !.heir 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 
determine at this time because they are just going into effect Ii docs appear 
anecdotally, however j that Title 1 provisions are considered only as an afterthought in . 
the development of these systems. 

Options to improve Title 1 accountability: 

A: Maintain the current Title [accountability system with Some improvements to 1) 
further define what constitutes adequnte yearly progress, and 2) strengthen rewards 
and intcrycntions. 

AYP imprm'ements: 
• 	 Require A YP definjtions 10 include improvements for low perfonning students. 
• 	 Require SUites to 5e[ a reasonable tirneHne for bringing all students up to State 
" 	 . standards and establish A YP goals that reflect the gains necessary each ),ear in order 

for all students to meet State standards within the titneEne. 
• 	 Clarify that A YP does not refer to a. single number, but to tln array of indicators of 

student achievement against State standards. tncidentallndicators such as retention, 
llttc:ldancc, graduation shouid 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 lin~ item) to support rewards and . 
, 'interventions based on the accountability system. . ' . 	 . 

.\ 	Provide competitive preference for CSRD, REA, and TLCF grants 10 schools and" 
districts identified as in need of improvement. 

• 	 Target FedC:1l1 technical assistance 10 schools and distriClS in need of improvement. 

Pros";' ",,~ . 

• 	 Strengtheni!)g definitions ofA YP should encourage schools to pay attention to 
their lowest performing students; and it counteracts an incentive to focus on 
the middle students who are closest to meeting standards and will boost school 
perlli;n:af:;c;,~ r<:t;'"~gs. .:.: 

• 	 This system should encourage schools to use data to improve their programs: 
• 	 The rationale behind A YP 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 ot! a norm~referenced test. 

• 	
Cons: 
• 	 This is a more prescriptive requirement and could be viewed as greater federal 

intrusion. 
• 	 Adding requirements to the law is not necessarily a greater motivator, It may 



t",.'. 

• cause places 10 set low targets j usl to compJy with Federal requirements. , 
" There is no consensus about what constitutes' a "reasonable" timeline. 
" Many States are only using no:m~referenced tests and it wifl be impossible to 

have all students reach a norm on such tests, 
" This makes public reporting complicated and may be difftcuh to understand. 
" Slates and experts do not yet know how to weight multiple indicators within a 

single system. 
" This may contradict v.'ith other State approaches that require performance in 

other ways, 

B; M()di~1' Title I accountability to require intensive inten'cntions (and possibly 
sanctions) in the lowest performing s('hools and rewards for continuous pr'ogrcss. 

" 	 States identify the lowest performing (bot:om 5%) sch('lois based on State assessment 
data, school attendance. and dropout rate infocnalion. . 

Provide Slate Support Teams and other technical assistance to these schools. 
Lowest performing schools receive priority in gram comt)etitions - CSRD, 
REA, TLCF (?) 

• 	 Chronically low perfomling schools have their Title I funds frozen while they: 
Conduct a thorough needs assessment and develop a plan 10 address those 
needs. 
Submit the plan 10 a peer review for feedback and approval. 
Submit {he plan 10 the SEA for approvaL 
Secure advice and assistance from an outside expert(s) for ongoing support of• 


_ ;"'::;I\:I"~ '. ,their school ,improvement efforts, . .-; 
, " H.. " 

.' ";.. ··Rewards arc pro\·jded based on showing adequate yearly progress. 
Adequate yearly progress is revised based on Option A above. 

Pros: 
• 	 Intervention and"SUj~port would be more dearly targeted to 10\\" perfo-nning 

schools. 
• 	 lnis system is easier to understand. 
• 	 'Ole system woui~ still promole 9Qntinuous improvement while also 

intensifying efforts~,{) ~m.prove:2ke ~;vorst scL:;)ois. 

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. 
• 	 Slates may not have !.he capacity to tum around the lowest performing. 

schools. 
• 	 Some schools could conceivably stay on the list oflowest perfonning 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 <lworstl' 
when their problems may stem from poverty and other factors out of their 



<,. " .. 

• 	 controL 
• 	 It is not clear whether temporarily withholding funds from chronically low 

performing schools and requiring a new plan wiI! result in improvements, 

• 


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

• 	 Maintnin the current Title ~ approach with improyemcnts described in Option A. 
• 	 StDtcs compete for incentive funds if they have developed quality interventions' and 

incentive programs to st:pport improved student learning, 

Pros: 
• 	 This still promotes the notion of continuous improvements. 
• 	 Only States that are truly committed to making fcfonus will be funded, 
• 	 There should be greater quality control over the use of funds for i~t7rventions 

and rewards under a competitive program, 

Cons: 
• 	 Many States that arguably need additional support may not v.in a competitive 

cIlYironment. ' 
• 	 This may create an excuse for States to not fully implement the Title 1 

requirements if they do not receive extra funding, 

~.,,"~' -<i:.::l,·","t \ ­
•••• 	 '& '1'. ~·~'I.:\~,",i' t,.-.!;' ,[ 

'. 
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.'. 	 \-c tl.)-~\, . ..r. ,0/ // /':1" Standards, Assessnl(,llt. and Accountabilily 
• 'Q!'? /) [SEA Title I and Conls 2000 Rcauthoriz.ation Issues

¥ r 	 . October 9, 1998 

,1 
SU~lMARY PAGE OF ISSUES ANI) LEGISLATIVE R£CO~lMENDATIONS 

. . 
O\'crall Recommendation: Tie a:l ESEA p~ograms·to expected gains in s!udent achievement - . 
against challenging State co:1tent and swden! perfonnar.ce standards. Reference language on 
standards, assessment, and accountability systems throeghout the bilL 

hsue A: lmpnn'ing the quaiitYl rigor and alignment ofstandards and assessments. 

RecommendatiOlls; 
• Maiatain current reqUIrements. 


Grants \0 S:ate collaboratives, / ..... 

• 	 Authorize the implementation of a volul:tary national test. 

Issue B: Research 

B;;'QI)JmendatlQn: 

• 

• Creale <J set aside or lme item 10 support rescal ::h. evaluation, and te~hnica; assistance il~ 


Slil:'lCards, assessments; and accpuntabili,ly, sys,l.crl1s....)~ ~ tJ""""" 

" • l~'" -

Issue C: Impro\'ing the inclusion oftET' stuiJcn.ls,in assessments. 
, . 

Recommendations: 	 ". " . '" .' 
• 	 MaintiJin curren! languag~, bUt.!]lO~e c1eal!y spe,ci fy requirements for including and 1r­

accommodating at.Jeast Spanish speaking Sllldents in statewide standards and assessments if 
.thaI is their language of instruction. 

Hold schools and districts that serve LEP students accountable for showing progress' a:nong LEP _. "'t, 
swde!1ts in the dcvelopmen: of English la:iguagc skIlls in ad(Flion to the COre subject areas. J 

• 'Create a sel aside forresearc!: in these issues, "1..; ,L.J..,~ ',~;tl .!1J 

Issue 1)1: Stre~gthel1ing State accountability. .. , ... .. ., ;. 


Recornrncnda!i.Q11£ ...,(. t--i­
• 	 Require public reporting of slatewid~assessment data .and a plan for closing achievement 

gaps. 

Jssue D2: Stn.'ngthening definilions of AYP. 

RecommendatlQns; 	 Y 
• 	 Require definitiotl~,to include i!llpro\'e!'.H~'\'.ts among low performing students.! 
• 	 Require definitions to include a il!TICIL1c ro' ,;I: s;ucents to reach State standards. " 

\ J• 	 ~1-/ 
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Require definitions to include mUltiple indicators of progress . 

• . . 

, .I •• ,. " "'.,'" . 

. ,.. . 
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,-r--/ Title J and Goals 2000 Reauthorization Issues 

~ A:.~~; 	 ~~)J 
\ 

A foundation of Goals 2000 3:1d ESEA .S SU~:pCI!1 for State efforts to develop a system thaI 
includes: challenging standards for all srudent5!,alig;1ed assessments for measuripg how well 
schools and districts are educaling students scftltat they reach the standards; and a system 10 hold 
schools and districts accountabie for ecucati:1g all students in a manner 10 which students meet 
1;11.3 standares. Goals 2000 prov:des foundation rYIoney to Slales to plan and develop these 
systems. Title I includes specific requirements to ensure that Title I participants afe he~d to high 
stancards, not a separate, lower set of standards. The intended system is one in which: 

• 	 Each student is held to high standa!"ds of academic achie"vement 

• 	 Slales establish dear, cnallenging content sW:1dards in at leas! r<:adi:lg and math thai describe 
what studer.ts should know and be "bie 10 do.. 

• 	 Slates establish dear. challenging stude;)! perfo:mance standards that are aligr.ed with the 
comenl standards and explici:ly describe ibrce levels of proficiency cn the content standards 

• 	 Sta:es develop and administer statewide systems of asscssnlcnt thaI rneas'Jre studenl progres 
loward meeting the standards. These assessments must be aligned with the S:a:c's stan dar 
be '.'alid and reliable, include all s:Udents, indude multiple measures for evaluating progre 
·and be able to proyide disaggregaled information on student performance. 

• 	 Slates have a system tied to their statewide ;.issessmClllS lhat holds schools and dislnc:s 
accountable for contlnuoiJs improvement in !he performance oCall students. Schools and 
districts that are low performing are ide:1liiicd and pro;.~ided .tes~ical assis!ance and 
interventions to imp;Qve. 

, 
OVERALL ASSUMI'T10N: The n~\\' lcgisla!io:i wiiLr.J~iniajp;' th{~u::.ent f~C1!5 on building 
and improving aligned systems of stancards. assessment, and accountabiliiY and promoting the 
standards-based reform efforts that were begun ~Inder Goals 2000 and Title 1 in 1994, We w[lJ 

mamtain and strc:lglhen the focus on ge:!mg siancards+ased refonn inle the classroom. 
'. 

