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Strengthening Title 1 Accountability Requirements

Background
Requirements in Current Law
. States are required to establish content and student performance standards and
assessments aligned to the standards by 2000-01 school year. States can have “itenm”
assessments in place w%zzic they dcve]ap final assessments alzg,ne:i to new, higher
standards, :
. States must define adequate vearly progress (AYP) {i.e., increase in percentage of
students meeting state performance standards) for Title 1 schools and local school
districts. States have diseretion in determining AYP, but it must be defined tn a manner
that would result in continuous and substantial progress foward meeting state standards
- +withio a reasonable time frame. - .

s

s - States ‘designate dtszmgmsheé schools and school districts that exceed AYP targets for
. three years, and may provide them with rewards, )
. Schools that do not meet AYP targets for 2 consecutive years are designated as “in need

af improvement” and must develop a school improvement plan. Similarly, districts that -
do not meet AYP targets for 2 consecutive years are also designated as “in need of
improvement” and must develop an improvement plan. Schools and districts that are in

" need of [ 1mpr0ver'zerzz receive technical assisiance fwm i%zc 3{;?}{301 district or state, -
consecutive years, then corrective action must be taken. Corréétive actions are
determined by the state or local school district, and may include a vanety of steps,
ranging from withholding funds to authonzing sméﬁais to transfer 1o other schools, to
decreasing autonomy, 1o school reconstitution, .
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State Implementation Status SR
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 roported to other national organizations that such asseSsments are
in place; because the timeline for triggering corrective actions Kicks in when final
assessments.are in place, states may have an inceniive for delaying official notification to

ED ) el L5 '
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« © About half the states have state accolirtability laws 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, and with less *bite.”

. Many states have failed to address significant requirerments in defining adequate vearly
progress on interim assessments; these failures have either seriously weakened the
concept of AYP or limited the incentive for schools to invest in improving the
achievement of low achieving and/or disadvartaged students. :

. Current law envisions that states would establish - and Congress would fund —
intervention teams to work with sélinols in need of improvement. However, Congress has

- not provided the program improvement funds (requested at $10 - million per year) and



there is considerable variation among states in their capacity for significant intervention, -
. Recommendations for Strengthening Title 1 Accountahility Provisions
We are recommending a number of changes to current Jaw that would provide for a more
“muscutar® and, we believe, more effective accountability system. In particular, we recommend:

. Require immediate identification of and intervention in low performing schools, States
" would be required to use existing assessments rather than final assessments as the basis of
identifying low performing schools. A State would identify no more than 5% of its
schools as low performing, and make the identification public. Low performing schools
wauld be the worst in the state - those with the lowest absolute levels of achicvement
. and which have made little or no improvement over the previous 3 years. -

. Create a sizeable Education Excellence and Accountability Fund to provide siates and
local school districes with the capacity 1o reward high performing schools and effectively
intervene in low performing schools. Instead of requesting $10 - $20 million for state
program improverment efforts, create a substantial ($200 million +) Education Excellence
and Accountability Fund to suppon required interventions. The intent here is to create a
Jarge enough pool of funds so that States have adeqguate resources to really make a
difference in a manageable number of the towest perfomzing schools in the state. The

fund waould be used o support: :
. External assessments of the peeds of jow ggrfe*mmg sch gg 5. As prmléﬁd far
‘ under current law, States or local school dismicts would create external 1eams of
. educators o conducz semas, data-based assessments of Iow perfermmg schools

and identify pnemy areas for needed i zmprnvemcms "These téams winild
determine the causes of low perﬁ}zmance (e.£7; 10w expectations dnd an outdated

curriculum, pootly trained teachers, unsafe corzézzz_ons, ele.} gzzd z_'gzcommmzci
necessary interventions, ‘ .

« . lmplementation of needed improvements, The Fund would gzve states the
resources to immediately address weaknesses in each school, such as purchasing
up-to-date textbooks or technolagy, reiraining teachers, reducing class size;” ~ -
providing school safety officers, et If it wishes, a State could increase this fzmé
by withholding a small percentage (7) of funds from other programs (e.g.,
Eisenhower Professional Development, Reading Excellence Act) to fund efforts in
low performing schools consistent with the purposes of each program. T

. Extended learning vime for all students in the school. Because virtally all
students in a low performing school will be at least a year or two behind in
achievement, the imervention strategy should provide them with extra help (after-
school, Saturday school and summer school programs) to enable them to catch up
academically, -

Rewards 1o high performing schools, in the form of discretionary funds.

* Continue fo require a progressively more severe range of interventions ~ but implement
. them much faster. Carrent law provides for a range of interventions, starting with the
development and implémentation of an improvement plan by the school. 1f there has not

*
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been satisfactory progress afier an additional 3 years, then the state or school district must
mtervene more forcefully, through steps such as reconstituting the school staff, letting
students the choice of atiznding other public schools, or closing the school down. Since
this new proposal is targeted on the very fowest performing schools and could involve the
© commitment of significant resources 1o the school, the initial intervention should be maore
prescriptive than simply reguiring a plas from the school, and should proceed to the more
dramatic steps (such as reconstitntion) within 2-3 years rather than 3-3 years, )

’ Require annual School Repory Cards. All districts recelving Title 1 funds should produce
an annual school repont card, made avallable to parents and the public, that reports on
student achievement, class size, teacher professional gualifications and school safcty and

. digcipline.

Unresolved Issues
These are some issues that have surfaced in carlier dlscusswrzs or background papers, but have

not been fully addressed:

1. Witholding portion of Title 1 funds from low performing schools. In order to capture the

attention of low performing schools and their states and distriets, and to demonstrate a ,
seriousness of purpose, we considered witholding a portion (5%-10%727) of Title 1 funds from _ |
schools identified as low performing, until the scheol takes the steps écwrmmcd a8 nm:essa:y by
the oulside assessmsm team. -
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2. Rewards for high performing schools, We did not discuss in any detail how b 'provide °.

rewards to high performing schools. My recotnimendation would be to definehigh ;:rerfermmg“w y
schools as those Title | schools that have made s gmi‘zcaﬁt achisvement gains, both on average

and for specific disadvantaged subpopulations {so that they close the gap between minonty. and
majority). Beyond that, we sught to leave States with 2 good deal of reom to iie;iitrmme how best

10 do this.

3. Including LEP students in Title 1 accountability. ED has proposed more clearly specify the
inclusion of LEP students in statewide standards and assessments. [n addition, we should hold
sthools and districts accountable for helping LEP students become proficient in core subect areas
and in English in 3 years. Schools should be required 1 conduct an annual assessment of
English proficiency and provide extra help to students who need it, f:spmallv students who do
not reach the 3-year goal..

. 4. Role of the National Tests. ED has raised the possibifizy of requining implemenation of
national tests as a condition of participating in Title 1. No one has pushed this hard, but we
should give it senous consideration before dropping it. :

5. Ending social promotion. The President wants to require Trtle I"schools to end social -
promotions. We should figure out how te do this.



. Part {: Eqguity
. Threshold Questions and Purpose
Septemmber 14, 1998

The Part | section of the new legislation will contain the major categorical programs that
support equity. By grouping these programs together we hope 10 promoie greater
coherznee among the programs and (¢ make the provisions ¢learer and mors consistent,

We propose the following structure for Pant |:
Purpose
Authorization
Application , ‘
Crogs-cutling provisions -- {¢.g. standards, assessments, accountability, parental
“invoivement) '
Title | - Part A .
Migrant
Neglected and Delinquent
Homeless
Even Start
‘ Indian Education
A English Language Acquisition ) .
' Impact Aid S Coeegd

I3 L T '? F
. " This paper propeses a purpose section for Part I it then raises three questions thatwe =~ ° © 7
: X . S -, [ . . B
. need resolved in order to more fully deveiop our supporting options papers: . ST

S S A

1. Mow much of an emphasis should Part | programs place’on the continuumn of #3883 nd g w050 0
. education, pre-school through grade 127 Our recommendation is that we allow Partt . ' - oo
programs o serve the continuum of education ~ pre-X through high schaai.@sh; ISNER S
SRameloes s d B TR LT - Flos 0 o winly chaidpoe S dog s fd popicay
2, Should we develop options for professional development in cur proposals or should
we rely on the work of the Part I Team? Qur recommendation is that Part | have
! ‘ either the same janguage as Part I or even that we encourage districts 1o transfer
- funds under Part | that would be used for teacher quality into the same pot of money
- ° 85 Part 11 We think that the Part If team should work through these issues. ot

¥
LI I

'3, Sheuld we develop options 1o reduce the number of paraprofessionals supported by
Part | program funds? Our recommendation is that we serivusly gonsider such an
eption and that it be developed as pan of the Part [} proposal. @ )
{huse gnd oy wf s e ﬁu_ﬂ'm’?yﬁ [l oprid T3 f i e wih WJ Aoppred™ =
4. Should thers be a stronger emphasis on extended learning-ime programs in Part ]
Equity programs? We believe that a stronger emphasis should be developed. .
Y - G R A Ao ﬁ"éwé»« w Pt Mynenrfrem f ﬂf"// o
5. Skould Impact Aid be considered an “Equity” Program in'the ESEA reauthorization
‘ propésal? We recommend that it be inciuded, L ‘
.‘ bominie vn pud o CounFy pintl oned dinh hatd tees'sd oo ey
W X
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We assunte that we will build issues related 1o English Language Learnars into all of our

proposals. A separate paper on LEP issues will support our efforts,

We propose that the Core Team and the Deputy Sceretary discuss a series of Part | related

papers with detatied options in the order of the following chan.

Supperting papers and schedule

~

1

oussianding issues

cross-cuiling issues develop wwehnigel
proposals,

Paper Lead Mext Steps : Faper Disgussion
: Compiete Bate
Strengthening Wendy Jo Hew {ompigte pros and cons Yid 9715
schoolwide programs qoL
Improving famtly and | David Cleary »  Finish prosicons of new program 5% 817~
community proposals threshoid threshold
involvement s Develop recommendations for guestions questions
current language changes 10/0 - fingl 048 -~ final
© Betding swff capagity | Patil &  Develop proposals and pros and
and guality coi1s and costs |
Options W improve Catherine «  Consuli with experts, 9725 9/29
standards & Jovicich ¢ Consult with (eam '
asspsements * - Develop proposals,
Options to strengthen | Catherine +  Consult with experts, 9423 4729
accountability Jovicich *  {onsul with team
o +  Dovelop proposals, .
Homeless Ropert Alexander | Completz options and proposals 929 1041
Negleoted and Sandy Brown Devaiop issues and propasals 924 i1
Delinguent )
" Early Childhood Lynson Bobo .| Compleie options w/ pros & cons » o 1048 1078
Even Stant Pat Mckee Finish proposals w/ pres & cons. - », . 5.2 1046 HUE R S
Bnglish Languags Delia Pompa T Hirt R
Agonisition
Migmnt Education Jim English Corplete oplions wi pros & cons 10/2) 10/5
indinn Bducation Sheiln Cooper Hesdy 913 1045 -
TTitic ! Part A Wendy Jo New Depending ¢ n the resolution of ther October Qcioher

fmpact Aid

Murilyn Hall

COMPLETE

COMPLETE | COMPLETE

+
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1. PURPOSE

Our assumptions:

» The major purpose of these equity programs is (o ensure that students in high poverty
schools have educational opportunities that are high quality and provide them
equitable opportunities and access (o succesd. |

«  We will know that we have been successful when you can no longer predict student
performance based on the socioeconomic status of studeits in a school.

Recommendation: Maintain sutx{zz‘z 1601 with seme revisions and ap updated
statement of need:

{a) Statement of Policy.

(1) In general - The Congress declares it to be the policy of the United States that a highe
quality education for all individuals and a fair and egual opportunity to obtain that
education are a societal good, are a moral inperative, ard improve the life of every
individual, because the quahty of our individual lives ultimately depends on the quality of
the lives of others,

{b) Recognition of Need--The Congress reéognizes that--

‘ {1} although the achievement gap between disadvantaged children and other childres has

been reduced by half over the past two decades, z sizable gap remains, and many
segmems aof our society lack the opportunily to become well educated;

(2} the most urgent need for educationa) improvement is in schools with high -, - .
concentrations of children from low-income {amilies and achieving the National ¥ °
Education Goals will not be possible without substantial zmprovc*nmz in such schaols;

3) educatlonai needs are parizcuiaz‘iv great for lowﬂachzcvm;, children in our Nation's
highest- poverty-schools, children with limited English proficiency, childrén of migrant
workers, children with disabilities, Indian children, children who are neglected or .
delinguernt, and young children and their parents who are in need of high qaahty carly
childhvod ca‘ucatmn and fam:ly»lnr:racv services;

" T . dr . R
{4} while Title | and other programs funded under this Act contribute 16 narrowing the
achievement gap between children in high-poverty and lowwpoverty schools, such
programs need 1o become even more effective in improving schools in order to enable ali
children 10 achieve high standards; and

{5} in order for all students to master challenging standards in core dcademic subjecis as
described in the diird National Education Goal deseribed in section 102(3) of the Goals
2000 Educate America Act, students and schools will need o maximize the time spent
on teaching and leamning the core academic subjects, [Hill need ta reference new goals

3



(1
Purpose {from Title I purpose xection):,

(4} Statement of Purpase — The purpose of this title is 1o enable schools o provide
opportunities for children served 1w acquire the knowledge and skills contained in the
challenging State content standards and 1o meet the challenging State performance
standards developed for all children. This purpose gha%i be accomplished by ’

{13 ensuring high standards for all children and al 1gning the efforts of States, local
edutational agencies, and schools 1o help children served under this ttle to reach such’
standards,

{2} providing children an enriched and accelerated educational program, including, when .
appropriate, the use of the ants, through schoolwide programs or through additional
services that increase the amount and guality of instructional time so that children served
under this ttle receive at least the classroom ingtruction that other children receive;

{3) pramoting schoolwide reform and ensuring access of children (from the carliest
-grades} o effective research-based instructional strategies and challenging academic
content that includes intensive complex thinking and problem-sotving expeniences;

{4) significantly upgrading the quality of instruction by providing staff in participating
sch{zais with fsabszzmhal opporiunities for professional dcve¥epmeﬁz

- I( ; IR L ¥ -

(5 cem{iznatmg Qewzceﬁ under ail paris of this title with cac:h other, with other
educational services, and, 1o the exient feasible, with health and social service programs
fundeci Trom other- sources :

- {6} aéfwﬁlmg—?amtﬁ ensuring families and communities have meamngful opportunitics
" 1o participate in the education of their children at home and at school;

{7} distribuling resources, in amounts sufficient o make o difference, to areas and schools
where needs are greatest; :

{8} improving sceountability, a8"well as wac‘:&ing and learning, by using Siate assessment
systems designed 10 measure how well children served under this title are achieviog
chaliengmp State student performance standards expected of all children; and

(9) providing greater decision muking zuthority and flexibility to schools and teachers in
exchange for greater responsibility for student performance, [may aced modification -
perfaps refer to greater schoof and district responsibility for stadent pecformance.f

+



1. THRESHOLD GUESTIONS

1. Emphasis throughout continnum of education: Title I Part A, Indian Education,
and Migrant Education currently include provisions that allow grastees 1o spend their
funds on preschool education, elementary school education, and secondary schools.
Discretion is left to 1he school or district on how 1o allocate resources. We do not
have updated figures on how much Title § money districts currently spend in each of
the areas along the continvum of pre-K through graduation. We do recognize,
however, that most of the statutory language focuses on elementary school programs
and we think (based on 1994 figures) that the bulk of Tude I Part A funds go to the
early prades 27% of pre-K — grade 2 2nd 27% o grades 4- 6)

How much of an emphasis shouid Pant I p*{)g;ams piace on ihe contingny of
education, pre-school through grade 127 We ask this as a threshold question because
it impacts the manner in which we develop options.