". 

:r 

We recognize, however. tha! in pu:suing this approach there are several potential obstacles. 'For 

example, the development of new standards, assessment, and accountability systems lakes time 

and sl,gnificant financia: jnv~stments, :olitical pressure to accelerate ~iOgn:ss ~s incre~sing,_:ndf \\ 
there IS a need for baseline Gala colleCtlon, Also, States that have not mvestcd In p:.tbhc " " .• ~! -I ". •f. } engage:nent activities may scffer from a lack of poli:ical support when reforms get fully 

') '/ . implemented. Finally, we expect that Congress wiU demand evidence ofrcsults and we have 
f')' limited information at this point especially since we arc only halfway through the timelines in the 

<y" State systems of standards, assessments. and arrountabitity. _ 

. -.'
OV£llALL'RECOMMENDATJO:": Tie all ESEA programs '0 expected gains in student 

, \, 	 ­
, \y , 	 . 

j ~y/ F ,-y/' )/¥ 
'¥" J' ---}' .Y.r 

i I Jaw, ' , 
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achieveme" against challenging S (~~t~~dardS Refe:ence• 
language on standards, assessmentt~J~d accoumanilll)' sysiems throughoui the bi:1. 


Issue A •• lmprQring Quality: States are developing con lent and performance standards 
and aligned ltsscssmcnts! but the quality, rigor, and alignment of standards and 
assessments varies greatly from State 10 Statc. Should new legislation promote re"je'ws of .
quality, rigor, and alignment? 

The deve~OplT1cr:l and iml11ementation of challcr.ging standards, aligned assessmenlS, and 
rigorcus accol::ltability systems is an :!eralive process, Even though States are expected to have 
final aligned assessment and accoU1::abiiity systems in place by the 2000-01 school year, we 
recognize that significant \\'ork wi:! need [0 be dor,e to ensure that all States have high qua:ity 

\\ systems, Not only is knowledge contirHlally emerging from the field that can be applied 10 
improve systems, but Stale political and eaucalional conlexlS often change, which also leads to 

'changes in SWIC standards, aS5essm~nt. a!.d accountability s),stems. 

Given that the field conl!J1lJcs to develop, that there is liule consensus on a sing>; best approach 
to standards, (.ssessment, and accountability, and that research is still emerging, we recognize 
thaI Federal i(',gislulion should not become too prescriptive, ESEA should support State cffo;.s to 
improve their systems through tecimical assistance, leadership, and suppon for Stale-based 
improvemenl activities. 

• Legislative options to support improvements in quality in st;mdards-bascd assessment 
systcms: (not mutually exclusive) ".. .' ' . " , 

L l\"iairitain ('urrent Icgis,fa'rivc requirements for standards, as.sc:ssments, and . . 
acco'ulltahility with SOl1)C adjus\ll1e,;;s as de't~imii)ed throughout the othedss'u~s ·discuss.ed 'i;' " 
thi~ paper. Couple legislauve requi! cmClliS \'.'ith more aggressive technical' a'ssista~ce and . 
peerre\'iews orSt.. !!! eyidence ofstandalds and aiigned assessmems. 

'.
Pros: 
• 	 This allows States to continue down the path of sta:ldards-based refonn and make 

impro':ements to their systerns.· Dran:atlcally changing requiremcnts could be met with 
extreme resistance and dera~1 standards-based reform efforts, 

• 	 SoEd research~based evidence does not point 10 a ane-size~fi1s~all approach 10 standards, 
assessment. and accou'ntabiHty. The current requirements aHaw flexibility in State 
3?proachcs. 
The limcjines:n currer.! legisJa:ion do not rec:;.uire a final syste:n unli: 2000-01; a change in 
requirements just as these final systems go into place would slow down refo::n efforts and 
risks delay!:!!; implementation of assessment and accauntab:liiY systems for a significant 
period 0 r time. 

• 
CODS: , -. , 

http:discuss.ed


• • The quality ofS:a:e implementallon of the current legislative requiremenls varies. 
SOni.e Slates are changing vcr)' little. but r.afl gel by cue 10 tbe flexibility if: :hc law. 

2. 	 Provide grants to State collabQratiycs to review the quality, rigor, aod alignment of 
standards l'Ind assessmem sYStems. Such a collabo::-ative would be.;charged with developing 
cri:eria fo:- dete:mining the riga: and qua:ity of standards and peer reviewing the work of 
other S:ales in the collaborative, 

Pros:-V . .Would build consensus among Suues regarding what constitutes quality and rigOL 
Current reviews of content s:<!odards do nOt have consistent criteria. There are currently

-::-? \ nO reviews orlhe quality, rigor. and aligmYlent of cOntent and perfonnance standards and 
y ~ assessments, 
\;,.1 \Vhile some Sta~es are al:cady participa:bg in a similar effort by the CCSSO State 

.,,! ti' Collaborative on Assessing Studer'll Standards (SCASS) this group has been very
;..r. techr.ical and Ihe cost orjoini:1g has been prohi~j[ive for many Slates, Funding grants 
~ might reacb more States and '"'QuId involve r.lore policy makers rather th~n technicians.\G" Would dc-politicize criteria since Ihey would be developed and used voluntarily by Statcs. 

. 	 '. Would creaie an :nccnlive to lmprovc the quality and rigor of sta.fJ.dards and 

c,.... ',p'/ • Developing some COnse1'15U$ mighi help sust:ain and stabilize State effons to. ':"- \.:,. .:. ... . ./ 	 assessments< :f ":<", .E.\..:-;;,.'<,.,,< ,< 
implement challenging slancords ane assessments.• 

Cons: 	 . /1 ~YJ-.. 
., This stl:} might noi reach CVC? Stale, ... ;', L' '.; ", ' '. ~t.~,~·b;.t. M,
Usmg funds for State-based efforts Il"lIghl be CrltlClzed for not gomg duectly to classrooms:'L;":.t j '·'fj2;..,;;'" , 

Sl~He collaborative effons often become cU111bersome and don't always lead to concrete·.' ,. : ,J~" :. 
products. ..' .?'l , 

Establish a Hne item in the legislation to fund an outside entity to review and evaluate 
States' slanda:ds a.:ld assessment sys:ems'fo;" quality, ngor. and alignment 

Pros: 
•.:.. Ttiis would promote the development of a r.3lional consensus. 

An oUl.side entity could provide independe:11 judgen1enL 


Cons: 
• 	 This is similar to a proposal in Goals 2000 to fund NESIC. Congress amended Goals 

2000 to ensure that sllch a boa;d was never created. 
A single reviewing entity may be under too much scrutiny to ever be able to'col.lplete such a 

task. 

• 5 



• 4. Specifknlly au Ihorizc the implementation of a \,oluntary national test .that cou:d be used 
as a bench:11ad, for measuring tbe rigor o:Slalc standards. {N0TE: We re:.:ommend thaI a 
n&tJ011al lest not be part ofTi:le I, but instead be included in an innovation section of the 
legislutio:l or in the OERJ rC3u~~jorization,} v-J\. '-:J. *'} e:­

Pros: 	 .~ 
• 	 Congress has argued that the Depanment is npt acthorizel'to implement the VJ\IT. 

This ends {!lat argument. 
, .• A national test provides a national benchmark while not impeding ne~ibiJiiY for Slate. ' 

standards 3:1d assessments, 
• Stales wodd p~rticip2.te on a volu:1tary basis. , 
• 	 There is a crying need for Stales 10 have somelhing against which to benchmark their 

standards in order to justify, mainlain~ and ifl1prove their State standards and assessment 
sys:ems. 

• This would allow national comparisons. 
• Would begin to develop national consensus. 

Cons: 
• This is highly political am! could siall other work on [he leg~slation. 

'. 
LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS: We strongly recommend optio"s I. 2, and 4­
maintaining the current requirements while also funding State efforts to improve the rigor of their 

syslems and fending a voluntary natio:lal test. These options will best suppon. State siand.ards­

based reJo.-m activities. Grants and the Vt,T provide incentives for States that arc committed to 
these refonns to improve quality, 

NON-LEGISLATIVE RECOMM£:XDATIONS: . 
We-also recommend that the Standards Team pursue the following non~legis!ative stra.tegies as 
soon a.s possib:e:

'< •-
• Intensify te'chniclll assistance wo:k with S\3les on their'standards, assessment and @ . 

accountability systems through: ,',\ ,~ f'I S r: 
_) 'yJ'''O'i' ~ """) ~ ·". lAS conf~rcns:e workshops f" '0 t'~:~ 4." - .. 

• \. 'Kt:glO"'lt1;'work~hops A"""'·""-.) ~"f::.. ' "7t'. Increased outreach by peer consultant teams . ' ,'~ J-
Guidance on how ED will reV leW evidence of final State assessments "rr I..J­

jYV __ (A policy statement on the use of assessments to Improve instructlOn.and the use ornom- ') V- I, 
. C referenced tests wlthin such a system" . ~ 

~~-: /" Compliance and prugrammatJc Iechnical <assistance activities under TItle I 13,lorOO to 1;;:­
• / States th~l are havmg'trouble deveJopul£ {helr performance standards and final V 

""l: assessments. /p "-. 	Work with OERI on i research agenda to develop criteria for States 10 use in juaging1he 

quality aflheir standards.
e · 	 vr 
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Work with OERl kn a research agenda tku cXl1Inines the effectiveness of differe!1l 
app:oacbes ,0 asscssmcn, and acco:l:11abi:ily systems. vy.­

• 	 Develop an intensive p.ublic engagement effor: \0 increaje understanding and suppOi't for 
sl3nd:lrds and assessment systems. "y- - ...... m tJ s~ I tv AS / •. , 

• 	 Compile and disseminate concrete examples ofquality performance standar~s with examples 

of $!ucem work. '6'- -_p...s f>:! . 
bsue B: Suppor(ing ongoing e"31uation~ and technical assistance on standards) assessment 
and accountability. 

The s\.!{';{:eS$ ofSlale implementation ofcha,:lengieg slandan!s will :ely to a large ex lent or. the 
qualily ~f the standards and asseSsments tha! States pm inlQ place and the manru::r in which they 
arc implemented. There are ma:1Y issues ~ha! need additional research, especially in such critical 
areas as the inclusion of all students in Sum: assessments and the design and implementation of 
'accountability systems that res*.:lt in meaningful if~)prOVcmen:s in scf'.ools, ln addition, a 
signi[lcam technical assistance efror1 is necessary ifwe afe going to help States access and 
IJni:dcmem the bes! knO\\";ccge 3va:!abk. Since knowlceg'c is emerging as States pUl new 
s);slems inlO place. much of the technical assistance can come ftom bringing State§ together in 
cons\,'.)ctivc w;:ys to help each other and through fonmHive evaluations that produce models 10 
share with States.'· .... -.:-- ­
.. 	~".~ 

- The ';, Evaluation Service u cd to have la!1guage in its authorization that allowed both a ? 
•..•• ,. ,'. r' ~'l~mative evaluation. ofTit II> and ongoing. f~rrnaii\'e evaluations arid technical assistance, In 

:"."'" .1?9~~~J~:1g~ .minated. so our ef~OI1.S 10 date have resulted in piecj~g togct.he: funds 
'. ,4 	, 7<~ f~Qm all)':,~c;u:-ces possible. They have been 11111lled largeJy due to a Jack ofsla!f capacity and . . } ...'" 	 ..~ 

.' '~", 4" '~:'fu:lding fer the 1Ccn.ilical assistaJlce necessary, There:s currently no budget thaI we know of that 

. . is specifically devoted to supporting the fom1ali"e evaluation needs that have emerged from 


"'~ . 	 . 
State effons :f) date and the technical aSSiSla:1CC needs in these areas, 

~CCOl\1MENDATION:...Requesi a set aside ;0; fOtlllative evaluation, djss~mination Of~hat / 0 k. 
works. and te::.hnical assist,H"lce in the area of standards. assessment. and accountahility. ~ 
Feder~l:y suhsidize research ~o provide assistance to Slate assesSment developers and policy ~ 
makers about the best practk;es in th~ a~eas of slandards, assessme:H, and acco\JntabililY· -)..oJ' 

''',,; 4, ';.< .. , ". ' 	 *.l ")
,. " .~, 

• 	 Specific211y designate studies ofLEP issues such as how to increase the validity of new and ~ 
establisht:d tests - at numerous points throughout tbe d.evelopment, administralion, scoring , ~ 
and repol1ing phases of Jarge scale testing - for LEP student' populations .. 

• 	 Continue o:ld expand technical assistance work 10' develop materials such as the LEP 1oolkit. .,J ~ 
• Support research on expec:eo gains and benchmarking for LEP students. .:---- ­
.. Support formatIve evaluatIons of Staie reform efforts as they unfold. )1 "7 
.. Suppor! research that exa:nines State inl:latives thai have demor.strated effectiveness in . \) \ 1 

• 
mcrcasing achievement of dISadvantaged children. ~ ,~ 

.. Support lcch!1ical aSSlSlance efforts ;1131 tmng SI3les together to develop aild sha.re st~ategi(~--, 
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• for reducing achievement gaps. 
SUppO!1 technical assistance and research into assessment and accountability issues such &5 the 

appropriate use of cohon analysis, mUltiple n:casures, combir.ing measures, implementation 
of adequate yearly progress, bCl:chmarking meas~m:s of adequate yearly progress, uSIng 
disaggregnled data. alignment of standards and assessments, and assessment ,litera.cy for 
teache;s and administrators, 

•
Support studies on effective accountability systems, 

\ 

Issue C: Jmpro\'ing the inclusion of LEll students in statewide assessments !O enstl re that.?; LEP sludenls master challenging Siale siandards. 

~ \"-/4he inter.: of the current Title I la~guage is to include LEP students in assessmeI'!ts to ensure, tlia~
/"tI" ;~ey are induded tn school rdonn efforts and to ensure that they reach the same chaJienging .. 

'standards as all stodents. It is i:nponalH ,0 include LEP students in assess.ment and 
accountab:lity systems for two reasons: 1) to enSUiC thaI p;ograms are helping these students 

f\r./ develop skills I:) English; a.nd 2) to e:)sure lila: LEP students are also developing conte;}! 

~.~ k;iowledge in other subjects, 

The Tille 1 stal.ute r_cquires ail students to be incl~ded in state\vide assessments with reasonable 
accommodations or adaptations for students willl disabilities. Limi:ed EngEsh profk:ient 
students are to' DI:,a'sseSsc::L"10 1he extent practicable," in ihe language and form most likely to 
yield knowledge ,about what they know and can do . 

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

.F.egulations;.Sec:)OOA (a)(1) "Each Slates shall develop or adopt a set ofhigh~quali!y 
,yearJ:;':'s'sess:Tiem:;"t;:Assessmenls under this section must meet the following 

~ " . 
regmremerns: .­
(7) Provide for­
(iii)(A) ~nclusjon of Emited~El1g;ish pmflciem students who sball be assessed, to the 
extent practicable, in the !anguag!,; and [ol1n most likely to yield accurate and reliable 
infonnation on what lnose students know and can do to determine the students' mastery 
ofskills in subjects otner than E!1glish. 
(B) To meet this requirement, the Stale­
(l) Shall make every eflb;~,·;:) use ordevcloplinguistically accessible assessment 

" I, • • 

, measures; and 
(! ) May request assistance from the Secretary if those measures are needed," 

Current aSSessments do not maximize accessibility for all student popuialions. In particular. 
States are not fully including LEP students in assessments as required under TiHe rof the ESEA 
and currenl accountability provisions. Fo~ example: 

.. cesso's s'.:mmary of State level' assessment data found that 43 States allow 
exemptions for LEP students. Oftbese Slates, 16 exempt for time iI: US: 10 exempt for 
tim~ in ESL: 4 exempt for fonnal assessment in EngHsh; 5 exempt for informal 
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• asseS.5r.1~nt !!1 EngliSh; and ,3 exempt for olher reasons . 
• 	 Only 14 S\a!c~>do no! allow exemptions:n aH Rss::ssmen: componer.ts (CCSSQ, 

1998). 
• 	 The number ofsia:es which pennit accommodations was 38; however. :2 of the 38 

did no! permit accommodations on all assessment components, Only 5 or the States that 
allowed accommodations pennitled native language respO:1se, 

• 	 11 States used alternate assessr.:lcn!s fOi LEP stLdents for ';"hom regular assessments, 
even with accommodations, were not appropriate. 

There arc ma:1Y reasons why it has been difficu!l for Slates to fuHy include LEP students in their 
assessments. '~he population of LEP s1udents is growing. Furthermore, a growing number of 
languages in schools makes it difficult to address the needs of all students. Pro\'iding services to 
LEP s:udems and tracking their progress is funher complicated by thc fact that LEP studems are 
not necessarily :iterate in their home ),at~guage. For those who ll!'e li:erate in their native 

"!anguage, there is a dearth of native language assessments to draw upon, 

• 

Funhermo~e, :t is costly to develop comp-a:"able assessments for LEP students and sucb 
developmcnl requires a great deal of :echnical eXpcl1ise. Information on developing comparable 
measures is also limited. Some Sia:es have prO!:1otcd fell i:lclusion policies,. but inc:Judi:tg LEP 
SWdcnls in the same statewide. ass,essn~e~1 a5 a!lsl,-:~ents may not be \'alid - for example, 
California and Kentucky "fuBy inclt,:9<;': LEP slUdenls t;!1der policies thai require those students 
10 participate :n St~,te le~ts eve,n 'if ti;~y ;C3~nO! read them . 

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

, , 
,Legislative opl1ons tu Pr.'?n:9,t~ inqusi~!~:: nol mutually cl.dusivc:

.' .',,, "., ,,, '/"'" .:,' •• ,:,tJ, ".~" , , 
,:' • ~ ....,,~/tl ,. 't; ;;":'1"""' ' 

L 	~o change. Maih:ain 't11el£'~:;r'e)nd~,;guage lllal requires States to includ:: all swdents and. to 
the extent practicable; test them in their nat! ve la:1guage. 

Pros: 
• 	 The problem is not with the legis!alive larig'uag!. but wi~h,Slates' capacity 10 carry out 

the language. 
• 	 This compromise language recognizes the comp:exi1:y of Ihese issues and allows 

flexibility for different Stale approaches,and f~r; ~!:?\\'ledgf, ~l!1erging from the field. 
• 	 The ccrrenl language promotes [he principle 01 fu'Ji inclusion in standards and 

assessments. 

Cons: 
• 	 The current lang~age is \'ag~e and may allow States 10 escape responsibility for 

including LEP students i:1 their standards and assessment systems by using the "to the 
exten~ practicable" language as a loopbole if enforcement is no! strict. 

• 
• h has been difficull to define "to lhe extent pr<lcticable" and therefore encourage and 

enRI;*ce it. 

• 
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• • Many Slates seem to be, exempting lEP studc:lls ~espile this language . 