Ontions

1a. Focus on the eatire continbum of preschool — graduation. Allow districts and
schools 10 have flexibility in how they allocate their rescurces. Strengthen language in
the statute to reflect findings about early litéracy development as reported in the NAS
reading study. This wou id include the insertion of more explicit language in the stotute

‘that encourages sciwcis ‘10 wml{%er the preschool grades as part of their domain since

they are the foundation for schoot I readiness. It would also include more expheit
language about sgcondan schac»img, and the special nceds that must be addressed in these
years., | -

. Wttt Bl e s
ot NP IS 4
ar Z'le

.' 5\; o nrrte

I’m 'I‘hzs opiwn pmmozes muore holistic tﬁzn}\mg at the distriet and school Iovels,
District and-school reform plans shouid view education as a series of stepping
stones that are interconnecied and build upon one another. This approach
acknowiedges thai earty childhood education is essential for school readiness and
that supports must continue throughout a student’s school career so that they
graduale from high school prepared 1o enter postsesondary education or the
work{urge.

2
e
Wi

Pm. This aption supports local inpovation and dez:zszon makmgw rather than
mandating priorities from the Federal level.

Con: Part ] funds are limited and cannot serve ail ¢ducationsl needs, [f they are
spread 1o thinly across the educationa] spectrum we risk not having an impact on
the education of disadvantaged students, 11 is currently difficult 1o track how
funds are spent and this makes it difficult to be held accountable for the impact of
this program,



1b. Concentrate Title 1 Part A (and Indian Edecation and Migrant Education?) on
. prescheol and the elementary grades.

Pro: Title 1 dollars cannot Tneet all of the nesds of every high poverty school.
This would allow Title | to focus only on the garly grades and emphasize reading
mMore,

Pra: Reading by the fourth grade has proven to be a-gateway prade for future
achievement. Focusing Tn]e I on the early grades better {ocuses on this essential
skill,

Cen: This changes listie in Title | programs. Most dollars are already targeted to
elementary schools.

Con: There are reading and math needs in middie and high schools that cannot be
ignored. This discourages district efforts to connect educational programs across
the continuum of a student’s schoo! career,

v

Recommendation: Option Ta, the full continuum of education.

2. Teacher quality: The impact of Pan ] pr&gm'ns will de:pend to a large extent on the
quality of the instructional staff in'those pmg,rams Should we develop options for

. professional development in our pz*o;}osais ar'should'wé rely on the work of the Part 1]
Team? How can Par( ] birild on Pari I {quality’ 1ea¢%zmg 1o ensure that students who are
beneficiaries of Part I programs are Served by high qua]m staff and that they have the
necessary instructional supports 10 reach-high swndards'>

ooy -
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Options:

2a. Mirror professional development provisions determinad in Part 2.

-

Pro: This provides greater focus and impact for our teacher quality investiments.

Pro: Greater consistency increases the likelihood that states and districts will
move away from categorical and “stovepipe” operation of prégrams, ™ "

b, Allow funds from Part I fo go inte a single pot of money with Part 2 to support
teachet quality.

Pro: same as above. Additionaily, this ties categorical programs to averall
reforms in teacher guality,

Caveat: We zzceé 1o be sure that the staff of Part | sehools are targeted in teacher

. ’ quality initiatives.
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Con: There is a risk that teacher quality programs will he developsd without the
involverment of staff dealing with Part { beneficiaries. Such a disconnect would
not serve these programs.

Con: Accountability for the use of Part | funds may become difficult to track if
those funds are merged with Part 1,

Recommendation: Part 1 sbould explore both of these options.  Tn theory we
support both.

3. Paraprofessionals: A key compaonent of quality teaching is having qualified
instructiona! s1aff in Part | programs. Currently, Title 1, Indian Education, Migrant
Edutation, and Bilingual Education programs all allow funds 1o be used to E}zm
paraprofessional staff,

Cur recommendation Is that the Part 11 Team explore options to eliminate
paraprofessionals in Part | programs. One idea is 10 prohibit the use of
paraprofessionals for instructional purposes i Title ] schools aftera specified period
of time. Allow a percentage of Title | funds to be used during the transition period to
help paraprofessionals earn degrees and teaching cemf‘ cates. Currently,
approximately’ 35% of Title | instructional staff are pampm:ess ignals, Er:smng: that
Title 1 schools have highly qualified msm;zcii(mai staff 1§ essential for helping Title |
beneficiaries reach high standards, T h]b zssae c:ame up {hmagbam focus g groups and
outreach sessions and seems to genermc wides, pmdd Support.

"& 'F [;» 1»4**‘ me}"'-‘
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gach an mem a Eows districts to transition {0 hiring quaitf“ ed instructional staff.
Birict requirements ensure that hiring pohcws and practices will change Heiping
paraprofesswzza]s become certified helps keep commitied people in the classroom and
may increases the number of minority weachers in Title | schools. Such an option also
supports the achievement of more challenging content and student performance
standards, since students will need to have teachers who thoroughly understand the
content and instructional technigues necessary for all students 1o reach chalienging
standards.

.
il

E . *
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An issue that needs 1o be explored under this proposal is that it could be very
skpengive, Opposition by districis that use Title § as a hiring program should be
expected. This exacerbates a teacher shortage in the short term while
paraprofessionals are moved out of clagsrooms.

Recommendation: Have the Part 11 Team develop a prepesal. Part 1 will help, but
this shouid be considered in the context of promoting sverall tencher guality,

1 el
%
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4, Extended Learning Programs: Should there be a suronger emphasis on extended
learning-time programs in Part 1 Equity programs? Extended leaming time programs are
permifted and specifically encouraged in Title | Part A, Indian Ed, and Migran Ed
programs but we believe that the use of extended Jeaming-time programs as a strategy for
improving student achievement 15 not being as widely used as it could be,

The benefits to participating in extended learming time programs include better grades and
higher academic achievement, increased interest and abiiity in reading, improved school
attendance and reduced dropout rates, reduced retention in grade and placemment in special
education, higher aspirations for the future including iniention to complete high school
and to go on 1o college.

4a. Award priority points for 21st Century Community Learning Center grant
applications 1o schools who are already providing extended learning-time programs.,

Pro: Creates an incentive for schools to provide extended learning programs.

Pro: Introduces a research-based program strategy into extended learning
programs. S S S .

Pro: Increases coordination of federal State, and lccal rcgmzrcea as a smzefzv for
MAaximizZing resourses. RV

R P— - .
oo e ew . . k. k]
. o S

Pro: Promotes the development of community parzziefsﬁips. A
¢ O S N R

Pro: Improves &{:{:owuab ity requirements for sz:haols with f’:hit:i‘idbd !ezxmmg»
time programs N AR _

"Cont Not all grant applicants have equal agcess to 23stCCLC grand funding. .«
4b. Require each Part 1 program to use a certain percentage of their {mzds to
implement extended learning-time programs.

Pro: Requiies school gyetems to invest fundsina research -proven sirategy 10 NS
:mprow: student achisvement,

Pro: Increases student access to extended learning-time programs. -
Pro: Promotes the coordination of federal, State, and local resources.

Pro: Requires schools to redesign tnstructional program to link with extended
leaming-lime activities,

3



Pro: A specified percentage of funds would enable 2 baseline levei of service to
. be provided.

Con: Reduces flexibility of schools w design their education program.

Cen: Requires schools to redesign their ms;mczmnal program 1o meorporate
gxtended-learning-time activities.

4e. Require Schoolwide Programs to include extended leaming time in their
schoulwide plan.

Pro: Provides greater access 10 services f{;r Migrant and other highly mobile
populations.

Pro: Promotes exiended learming time programs as a school improvemen: strategy
integral 1o improving the school education program.

Con: Reduces flexibility for making decisions about the school education
- . program.

4d. Require that schoels designated as “in need of improvement” include extended
leammg-t:mc programs as & compenent of their school improvement pian

T Al
. Pro: Promoiss e\tendeé learning time programs as integral o makmg .o
improvements in \he-school educazzen program , T

»,.sh woyea g F
noa r‘.-... ]

Pro: Provides low-achicving f;wdants wzth an enhanced cdu»atmnal program.

H H .
R LTRSS T N

Cen: May dilute acadermic services provided during the regular schoei day:
_ because of lmited resources, :

Con: Reduces flexibility for decision-making around schon! improvement
strategies.

4e. Require that school districts with schools in need of improvement use a partion
of their Part 1 funds to provide extended Jeuraiog-time nrograms for the children in
those schools.

Pro: Does not take away resources from the school’s instractional services.
Pro: Takes children from “failing” schools to provide better services.

Fro: Promotes district-wide buy«in to extended learning-time programs as a
. strategy for improving school and student performance.



. Pro: Promotes improvements in district policies related 10 exlended learming-time
: as a school improvement Strategy, ' :

Pro: Promotes federal, State, and local coordination and collaboration.

Con: Dufficulty of designing a program at the district level that would support
each school’s academic program

Con: Reduces district flexibility for developing and implementing school
improvement strategies, ) -

Con: School districts must seek additonal support from federal, State, and locul
partners. . )

5. Impact Aid: Should Impact Aid be considered an “Equity” Program in the ESEA
reauthorization proposal?

Pro: Impact 2id provides equity in Jocal revenue 1o a special class of LEAs—
those enroiling federally connecied children.

Pro: Many federally connected children supported through Impact Aid are also

. target populations served through other OESE programs—Indian children and
Tow-rent housing children {and many military dependent children are also low-
meome).

Pro: Partially in response to a presentation by Susan:Frost at an Impaet Aid .~ - L -
Association conference,. we have been using the bully pulpit for the last two vears .
o encourape LEAS to consider how they use their Impact Awd with other Federal -
equity program funds ¢ improve educational sutcomes for the children they

S SBervE, :
Pro: A primary issue for Impact Aid is bow to increase parent and iribal
consultation t¢ impreve educational cutcomes for Indian children—an equity

gy ISEUE,

FIERE. T e e T *
Pro: Excluding Impact Ald from the conceptual framework of the reauthorization
makes it the “orphan”™ program and continues to send the unwelcome message to
Imipact Aid recipient school distriets that this program is not important (o the
Administration and thus they and their students are not imporiant.

Con: Impact Aid is viewed as a revenue source for school bulldings as opposed
to a program for children,

. ' Recommendatiosn: Include Empact Ald in Part | of the new legisiation.



Burhoer: Ann O'lLeayy at Wdchog
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Rendy Jo -~

Thank you for passing this along. I have read it and am now passing
it on to Mike to read. I will get back so you shortly with his
ComMmMEnts. )
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Ry comments:

I think it is a very geood paper that raises the right issues. T sbtill

have some guestion about the capacity of States and external providarg
ability/capacity to grovide the type of technical assistarce and

support that schoolwides reed, but I think this issue should be

addressed in our technical assistance paper. I know you will be in .
Denver whan we mest with the tla. group, but I will raise this issue.
A couple of other brief comments:

(1} In the recent Wong/Meyer article an schoolwides, they cited
research that over 50% of schoclwides take lesg than € months to plan.

Would it be possible/desirable to provide eligible aschoolwides with | »k» l“
funding for planning to conduct the needs assessment and develop the C’P’ A
plan for a comprehensive research-based design with continucus L s, G

" W *

improvement? '
R P . . e T

{2) They also cited that schools that received information fxom

States and Districhs on eligibility and initial information ahout Lé*”’ LVNB

"implementation were more likely to begin aml schoclwide program and '

were more likely to demonstrate characteristics of successiul cae it J“V«M\wk’

schoolwzdes I think it would he helpful to specifically reguire o~
tates to provide initial information te ALL eligible schoolwides. é“MLM .

{3} One czx.estmn that I had wag whethey the cption to coreate a

Comprehengivn School Reform Challenge Pund would replace and build o
. upon CSRD or would be in addition to CSRD. i
; ’ ) {p,“ﬂiﬁﬁm
{4} ©On the issue of whether schonlwides are effectively serving = [ Lff, e
special populatlans. e.g. LEP students, you wention that you are M
consulting w;vh-QBEﬁim?and DEERE. 'this lssus iz one that sesme Lo be 5

.~ coming up consistentl v as we talk to folks and in articles that I have
read. * It also zeems that with the political fooua on how we gerve LE? J
szuéenzs that this issue will be a hot one. Iz somepneg from tS%””%
X OBEMLA/GEERS {and OERI) assiguned to this lssue?  Alrhough, I know th fiJ“
| rezearch is very limited, I think it would be helpivi for us to zaaﬁ i“***‘”
E about/sees medels of schonlwides that are effecnively sarving speaial ytw
populations. Do we have such examples? And, if 80, can we draw upon *JJM»

*

them to inform ghisg issnue? L

»“gi}

sanks for all of your hard work. I will get back to vou soon with
. ¥ike's. comments. In the meantime, let me know if there is anything I ‘SL”
can to help.

amn N V)’cf \,J‘vg~ (%é | | ‘,

{Xé’\?/&'
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- SCHOOLWIDE PROGRAMS AS A STRATEGY FOR REFORM

Title 1 schools with at least 50% poverty are eligible to conduct schoolwide programs, as
authorized in section 1114 of Title . Schoolwide programs are intended o address the
educational needs of children living in impoverished communities by supporting comprehensive
sirategies for improving the whole school so every student, including the lowcst achieving
students, achisves high levels of academic proficiency. X
The 1994 reauthorization of ESEA gave schools serving low-income students greater flexibility
to systematically assess the whole school's educational needs and design schoolwide solutions.

» . This increase in flexibility was justified based on carlier findings that Chapter | was
operating as an add-on program that worked on the margins; that as a supplementary
‘program, Chapter | had little effect on the regular program of instruction; that Chapter
Idid not contribute to high-quality instruction; and that Chapter 1 was not tied to state
and local reform efforts. {See 1ASA Prospectus, p. Title 1-4 and 3}

» This flexibility has also resulted in a remarkable growth in schoolwide programs. In
1994.95, 5,050 Tile | schools operated schoolwide programs (projects) [Chapter 1 .
participation report]. By 1997.98 the total grew close to approximately 16,000 of all Title
I schools [Follow-up School survey (draft)]. [Note: Some work is currently underway to

~ get more accurate numbers for operating and eligible schoolwides. ]

Finally, schoolwide programs may combine most Federal education program resources with state

© and local resources 1o upgrade the effectiveness of the entire school program. Schools are not

reqmre{i o zdennfv children as el:glbie for particular services or track the combined federal 3

* ms&mcs to pazmular children or services. Rather, they may use the combined resources to

improve g}ze school’s educational program while meeting the intent and purposes of the programs
for which funds are allocated. : -

Overall assumptwns and qaeeiwas

Schaol“ ide programs f‘&r high poverty schools are viewed as the option that will
best allow for comprehensive schiool reform and better educate children attending

such schools, particuiirty.the tarreted populations for whom Federa! funds are
allocated. We support the notion of challenging standards for all children, We lL
support comaprehensive school reform. How can the legislation strengthen E’/,,-

schoolwide programs 4s a tool for reform? Is there some Jever that can be
intorpeorated in the legislation to encourage best (better) practice?