? Silminatc the language HIO the cxtcnl pr:l.{'ticable," Instead require native language 
assessments or co:npar:lb!e assessments ~English witb accommodations} in content areas 
other than English for students identified as LEP 3:1d for whom the State does not waive from 
ad~inls:ral.ion of assessments_ 

• 
Pros: 
• This option elimina:es a '"loophclc" that allows States to not assesS LEP studen:s. 

• There is a g;owing population of LEP students and this ensures that they are assessed. 

COliS: 

• There are fe~ commercially avai!able tests for low incidence LEP popUlations. 

• 	 This will he very cos!!y to develop and ill:plement. 

Maintain current language, but explicilly require that States offer at reast Spanish 
assessments fot students whose language is other than English, if Spanish is the 
language of instruction. 

Pros: 
• TI,e large majority ofLEP stlldcl:1S alC Spanish speakers."

• There are already numerous commc~cial!y a\'~ilable 3..:>sessrr.er:ts in Spanish. Also. P~CriO 
Rico has developed standarcs and ziJ:gn'cd ass'eism"ents in their content areas in Spanish. 

Cons: 	 . 'r "", " .' '. 

• . :Ot~cr language groups mig"h! pr·O(~s.i;~ :.;~:.''', "i.';,. 
Commercially available tcS!S~ even, i/{Spanish'(cidl,?: necessa:ily align with every State's 

standards. . '.' 

• Administration of multiple '~ssessments will be costly. 
Few students will have Spanish language instru:::tion ill: day, so..i: may be diflicuh to 

'determine which assessment they should take. ", '. 

• 	 This may open up arguments that Title I participation should be limitec·to a specific 
num':::le:- of yea~s (similar 10 the goal cf bilingual education for only 3 years), 

. ,. ." 

Hold sctwols and distritls that serve LEP students accountable for shOWing progress 
among LEI' students in the development of English language skills in addition to the 
core subjed areas. 

Pros: 
• 	 This promotes acco'Jntabilily (or ensur1ag thai LEP students are progressing. 

Curre:1tly mos! districts and schools test English skills for placement purposes, but do not 

• 	 use these meaSures :0; accountability purposes . 
10 

'. 




• • This provides a measure for ensuring Inal Slalcs provide appropriate;:, effective 
programs for LEP sludents. 

Cons: 

• 	 This adds another reql!.irCmenl to districts and schools - the adoption. 

implementation, and reponing of another asseSSment. 


• 	 Districts and schools might nol have a good mechar.ism for measuring EngEsh 

language skilk 


t; 	Request a set aside for research and developm'n! in staodarcts, asseSSments and 
accountability specifical:;' designated for sludYlcg LEP issues. Federally subsidize rcsea:ch • 

· 	 10 provide assistance to State assessmenl developers and policy makers about how to increase 
the "alldH)' of new a:ld established lests -- a: numerous pomt~ throughout :he development, ~ ... 
administration, scanng and reportIng phases of large scale testing ~~ for LEP student ~p 
populal~ons 	 ~ . ~. 

Pro; 
• 	 The research set aside will allow Siales to pool resources, and foster support and 


cO:1l:11ill1iCt:: from all those ~~1arged with assuring thal all children n:cet s:atc wmdards, 


• 

Con: 	 .~. '"'" . 

• S:alCS cu;:-entlv do not have the resourceS,lO do this wQrk~ ,-'~ ....

• 	 <>',".-"., 

LEGISLATIVE RECO~'1!\1Er-;TATlOj\'S: Options 3, 4;'31;d 5 - ad? ~ requirerne~{ to offer ~I~ 

assessments a1: le~t in Spal!,ish; hold districts :u:~tS,~~~6If}.~c:o)Jnt<;bl.cTor demonstrating ~ 

progress ae10ng LEP st)Jdents in mastering EI!gh~\I,a,Bg~?,s~.,~~,iH~,~ ~J\d suppOrt research and ,: 

technical assistance on tbese issues, There is cO:1siderab;e research and demonstrated methods 

available for including Spanisb speakers In assessments an(flhis should be recognized in the 

legislation, However, more research is still necessary to explore all of the lncluslon issues, 


NON LEGISLA TlVE R£COM~IENDATION: 
. The Department should continue and expand :IS technical assis:ance work to develop 'the LEP 
toolkit. and specifically address technical assistance on developing the following: 
• 	 guidelir:.ef., specifications and specific stZlrlda;-dized procedures Stalt.:3·;~nrl schooj;.'~~CI\ use to '7:' .~ 

implement aSsessme:1t accommodations lhal wdl enable LEP studer.ts to show what they 
know in all academic content areas; 

• 	 a core 0'( instructional procedures and supporting materials 10 l!se in TA to States. and' 
dislric:s~ 

• 	 a standard defimtion and measures of sludenls' academic English language proficiency 
suitable for use in large-scale assessment programs; and 


., a standard definition and measure of slUdents' reading proficiency in Spanish; 


• 
• a def:nition ofLEP that ~il11ead to ~qn.slslenl c:flcri3 across States for 'identifying LEP 

students rmd detennil11ng iLglbility ror services and oetemiining which students need 
11 
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• 
accommodations or altemalive assessmcr::ts. This definition shot:ld build on the definition in 
Tille VII. (The definilion of LEP cuntntl" Vin ies fro:n Stale:o State. In some SUHes 
children are classlfied as LEP based upon iheir surnames. For c).a;npJe, the CCSSO cited in 
.the Recommendations for Improving the Assessmellts and Monitoring :;jSrudc!Jfs with 

Limited English Proficiency. pubJishec in 1992. that .he problem has always been thai there 
is no uniforr.1 defi:lition ofLEP within' States Or r:ationally; therefore who is eligible fer 
services vanes widely.) .. 

Issue D: Strengthening State accounlahility systems. 

Under ESEA and Goa:s 2000, the Federal role in accountability has been 10 support S:ate effO!1S 

to develop and implement accountability systems thai hold schools and districts accountable [or 
the performance ofaB slUdents. including Title I and speciaJ needs students, and that identifY· 
'schools in need of improvement (Sec Apper:dix A for an abbreviated descri;:nion of 
;eq'Jiremcn!s.) Traditior.ally Tille rmeasurcd perfo:'mance ofindividua! students over time, but 
the shift in 1994 to accountability for schools and districts 10 show improvemen:s mirrored what 
was already happening in Slates (Elmore, Abe!ma:tn & Fuhrman, 1996). 

:n order to increase accountabililY for the pcdonmmce of all students. Title I ;equires that 
s1a:ewidc assessmenl data be d!sagg,ega!cd. The Slate defines meaSures ror adeqllll.ie yea,ly 
progress (A YP) that are e;...pec:ec of districts and schools. Sud: measures arc primarily based on 
the State assessmenL Failure 10 show A YP for lwO or more years results in'being'ideoiified ~s in 
need of improvement. State and local support systems are then supposed to mte:'"venc iQ suppon 

-IF' such schools_ - - - - - - -­

Accountability has been an 15S\,,;c'dlscussed ;nd debated in our (o~'~i g~~~~~ "~'~~·f~~ms.'~ Three 
,f \~reas have received particular focus, 1) who or \VhlCh cnlllies are held accoUl:nable; 2)'what 


J./ \\.-fnteria are ~sed to hold them accountable, a:1d 3) what aSslStance. rewards: and consequences 

J ~ 1 ~ k in o~c.e perfomrance is idenufied The) e is a great deal of debate about the details wlthlo 
1< ) '.ach of these areas This is co:npo1Jnced by !;1e fael that cur-ern research does not p:-?vlde clear j / answers as to which approaches w,ll lead to meaningful changes in schools 

~, We recom,mend that the legislation nUllntain Ihe current approach of holding sthools and 
){J districts accountable for demonstrating continual annual pmgrcss toward 3('hkyip,g.State..."' , 

\~ \.standards. States will have just put these refonns inlo place ir. the 2000-01 school year and 
-~}., evising the entire system at its infancy would derail effons 10 move towards accountability 
\ based upon student achievement Also. we have lillIe evidence about whether other approaches 

are better. Several areas within the current accountability Slructure could be s!rengtnened, 
\. however, while maintaining the c'Jrrem approach. Similarly, variations of this approach could be 
:. more systcmati:ally tes1ed so that improvements can be made i!'l the fu:ure. 

We recommend examining issues of: 

• 12 
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vr'" /prescriptive in areas around which there is linle COJ1senst.:s, 

• Slrcngti1cmng accouolability for States to close the achievement gap;'--~ ,10 ~ ~ 
• Tighlening language regarding definitions. of adequate yearly progress {A YP}; - y..r­

• 1111p;'ovlng I:nefl/cruions, rewards, 2nd sanC[i0:15 (Note. this will be cove~ed in ar.o:her paper); ~ 
• Deepening research and dcvelopmcnJ C ,io:e' see Issue B}. vy- . . 
Ai ihc Q:..::set, we would like:o acknowledge that the .approach in this paper does not directly 

adc;ess certain areas of accountability. Strengthening accountability for students (e.g. high 


s\akes lests), leachers, and principals afC not areas for which we recorr:mend ne...v requirements i/' Ak' 

the legislation. Although these are important activities. they are more appropriately addressed twA 'Iv'. 

through Siale and local f)olicies. \Ve recommend Ina! we provide models, examples, and rJ 0-> 


1research 10 StInes and districts on these issues, But developing requirements would be (00 

This point of vie'>\' was scpported by, 
all of the ex pens \':11h whom we have consu;ted 10 dale (Porler, Corcoran. Fuhrman, O,'Day, 
Baker, BlatL"). '" I.- 1·' ,1- I . 

-).....-~.- ~-

"",V .y-~\ 
Issue O!: Strengthening S.talc accountability .. . 

Currcmly Stalt,S arc held accoul1iabie for tbe process of puning systems into place. This occu:--$ 

through federal monitoring and tc:chr.ical zssislan:::e. Rewa.rds and consc.,!uences arc nOt applied' 

10SI'~ . 


,- . . . ",.":.-:,;,:,,...... ,,"" 
Bv the 2000-01 5::hool year. Slates must :1ave in place final assessments with data on studcnL :'".", 

- . . ~," • ,.' "<''''",·'r-''',:',"(""".
pcrforrnar.ce that can be disaggrcgated, The imenl of proviGing statewide disaggregated'rcsuhs. ' .. j"" 
of student achievement was to ensure that all groups of students are making progress and' bein"g, ' '.", 
served throughout the State. Often this d,na is most meaningful at the State level because smaller 
dis!:icts cannot provide disaggregated data that is statistically sound, .The current law requires .. 
State assessment data to be disaggregated "by gender. by each major racial and e[hni{: group. by 
English proficiency status, by migrant status, by studenls with disabilities as com?ared 10 
nondisabled st~dents, and by economically disad"3:ltaged students as compared lo students who 
a,-:/oot economically disadvantaged," 

When final assessments are in place, States COJld be held accountable for using the info:mation 

provided by Slate assessment systems to take action te close the achievement gap among g:oups 

or students statewide, 


Res~a:ch indicates that public reporting of student achievement data as welJ as the threat of 

sanclions motivates changes in behavior a1 the district and school levels (Elmore, Abehnan, 

Fuhrm.an, 1996; SREB, 1997), The accmmlability provisions in Ti:le I mirror this fmding. The 

law describes the purpose of the schoo: reporting procedures as ;q)fOCeSS for 'co'5:inued 

13 

http:Fuhrm.an
http:pcrforrnar.ce


.. 


• Improvement that provides schools with lhe information 10 continually refine their program . 
Curren~,y the b'.v requires reporting for schoo:s find rcponing on ind:vidual s:udent5, bUI State 
reports are not specified. 

Options for increasing State aceountahiHty: 

•1. 	 No Change. Lea'\.'e the system the same, 

Pros: 
• Allows States to pursue their 0\\';1 appyoaches. 

• 	 Responsibility for defining accountabi)ity systems is_still at the State level. 

COilS: 

• P:ovides weak incentives for State action. 

~equire States to publkly report assessment results and the gaps :among groups of 
students, and a Stale phm for closing that gt'lp. Provide technical assistance to States that 
need help redirecting Ihe;~ rcsOl;~ces and expertise to address these issues. (Note: Such a 
repor. could also mciude repo~,, celll achievement by geographical region within the 

. State.) 

Pros: 	 .,.•. 	
in 

. . 
• 	 Calls public a11e:1tlon to Slates' role i:1 reducing disparities in sludent achievcrr.ent, in 

. addition to placing :;espo'nsibili;); on low~perfomling (and oHen unde::-fmidec) districts. 
• Provides a trigger for getting outside as!iistance :or developing a phm to close tbe 	 , ,..• p' 	 j" , " 

achteVer:1cnt gap: 	 " v.• " , , ,t :~: ~;?i ':',:, ;;.;
• Encourages the use ofd2lZ for decision making at the State leveE .' .' 

\,. ,.",' . 
• 	 Publicly releas:ng a plan for clo~ing a::hievemcnt gaps might cnco!;;age States 10 look 

comprehensively across local, State, and federal resources. 

,. 
Con~ 

• Fedenl j)rogr2:TlS have very li:!!:: leverage over the use of State resources. 

~~R~~;Ii~e St1>,:.es to'publicly report illfOl'ffiati?n; but require those with 3D acbievement
I gap to develop a plan for dosing that gnp and direct Federal resources to that plan. 

Pro: 
• 	 Sa'1le as above but offers a little more ieverage because a Federal approval ~fsuch a plan 

allows greater ir.fluence, 

Con: 

• 
• Enforcement of the gap-closing requirement could be problematic. given reluctance' 10 

withhe,ld funding, ~ ,.' 
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• 
• It is not clear exactly how States would be req'Jlred ~o direct their federal funds . 

Create a recognition program for Slates that reduce the achievement gap, 

Pro: 
• InexpC!flsive way 10 pro\'ide incentives to reduce disparities in achievement 
• 	 This is a positive incentive that State should greet favorably," 

Con: 
" 

• 	 Could be seen as federal intrusion - compar:ng and evaluating States, 
• 	 Defining the criteria that would be used to rle;ermine recognition will be complicated 

and dWicuh. 
• 	 1: may be d,£ficult to co:npare SlateS with dramatically different degrees of diversity 

within their slud,cnt populations. (Of course, recognition could be based upon reducing 
the gap between high and low po\'cny schools.) 

• 	 Determining how to weight different fonns of achievement gaps for national 
comparisons will be problematic. 

~	Create a line item for offering rewards to States tha' make progress io closing the 
achic\,cmerit gap, 

Pros: 
• 	 'Provides a pOSill\,C incenti,'c that is more mOliv3tional 

Cons: 
, '.-.1, .• " 

t ' • Same 3S option 4. " r 

- ";;l~;: ~;,' ':. tl >11, •This v\'ould give States more funds at preciseJy the time they arc less likely to need therr;.' 

LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS: We «commend Option 2 - public reporting of 
statewide assessm~nt results. Public infom131ion may have the impact of influencing policy at 
the Slate level to pro\i;Je support for groups of students who are not perfonning wefL Public 
pressure and'scrutiny.ofState pi3:1S to dose the gap should encourage more comprehensive 
plans. . 

~';'.;" ,. , ...{.~ ~ ,
'.-.~ 

" " NO!"'~LEGJSLATIV:t.: REC0!\1I\1ENDATiON: We recommend that the Departme~l increase 
its technical assist.:loce support to State efforts to reduce achievement gaps. 

• 	 Support research into State initiatives Ina! have demonstrated effectiveness in increasing 
achievement of disadvantaged children. 

SupPor11echnical assistance that promOteS Siate collaboration on strategies to reduce 
achievement gaps. 

Provide technical assistance on the development of u:1derstandable Stale repon cards. 
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Issue D2: SlrengttJcnitlg definiticns of adN.jlJal« yearly progress (AVr). 


1 
The current requirements in Tilic I for Stales 10 establish definitions for adequate yeady progress 
(A YP) for schools that are based p:ima:-i!y Qn the sliilewide aSsessment. The pu;pose of J\:y/requiring schools to meet AYP goals is so [hal all students will move toward lhe State standards 

and so thal ali groups of children win get ~he :attention r.ecessary:o re~ch the standards. }' t~ 

However, many State definitions for AYP unde; T:i:c I do nOl rigorously address the notion of 


",11 Slcdents" lcachiog high State standards< For c>amplc',).t-L_ \i.;< ---- ' 11 ~< 


• 	 M:ll1Y SW1e defmi:ions fer .A. YP , no r, " cC:llS reach State \ l,,..tJ '; 

standards. Thirty Sta:c~ve problel!~5 stc!;)ming from setting low targets,;cuiJ::g a low gDal 
for the rcrcenlage of students rCaC]11;1g a $(;.11\: s:anean:l, or esta51ishmg very long time \ I I ? 

jieriocs for before students would meet State s:ancan:!& (Le. beyond the expected years of .-;:::
schooling), This problem is compounded In SlateS that do not ir.clude multiple measures in 
their assessment syslc:ns because scores from j single leSt do nm provide a complele pict;.nc 
of stud en I pcrfonnance ant: often the single measure is a nonn~referenced test which byIdesign will nOl result in aIr students reaching a noml on the test. StateS'often sel these low /7

\ 
targets because they reflect State 3c(oumabi!ity la\\'s and because they fear that goals thai are . 
too hig:l v,:ilt derail standaHh;.baserl re(onn effor1s. 

• • Many Slale defLnitions of AYP do nOI mclude J lime!ine for having all students reach S~a!e I'~}­
standards. nor have (hey identified ;;;':'£ClS for'expedited growlh. A timeline is imponam for rv-r 
setting a meani~gf~l ~neasure5 for AYP thal1end 10 having ali students reach State slandards. ~ir 
Timclincs',ihat qo exis.t.range from 5 10 20 years (Shcnck and Carlson analysis, 1998). ~rt/ 
: < " «, < <! < < I ~ .
"",,,' """}; ,. 	 ~" 

SOH:!! Stat(;$, such as Alabama, have sel an absolute standard or a cut score on a Stale 
assessmenl ana do not recognize continuous progress in their accountability system. This 
may meal': that low pcrfo:n1l'ng scho'o:s do not get acknowledged for £ains that they make aEc 
they couId remain in school in:p;,C'ycllicnl f:Jf very ;engthy periods, It also means that higher 
perforrr:it.,t; schools are nol enco~raged \0 continue to improve, 

Some States. are using only a composlle score on Slate assessmen:s for ac~oun13bility, Thi! 
masks d;ff~n:p~es in ac!:,i~\'erlle;:!;acrl)ss s!lL1~ct$" For instance, if readir.g and math sca,es "-'17l 

arc combined as in Illinois. a school can have high math scores thai hide reading problems. 

• 	 Few States examine disaggregated student data within their accoumability systems, This 
could result in neglecting the perfonn3f1ce of groups of swdents, For instance, accounlability 
systems as curren:ly defined may encourage schools to focus 3ltentlun on students who are 
close to meeting S~a!e standards so that scores will go up; rather than focusing on the lowest }v ') 
performing stl.:dents {Chun & Goertz. 1998}, Texas is the only State system that reqUires/, S ~ ,r 
reporting of student progress for each group of students and rewards schools thai make A.