The current legislation on schoolwide programs incorporated what was learned about effective
school practice and from the evaluation on past schoolwide projects. The schoolwide
components and plan reflect these lessons and are attached {or reference. [See section 1114 of

1



Title 1)

Rezcent

research supports an emphasis on schoolwide programs by demonstrating that the goal of

academic success for all students requires special support that comes when resources, practices,
and procedures are coordinated across an entire school. Common characteristics of effective
schoolwide programs include: {all cited from Vol. 1 of the SWP Idea Book, pp. 5-11]

L]

’i‘he full potential for schealwzée programs 1o incorporate comprehensive Sti‘ategzes designed to
support all students in z‘eachmg high standards has not been fully realized, [93% of principals
report using Title [ funds 1o improve the entire educational program in a school ¥

have ev

Compreberzsive planning, which reflects the priorities of the school community and is
informed by daia regarding student needs and achievement (SWP Idea Beok, Vol.1),

Attention to specific curricutum improvement in all scademic subjects, which is coupled

‘with comprehensive planning efforts and support for instructional staff (Fashola and

Stavin, 1998 and Herman and Stringfield, 1997-CRESPAR, Johns Hopkins Univ.,; and
Wang, Haertel and Walberg, 1997, M;d-Ailannc Laboratory for Student Success, Temple
University),

A commitment to seeing that all studemts achieve at their fullest potential {Charies Dana

Center/loe Johnson, 1997}, and

Accountability and a pr(}ccss for cmtmuous improvement (SWP Ides Book, Vol. i

% F?

et we do not vet 77
idence that they.are 1mplemezzzmg the strategies for school reform, and §39% Tiee T s {o} ~ ~

ProvVide protessional development:. Schoolwide programs also use Title T funds Tor more "

W BT

wraditional szraz:’:gws;mciudmg -serving targeted children in a pull-owt setting--31%; serve

targeted children in an w-aiass setting~-81% (same % as TAS); use Title | funds to support

extended time leammg«@% {Draft tabulations, Follow-up $urvey of Schoolg--school year ‘ft"‘
%997-98)

1 Issue:

L H

L

poverty threshold, or should all Tite I schools be eligible?

- Status:

Under Chapter 1, schools that had at 1225t 73% poverty were allowed 10 conduct

schoolwide projedis. By the end of the Chapter 1 authorization, approximately 8,000 schools
were operating schootwide projects. Under the current Jaw, the poverty threshold for eligibility
was lowered to 60% for the 1995-95 school vear and to 50% for subsequent years. According 1o
our latest information, there are approximately 22,000 Title | schools now ¢ligible to conduct
schoolwide programs with approximately 16,000 of those that have chosen to operate them,

In 1997-98, 80% of the highést poverty schools (/75 or >% children eligible for free/reduced

%]

lunch} and 66% of schools (w/50-74.9% of children eligible for free/reduced lunch) operated

2

J}L»

)

Should schoolwide program eligibilify be availed only to schools above a certain < ot ™2



schoolwide programs.

RECOMMENDATION: Maintain the current schoolwide eligibility threshold at 30% poverty,
[Although Core Group agreed with this recommendation, it still warrants a conversation wi zhj
Mike and Mary Jean at the table.}

Pro:  Schoolwide programs were intended for very high poverty schools with the rationale that
the higher the concentration of poverty, the higher the likelihood of a lugh degree of educational
deprivation. Therefore, it seems to make less sense to target funds and separate services on a

very large population of students rather than improving the entire educational program in a

school for the entire population, including low-achieving students.

Pm:@;}@maﬁag existing schoolwide programs successful can bave a gosiiiva ‘ ‘
influ er Litle I and non-Tiile | schools by interesting them to become part of a (
comprehensive reform effort.

Pro: There is not enough evidence w demonstrate that the number of schoolwide pmgrams __r_,izt
currently operating are having the intended ampact——-mcreased student achievement for our ,.-J
neediest population.

~ L VL
g+t

_ Pro:  The existing capacity to provide meaningfual assistance and support to schools current y 5. "5{' T -

operating schoolwide programs is inadequate.s .- - : ¢ _,t.-L

o it T
Con: 35% rs/’—}agonmiercda vcrty cuz-of'f‘ f-:}r 'E'atie I gezmrai clzgs}xizt} ;mzposcs so some could

argue that it § ¢ conmdemd 59 for schoglwwde pmgrams as weil.

Con: Sch{mimde progrms pro »f:ui"e‘

0
education funds with state and loE‘%fresowces tb compmhenswcl} reform a school,

Con: By moving 10 2 school wizie appmach, more schools will do comprehensive needs
assessmients and develop programs that address those needs. Presumably, special strategies
would have 1o be identified for students with the greatest needs. Allowing funds to be used in
schoolwide programs gives schools the greatest flexibility to target their funds in ways that make

the most sense for addressing the needs of the school.

e T ‘.‘ A :
2 Issue: Are there waysin whish the legislation can be improVed By building on some of the
promising aspects of zhe Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD} Program
tegistation? , _

Status: The CSRD program is authorized by Public Law 10578, the FY 1998 Department of
Education Appropriations Act. The purpose of the program is 1 provide financial incentives for
schools that need to substantially improve student achievement, particularly Title  schools, o0
implement comprehenstve school reform programs that are based on reliable research and

3




effective practices. CSRD programs are intended to stimulate schoolwide change covering
virtually all aspects of school operations, rather than a piecemeal, fragmented approach 1o
reform, Likewise, schootwide program legislation ts also intended for Title | high poverty
schools 10 comprehensively upgrade the effectiveness of the entire school program to raise the
achievement of each student, particularly low achieving students, to reach the challenging
standards. CSRD legislation builds on the schoolwide program concept currenily authorized in
ESEA, In fact, most of the components included in schoolwide program legislation and CSRD
are very similar. The following recommendation builds on both pieces of legislation to provide
an approach that will better produce the intended impact of schoolwide programs.

RECOMMENDATION: Along with the other recommendations in this paper, this
recommendation focuses on central themes of schoolwide programs and presents key elements 1o
comprise the body of the schoolwide program %egzsiazron

Central Themes of the Schoolwide Proposal

1. Clarifying that schoolwide programs are for overall comprehensive reform, particularly for GA

improving the achievement of our lowest-achieving students in high poverty schools. This

» pza;‘x:;sa% emphasizes the need for the schoolwide plan to cover the whole school eperation, not

just a p&r{zcu%ax grade, Szzbgecz, or teacher. The plan would be the guiding document the school
would use in articulating its vision for shz}n-iefm and | ezzgdcm operation.
. e . th ,\ TS st

2. Upgrading the quality of schcolwzde PrOgrams thmug}z emphasizing data-based decision-
making, research-based programs.with evidence of cffcczzvamss, gnsuring that schoolwide plans {2/,:'
will improve the core academic program for thc entire schmk ongozng extemal assistance for
every school, & aiuatmn as a tool for contmuous Improvcmf:m, an:i peet review and approval.

+ .»‘;.;‘ i 1 #h}““‘zL "‘L“‘E‘k Q"« % \ -}ugﬂ *
3. More clearly f{x:usmg the SEA role as one of providing’ wchmcal assistance in data-based «W Rl
nerds assessment and program evaluation, disseminatién of information on research-based (3"\ N

It
approaches to iroproving teaching and learning, and approval of schoolmde program plans. "0 X0 ?\4’” A

m-» it
4. Suengthening the district role iﬁf asshting schools to adopt research- baseé strategies that
match the needs of the school, allocating district resources to support szhcwiwzée programs, and
working with schools to ensure continucus improvement.
- ’ ‘h'];.g T ?}f - .,
5. Ensuring that schoolwide programs will receive ongoing support and assistance from externsl
sources and newcrks,_rathcr than relying as heavily on the SEA school support team structure.

Key Elements of Schoolwide Proposal

PLAN: Plan Requrements - 3 Paryg (Needs Assessment; ;\C;glprehmsne Research-Based
design; Continuous improvement)



»  Within two years of the passage of the legislation, these requirements must be et Sy all
. schoolwide programs, including new schoolwide programs and those currently operating®

LComprehensive Data-Baged Needs Assessment: A school will conduct a comprehensive data-
hased needs assessment reflective of the entire school’s tmpact on student achievement,
including factors such as:

+ Academic performance of students in relation to the state standards, including the needs of
special populations in the school such as children with limited English proﬁc:ency and
children with disabilities; -

First graders” reading skills as assessed through a diagnostj
Auendance; Dropout rate; Mobility of student poputatjer;
Staff quality and training related 1o student needs;

- Classroom and schoni management.

achool climate; Eizmr&nmém Safety and disci

Class size;

Financial and other Tesources;

Technotogy,; :

Parent and commaunity involvement and charagy

3
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—r
L e

s The plan must have & cermprehensive design, based on the tcszzizs {}f ;hc sc?x:x}i
. * comprehensive needs assessment, to improve teaching’ and ieamzzzg z}u‘oaghaw the school
‘ including, but not limited to, Cufriculim) instruction; assessmeﬁz clasdrodm mianagement,
continuous pmfessmnat éevelopmem paremal mwi&emeag zee&miegy and school
m&nagement s VoW, .&n.@ :! PRI IRA VSIS LN

Vel Rapen iy gwb,«‘a iy w@ Mw«, N
’ :

Lo, ST RS
» The elements of the program must be aligned uzze a schaolwzdz mfcrm p an degigned o

enable each student in the school -- including students from low-income families, students
with Jimited English proficiency, and students with dzsabzlzz;cs -- to meet chalienging State
content and student performance standards. o~

» The plan must: , .

Vb Y

1. Usilize cffective, research tas~d, methads and strategies®, based on data-bésed .
needs assessment, aligned with challenging state standards.

2. Strengthen the core academic program in the school, and may include high quaiity

extended learning opportunities beyond the regular school day or vear.

Address the transition of snudents to and from the gradespan the schoolwide

DIOGIAm $eIVEes, \,
» The design for each plan shall include: | /<\—/ JJ\ {,} >
. * ~

Lk
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Effeciive, research-based methods and straregies: The plan must describe how the schoolwide
program employs methods for student learning, teaching, and school management that are based
on reliable research and effective practices and are appropriate for the grade span served,

Instruction by highly gualified professional staff: The plan must demonstrate that the school will
employ professional staff that are most qualified 1o teach the skills and subjects requlred for all
students, particularly low-achieving students, to meet the state’s szandaz‘ds <

‘Professional development: The plan must describe the hzgh—quziity and continuous staff
development and training, including leadership training for the pnincipal. Such professional
development will be aligned with the heeds of fthe schoe§ determined through the nceds
assessment,

Sehwol support: The plan provides evidence that the schoolwide program has the informed
support of the poincipal, school faculty, and other administrators.

Parent and community involvement: The plan must describe the meaningful involvement of all
groups of parents and the local community in the planning and implementation of the schoolwide
program activities. {Suggestion t2 make the language in law consistent in this and the school
support component above—meaningful z‘;w. v. informed] . : | v e e g

Ongoing external assistance: The plan must describe how the school, in the develapment and
implementation of its plan, will utilize ongoing high-quality external szz;:s;x}r{ aﬁé asszstancc fmm
educators or educational organizations wn.‘n experzsrzce in schw wzde xm;zrz:zvemeni whzch may
include universities. ‘ R LY e W‘,‘ fapen o LB

. O MES LU 1Y x'
Use of resources: The plan must describe how all significant resources a\ a:lablc to the schogl
{local, State, Federal, and private, if applicable) will be used 1o support and sustain'the schooi 5
comprehensive improvement effort. :

I Continoous Improvement -

The plan must include measvrable goals and benchmarks that include timelines against which
progress will be measured in the annual review under (1116} in order to continually improve the —
program design-and its implementation. (Law might include examipies of what these would be.} ‘

IV. Peer Review and Approval

Each schoolwide plan must be peer reviewed by a (advisory) panel of persons who are external
1o the school including persons independent of the LEA or SEA but may include persons from
the LEA or SEA, and who are knowledgeable about schoo! reform and successful schoolwide
programs, including strategies for working with low-achieving students and the different types

&



of students to be served by the program. It is expected that the peer review would be distinctly
separate from the ongoeing technical assistance that a school should receive (see components).

Schoolwide pr;ogram plans for schools identified as in need of improvernent must be approved by
the SEA (see State Role).

STA TE ROLE: To prepare schools for becoming effective schoolwide programs, the state will:
* é‘-sz’ ;;,-\ % dﬁ}wm "‘T‘? %ﬁa-&glzw ?MJ@

&sgx 5t schools with conducting and using z data-based needs aSsessment,

Disseminate information and research on effective practices and improving high«povez"zy and
low-performing schools.

For those schools that have been identified as in need of improvement, approve schoolwide

plans, taking into account feedback from the peer review and after schools have had an

opportunity to make any necessary adjusiments suggested by the peer review. [States have

claimed that without specific authority to approve schoolwide plans, they are not easily able o

require schools o upgrade their plans and programs when necessary. Furthermore, States are

required 19 ensure proper and efficient administration of Title | funds. With such 4 flexsble

sirategy, States must ensure that a schoolwide program's purpose is realized. Finally, a more

- formal State role will belp to build a stronger, linked system-—of schools, districts, and states—-of .. .,
support for schoolwide programs. However, State capacity is not adequate in many states to carry |, | _
out an effective approval process for all schoolwide plans. Furthermore, presumably, schools, - ORI

- that are making adequate yearly progress and that have gone :hrough the process of developmg a '
plan in consultation with the LEA, and have gone through a peer review process 3 wzli more, hkz':iy it t‘ e
have a promising schoolwide program if implemented as designed. Therefore, this proposal now ..y Ll
limits state approval to those schools identified for zm;;wvemem . RACY Az\t:;t s
Provide sustained intervention for schoglwide programs firost in need of i improvement cazzszs;ezzi .
with the accountability section in the law.

DISTRICT ROLE: : ’ -
The schoolwide program plan must be éeveiepcdﬁg comsuizazioz;m'zh the LEA.

’?ozrepar;{ schools for becoming effective schoolwide programs, for all schoalwide eligibles -
schools, the district shall:

Provide information and research on effective strategies for strengthening entire schools
(including rigorous curriculum and instructional and organizational practices);

£


http:schootv,rj.de

Assist schools with matching research-based school reform strategies with the specific
identfied needs of the school (based on school and student achievement and other data),
and with state standards and district goals and objectives;

Assist schools in identifving and securing appropriate, high-quality external assistance;

Support schools in allocating and using financial, personnel, and other resources available
to the schoolwide program schoel that will enable the school to successfully 1mp§e:xmnt
the schoolwide plan, . -

Assist schools in carrying out ongoing evaluation and continuous improvement of
schoolwide plans for raising student achievement. :

[LEA CONSOLIDATED PLAN This is presented here to be read with this proposal yet will be
placed in an appropriate legislative section and title.

In its consolidated plan, the district must describe how it will serve as a support 0 schools in the
development of school improvement plans, including how it will:

Assisﬁ schools with conducting and using a data-based needs assessment.

Disseminate information and research on effective practices and s zm;}rmmg hlg?z-paveﬂ}
and low-performing schools.