• progress it! moving low pcrfomllllg students 10 !'Hgber levels. I: has been able to show Ihat ' 

http:pict;.nc


~\~\. 

• 

the perfonnance gap between groups of students is beginning to narrow. 


• 	 Some States are implementing value-adder accountability systems to recognize the 
performance gains made by schoois with different socioeconomic backgrounds. They argue 

• 

-.", " 

that such a system encourages continuous improvement among high and Jow perfonniryg 

schools, whereas systems of absolute standards do not encourage continuous improvement 

(Clotfel!er & Ladd, 1996; Meyer, 1996). However, if such a system is no! carefully 

designed it can r~sul!. in holding 51 or sc~ool$ to Jow~r stan~ar~s. For instance, . ~ 


Tennessee descnbes Its system vaJue-a 0, but 11 translates mto adjusting St3/,:" ".oJ ~"': 

assessment scores based on a factor to reOect socioeconomic status. / .l! (1...........:.:f.-'".......t '. ~ 


Legislative options: 	 ' . fx;"...~ .~.,.1 
,.r 

~ .y
·0, ,-JVUire A YP definitions to include improvements for low performing students . 

Pros: ~ . 	 .~ 
• 	 11;; ensures 1 schools pay allention to their lowest performing students; it 


co lera incentive 10 focus on the middle students who are closest to meeting 

standards and will boost schoo! perfonnance ratings. 


• Thi;; encourages schools to use data to improve their programs. 
• 	 Thi~; SUPP0r1S the iradltional purposes ofTitlc I - to provide supplementary services 


for students who need them most. 
.. 
.:,. 

:',. ,'" , 
< ' 'e' ., 1 

Cons: 

• This is' a morc:prescriptivc requircmcnt and could be viewed as greater federal . '.'. " 

intruslOn. '1i,·."·:- i,V: :'.~;::'l)<~ ';;' _, , 


• 	 Adding·;e~~;~~~lents·to,:the la\.\' is not necessarily a greater motivator. It may cause 

places to set,low'targetsjust 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 disaggregatcd groups of students and 
other places that are t,;;..:amining value.added_models. 

'JV Require AYP definitions to include improvements in all disaggregated groups_ 

,'.:
, 

~' "'.Pros: 
• This ensures that schools pay attention to all groups of students. 

• 	 This encourages schools to use data to improve their programs. 
• 	 This can help schools ensure that they provide opportunities for all groups to have the 


curriculum and supports necessary to master lhe standards. If schools go through the process 

of ensuring that all students have the opportunity to master the standards, then civil rights 

challenges of disparate impact will be dl111il~ished. 


• 
Con~:. 
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• 	 This shifts the focus from the lowesl performing students (regardless of background) 
10 specific groups of students. It could be divisive. -:-he disaggregated groups ofs!uden!s. 
will be captured in a system that reqUlres gains among the lowest perfonning students. 

• 	 This is a more prescriptive requirement and could be viewed as greater federal 

intrusion. 


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

• This may contradict with olher Stale approaches. 

Require States to set a reasonable timctine for bringing all students up to State ~tandards 
then establish A YP goals reflecl the gains necessary each year in order for all students to 
meet State standards within the timeline. 

Pros: 
• 	 This helps ensure that States are serious about getting all students to master State 

standards. ; 

• Districts would clearly understand the rationale behind definitions of A¥P. 
• This increases 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 n01111~ieferenc~9 test. 

Cons: 
• 	 There is no consensus about \\'hat constitutes a "reasonable" timeiin-e. 
Many States are only using noml~'referenced tcsts and it will be impossible to have all 


studcllts reach a nonn on ~t.ich ~~~'is~' ,. ' . .':.~ '. " . .. 


Clarify that AYP does'~'ot~f~rJ~L'tb:'t:r~i;~~I~,'~~in!bcr but to an array of indicators of . 	 . \ .', .. " .' 
student aChievcment against Stat~ st.~lldai·ds. Incidental indicators such as retention,' 
attendance, graduation should not be \\Ieighted so as to overpower indicators of student 

pe~fonnance. 	 .'. 
'~.' 

Pros: 

• 	 This enriches the approach to demonstrating annual progress in schools by offering a 
more complete picture of student performance. ._ 

''':! /' '. '. ,. \' 

Cons: 
• 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. 

LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS: We reeommend that A yP definitions be revised to 
include improvements for low performing students, include a timeline for all students to reach 
the State standards, and jn~lude multiple indicators. (Options 1, 3 and 4.) 

... , 

" 
, 
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• Strengthening Title I Accountability Requirements 
Draft 12112198 

BACKGROUl\O 

Requirements in Current Law 
The current law is based on the premise that eHective accountnbi:ity :;y:;terns are based primarily 
on student results on assessments that ate aligned to high standards. Accountability systems 
measure schoo! progress and pro\'id~ a mixture of rewards, interventions, and consequences to 
support improved performance. 
• 	 States are required to establish content and student perfonnance standards by 1997~9g. 
• 	 States are required to develop assessmcn'...S aligned to the standards by 2000~O I school year. 

Such assessment') are to include multiple measures, be valid i):1d reliable for the purposes 
used, and provide disaggrcgated resuhs on student performance, States can have interim• 
 •assessments in place while they develop final assessments aligned to new, higher standards, 

• 	 States must define adequate yearly progress (A YP) (i.e., increase in percentage of students 
meeting state performance standards) for Title I schools and local school districts, States 
have discretion in determining A YP, but it must be defined in a r.ianner that would result in 
continuous and substantia! progress toward meeting state standards within a reasonable time 
frame. 

• 
• States designate distinguished schools and school districts that exceed A YP targets for three 

years) and may provide them with rewards. ~' ..' 
• 	 Schools that do not meet AYI' targets for 2 ~onsecuti,:'~:xears; ~fc designated as "in need of 

improvement" and must de\'6lop a school improv.e!ne,nt 'pJan. Similarly. districts that do not 
meet A YP targets for 2 consecutive years arc also designated as "in need of improvement" 
and must develop an'improvement pla~o:·Sch~.6ls·-'5!t(d},~triS~lthat'are in need of 
improvement receive tc.chnlcal assistance ffof:n the schoqJ district-or state. 

• 	 If a school or district does not meet A YP targets on the state1s final assessment for three 
consecutive years. then corrective action must be taken. Corrccth'e actiop,,~ are detennined by 
the state or local school district, and may include a variety of stcps~ ranging.f{~~m withholding 
funds to authorizing students to transfer to other schools, to decreasing autonomy, to school 
reconstitution. 

.~. 

Sta1e Implemencadon Status 1..: ~ oj •• 
In many respects, state implementation of the above requirements has been disappointing, 
• 	 No states have officially reported to ED that final assessments are in place, though 18 have 

reported they have reported 10 other national organizations that such assessments are in place; 
becul,;sc the timeline for triggering corrective actions kicks in when final asSessments are in 
place, states may have an incentive for delaying official notifkarion to ED, Also. Stales may 
still be working out technical issues associated with using multiple measures, disaggregating 
data. and defining A YP that could result in their hesitation to deem their assessments as finat 

• 
.• About halfthe states have stale 3c.t:''JuntabiJity !aws that provide for intervention in low 

performing schools; however, it appears that in most states the Title 1 requirements operate 



• independent of state accountability requirements - a11east during this transitional 
accountability period before the final Title I requirements go into effect. 

• Many states have failed to address significant requiremen~s i:i defining A YP on interim 
assessments, However, [hose States that have defined their student perfonnance standards 
(and arc presumably further along in completing their final assessment and accountability 
system) have much bener measures for AYP. Lessons from the interim system indicate that 
Stutes have trouble building incentives into their accountability systems to ensure that all 
students are held to high standards and that schools make significant enough aruma1, 
improvements 10 lead to all students reaching State standards within a reasonable timeframe, 

• 	 Current law envisions that states would establish iand Congress would fund) intervention 
t~ms to '.A'ork with schools in need of improvement. However. Congress has not prO\'ided 
the program improvement funds (requested at S]O ~ million per year) and there is 
considerable variation among states in their capacity for significant in~ervention. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Principles for accountability in the [SEA reauthorization 
• 	 The systelp promotes the achic\'cment ofchallenging content and performance standards. 
• 	 The system is as simple and easy to understand as possible. 
• 	 The system can go into effect immediately upon enactment of the law. 

• 
• The ESEA measures are in line with State accountability systems. ', .. ' ":" 

• 	 The sy'stem includes rewards, supports, and consequences for student performance. 
• 	 .The system generates publicly reportcd,infonmuion about stuqentperf9rmaryce in the SUltc, 

school districts, and schook 	 ' ': ,>;;\¥. ~..'~; .. ;. ~ : 

• 	 The system encourages diagnosli<>checks and prcvcntive.jntcr.'entlons:to·help all'students 
master challenging state standards. ' ":,.. ;: ':!~~'4$.7<ii~~:.,,· ~,: :~;U:·>{.· : ,'" . 

Recommcn.d.~tions for Strenl!th~ning Title 1 Accountability 1~I"Ovisions 
We nre rcyommending a number of changes to current law that would promote more immedi,~e 
and elTective accountabihty systems. In particular, we recommend; . ' ...... 

• 	 Require immediate identification ofand infervention in low pelforming schools. States 
would be required to immediately jdentify dis~riclS and schools in need of improvement anfL'h 
provide lnten'entions and supports to the schools that are detcrminr:d to have the greatest '," ". 

needs. Priority for interventions and supports should be given to the districts and schools 
with th'e lo\vest absolute levels of student perfomlance that have made little or no 
improvement over the prevIous three years. (NOTE: even current transitional assessment and 
accout;ltability systems will have generated this information by the time the,law is passed,) 

Su'ch districts and schools must conduct a thorough assessment of their needs and develop a 

plan to address those needs in consultation with experts from outside of the district/school. 