- Assist schools with matching instructional §imt.egie:s with zdenilﬁcd nc&cis O

Assist schools w&h usmg evaluation as a Iool for continuous 1mprm emmt
Allocate federal program resources, including and in addition to Title 1]

INOTE: PER OCTOBER 8 CORE TEAM MEETING

OveFall approachvision is acceptable. More specific ifems to be discussed in more depth are: ..

Should there be a distinction in law between already existing (about 16,000} v. new {u
potential of about 6,000+o0r - more schoolwides in ierms of how much of this weuald apply fo
them?

[ IS &

How can the law be structured to more deliberately address the notion of “ongoing
improvement” v. the perception that schools have to continually “overkaul” their school
operations? We have proposed a ot of froni end stuff but perhaps need to focus more on what
happens ance schoolwide are operating, :

We refer to research-based effective practices. A potentinl problem could arise when the
various research findings conflicl.



. Peer review—How to address the capacity (possible cost) problems that mighr avise?
Structured to be o body of peaple that at least includes some outsiders. What if a school board
wants to be that bodv? OK? Big authority/role issue.}

2a Issue: What incentives and assistance will be provided to schoolwide program schools to
fully address the new, more rigorous requirements proposed for schoolwides.?

INCENTIVES AND START-UP ASSISTANCE

Proposal: As a companion © the new schoolwide requirements, establish a Comprehensive
Schoal Reform Challenge Fund that will assist up to 10,000 schools over & years to initiate
research-based comprehensive reform efforts. The fund will play a role very similar to that
currently played by the CSRD demonstration — providing an extra incentive and start-up
assistance 1o schools that need to raise achievement and that commit to implementing geruinely
high-quality, comprehensive schoolwide reform programs based on evidence of effectiveness.

Ratignale: This paper proposes changes in the requirements for gll schoolwide programs that
reflect the more rigerous requirernents of CSRD. ?mther incentives and support shoul d be -
pmv;cied h{)weve:

_ Based on anecdotal reports from States and local school officials, the $50,000+ per
- school award (per year, for up to three years) in the existing CSRD legislation appears to
- -, be serving as a surprisingly potent inducement for many districts and schools to take 2

fresh, methodical look at research-based, comprchazzswe school reform — and at what

¥+ “they are doing with the resources they already receive. In fact, some states are ﬁncizzzg ﬁzc

" approach so useful that they are developing state school improvement programs of -
awarding Goals 2000 funds using the CSRD critenia. Relative to the existing level of
Federal investment in schoolwide programs, the leveraging impact of this additional
$50,000+ per year is a bargain, and, given its success to date, should be continued in
some fashion’in the reauthorization. -

Many schools will accept the new, more rigorous schoclwide requirernents simply in
order 10 retain {or obtain, for the first time) enhanced flexibility }}1 use of funds at the
ilding levéiiHowever, many other schools will need an extragto fully embrace the
more stoingent provisions.  The Comprehensive School Reform Challenge Fund would
hold out the promise of extra help for those that need it and develop the most rigorous

proposals for improvement.

B RAND research indicates that, while the costs of designs vary considerably, “assuming
effective resource allocation, the addition of $50,000 in Obey-Porter funds will allow
most Title I schools 1o irziplemem comprehensive reform without needing additional
resources.” Consistent with other objectives, we should continug tw provide supplemental

| - L
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funding to assist schools with start-up costs. -

(Given the Department’s overall emphasis on encouraging comprehensive reform based
on evidence of effectiveness, it is important 1 include a funding initiative that devotes
substantial resources to this strategy.

* Method of Disuibution; Selection Cn‘f&%i

As with CSRD, Comprehensive Schoo! Reform Challenge funds would be provided to states on
a formula basis, with subgrants awarded by the State, in a competitive process. Awards would
go to districts on behalf of specific schools proposing o implement specific comprehensive
reform programs. -

A critical feature of this initiative is that funds would be provided competitively, rather than to
all schoolwide programs. This feature is necessary in order 10 motivate schools and their districts
to do 2 rigorous job in developing their reform proposal for strengthening the entire school and
for using other resources available to the school. The funds should not be viewed as an
entitlernent, or as a part of the base funding available o the school,

Finalists would be recommended based on the peer review process 10 be established by the State

for all schoolwide programs, with final selections made i a process 1o be de!ermmed by the

SEA. »
. - Selections would be made bascd on the quality and coherence of the school s reform proposal, as

re:latcd m the'ﬁew c:mer:a for a 1 schoolwide programs, together with:

. The schwi 8 need f{}t :‘cfam {focusing on student achzfzvemem in core subjects under the
smtc s assessmeméacﬁaanmbzhry syszem)

» ‘vaéencc of the district’s commitment to provide {.z:zgzzmg support for comprehensive
reform. e .

- Preference for 5;chf:><3is that propose 10 wOrk together 1 m‘ipltme:m the same or sumilar

” “Alnount oy Funding. Allowable Uses

reform efforts.

<<<<<

Schools (or consortia of very small schools) would receive a minimum of $50,000 per year, up 1o
a total of $100,000 per vear, renewable for up 1o three vears if the school is making substantial
progress in tmplementing it5 reform effort, based on implementation benchmarks described in
the school’s reform pian and agreed to by the State.

Schools would be allowed 10 use funds for the initial implementation of 3 comprehensive reform

10
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year that the award is made. The state and district may not reduce their commitment of funds to
support the school’s reform effort as a result of the school’s award.

Structure: Ehgibility and Distribution of Awards:

The main part of the program (part A) would be authorized under Title I, with eligibility limited
1o schools that are eligible to be schoolwide programs under Title I, and that have been approved
by the state to operate as schoolwides. {Schools below 50% poverty that are operating as
schoeolwide programs under a warver are not eligible for Past A, but would be eligible for part B).

. program, including reform programs that the school has begun to implement within the academic

" A parallel authority {part B} would be established under the reauthorization proposal’s new
reform and innovation authority or teacher quality authority. The funds under pant B would be
open to other Title { eligible and non-Title | schools, in order 10 encourage districts 1o support
entire~school reform for schools that need it across entire districts. The basic requirements and
selection process and criteria would be the same. -

As with current provisions for CSRD, LEAs {or consortia of LEA.S) could apply on behalf of
individual schools or consortia of schools. For a consortia involving multiple very small schools,
the $50,000 minimum would apply 1o the consortium so long as it serves no more than 500
students. . C -

. . dAdditional features

{Option -- The Com prehcnswe Sehoot Refsrm Challerge Fund could include a nazwrzai
X {eadership section, pmv;dmg funding for such things as the devciapmem of state and local
slewi +  networks zround comprehensiveischool, rcf form; and funding for ongoing research and
development to address the i‘ieezd f{)r more and better models serve the needs ‘of all grade levels
and student populations. “This could be placed in Title I or in the research and umovan on portion
of the proposal]

{Option - The Comprehensive School Reform Chalivnge Fund could also iiclude a national /
competition for {10-207 school districts with substantial numbers/percentages of low-achieving /
students that want to assist thelr entire district, or large clusters of schools within the district, 10
implement research-based school reform programs. . This competition would acknowledge and

maode] he distrist ieaders}up role in helpmg move compmhenswe teform beyond “victory

gardens” to more systemic improvements in local school systems. This could go in the Title For
research and innovation portion of the proposal]

3 Issue: Should persistently low-performing argeted assistance Title I schools that are et gible
to conduct schoolwide programs be required to use the approach in Recommendation 27

1
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ﬁi’fﬂ continue 1o be discussed in the context of general Title I accountability.] .

Pro:  This would require low-performing schools 10 undergo a comprehensive needs
assessment and get appropriate technical assistance to redesign the school by mcorporanng
strategies that will better educate the students.

Con: Requiring this effort without adequate buy-in from the staff and community and
commitment (¢ smplement the schoolwide plan will not necessarily improve the school. Without
- this, it could, in fact, even result in Title I having a worse impact on low-achieving students.

4 Issue: * How should the ESEA legislation put more emphasis on encouraging LEA personnel
and/or scholwide programs to combine most of the Federal education program resources
administered by ED with their local and State resources for the purpose of more effectively
educating all students through a comprehensive design?

Status: The underlying rationale for combining resources in schooimde programs has been that-
it gives schools more flexibility to operate coherent educational programs and also reduces
Federal reporting burden by removing requitements that apply to individual Federal programs,
Although some schoolwides have combined Federal resources to some extent and there is some
indication that more are considering it (based on verbal comments made by State and district
coordinators}, the majority of schoolwide programs are primarily relying on Federal Title 1, Part
A resources. Not only does the law provide the suthority combining most Federal education
funds with siaie and local resources, but we have ssued regulations, a Federal Register Notice,
lengthy nclmegulazcry guidance that is easy 1o read and contains some exampies Crosstutting
ESEA (Guidance: Companion Documnent (all of this is on the Internet), are issuing Schoolwide
Idea Books, and have had many conferences throughout the country that included schoolwide
programs as a topic, ete. thermore the }ndmdwﬁs with Disabilities Education Act
Amendments of 1997 IDEA.97), spemﬁcally‘authomd the use, of a proportionate amount af“
[DEA funds for schoolwide programs:-: 7y, 1{\ o ?Js . ‘
R rI 1 !,
Despite these e%“'orzs & survey of schoolwide pmgrams serving migrant children found that only
about one-third combined Migrant Education Program funds with ather federal, state, and Jocal
resources. Schools that combined MEP funds in their schoolwide progsams were much more
fikely 1o address the needs of migrant students specifically in their schoolwide program plans.
Key reasons identified by schoels for not combining MEP funds in their schoolwide programs
include: :

o,

:
* *
Ty N

. Mast MEP “nmds were spent az the district level and were not available to individual
school;

. The amount of MEP money available to schools was too small to make much of 2
ditference in the overall educational program of the school;

* Migrant program staff and school administrators were concerned about maintaining

12
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accountability for MEP funds; and

. Migrant program, district and school staff were hesitamt to eliminate all categorical
“separate” services for students in need because they were concerned that their needs
might be overlocked. [Meeting the Needs of Migramt Students in Schoolwide Programs,
draft.}

The above Wentified issues are not necessarily unigque to the Migrant program. The same finding
could be true for Titles 11, IV, and V1. Later this Fall, we will have data to inform us of this.
*W"?A—L« 23{" i5 oK hem ,}gac—nr’i-" Pagn - L& wa»’w Bt e T,

(hstacles to reform; LML Aot ’%M tpuy WAy F R

' S ) !WMW*““M foih MWMWM}.

Combining resources in schoolwide programs continues 1o be perceived as a Title I program fi#ﬁm‘:l
feature, rather than as a general mechanism for using Federal funds more effectively. jw e

Perception/fear that special needs of specific popuiations will not be addresscé within e
schoolwide programs. ¥ %o/ s 4o afdetm pronr povihann

Perception that needs of students with few or no Federal program funds newd not be included in
comprehensive schoalwide planning.

L

Lack of a consistent message from ED to the fleld. - "= b !
: R L !

Fear of audits even though the audit compliance suppicmem is very clcar ai}em 'v\hat auditors

will ook at with’ respecz to schoolwide programs. BB L
CeAl *; ;“ip, zgfi CRTELH

Independent au{i;wrs {and mherwzsa} not usin g ithe! audzt compllancc Supplemem
B TR

State and local laws, regaiazmns and pohcws that impede zmpiementauon of sc?zociwrde
programs.

The flexibility argument for combining funds is sometimes outweighed by ozher asicts: i.e.,
perception that amounts of Federal funds 16 combine are 100 small,

State and/or sizsznct accounting systems that have not been updated 0 accamo{iaze scheoimdc ,
Drograims, Y I ~r Lo

Lack of leadership in somne states and districts to support schoolwide programs,

Perception that schoolwide programs serve a useful purpose as only an zz;imzmsrrame
convenienge.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
13
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Maintain current legislation with the suggested refinements. Addidonally, give schoolwide
programs more visibility in EBEA legislation by including complementary provisions (beyond a
cite) réferencing schoolwide programs in other program. legislation besides Tide [ (e.g., siating
that the different program funds may be combined with local and suae resources for the
schoolwide program effort). Include in the purpose statement of the icgi&lé&m a strong
statement supporting schoolwide programs.

Pro:

Bra:

Pro:

Pro;
Con:
Con:

Cuon;

The legslation 15 sound--based on rescarch and past schoolwide project practice--
and in tenns of provisions, this would better balance the entire legisiation to
comprehensively support comprehensive reform.

From initial findings, implementation-not legislation-appears o warrant
additional effort.

" Efficiency of scale is realized when many pots of meney are used collectively for-

an ov erall program and purpose.

The placement of authority to cosduct schoolwide programs will make clear that

they are a strategy option for Title I schools.

Because most of the legisiative provisions are placed in. ?zzfe L 1he: progzams arg
viewed only as Title i«fimzicd programs we T B s
- ' : T AT w;“,:':mir}..».,“;,';u%rr T
Without altering more of the E&gisiwan the nsk i ?ugh that prag:ess will remnain
slatns guo. S ke v LY g«:ﬁ 4 f?@ﬂ,}h 12; "’;”.. u,"?‘“’
Depending on one’s role at an SEA or LEA {or EI}), mq'enwe-iaw is noz
necessarily read and understood which is necessary when complementay

provisions are placed thzmxghom the law.

8 Issuer. Should there be an accountability reqmmmam for schoolwide programs separate from
the State’s accountability system linked with standards and assessments?

Status: Under Chapter 1, section 10} 8(e) requinnd schoolwide project schools to meet a specific

accountability requirement at the end of a three-year period in order to continue as schoolwide
projects for another three~year periad.

Under Title [, section 1114(c) states, A schoolwide program under this section shall be subject

1o the school improvement provisions of section 1116, Therefore, schoolwide programs are

currently subject to the same accoumtability requirements that apply 1o Title | targeted assistance
schools, not 1o a separate schoolwide program requirement. The current Jaw removed the

14
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separate schoolwide accountability provision anticipating that schools 1n need of improvement
would receive sufficient support 1o design and implement a program that would best meet the
needs of the children. Therefore, rather than having a low-performing schoolwide program
revert 1o a targeted assistance strategy, States and districts (and other outside technical assistance
providers) are o help low-gerf{}mng schoplwide program schools to improve their schoolwide
design.

» 30% of principals in schoolwide programs reported that they wtilize assessments to a
great exsent that are used for school accountability and continuous limprovement, This
compares with 38% of principals in targeted assistance schools. [Follow-up school
survey]

(Ohstacles to reform:

S1ate systems of support, required under section 1117, have not been sufficiently established to
carry out their role~-to provide information and assistance to schoolwide programs.and to assist
them 1n providing an opportuni ty to all students to meet the Stawe's studcnt performance
siazzziazds

States that have fully esiablished systems of support do not have the capazzty--funds time,
peaple-- to provide full assistance to all schoolwide programs. 7 (orh Siktmmalin,

Many schoolwide programs are poorly designed and have little promise of producing improved:
student achievement. In theery, school support teams will have helped the school designa -

“schoolwide” plan. In reality, this is not'always possiblé and there is no direat z;iazz appwyaz ST

T w-‘gs

authority in the legislation. : ) e D3

l-&se'*w* o 4y,

T s ..“"‘?! 3y f

State and local laws, regulations, and policies that are more restrictive than the {1 exﬁzzlz%zcs .
oravided 10 schoolwide programs through federal legislation have impeded schools’iabxhty ta”
fully implement schoolwide programs.

Rﬁteﬁmxx{zg}’i{;ﬁ: S : -

Maintain the general applicalality of the Title ] accountability requirements for schoolwide
© programs.

Eegn i -
w3 oa T

" Pro:  This will support the standards, assessment, and accountability a;;préach
gstablished in the law while helping to ensure a schoolwide program planis
designed 10 better assist the lowest achieving students,

Pro:  This supports a single standards, assessment, and accountability system
established by the State for all schools, including those that operate schoolwide
programs. .

3 ‘ . I 5
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Con:  Without specified targeted support for particular targeted populations, it ahas not
been stmple o demonstrate schoolwide programs are having a posttive impact on
the intended beneficiaries,

6 Issue: How can the legisiation be improved to better ensure that schoolwide programs more . /
speerfically address the needs of special populations--e.g., LEP and special education students?

Note: By the time this law s erfacted, siates are 1o have final assessment systems in place.
Therefore, disaggresation of achievement data by various targeted groups of children will
{(should) be available since it will be 2 requirement.] {In 1997-98, 68% of principals in

schoolwide programs reported that theyr schools’ reading results are disaggregated by
race/ethnicity; 54% reported that they are disaggregated by poverty; 57% reported disapgregation
by LEP stutus; and 53% reponted disaggregation by disabling condition. [Follow-up Survey]] and .
butld in an improved process for ensuring quality schoolwide program plans.

Title | serves a;}praximézaiy 1.2 million (94-93 data) LEP children, most of whom are Hispanic.
The second largest LEP group being served through Title | are Asians/Pacific Islanders. LEP
students represented almost 1/3 of Tide 1 participants and the number is rising.

nformation on services provided LEP students {as well as others) in schoolwide programs is

Hmited because disaggregation requirements have not vet kicked in. However, preliminary
information from some advocacy groups indicates that services to LEP students in schoolwide
programs are not necessarily meeting their needs.

Legislative Options: We are discussing with OBEMLA and OSEP ;f Icgzsiauve azzgtsage is
necessary of if this is a technical asgistance issue. i W

7 Issue: Should a maintenance of effort requirement be included for schoolwide programs?

- Statuss Currently, there is no schoolwide program scheel maintenance of effort requirement.

Unider Chapter 1, there was a 100% maintenance of effort requirement that applied to schoolwide
praject schools. This requirement was included to ensure that from year to year, schoolwide
projeets received at least 100% of the funds they received in the previcus year for providing free
"mblic educatlon to children. There have been reports (yet no evidence) that districts are shifting
soriie Iotal/State funds from schoolwide program schools o other schools because the Cistricts -+
believe the schoolwide schools are getting enough federal resources and flexibility and other
schools are not.

RECOMMENDATION:

Do not include 2 maintenance of effort requirement for schoolwide programs.

16
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Pro:  EI does not have evidence that schoolwide program schools are being provided less
resources than nonschoolwide schools.

Pro: The comparability and supplement, not supplant provisions in Title [ are designed 1o
address this issues. ,

Pro: A maintenance of effort requn’ement for schoolwide programs would not necessarnily
ensure that schoolwide program schools are provided the same level of resources as other
schools from year to year if the school got 1o few resources the prior }ea: compared to
other schools.

Con:  Although no evidence has been provided to us, some State Title } Coordinators have

‘indicated that 2 maintenance of effort is needed.

8 Issue: Should Title [ targeting provisions be revised to allow LEASs 10 allocate more funds to
schoolwide program schools if warranted by the needs assessment and s:chaoiw’zde plan?

Status: Under Chapter 1, LEAs allocated Title T funds to schools based on the number and

needs of educationally deprived children. This provision resulted in schoolwides receiving more

. funds than targeted assistance schools because all educationally deprived children in the

schoolwide schools were counted, Currently, LEAs allocate Title | fumds to all Title I schools on

. the basis of the number of poor children in the school. As a result, the funding formula treats

- targeted assistance schools and schoolwide program schools the same. This formila may

. disadvaniage schoolwide programs, however, that need more funds to implement schoolwide
, - reforms,

:Legis;iati‘ve Qption:

Allow LEASs to allocate more funds 10 schoolwide program schools if warranted by the needs
assessment and schoolwide plan.

Pro: In ér&&’ for schoolwide programs to be effective, they must have sufficient funding,
Because they are reforming the whole school, they need more than targeted assistance programs.

Con:  Titie T alone shordd not be considered as :hf: only funding source of the schoolwide _
program. The schoolwide program must be willing to commut other state and local resources as
well in order to truly upgrade the school’s program for alf of its students,

{Decision was made to keep targeting as is and have this allowable through waiver. ]
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SCHOOQLWIDE PROGRAMS AS A STRATEGY FOR REFORAM

-Title I schools with at least 50% poverty are eligible to conduct schoolwide programs, as

authorized in section 1114 of Title 1. Schoolwide programs are intended 1o address the
educational needs of children living in impoverished communities by supporting comprehensive
strategies for improving the whole school so every student, including the lowest achwvmg )
students. achieves high levels of academic proficiency,

The 1954 reauthonzation of ESEA gave schools serving low-income students greater {lexibility
1o systematically assess the whole school's educational nesds and design schoolwide solutions.

* This in¢reare in flexibility was justified based on earlier findings that Chapter | was
operating 48 an add-on program that worked on the margins; that as a supplementary
program, Chapter 1 had httle effect on the regular program of instruction; that Chapter
1did nat contribute 1o high-guality instruction; and that Chapter | was not tied to state
ang local reform efforts, [See IASA Prospectus, p. Titie ¥-4 and 5]

* This flexibility has also resulied in a remarkable growth in schoolwide programs. In
1994.95, 5,030 Title } schools operated schoolwide programs (projectsy [Chapter 1
participation report]. By 1997-58 the total grew close o appm(zmazci} 10,000 of all Thitle

- Fschools {Foliow- up Schmi suz‘vey (dfaﬂ)]

*

Finally. schoolwide programs may combz e most Federal education program resources with state

and local resourcesto upgrade the effectiveness of the entire schoo) program. Schools are not

rf:qm;eé 0 zdf:'nzf‘v c*ﬁ dren as e!zg;ble for.pamczziar SEIViCes or zrack the combmcé Pderal
inprave the sc:hool S, eéucaimnﬁ proﬁram thle mecizzzg ﬁzc intent and purposes of the programs

for which funds zzr” fanl eeated SRR .o

*ak
§e \'.“

‘Overall zsszzmptions and questions:

Schoolwide programs for high poverty schools are viewed as the option that will
hest allow for comprehensive school reform and better educate children attending
such schools, particularly the targeted populations for whom Federal fuads are
alocated. We support the notion of challenging standards for all children. We
support comprehensive school refoiics], How cafuthe legiskation streagthen
schoobvide programs as a tool for reform? s there some lever that can be
incorporated in the legislation to encovrage hest (better) practice? )
The current legislation on schoolwide programs incorporated what was learned about effective
school practice and from the evaluation on past schoclwide projects. The schoolwide
components and plan reflect these lessons and are aitached for mference [See section 1114 of
Titie 1]



Recent research supports an epyphasis on s.hoolwide programs by demonsirating that the goal of

academic success for all students requires special support that comes whern resources, practices,

and procedures are coordinated across an entire school. Common characteristics of effective

schoolwide programs include: [zl cited from Vol. ! of the SWP Idea Book, pp. 9-11]

¢ Comprehensive planning, which reflecls the priorities of the school community and is .
informed by data regard‘ng stucden] nzeds and achievement (SWP Idea Book, Vol 1},

. Auention to speeific curriculuny improvement in all acaéemza subtects, which is coupled
~ with comprehensive planmning efforts and support for instructional staff {Fasholy and
Slavin, 1995 and Herman and Stringfield, 1997-CRESPAR, Johns Hopkins Uniyv.; and
Wang, Haenel and Walberg, 1997, Mid-Atlantic Laboratory for Student Success, Temple
University), ‘

A A commitment 1o secing that all students achieve at their fullest potential {Charles Dana
Cemer/ioe Johnson, 1997), and

. Aczountability and a process for continuous improvement (3WP Ides Book, Yol. 1).

The full poierz;ia } for schoohwide programs to incorporate comprehensive strategies designed o
support ali students in reaching high standards has aol been fully realized. [93% of principais
report using Title | funds to improve the entive-gducational program in a school yet we do not yet
have e&zécme that they are implemedting the ﬂtraicgzes for schoo! reform, and 83% use funds
* provide professional deve iopmem i Schoalmdc programs also use Title I funds for more
tradiiional strategies, zncluuug semng argezeé children in 2 pull-out setting--31%%; serve
targeted children in an'in-clags setz-ng»~ B1% {same % as TASY use Title I funds to support
extended time Ieammgwé?% (E)raﬁ 1 buiaz fomis, Foliow-up Survey of Schools--schoal year
199798} ‘ ’

For Legistation

L

INTRODUCTION TO'SCHOOLWIDE PROGRAM SECTION:

FINDINGS: .
[ ————— MY Lt .
. B TN
I There is a strong vision that focuses on the academic success of every student and 13
aricuiated in every aspect of the school’s planning, organization, and use of resources.
2. The school uses data reflecting the needs of its students and the needs of the school’s

ather stakeholders to drive its decisions.

¢ halimgmg standards that all children are ezx;}f:clcd to meet are articulated clearly :mé
supparted through aligned eurriculurm, staff development, and technology.

4. Suaff learn from mistakes, withowt reprisal, and use that knowledge 10 experiment with

Lad

2



different strategies that have a high probability of improving student performance.

5. Staff are committed to ensuring the academic suycess of every student. They make no
excuses for low performiance, but reflect upon their own efforts w find opportursities 1o
improve.

6. A structure is established that supports zm;srmcd teaching,

7. School personnel ¢reate an environment in which parents want 1o beccrrze involved in

"~ school activities. :
8. The school elicits input and assistance from everyone who may come in contact with a

student, including regular and special tgachers, aides, librarians, clerical staff, bus drivers,
eafeteria workers, parents, and community leaders. o

9, The climate of the school simulates a “family,” where students are valued individually
and collectively in 2 safe, violence-free environment. :

10, School stafl coliai}cz‘aze together to resolve issucs in an open, honest, and trusting
gnvironment.

J1. The school uses information about the performance of its studenis to continually 3 1rn;3r<>v¢
‘teaching and learning and attain even Ingher goals.

[Wil] be refined and shar‘ened]

PURPOSE: The purpose of schoolwide programs is o enable high-poverty schools o use
Title I funds, in combination with other Federal, State, and Jocal funds, to upgrade the entire
educational program in the school to create 2 iemmg eavironment that embaodies the conditions
found In saccessfal schools. : . .-

s ~ sz
uE owa .

1 Issue: Should schoolwide progt‘&m e zglbllli}’ be Fvaited oniv 10 schaools abox e g certain
poverty threshold, or-should all Title | sch&cls be e%zglble" Pereosir e - :

"”x“‘ %-ff’?“ ?
RECOMMENDATION: Mamtazn {{c*“ i‘i(}W '_the cufz'enf schoo]v, ide eligibility threshotd at .
30% poverty. S R R M B WA R

fa one-pager will list pros and cons of going 530% v. 35%;

2 Issue: Are there ways in which the legislation can be improved by building on some of the
promising aspecis of the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration {CSRD) Program
fegislation? »

RECOMMENDATION: Along with the other recommendations in this paper, this
recommendation focuses on central themes of schoolwide programs and Presents ke elements to
comprise the body of the schoolwide program Jegislation.

Key Elements of Schoolwide Proposal

PLAN: Plan Reguirements ~ 3 Parts {(Data-driven Needs Assessment; Comprehensive Research.
Based design; Continuous improvement) ,



*

Within two years of the passage of the legizlation, these requirements must be met by al
schoolwide programs, including new schoolwide programs and those currently operating®:

LComprehensive Data-driven Needs Assessment: A scheol will condnct 2 comprehensive data-
driven needs assessment that must be reflective of:

* e = » a

Academic performance of students in relation to the state standards, including the needs of

- special ;:ap'éatwr‘s in the schoo! such as children with limited English proficiency and’

childran with disahitities; and

First graders’ reading skills as assessed throngh 2 diagnostic ev aiaa:zm
Mobility of population

Attendange

Dropout rate .

Drug use and violence

The needs assessment may also review factors such as:

*® & & 4 » &

1. Comnprehensive, Researc];-Based D"‘s an With f’xil%}ﬁc& Cam;}aner’ts

Class gize

Stafl quality

Classroom and school management

Technology .

Parent and community involvement -
Availability of resources

i . E

t}f“,tii"N“’% SE e

The plan must have'a comprehensive desiga, bas&ci on the resu Its of the schooi’s
comprehensive data-driven heeds assessment, (o 1mprove Ieach'nﬁ and iedmlng, throughout
the schoad including, but not fimited to, cumculum msu"ucllon -asséssment, classroom
management, Coninuous prefesszonal development, parcmai involvement, technology and
schnol management, .

The elements of the program must be aligned into & schoolwide reform plan designed {o
enable each stadent in the school - including students from low-income families, studunts
with limited English proficiency, and studenis with disabilities -~ 1o meet challenging State
content and student performance standards. —

The plan must:

| Use effective, research-based, methods and strategies, based on data-driven needs
assessment, aligned with challenging state standards.

2. Strengthen the core academic program in the school, and may include high quality
extended learning opportunities beyond the regular school day or year.

i Address the transition of students to and from the gradespan the schoolwide

4x
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Program serves.

« The.design for zach plan shall include:

*

Effective, research-based methods and strategies: The plan must describe how the schoolwide
program employs methods for student learming, teaching, and school management that are based
on reliabie research and ef[ecuve praciices and are appropriate for the grade span servad,

Pestruction by hzgfzi} guaiified professional staff: The plan must demonstrate that the school wil
employ professional staff that are most qualified to teach the skills and subjects required for al%
studenis, particularly low-achigving students, fo meet the state’s standards, The plan will also
describe how the school will, by two years from the sffective date of the legisiation, employ only
gertified teachers to provide the entire direct instructional program to all students m the school.

Professional developmenz: The plan must describe the high-quality and continuous staff
development and training, including leadership training for the-principal. Such professional -~
development w i1l be aligned with the needs of the sane&i determined through the needs
asszzssmem

* School support: The plan provides evidence that the schoolwide program has the informed

support of the pr%rx:_ipal, school facalty, and other administrators.

Parent und comnnnity tnvefvement: The plan must describe the msmmgfm Hnvolvement of al

groups of parents mé the local community in the planning and implementation of the samelwlde

program activities. The plan must also describe how the school disseminates the plan to-all: -
parents atlcuding the school, including pa:rczﬁs of niew studenzs; . o o -

N T g :
. ‘

. P
"‘Jvnr i}«s:vw "W‘. -

R34
Ongoing external assistance: The plan must describe ?zow the school in 2%}3 develoammz and

implementation of its plan, will utilize ongoing hngh-quaiz% externa! su;;;xm ind assistance from,

educators or educational organizations with experience in and knowledge about research and
practice on teaching and learning and schoolwide improvement, which may include institulions.
of higher education, regional educational laboratories or research centers, and catside consultamt

groups.

Use of rasoerces: The plan must describe how all significant resources availuble 1o the school

(local, State, Federal, and private, if applicable) will be used to support and sustain the school's |

comprehensive improvement effort,

{il. Continucus Improvement:

The plan must include measurable goals and benchmarks that include timeslines against which
progress will be measured in the annual review under {1116) in order to continually improve the

- program design and s implementation.