• These districts and schools would be able to acccr,:>'suppon from the State intervention fund 
and WOUld have competitive preference for discretionary programs that directly serve issues 
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• addressed in their needs assessment and school improvement p;ans. 


• Provide !lCCCS$ to sizeable Excellence and Accountability funds once a State system maers the 

crileria jor accoumabilily under ESEAlTitle /, States must develop and adopt systems that 
hold distrlct5 and schools accountable for student performance ugainst challenging State 
content and perfonnance standards in at least rcadingllanguage arts and mathematics. ·States 
wouid submit for Fec-eral review evideilce that their systems are rigorous~ include all 
students, and offer lncent:ve$ for improvement. 

• 


To ensure qualitv and rigor. States must submit cxidence that their systems: 

Arc tied to State content and performance standards in reading and math; 

Arc predominamly based on students rcaching Stale sta!ldards as measured through t'1e 

Stnte assessment system; 

Include multiple measures within the State assessment system (~.g, ira nonn-referenced 

test is adopted, then other measures to assess student progress to\\'ard State standards 

must be incorporated into the overatl assessment system); 

Include multiple indicators (e.g, student achievement. school retention and dropout rates, 

school attendance rates); 

Hold districts and schools accountable for achievement in both reading and mathematics 

(in other words, -0 St3te cannot base accountability solely on II composite score ofreading 

and math because deficiencies in one subject may be masked by strong performance in . 

the otner subject) - NOTE: should we reollJ' require this? Many slate syslems, (e.g, IL" , 


, ,"'- ""', 
Kl') use composite ,~c()rcs and Juel, f1 specifil!- requirrmenl gOf!S aga~,!s!t£,I~r.p.r~!n~,! f!f." :.'.~ '" 
being illli"e witll stale systems. _.. ',' ", ,~".. :' I 

Are based upon rigorous targets for school performance that lead to all students·reaching.>, ,'I:,
.,' -,' ,,' , •••• , ", ,"", .,,",.: t' '''', , 

State standards within a reasonable timef~~e;, 	 ' '.'i;,i,1\,,':'f;t",::;,-} )';'::' 
, , 

, •. 1. ".1.', 
To ensure the inclusion of all-students. Statc§ must submit evidence that their systems: 

Measure the achievement of all students who have beer. in U,S, schools for at le:ist three. 
years; 
Provide public reports on student performance, including disaggregated data at the State, 
district, and ,school levels for all groups for 'which such data is statisticaUy significant 

• 	 Incentives. fn:r school improvement must include: "'.,. . 
Recognition and rewards for schools and districts that showing improvements for two 
consecutive years; 
Identitication of and interventions in 'schools and districts in need of improvement; 
Identification of and corrective actions in schools and districts that have not improved 
. \vithin t\\'O years of interventions. 

Possible issue: Should we specify that States that use local assessments as the basis for their 

• 
State asscssment system must develop criteria fOT reviewing local_~~.~essments to ensure that 
they measure student pcrfonnance against challenging State standards'? 
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• Possible issue: Many states are implementing accreditation systems for state accountability, 
These systems 'are more inpu~ oriented than student perfonmmce oriented, Would our 

requirements be waived in order to be aligned with State s),stems! 

• 	 Creme an Education E.xcellence and Accountability Fund tv provide states and local schoo} 
di.wricts with the capacity 10 reward high performing schools and effectively intervene in low 
pc,:forming schools, Currently. States may reserve up to.5% of their Title I allocations 
(totaling $38 million across thc Slates) for school impro\'~ment activities such as State 
Support Teams. We recommend a more substantial Education Excellence and Accquntability 
Fund to support required interventions. By reserving 2.5% of the State Title I allocations for 
school improvement activities. States across the nation would have $190 million to fund 
interventions and rewards ~ ranging from $22.3 milli~n in California to $412,000 in 
Wyoming. 

• 

The intent is to create a large enough pool of funds for States 10 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 in~crventi(lns are significant enough to make a difference, States 
would be required to prioritize the number of districts ~nd schools that would be eligible for 
interventions and justify that such prioritization will lead to interventions that a:e' significant 
enough 1(1 improve student achievement The fund would be use~ to support: 

." 

External consultation for the develojlment of schQ.g.l impiovement'rilan's in low'" - I 

perfQrming schools. States or local school districts would create external teams of . , .' '. , 
educators to conduct serious, data~based assessments'of low perr6rming schools ana : ·'i.:,~,'~.;;t"",:>{~j:'·~:·:i' 

,. identify priority areas for needed i~)provejnents. These f~ams would dctcnninc the ' , ,-: 'J ; ':~" 
causes of 10v. performance (e.g.~ low expeclations and an outdated curriculum, poorly 
trained teachers, unsafe conditions, etc.) and recommend necessary interventions. 
NOTE: SI'DUld the needs lIssessmelfl and plan be del·e/oped in c(Jtr5ullalio!! with 
external experts or by them? Tlte above language is wltat KYjust passedfor liS 1998 
revisions to accountability. 

- !mpIementat£on of:ieeded improvements. The Fund would give states the resources to 
....~ i01JvediatcJy addrc"ss weaknesses in each schooL such as purchasing up-to-date.!exthooks V J 

or technology, retraining teachers, reducing class siz;e, providing school safety dlficers, 
etc, Ifit wishes, a State eouid increase 1h~s fund by withholding a small percentage (7) of 
funds from other programs (e.g., Eisenhower Professional De\'e~opmenl. Reading 
Excellence Act) to fund efforts in low performing schools consistent with the purPoses of 
each program. 

- Extended learning time for all students in the schooL Because virtually all students in a 
low performing school wi1l be at least a year or two behbd in achievement, the 

• 
interwntion strategy should provide them with extra help (after-school, Saturday school 
and summer school programs) to enabJe them to catch up academically. . ~'.".......~. 

- ,Rewards to high perfonning schools. Rewards must be based on districts and/or schools 
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• demonstrating progress on State assessments for at least two consecutive years among 
disaggregllted student groups. Rewards may include; publlc recognition, monetary 
rewards to be used for schoo! improvement. or discretionary funds to support schools that 

. apply to serve as State models and support other schools that need improvement. 

• 	 Conrinut! 10 require a progressively more severe range ofinter.vemions ~- buE implement them 
much fasler. Current law provides for a range of intervention~, starting with the development 
and ,implementation of an improvement plan by tbe school. If there has not been satisfactory 
progress after an additional 2 years, then the state or school dls~rict must intervene more 
forcefully, through steps such as reconstituting the school staff, letting students the choice of 
unending other public schools, or c10sillg ~hc school do\\'J). This proposal would simply 
require that provisions for corrective action go into effect immediately upon passage of the 
new Jaw. In other words, schools and districts that have identified as in need of imp:overnent 
for the third consecutive year would receive corrective action - even irthe assessment ana 
.accountability system is using transitionalmcasures, 

• 	 Require annual School Report Cards. All districts receiving Title I funds should produce an 
annual school repon ~rd. made available 10 parents and the public, that reports on student 
achievement disaggrcgated for statistically significant populations, other non~academic 
bdtcators such as attendance llnd dropout rates, class size, teacher professional qualification?> 
parental involvement. and school safety and discipline. NOTE: SJlO.uld all a/these/actors 
be required or left to Stote discretion? Some States do this already, otllers have more 

,.. ' simplified systems. KtUhylHuglt...; do )'Oll have (!,>,'cmplars' ojreport cards? 
, ' 

.....".. ,i....y'j·!,!·f] .• ' Proride additional supportsfor sJudents af risk ofnot achieving S(~(e standards. Efforts to 
,,: .. ; " . ". 'identify imd support students who are at risk of failing to achieve State standards"must be 

supported under Title 1. States and/or districts must trai!1 teachers in the use of ongoing 
assessments that can help them identify student needs and provide appropriate interventions. 
Dislric/s must aiso offer annual English proficiency exams for LEP students to determine 
their mastery of English language skills. appropriate interventions. and inclusion poliaes-, 
regarding their participation in English versions of State assessments. Title I funds at the 
State, district, and school level must support activities such as: 
- Prof::,s~ional develnpment for using ongoing assessment to identify student needs aq.d

" ... . ... ' 	 .. 
pro\'ide~appropriate interventions; . ~.' .. 
The assessment of early !lteracy skills and appropriate interventions for students who 
need them; 
Extended learning opportunities such as after school programs, Saturday .academies, and 
summer programs. with priority given to students at risk ofnot meeting State standards; 
Extended learning supports for English language learners who need it to master English 
or the core content areas, especially students who do n01 reach the 3~yellT goaL 

NOTE: Is Ilris too muclr to require? 

• 

...... 
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• RESEARCH HIGHLIGHTS - a work in progress ... 

Assessment "ariabilif)' 
• 	 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 patterns 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 ,,,,hich 
students made the best longitudinal gains between third and fourth grade. (Longitudinal 
Evaluation of School Change and Performance: Some Preliminary Findings, Drafl12/98) 

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

• 	 More recent studies of school rec'onstitution and probation policies in Chicago seem to point 
to the importance of teacher buy-in of outside consultants.in order for their refonn 
recommendations to be accepted and implemented. 

• 
• Research indicates that public reporting of student achievement data, as well as the threat of 

sanctions motivates changes in behavior at the district and school Je\'els (Elmore, Ablelman, 
Fuhrman, 1996; SREB, 1997). Teachers in Kentucky reported that they were motivated by 
the threat of sari~tions 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.:.. 	 ......". 