T
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IV, Siate Anproval and Peer Review

For schools that have been identified as in need of improvement:

I Each schoolwide plan must be peer reviewed by a (advisory} panel of persons who are
extemal 1o the school including persons independent of the LEA or SEA but may include persons
froms the LEA or SEA, and who are knowledgeable about school reform and successiul
schoolwide programs, including strategies for working with low-achieving students and the
different tvpes of students 1 be served by the program. 1 is expected that the peer review would
be distincily separate from the ongoing technical assistance that a schodi should receve.

2. Schoolwide program plans must be approved by the SEA. The SEA will review
schoolwide program plans for approval, 1aking into account feedback from the peer
review and afler schools have had an cppormmty to make any necessary adjusiments
suggested by the peer review,

-

STATE XQLE To prepare schools for bevoming effective schoolwide programs, the state will

Disseminate 10 aii Title I schools information explaning schoolwide programs.

Assist schools with conducting and using a data-driven needs assessment.

oo "

Disseminare to current and new schoolwide program schools information and Féseareh 6n ¥ “5.4 v -
effective praciices and improving high-poverty and low~perfhmm5 schools.  ~ 1{’_ ‘

] . B ’: e ";f' ;‘i,.};'%u
For schaolwide program schools identified as in mf&d ofi zmprm emenl, t:stablzsh pmca{iures for §o
the prer review process and carry out a schoolwide program plan approval process. Theé SEA

may include all schoolwide programs in ths 2-step process.

o

Provide sustained intervention for schoclwide programs most in need of improvement consistent
with the aceountabliity section in the law,

“LDISTRICT ROLE:

The schootwide program plan must be developed with the LEA

To prepare schools for becoming effective schoolwide programs, for all schoolwide eligible
schools, the district shall:

Provide information and research on effective strategies for strengthening entire schooks
(including rigorous curniculum and instructional and organizational practices);

6
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. Assift schools with matching research-based school reform sirategies with the specific
: : identified needs of the school (based on school and student achievement and other data), .. .
and with state standards and district goals and objectives;

Assizt schaols in identifying and Securing appropriate, high-quality external assistance;

Support schaels in allocatihg and using financial, personnel, and other resources available .
" to the schoclhwide program school that will eﬁabla the schoo] « successf%,liy implement
the schochyide plan

Assist schm»:z%s in carwmg 0wl ORgCiTy evaltatioh. and continuous zmprovemmz z:}f
schoolwide ; g: ans for raising student achievement, :

-

2a [sswe: What incentives and assistance will be provided to schoolbwide program schoels to
fully nddress the.new, more rigorous requirements proposed for schoolwides.”

RECOMMENDATION: As a companion to the new schoolwide requirements, establisha
Comprehensive School Reform Challenge Fund that will assist up 1o 10,000 schools over 5
years 10 initinte research-based comprehensive reform efforts. The fund would be the successor
to the existing Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Program (CSRD}. Like CSRD,.
" : the Fund will provide an extra mcemz‘;e and stert-up assistance to schools that need'to raise
.

“athievement and that commit to 1m§iememmg genuinely high-guality, cgmprchmswe
&cﬁaolmde reform programs based on evudenm of efz"ecnveness . SR PR

*
o

PR ‘Z‘ﬁ Rdt onale: Ths paper proposes changes in the reqmremeazs f{zr all schec§mde programs that

: *wﬁ’\uy w i

By reflect the more rigorous requirements of CSRD. Further mcennvcs md suppan should be
A ded hewever: ‘

m Basefi on anecdotal reports from States and local school officials, the $§50,000+ per
" school aWard:(per year, for up to-three years) in the existing CSRD legislation appears to

be serving as a surprisingly potent inducemant for many districts and schools to take a
fresk, methodical look at reséarch-based, comprehensive school reform ~ and at what
they are domg with the resources they already recetve, In fiact, some states are i'zmimg the
approac%z bo useful thiat they are developing state school improvement programs or ‘
awarding Goals 2000 funds using the CSRI) criteria, Relative to the existing level of
Federsl investment in schoolwide ;zreg:%ams, the leveraging impact of this additional
$50,000+ per vear is a bargan, and; given its success to date, should be continued in
some fashion m the reauthorization. ‘

a2 Many sc_hoeis will gocept the new, more rigorous schoolwide requirements simply in
order to retain {or obtain, for the first time) enhanced flexibility in use of funds at the

7
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building level. However, many other schools will need an extra to fully-embrace the
more stringent provisions. The Comprehensive Schoot Reform Challenge Fund would
hold out the promise of extra help for those that need it and develop the most rigorous  «
proposals for improvement.

» RAND research indicates that, while the costs of designs vary considerably, “assuming
effective resource allocation, the addition of $50,000 in Obey-Porter funds will allow
most Title I schools to implement comprehensive reform without needing additional
resources.” Cousistent with other objectives, we should continue to provide supplemental
funding to assisi schools with start-up costs. :

n Given the Department’s overall emphasis on encouraging comprehensive reform based
on evidince of effectiveness, it is important to ’nc]u{ie a far}émg initiative that df:votes
substantial resources to this strategy.

Method of [isinbution: Selection Criteria

As with CSRD, Comprehensive School Reform Challenge funds would be provided to states on
a formula basis, with subgrants awarded by the State, in a competitive process. Awards would
go to districts on behalf of sgsmf‘ ic schools proposing to implement specific comprehensive
reform programs.

A critical feature of thi$ initiative is that funds would be provided competitively, rather than to
aH schoolwide pmgmms This {eature 15 necessary in order to mutivate schools and their districts
‘todoa rigorous job-in developing their reform proposal for simg‘%hemng the entire school and
 for using ather resources available to the school. The funds should not be viewed asan ~
z‘lezzizzie’nf:nt orasa a part.of the base funding available to the school.

Cémpetitive awards would be made by the Staie following a peer review process. Selections .
would be made based on the quality and coherence of the school’s reform proposal, as relatﬁd 1o
the new criterig {or all S{Z%l{){}: evzde programs, together with:

» The school’s need for reform (focusing on student achievement in core subjects under the
stale’s 3ssessmemf’accoumab11123,’ sysiem} .

b,
“v

» Evidence of the district’s commztmenz 10 prmzde ongoing support for comp’”ehensn e
reform.
= Preference for schools that propose ta work iogether ta implement the same or similar

reform efforts,

Amount of Funding, Allowable Uses




Schools {or cangortia of very small schools) would receive g minimum of $50,000 per year, up to
a total of S100,000 per vear, renewable for up to three vears if the school is making substantial
progress in implementing its reform effort, based on implementation benchmarks deseribed in
the school’s reform plan and agreed 1o by the State.

- Schools would be allowed to use funds for the initial implementation of a comprehensive reform
program, including reform: programs that the school has begun 1o implement within the academic
vear thal the award s made. The state and district may not reduce their commitment of funds to

support the schoal’s reform effort as a result of the school’s award.

Structure; Eligibility and I}zsmhunm of é;waz‘és
Although ehgitility would d]f fer mmw*%zat as under the existing CSRD prograrn, thers would
be two distinet pots of funding. '

Part A of the program would be authorized under Title I, with eligibility limited to schools that
are eligible 1o be schoolwide programs under Title 1, and that have been approved by the state (o
operate as schoolwides. {Schools below 50% poverty that are operating as schoolwide programs
under a waiver are not eligible for Part A, but would be eligible for part B}

Part B of the programy would be established under the reauthorization proposal’s new reforni and
innovation authority or teacher quality authority, The funds under part B would be open to other
Title [eligible and non-Title ] schools, in-order 1o encourage a wider range of schaols o
underiake erztzre~schce I'reform. :

i
f Tt . -

' T e P

The basw ra.qulremcnts and seieczzon ;}rccms and criteria would be the same for bozh Part A and
FPart B. C el g
{Note: OLCA has raised concerns about structuring eligibility for this program differently
from the structure under Qbey-]’eftﬁz“m i.e,, concern about limiting Part A to schoalwides,
rather thaa Title I eligible schools. We shousd discuss Further|. - :
As with current provisions for C5RD, LEAs {or consortia of LEAs} would apply on behalf of
individual schools or consortia of schools. For a consortia invelving multiple very small schools,
the $50,000 mimimum would apply 0 the cmso:“hum 50 E{;z}g as. il sc'*vcs 80 more than 500

SIU-(.»@TZ?S

Additienal Support for Compr&hézzsivé School Beform

The Comprehensive School Reform Challenge Fund will include a national ! leadership section,
providing funding for such activities as ongoing research and development to address the need
“for more and better entire-school models 10 serve the needs of all grade levels and student
populations, for broadly disseminating information on key concepts and research with respect 1o

9
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research-based, comprehensive schoo! reform, and provide support for siate and Jocal nerworks
around comprehensive school reform. National leadership funds could be placed in Title T or in
the research and innavation portion of the reauthonization proposal. ! :

The Comprehensive School Reform Challenge Fund would also inciude a national
competition for 1020 school districts or consortia of school districts with substantial
numb{:w‘percentag»s of tow-achieving students that want to assist their entire district, or large
clusters of schocls within the.district, 1o implement research-based schoo! reférm programs. This
competition would provide models of the district leadership role in helping move comprehensive
reform beyond “viclory gardens™ to more systemic improvements i local schoot systems. Funds
eould be nsed both for distrct level activities, such as holding forums on data-based needs
analysis and research-based school reform models or deveioping district staff capacity to support
building level improvement efforts in selected models. Funds could also be used to suppont
building level initial implementation of comprehensive improvements. Selection eritena wouid
include district need for reform and quality of the district’s proposal, including evidence of the
depth and scope of the distiet’s commitment to use available resources 1o expand and susiain
researchebased, comprehensive school reform within the disinct, The Secretary would ensure
that selections include urban and rural school districts and a geographic representation within the
U.S. Authority could be placed in the Title I or research and innovation portion of the proposal.

Comprehensive Sehool Reform ﬁcmonstmtim‘?mgmm Authonty and Evaluation
The legisiation will authenze the cmnpiez;erz of all p'ﬁv:ims v funded programs under the
Compréhensive School Reform Demonstration Pveg,z*m and the extension of the nazzozzaé

+*

evatuation of CSRD foran add;tzonzi two years. -

»&'%,.r,‘,; 1}_.‘;@ z{af

il

RECOMMENDATION: General znceme Authoritvin Part A of Title I

As a more general incentive authbrityg&aias wouid, reserve .5% of the Title [, Part A allocation
1o be used us incentives for those schoolwide program schools that have demonstrated sustained
improvement resalting from the implementation of the schoolvide program plan.  The State
would establish procedures for distributing such incentives. {Q: Should this apply to TAS as
well?-—seems fairer if the reservation comes from a State’s or LEA’s whole allocation.]

3Issue: How should the ESEA legislation put more emphasis on encwragma LEA personnel
and/or schoolwide programs to combine most of the Federal education 7 program resources
administered by ED with their focal and State resources for the purpose of more effectively
educating ali students through a comprehensive design?

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Mainiain current legistation with the suggested refinements. Additionally, give schoolwide
programs more visibility in ESEA legislation by including compiementary provisions (beyond a'

£t



cite) raferencing schoolwide programs in other program legisiation begides Title 1 (e.g.. stating
that the different program funds may be combined with iocal and state resources for the
schoolwide program effort). Include in the purpose statement of the legisiation a strong
statement supporting schoolwide programs.

4 Issue: Should there be an accountability requirement for schoolwide programs separate from
the State’s accoumability system linked with standards and assessments?

RECOMMENDATION:

Maintain she general applicability of the Title I accountability requirements for schoolwide
“programs. . ..

5 Issue: How can the ¢ legistation be improved to better ensure that schoolwide programs more
specmcai 3 address the needs of special populations--e.g., LEP and special education studenis?

- Note: By tiw time this law 15 enacted, states are to have final assessment systems in place.

Therefore, disaggregation of achievement data by variocus targeted groups of children will
(should) be nvailable since y will be a mquiremeqz} [in 1D97-98, 68% of principals in
schoohwide p'egrams reported that their schools’ readmg results are disaggregated by
race/ethnicity; 34% reported that they are disaggregated by ;x}vert}, 7% reported dlsaggregatmn
by LEP status; and 53% reported disaggregation by disabling condition: [Fellow-up Surveyl] and
build in an improved process for ensuring quahtv schcoiwlde progz*am plans,

P 'y, s
3 21

Title- Isewes a;}p*ammﬂ*ﬂ 1.2 ml iion (94 b5 dam) LEP chziérm most c-z" ,v%zez‘r' arg H]S;}z’iﬁ}ﬁx

szudems represen ied almost 173 of Title T pamc:pams aﬁé he’ number is r’;smg

*.; 5 :‘-

Information on services provided to LEP szuden{s {as well as oi?wz*s) in schoolwide programs is
limited because disaggregation requirements have not yet kicked in, Howe'sr, preliminary
information from some advocacy groups indicates that services to LEP studentsTin schoolwide

programs are nat necessurily meeting their needs, ’ v

Legislative OpttenS' We are determing whether legisiative language is nﬁce‘?ﬁ%z’v or if thzs 53
technical assistance issue.

"6 Issue; $howid a maintenance of effort requirement be included for schoolwide programs?

RECOMMENDATION:

Do not include a mainienance of effort requirement for schocbwide programs.

11
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- 7 Issue: Should Title | targetinig provisions be revised to allow LEAs 1o allocate more funds io
schoolwide progran schools if warranted by the needs assessment and schoolwide plan?

RECOMMENDATION: Keep targeting as is and have this allowable througi’z waiver.

.
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(1} IN GENERAML.--A focal educntional pgency may use
funds under this part, in combination with other Federol, State,
 nad loval funds, in order to upgrade the entire educationaf pro.
gram in g school described in subparegraph (A} or (B if, for
the initinl year of the schootwide program, the school meets e
ther of the following criteriv:
il For the school yoar Y005 1806w

i} the school serues an eligible school attendunce
areq in whieh not less than 60 percent of the children
‘are from fow-income famifies; or

"Tii} nrot less than 60 percent of the children en-
rolled in the sehool are from such families.

B) For the school yesr 1596-1987 and subseguent
yearg—

" the school serves an eligibie school attendance
area in which not less thon 50 percent of the children
are from low-irncome familivs; or

“ii} not fesy than 50 percent of the children en.

: rolled in the school are from such familiss,
] {2} BTATE ASSURANCES —{A) A {wcal educationod frgen?y
 may stort aew schoolwide progroms under this section only
after the State edducational ageacy provides wrilten information
to evch iowal educational agency in the State that demonstrates
that such State agency has established the siatewide systern of
support and (mprovement requirad by subsections (e l) end (e}
of seclion 1117 . ;

"(H) A schoul that desires o initiate a schoolwide program
unfer rhis section prior to the establishment of the stalewide
system: of support and improvement required in subgections
(e ¥} and (e} of pection 1117 shali dermanstrate to the locef edu-
rational agency that gsuch schoel has received Aigh guality tech.
nical assistunce and suppert from other providers of assisiance
such us romprehensive technical assisfance centers, regional
{aboratories, institutions of higher eduycation, educationni seru-

ice agencies, or other loca! consortia, )
/ () IDENTIFICATION ~HA} No school pariicipating in g

19

+
1

schoolwide program shall be required to identify particular
children under this purt os eligible to participsie in a
schoolwide program or o pravide supplemental services to such
children. ; ,
Y} A school participating in a schoolwide program shall
de funds ncailoble to carry oul thiz section only fo supplement
the amaunt of funds that would, in the nbsence of {zm£ wnder
thisz part, be made guailnblie from non-Federal sources for the
schood, including funds needed to provide services that wre re-
yuired by law for children with disabilities and children with
fimited English proficiency.
"(#} SeECIaL RULE (A} Except as provided in subsection
b}, the Secrelary may, through publication of a sotice in the
Federal Register, exempt schoolwide programa under this sec-
tion frem staiutary or reguiatory provisions of any other nen.
competitive, formula grant program administered by the Sec-
retary, or any discretionary grand program adminigtered by the
rimdweme Lnidior thon faemuola ar dixeretionary jgirant progroms
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port sehoelwide programs, if the intent wnd pfrrpmw r}f xzu:,f;

ather programs dre met,

“(B) A schoal that choases to use fuads from sich other pro-
grams shoil not be relicped of the requirements relating io
health, safety, civil riphts, gender eqrily, stadeni aad poresial
pariicipulion and involvement, services (o privete schoof chil-
drea, mainteronce of offort, mmmmb:&fy of gervices, uses of
}v{i?mi funds to puppleren’!, not supplant non- Fedoral fiands,
or the distribution of funds 1o State of local eduvational agen-
cies ihat apply to the receiptof funds from such programs. +

(5} PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT. - Buach school receiving
Funds ander this part for any fiscal vegr shail deuote ':mffc;em
resources 10 effectively carry vul the activities degcribed in sub-
gection (WY IND) in accordur s uith ssction !H!.Z)?or weeh fi sml
yeur, except that o school moy enfer inlo a ronsort
ather sohaol ta carry out such qotivities,

(b3} COMPONENTS DF A SOHOOLWIPE PROGCRAM, - AN

“(1) N GENERAL. A schoolivide progrem phall include the
f’m’i‘@wmé COMPOTIENIS!

A} A comprehensive needs assessmeat of the entice
schopl thot is bused on information on the performance of
children in relation to the State cantend standards and the
Btate student performiance stondords deseribed in seetion
F1R1ib)aL,

"{B} Schashwide reform sfmtrgtes that-—

Mt} promde opportunities for all ehildren ta meet
the State’s proficient and edvoenced levels of student
perfermunce deseribed tn sectinn 111 HBYIHDY,

Yt} ore bazed on effeciive means of improving the
achivvement of childrew;

ik} use sffective instriictional strate ies, which
may Include the integration nf m!mwj ond acn-
demic {earning {including applicd learning and tcam
teaching stirotegies), that-

: Ui} increase the amount and gratity of learn.
fag time, such ps providing on extended school
year and before- and after n%cwf and summer pra-
groms and oppovtunifies, and Aelp pm:;rde rw B,
riched and accelvcated enreiculum; and |

I include strotepies for mecting mf{m’a
cafionef needs of historically m;de‘rsemed ;m;m-
intions, including girls and woren;

“HuEl} addresy the needs of wlf r‘haf{!mr; m H
school, bul particuforty the aceds of chitdrea whe are -
meatbers of the targer popdation of auy prograin that
i3 fnefuded in the schoofwide pmgmm whivh may in.
clede

“oul counseling, pupti scrv:fes, and mentoring
seryices;
" (bt} cotlege gnd career swarencss amd prepa-
raton, such oy eollege and career guidonce, wom-
prekensive career réem{epmem peetnatinnnt in o
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hatl he zubject to the school Improvement provisians of section

oo -
' - . [T,

23

shall develop a new plan during ihe first year of nssist-

ance under such Act 1o reflect the pravisions of this sec-

Lion;

“fii3 developed with the involvement of the comuupity
o be jerved and individualy who will carry out sugch plan,
iyzc!:zr{éng feachers, principals, other staff, and, nhere ap-
propricte, pupid services personnel, and perenia, and, if the

"N plan relates to o secondury school, studenis from such

sehoal; ;

“(iit) in effect for the duration of the sc!mr.-!’@jm:r{z‘cipa-
ttont tnder this part and reviewed and revised, ag nece
s#ssary, by the school;

v} available to the focal educational agency, parents,
. and the public, ond the informuativa contained in such plan
J shall be translated, to the extent feasible, into any language

that o significant percentage of the parents of puriicipating

chiﬁdrm in. the school speck as tfgir primary language,
an

“tu} where apprapriate, develaped in coardination with
programs under the School-to-Work Opportunities Act of -

1984, the Carl 1 Perking Vecationol and Applied Teck-

nology Fducption Acl, and the Natiorael and Commanily

Servive Act of 1950,

"o} ACCOURTABILITY.—A schoohwide program wnder this section

irm .
“QEC, 11E5, TARGETED ASSISTANCE SCHOOLS.

“Ta} IN GENERAL-—In all schools selected to recelve finds under

srebion F1130c) that are ineligible for a schoolwide program under
section 1114, or that choose not {o operate such a schoofwide pro-
gram, o lowa! educational agency may wse funds received under this
parf only for programs that provive services fo cfigeble children
ander subsection (b} identificd as hawving the preatest need for gpe-
ciaf assistance.

“thi ELiGIBLE (HILDREN —
Y1 BLIGHILE POPUEATION. —{A} The eligible population for
seridces tnder this puart ig-—- )
(it children noet afder than age 21wl are entitied o
g free public education through grade P2 and
“(1t} ehildren who are nat vel af o grade teeel where the
tocatf edirational agency provides a free public education,
et are of an ege ol which such vhildeen con benefit from
ar organized instructional program provided in o schood or
other educotionsnl m;f{iﬂg. B
(131 From the popilation describod i subparograph (A
eligibde children are children identified by the svhool as fuiling,
or most af risk of foifing, to mect the Sfate’s challonging sti-
dent performance siandurds on the basis of muitiple, education-
afly refated, objective “eriterig pstablished by fhe local edu-
cational aginey and supplemented by the school, except that
children from preschend through graode two shall be selecied
sofely on the basis of such c:;izeriu as feacher judgment, inter-
T L
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PUBLIC LAW 105-277—0CT. 21, 1998

*Public Law 105-277
108th Congress
An Act

Maiing sronibus consolideted and emergency spprapriations &r the fiacal yenr
efding September 30, 1908, and for other purpases,

- Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representotives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled,

DIVISION A—OMNIBUS CONSOLIDATED APPROPRIATIONS

That the following swns are appropriated, ot of any money
in the Troasury not ct%arwise apfmtﬁriated, for the several depart-
mants, sgencies, corporations and other organizational units of the
{}cgvemmgnt for the fiscal year 1999, and for other purposes, namely:

iy

e *

cul,yRa‘l evIO]‘Joo ' Administration, and

png Act: e

AN ACT MakingX
Administration, dgd
* ber 30, 1599, and

ristions for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug
inte] Agoncies programa for the fscal year ending Seplem-
gthor purposes. ‘

TITLE I
'LTURAL PROGRAMS B
RGCESSING, AND MARKETING

AGRIG]
PRODUCTION, |

{FFICE OF THE SECRETARY .

UNCLUDING TRANSKERS OF FUNDS)

e of the Secretary of Agri.

oyment vnder § .5.C,
nxceed 311,000 of this

For necessary expenses of the O
cullure, and not Lo exeeed 375,000 for ey
3109, $2336,000: Provided, That not io
amount, ajong with any unobligated bala
funds in the. Foreign Agricultural Service, shgll be available for
- official reception and representalion expenses, Wot otherwise ’[Pm
vided for, as determined by the Secretary: Providegd further, That
none of the funds appropriated or otherwise madw, available by
- this Act may be used to pay'the salaries and expensesN\f personnel
of the Department of Agriculture to carry out section M3(e)1XC)
of Public Law 104-127: Provided further, That none of the funds
made available by this Act may be used to enforee section 793(d)
of Public Law 104127,

ey

*Naote: This is 8 lypese prist of the erigina] hand enrollment as signed by the President on
Creroher 21, 1998, The text 13 printed without corrections.

g8 of representation

112 STAT. 2681

1

ey, 73, 1998
MR 4338

{}migw
gcmﬁéaw& and

mirgenty
Supplementsl
Appropristions
Azt, 15949,

Agricultere,
Rarol

Diovelopment,
Food and Drug
Administration,
and Helsied
ggtm:ics_ o
PRIYpOaLong
!&ctirgas‘

o
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Departmants of
Lator, Health
and Human
Sorvices, and
Education, and
Helated Ageniies
Apmrupriationg

Azt 1958,
mﬂnmwf

Appropriations
Al 1495,

erwise achieve the purpose of pxwidinf relief to
who injured as a result »f an official action of

SEC, 705, AUTHORIZATION DRADPROPRIATHONS,

There are authorized to be Epweguriated fo the Department
of lthe Interior such sums as may be nétessgry fo carry out this
title. ;
This Act may be cited as the “Department of
5 AN b ertimir Gt ORI nt dn = A oY EHIN?

() For programs, projects or activities in the Departmendts

of Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education, and Related

Agencies Appropristions Act, 1909, provided as follows, to be effec-

five as if i had been enacted into law ag the regular appropriationg
et :

AN ACT Making appropriztions for the Departments of Labar, Health and Homan

Services, and Edueafion, and Related Agencies {or the fissal year ending Septem.
ber 30, 1999, and for other purposes, +

S T EE =D EPARTMEND- O fohe by e
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION

TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT SERVICES A

(NCLUDING RESCISSIONS o

For neceshary uxpenses of the Job Training ?arinershipl Ast,
as amended, induding the purchase and hire of passenger, molor
vehieles, the cons{ruction, alteration, snd repair of buildings.and

other facilities, and\the purchase of real property for training den-

ters as authorized byNhe Job Training Partnership Act; the Stevwart

B. MeKinney Homelesh Assistance Act; the Women in Apprentice: . SOV

ship and Nentraditional Qecupations Act; the National Skiil Stand-
ards Act of 1994, section 66{}2'0{ the Workforee Investment Act
of 1858 and the School-to-Work Qpportunities Act; $5,272,324,000
plus reimbursements, of wikch 23,740,287,000 is available for
obligation for the period Juin ], 1888 ihrough Juns 39, 2000;
of which 81,250,885,000 is availsble for obligation for the period
Aprtl 1, 1998 through June 30, 2Q00, including 3250,000,000 for
activities aunthorized by section 12781} of the Workforce Invest.
ment Act; of which $152,072,000 is dyailable for the period July
1, 1999 through June 30, 2002, includiny 1,500,000 onder author
ity of part B of title III of the Job Trating Partnership Act for
use by The Oréamizing Committee for Th\20O01 Special Olympics
World Winter Games in Alaska to promote éxgployment oppartuni-
ties for individuals with menta] disabilities, dgd $150,572,000 for
necessary expenses of construction, rehakbilitation, and acquisition
of Jub Corps centors; and of which §125,000,000 Mall be available
frem Jduly 1, 1888 through September 30, 2000, carrying out
activitieg of the School-te-Weork Opportunities Act: Prgoided, That
funds made available under this heading to carry 8t the Job
Training Partnership Act may be used for transitioh to, and
implementation of, the provisions of the Workforce Investfent Ast
of 1998: Provided further, That 557,818,000 shall be for edgryving
out section 401 of the Job Training Partnership Act, $71,507,000
shall be for earrying out section 402 of such Act, $7,300,006G shall
be for carrving out section 441 of such Act, $9,000,000 shall be
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80 TS 2351
- note,

45 UBC Wie
nots,

4% VB0 13964
nole,

20 UBC 6641,

{3y Lmzm?mﬁ oN Commission EXPERNDITURES —Bection 717
of tAN Act is smended by strikin § out “shall be paid” and inserting
in HeWtheraof "shall not exceed $1,640.000, zmd shall be paid™.
\709. PEOTECTION OF DIVORCED SPOUSES. {a} I GEN-
cwgien 6(c) of the Railroad Relirement Act of 1874 (48

he last senicnee of paragraph (1), by ms&ﬁmg “other
amrvivor in the circumstances desembed in paragraph
urther benefits ahall be paid®; and

{2) by addMgg at the end the following:

“{3) Notwithgtanding the laat sentence of paragrsph (1),
benchits shall be pRd to a survivor whow

Nadministrative error received benefits
otherwise precluded by the making of a lump sum payment
under this section Lo R widow;

if that diverced wife makdg an eiectwn to rep & to the Board
the lump sum paymeni. The ard may withhold up to 10
percent of esach benefit amod t. paid after the date of the
enachment of this paraﬁt.aph totard such reimbarsemant, The
Board may waive such repaymeni to the exteni the Board
determines 1% weui:i cause an unlst Hnancial hardship for
the benefictary \ e -
(b} &PPLJCM‘;ON OF AMENDMENT--TRY amendment made by
this seciion shall apply with respect o and i}&mf’:izx aid before
the date of enactment of this Act zs well 88\lo benelits payable
on or after the daie of the ennctment of this iwi -
&80, 710. For purposes of payments {0 States My medical assist-
ance under title XIX of the Secisl -Sceurity .ﬁmt Nrom amounts
appropriated to carry eut such title for fisesl year 998 .and for
any subsequent fiscal -vear, Jindividusls who are PASE
eligible individuals under.section 1934 of that Act andNg
the income and resourge eligihility reqmremtznts of indivia! lagw}w
are  eligible  for medical  assistance  under.

1902(a X 10X AYGIXVI) of that Act shall be {reated as, mdm

deseribed in such section 1902(a)(10XAXIIKVI) during the peM

L SARAELY

TITLE VIII—READING EXCELLENCE ACT

SUBTITLE I—READING AND LITERACY GRANTS

BEC. 101, AMENDMENT TO ESEA FOR READING AND LITERACY GMWTS

{a) In Gengran—Title Il of the Elementary and Sccondary
Education Act of 1865 {20 U.8.C. 66801 ot seq.) is amendet—
{1} by redesignaling parts C and D a8 parts I and E
respactively; an
{2} by inserting afier part B the {ollowing

“PART C—READING AND LITERACY GRANTS

“EEC. 2251, PUJRPOSES.

“The purposes of ihis part are as follows:

(1) Te provide children with the readiness skalls they
need to learn to read once they enter school,

“(2} To teach every child to read tn the child’s carly child-
hood years—
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A} as soon &9 the child 15 ready o read; or
*(B) as soon as possible once the child enters scheol,
bnst not Tater than 3d grade.

“(8) To improve the reading skills of students, and the
ingtructional practices for current teachers (and, as ap rcnﬁ)riate.
vther instructional staff) who teach reading, thmugﬁ' the use
of findings from scientifically based reading research, including
lindings relating to phonemic awareness, systematic phonics,
fuency, and reading comprehension. =

“{4} To expand the number of high.quality family literacy
programs,

% To provide early literacy intervention to children who
are exporiencing reading difficullies in order o reduge the
mumber of children who are incorrectly identified as a ohild
with & disability and inappropriately referred to special edu-
eation.

“SEC. 2352 DEPINITIONS.

“For purpoges of thia part:

“1) B11GIBLE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOFMENT PROVIDER--The
term ‘eligible professional development provider’ means a pro-
vider of professional development in reading instruction ie
teachers ihat is based on scientifically hased reading research.