~'. 

• 	 ..... 
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• Options for Title I accountahility 
Draft 

December 2, 1998 
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Objccti\'CS of an accountability system under Goals 2000 and [SEA: 
• 	 The system includes ALL students and holds them all to the same set of challenging 

standards. 
• 	 TIle federal statu1e focuses on district- and school-level accountability, 
• 	 Title- I schools are held accountable through the same system as other schools. 
• 	 The system provides meaningful information to l'ichools, parents and students about 

student achievement. 
• 	 The information generated by the system is used to improve teaching and learning, 
• 	 The s),st:;m p:omotes continuous improvement. . 
• 	 TIle system promOtes a Sense of responsibility among State staff, district personnel, 

principals, teachers, and students. 
• 	 The: system includes rewards and interventlons for schools and districts based on 

stud(mt performance. 

The Current Title J Statute (and guidance): 

:Kate: We focus on the Title f statute because it complements the Ooals 2000 statute and 

is more explicit. . 

• 	 States determine; hased on their final assessment system, what constitutes adequate 

yearly progress (AYP) of any LEA and school served by Ti:le l. AYP must be 
defined in a manner that results. in continuous and substanliarJmprovements'tO\var'd 
state standards and that is sufficiently rigorous to achieve that goal within an 
appwprintc timeframe. Districts may add measures' such as "dropout. reteruior1, arid ., 
attendance rotes to their definitions. 

• 	 . States and districts designate distinguished schools and districts that have exceeded 
the State'S A YP targets for three consecutiv~ years. These schools serve as models 
and the State may choose to offer rewards. 

• 	 )f it school does not meet its AYP targets for two consecutive years it is designated a 
school in need of improvement It must then develop or revise a school plan to 
improve performance and submit that plan for district approval. It must also spend at 
le~~t 10% of its Title I funds on professional deyelopment (unless it can prove that it 
is doing se.'otherwise) aryd it v.'iII receive technical assistance from the LEA, 

• 	 The SEA is required to publish assessment data for eacn district If a LEA does not 
meet its AYP targets for' two years, it is designated ~ jn need of improvement, It· 
must then revise its local plan and it is eligible to receive technical assistance and 
supp"'t from State Support Teams. . 

• 	 If a school (or LEA) does not meet its AYP targets for three consecutive yeatS based 
on the State's final assessment, then corrective actions must be taken, These can 
include a variety of measures ranging from whhholding funds. to :li.l1horizing students 
10 transfer schools, to decreasing school autonomy, to school rcconstitu~i~l], 

e 	 . , 
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• State Status· 
Accountability systems are in many different stages across the country. States are not 
required to have their finaJ assessments and accountability systems in place until the 
2000~O! school year. They have been strongly encouraged, however. 10 impiement their 
systems caJ;"Jier. States are required to implement transitional assessment, and many have 
developed definitions of adequate yearly progress against their transitional assessments, 

_ There ure a few "facts" and prelimbary findings that we do- know: 

• 	 18 States have self· reported 10 the CCSSO that they have their final assessments in 
place; none have reported this infonnation to the Department. 

• 	 Many transitional definitions of AYP do not riGorously address the notion of "all 
stud¢nts'~ reaching high State standards. For example: 

Many definitior.s are not based on a timeiinc for having ail studelUs reach 
.State standards. nor have they set target.. for expedited growth io low 
perfonning districts and schools. 
Many definitions are based 00 vcry low performance targets, 
Some' States, such as Alabama, have set an absolute standard or a cut score on 
a State assessment .and do not recognize continuous pr9gress in their 
accountability system.

•
." 

'Some States arc using only a composite score on State assessments for 
accountability, and this may mask differences in achievement across subjects. 
Few States examine disaggregated student data within their 'accountability 
systems. This could result in neglecting the performance of groups of 

. students. .:,' ," ..'" .;­
Some accountability systems as currently defined may encourage schools to 
focus attention on students who are close to meeting State standards so that 
SCOTeS 'will go up; rather than focusing On the lowest performing students 
(Chun & Goertz, 1998). 
Some States, such r:~ Tennessee, are ndjusting assessment scores to reflect the 
SES of the school, ra"lstng concerns that some schools are held 10 lower 
sla.'1dards. 

. . '. 	 ._...., 
• 	 ''Dtspite \\'e1tk transitional definitions of A YP, 

' 

the current definitions are 
improvements over the expc'Ctcd }>JCE gahi~ under the old Chupter 1. Over halfof the 
States had their consolidated plan npproval withheld while the Department negotiated 
more rigorous interim accountabiJity measures. ' 

• 	 The law envis!oned a system of State Support Teams to provide technical assistance 
to low performing schools. However, Congress has never appropriated funds for the ' 

• 	 State Support Teams. Stotes have used their administrative funds under Title I to set 
up State Support structures, but they have had varying degrees of impact Ten States 
do not even have State Support Teams because ofa variety of circumstances such as 
loss of a key staff person or restructuring of technical assistance efforts. Most States 
have set up either SEA learns or teams of outside experts 10 help schools. but their 
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• 	 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 to be a good motivator 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 
determine at this lime because they are just going into effect. It does appear 
anee-dota!!y, however, that Title I provisions are considered only as an afterthought in 
the development of these systems. 

Options to improve Title I accountability: 

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

AYP im'provements: 

• 	 .Require A YP definitions to include improvements for low performing students. 
• 	 Require States to set a reasonable timeiine for bringing all students up to State 

• 
standards and establish A YP. goals that reflect the gains necessary each year in order 

'for all students to meet State standards within the timcline. 

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

":-"" ": atte.ndance, 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 accountab:lity system. , 	 .. 
• 	 Provide competitive preference for CSRlJ, REA, and TLCF grants to schools and 

districts identified as in need of improvement. 
• 	 Target Federal technical assistance to schools and districts in need of improvement. 

Pros: 
• 	 Strengthening definitions of A YP should encourage schools to pay attention to 

their lowest perfonning students; and it counteracts an incentive to focus on 
the middle students who are closest to meeting standards and wiII boost schopl 
performance ratings. 

• 	 This system should encourage schools to use data to improve their programs .. 

• 	 The rationale behind A YP 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 reiying solely on a norm-referenced test. 



• 	 Cons: 
II This is a more prescriptive requirement and could be viewed as greater (ederaJ 

intrusion. 
II Adding requirements to thc.Jaw is not necessarily a greater moti\'ator. It may 

cause places 10 set low targets just to comply with Federal requirements. 
• 	 There is no consensus about what constitutes a "reasonable" tirneline. 
• 	 Many States are only using norm-referenced tests and it will be impossible to 

have all students reach a norin on such tests. 
.. 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 perfomlance in 

other ways. 

B: Modify Title 1 accountability (and/or'broa,dcr ESEA, accountability) to require 
intensjn interventions (and possibly sanctions) in the lowest performing schools and 
rewards for continuous progress. . 

• 
• State~: identify tl~c lowest pcrformi'ng (bottom 5%) schools based on State asse'ssment 

data in readingllanguage arts and malh, school attendance, and dropout rate 
information,' 	 .' 

Provide 'S~ate Support Teams and other technical assistance to these schools, 
Lowest' performing schools receive priority in,grant competitions - CSRD, 

., REA; TLCF(?). . ." .. 
. 	 - • !""," . 

• 	 Chronic'ally low' performing 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 ~]an for turning around'th~,school to a peer review panel 
for feedback and approval. 
Submit the plan to the SEA for approval. 
Secure advice and assistance from an outside expert(s) for ongoing support of 
their school improv~~cnl!efforts. b, \, •. " .. ',' 

• 	 .Rewards are provided based on showing adequate yearly progress. 
Adequate yearly progress is revised based on Option A above. 

Pros: 
• 	 Intervention and support would be more clearly targeted 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. 

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

• 	 Stat~s may not have the capacity to tum around the lowest performing' 
schools. 

• 	 S'omc schools could conceivably stay on the list cifiowest performing schools 
for a long time,even if they make improvements, which risks demoralizing 
and stigmatizing them. 

• 	 So".1c groups will protest the notion of singling out,schools as the "worst"· 
when their p.roblems may stem from poverty and other factors out of their 

. control. 
• 	 It'is not clear \,\'hether temporarily v.'ithholding 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 committed to a.ccountahility. 
States compct~ for these funds to support their intervention and rewards programs. 

• 	 Maintain the currerit Title I approach with improvements descri1:Jed in Option A. 
• 	 Stales compete for'incentive 'fund's if they have developed quality interventions and 

incentive programs to support improycd student learning . 
. • I "l ':,' . , 

,", '1'Pro .. s., . , '~, . ('\.' ,-'I "" ;"", , 

• 	 This still promotd)h'e riotion of continuous impro\'ements, , 
• 	 Only Stat,~s~th~(a~e truly' co~~ittcd to making reforms will be funded, 
• 	 There .should he greater quality control over the use of funds for interventions 

and rewards under a competitive program, 
"', " 

Cons:" 
• 	 Many States that arguably need additional support may not win a competitive, : 

environment. 
• 	 This may create an excu~e for States t(J'l}pl] fully im;Jlement the Title I 

requirements.i~they do not receive extra funding., '-.,' I 

Option D: Modif)' Option C to create an incentive fund for States that arc 
committed to accou~tahility. States are all eligible for funds, hut only receive them 
after demonstrating they have comprehensive inten'ention and rewards programs, 

" 	 . . 

• 	 r-.~aintain the current Title I approach with improvements described in Option A. 

• 
• Create an open account that States apply, for once they have quality proposals 

devduped regarding comprehensive intervention and incentive programs to support 
improved student learning: ---' 



• 	 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: 
• 	 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. 
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