%) FAMILY LITERACY SERVICES.—The term ‘family literacy
services' menna services provided to participants on a voluntary
basis that are of suflicient intensity in lerms of hours, and
of sufficient duration, to make sustainable changes in a family,

and that integrate all of the following activities: = v =colvesey - o0

“A) Interactive lteracy activitiey between parents and

i their children. - b
W “B) Traming for parents regarding how Lo ba.dhe pri-+
R mary tescher for their children and full partners-inithe |
education of thair children. R
L) Parent literacy training thai lends o economic
geifsuffcency.
%D} An age-appropriate sducation Lo prepare children
AR for success in school and life experiences,
- &) INSTHUCTIONAL STAFF.~1 he tern: ‘insiructions! stail'—

*{A} means individuals who have responsibility for
teaching children e read; and
“B) includes principels, ieschers, supervisers of
ingtruction, librarians, Bbrary school media specialists,
Swen .. teachers of academic subjects othar than reading, and cther
" individuals who have vesponsibility for assisting children
A ledrn to read. ,
“(4) READING.—The term ‘reading’ means a complex system
of deriving meaning from print that requires all of the following:
{A) The skills and knowledge to understand how pho-
nemes, or speech sounda, are connected to print,
“(8) The ability to decode unfamiliar words.
L) The ability to read Nluently,
(1)) Sufficient background ingmnatitm and vocabulary
to foster reading comprehengion,
“E} The development of appropriate active strategies
to construct meaning from print.
. “{g} The development and maintenance of & motivation
to read,

.

36 USC 6581a.
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“{5} SCIENTIFICALLY BASED READING RESEARCH.-~The term
‘seientifically based reading research’
“{A} means the application of rigorous, svstematic, and
ohicctive procedures to obtsin valid knowledge relevant
16 reading development, reading instruction, and reading
' difficultias; and
- - *B) shall include research that

{4} employs systematic, empirical methods ihat
draw on observation or experiment;

“(i1) involvee rigorcus date analyses that are ade-
quate to test the stated hypotheses and justify the
genceral conelusions drawn;

“{ii1) relies on measursments or observational
methods that provide valid data across evaluators and
observers and across multiple measurements aed
shaervations; and

“iv} has been accepted by a peer-reviewed journal
ot approved by a panel of independent experts through
n comparably rigorous, ohjective, and soientific review,

28 i‘ZSC £68 1L “REC, 2253, READENG AND LATERACY GRANTH T0 ETATE EDUCATIONAL
AGENCIES,

a3} PROGRANM AUTHORIZED ~w
© "1} IN GENERsL.~Subiect in the provisions of thiz part,
- {he Secretary shall award srarzzs {o Btate educational agencies
- 10 carry out the reading &nd Hteracy aclivities guthorized under
. this section and seciions 2254 through 2286,
ke S ) "2 Lavrrariong.—  + -

“{A} SINGLE GRANT PER STATE~A Staie edueational -
agency may not receive more than one grant under para-
graph (1} ~ - PPN RO

DAY+ . *(B) 3-YEAR TeRM.—A Biate educational ageney thaty
LAl receives & grant under paragraph {1} may expend the funds
ST ' Erovided under the grant only during the 3.yvear peried
: _ epinning on the date on which the grant is made.
“{b) APPLICATION.—
... “1) IN GENERAL—A Staie educational ageney thal desives
~ to Teceive » grant under this part shall submit an application
to the Secretary at such time and in such form as the Secretary
msy require., The aipiication shall contain the information
described in paragraph (2).
“2) CONTENTS~AN application under this subsection shall
o con’ din the following:
" *{A) An assurance that the Governor of the State,
in consuliztion with the Stale educstional agency, has
established s reading and litermcy parinership described
in subsection {d}, and @ deseription of how such
parinership— ‘
© %3} mssisted in the development of the State plan;
“Gi} will be involved in advising on the selection
of subgraniess under soctions 2455 and 2256, and
“{1i) will assist in the oversight and evsluation
of such subgranises,
“(B) A deseription of the following:
. “(i} How the Staie educations] sgency will ensure
. that professional development activities related to

reading instruction and provided under this part are—

. “y o,


http:paragra.ph
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“(1) coordinated with other State and local
level funds and used effectively to improve instrue-
tional practices for reading, and

“ID based on scientifically based reading
regearch, ,

“{il} How the activitics assisted under this part
wili address the needs of teachers and other instruc-
tional steff, and will effectively teach students io read,
in schools recelving assistance under section 2255 and
2258,

“i11) The extent to which the activities will prepare
teachers in &1 the major components of reading
ingtrogtion {inciuding phenemic awareness, systematic
phonies, fluency, and reading comsprehension),

“thv) How the Blate educational sgency will use
technology to enhance reading and literacy profussional
development activities for teachers, as a;fpmpriate,

“(v} How parents can parficipate in literacy-related
activities assisted under this port o enhance their
children’s reading.

 “{vi} How subgrants made by the Siate educational
agency under sectiong 2255 and 2258 will meet the
 requirements of this part, including how the Stsie
educational agency will engore that subgrantees will
use practices based on scientifically based reading
research,

“vii} How the State educational agency will, to
the extent prarticabls, make grants te subgranieces
in both rural and urban areas.

“{viii} The process that the State used to establich
the reading and literacy partnership described in sub-
section {d) v S

- “0) An assurance that each local educational sgency
to which the State educational agency makes 4 subgrant—

“tiy will provide professional development for the
classroom taacher and other appropriate instructionat
staff on the tenching of reading based on- gcientifically
based reading research;

1) will provide family Hieracy services based on
programs sucE as the BEven Start family literacy model
authorized under part B of title 1, {0 enable parents
to be their ehild’s first and mwest important teacher;

“{ifi} will caury oul proyrams to assigt those kinder-
garten students who are not ready for the transition
to first grade, particularly students experiencing dif-
ficulty with reading skills; and

“Gvy will use supervised individuals (Including
tutors), who have been appropriately trained using
scientifically based reading research, to provide addi-
iional support, before school, after school, on weekends,
during noninstructionsl periods of the scheol day, or
during the summer, for children preparing to enter
kindergarten and studonis in kindergarten through

graziﬁ 3 whe are expenencing difficalty reading.
{13} An sssurance that instruction in reading will be
provided io children with reading difficulties who—
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“i} are at risk of buing reforced 1o special educntion
based on these diffinubiies: er

“(ii) have been evaluated under section 614 of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act but, in
accordance with section 614(bX5) of such Act, have
not been identified as being a child with a disability
{ag defined in section 802 of the such Act).
HE) A description of how the State educational

BEENCYw

“4i3 will build on, and promote coordination amaong,
litaerz;téy programs in the State (including federaliy
fund Emgrams such as the Adult Education and
?amig ieracy Act and the Individuals with Bisakil-
ities Kducatlon Act), in order to increase the effective.
nesy of the progrargs in improving reading for adults
and chiidren and to avoid duplication of the efforts
of the programs; .

*11} will promote reading and library programs
that gm&e aeeess Lo engaging reading material;

*(iii} will make local educational agencies deseribed
iry mections 22558{a)1) and 2256(a)1) aware of the avail-
a’z}Zii}: of subgrants under sections 2255 and 2256,
an

v} will nssees znd evaluate, on a regular basgis,
local educational agency activilies assisted under this
part, with respect 16 whether they have been effective
in achieving the purpsses of this part. .

“F} A description of the ovaluntion instrument the

Stute educational agency will use for purposes of the assess-
 ménts and evaluations under subparagraph (EXiv).
: “(o) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS — . |

’ : *1) IN GENERAL~-The Secrotary shall approve an spplica-
T tion of o State educationsl agency under this seclion onlyw

“(AY if such application meets the requirement of thig

section; and

“UB) after taking into account the extent to which the
plication furthers the pirposes of this part and the gover
vality of the application.

“(2) PEER REVIEW -

“(A) IN GENERAL ~wThe Secretary, in consuliation with

the National Institute for Literacy, shall convene a panel
to evalunte applications under this section. At a miniysum,
the panel shall include—

e i) yrepresétatives. of the National Inatitute for
iiteravy, the Natinnal Research Council of the Nationgl
Academy of Seiences, and the National Institute of
Child Health and Human Development;

“(11} § individuals selected by the Secreiary;

“(iiiy 23 individuals selected by the National
Institute for Literacy;

“(ivd 3 individuals selected by the National
Reg&an;}z Council of the National Academy of Sciences,
ar

“(v} 3 individuals selected by the National Institute
of Ohild Health and Human Development.

‘B Exrenrs.—The panel shall include experts who

are competent, by virtue of their training, expertise, or
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gxperiente, to evalnate aw»lications under this section, and

experts who provide professional development to teachers

of reading o children and adulis, and experts who provide

professiona] development to sther instructional stafl, based

on selentifically based reading research.

o) Priogerye--The panel shall recommend grani
applications from SBtate educations] agencies under this
section to the Secoretary for funding or for disapproval
In making such recomumendsations, the panel shall give
priority to spplications from State educational apgencies
whose Sisies hove modified, are modifying, or provide 8n
assurance that ool later than, 18 months afler receiving
8 %raaz. under this section the State educationsl agencies
will increase the {raining and the methods of teaching
reading reguired for certificotion as oo elementary schogi
foachor (o reflect soentifically based reading research,
exeept that nothing in this Act shall be construed o estab-

Hsh & national system of wacher certification,

“{D) MINIMUM GRANT AMOUNTS,—

“i1 BraTEs~-Each Siate educational agency
sclected fo reeeive a grant under this section shail
receive an amount for the grant peried that is not
less than $500,000, . ,

*Gi) Ourlying areas —The Virgin Islands, Guam,
American Samoea, and the Commonwealth of the North.
crn Mariana Islands selected to receive a grant under
this section shall receive an amount for the grant
period that is not less than $100,000. . | A
HEY  LaMrrATiON~-The Republic of the Marshall

Islands, thé Federated Statea of Micronesia, and the Repub-

lic of Palau:shall not be eligible to receive a grant under " = -

this part.” s L
“{d) READING AND LITBRACY PARTNERSHIPS.—

{1} BEQUIRED PARTICIPANTS.—In order for a State edu.
cational ageney to receive a grant under this section, the Gov-
ernor of the State, in consultation with the State educstional
agoncy, shall establish s reading and..literscy parinership
consisting of at Jeast the fullowing participaitis:

A3 The Governor of the State.

81 The vhief Btate school officer,

“C1 The cheivman and the ranking member of sach
committes of the State legislature that is responsible for

. gducation policy. T, TR

11 A repregentative, selected jointly by the Governor
and the chief State school officer, of at least one local
eduestional agensy that is eligible to receive a subgrant
under section 2265,

“E} A representative, selecied jointly by the Governor
and the chief State school officer, of a community-based
grganization working with children to mprove ther read-
ing ekills, particularly a community-based organization
using tutors and zeientifically based reading research,

“F} State directors of appropriate Federal or State
programs with a strong reading component,

. “((3) A parent of a public or private school atudent
or a parent who educates their ehild or children in their
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20 UKC 6661c.

20 UBC se8id.

home, selected jointly by the Governor and the chief State
scheol officer.

“(H) A teacher who successfully teaches reading and-

an instructional stafl member, selected jointly by the Gav-

error andd the chief State school officer,

B A family Kterary service provider selected jointly
by the Governor and the chief State school officer..

(21 OPTIONAL PARTICIPANTS —A reading and literacy part-
nership may-include sdditional porticipants, who shall be
geleeted jointly by the Covernor and the chief State school
officer, and whu may include a representative of—

%A} ‘an institution of higher education operating a
gmgx&m of teacher preporation besed on scientifically

aged rending research in the Stalg '

“(B} 2 locsi educalional pgency;

MY s private nonprefit oy for-profit elipible profes-
gional development provider providing instruction based
on scientifically i}aseef reading resegrch;

(D} an adult eduestion provider;

“E} a volunieer organization that is mvolved in read-
ing programs; or

“F} a school Bbrary or a public Hbrary that offers
reading or teracy programs for children or families.

“(3) PREEXISTING PARTNERSHIP.If, before the dsie of the
enactment of the Réading Excellence Act, a State esiablished
a consortiom, parinership;- or ‘any other similar bedy, thal
includes the Goverivor"ahd the chief State scheol officer and

has, as # central partof its mission, the promstion of literacy

for childrenin»their- early -childhood- years: throvgh the 3d -

grade and family lilerady services, but that does not satisfy
the requirements of paragraph. (1}, -the Stale may elect to

-+

treat that consoertiving’partnership,cor body as ‘the reading.

and literacy.partnership for the State notwithstanding suc

poragraph, and it ghail.be conzidered a reading and hteracy

partnership for: purposes’ of the other provisions of this part.
“GRC, 4264, USE OF AMOUNTS BY STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.

“f Stute educational agency that recsives 2 grant under section
2253 T
“(1) shall use not more than 5 percent of the funds made
available under the grant for the administrative costs of carry-
ing out this part {excluding section 2256), of which net more
than 2 percent may be used to carry out section 225%; and

“(2) shall use not more than 15 percent .of the funds made |

available under the grant Lo solicit applicationy for, award,
and oversee the performance of, not less than one subgrant
pursusnt to section 2256,

“SEC. 2255, LOCAL READING IMPROVEMENT SUBGRANTS. ©

“a1 IN GENERAL -~ :

“{11 Supsnants--A State educational agency that receives
a grant under section 2263 shall make subgrants, on a competi-
five basis, 1o local edoentional agencies that either—

“tA} have at least one school that is identified for
school improvement under section 1116{c} in the geographic
area served by the a?imcy;

-+ (B} bave the lprgest, or second largest, number of
children who are counted under section 1124{e), in
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comparison {0 all oiher local educational agencies in the
State; or

“C) have the bighest, or second highest, schosl-age
child poverty rate, in comparison {0 all other local edu-
cational agencies in the State, )

For purposes of subparagraph (C), the term ‘school-age child

poverty rate’ meang the number of children counted under

section 1124(e} who are living within the geographic boundaries

of the local educational apency, expressed as a percentage of

the total number of children aged 5-17 years living within

the geographic boundaries of the Jocal educations! agency.

42} BURGRANT AMOUNT~—A subgrani under this seelion

shall congist of an amount sufficient 1o enable the subgrant

recipient 1o opersie s program for a 2-vesr peried and may

nat be revoked or terminated on the gmzmg that & school

ceases, during the grant Szm‘ml, to mest the requirements of

subparagraph (A), {B), or {Q) of paragraph (1}

“(b) AppuiCcaTIONS. A lotal educationg]l agoency that desires
ko receive a subgrant under this section shall subimit an application
ko the State educsiional agency at such time, in guchk manner,
and including guch information as the agency way reguire. The
application—

“1} shall doseribe how the local aducational agency will
work with schools selecled by the agengy to receive assistance’ |,
under subsection EX1}— LT e I
“{A) to select one or more programs of reading instraes | 4,
tion, developed using sciemiﬁcaﬁg bused reading research,., .~
:_0 imﬁ:»rwe reading insiruction by all scademic teachers + .0
or A
agency under such subscction and, where appropriate, for 7 " -
their parents; and T S S I

“&) to enter into an agreement with a,person or enbit¥ . jon' .
responsible for the development of gach program scledtéd 00 G
under subparagraph (A), or a dpefson'\vith;;e‘x}'aé!jg'r}ﬁq BF i o
expertise ghout the program and its impleinentation, under.- ., -

which the person or entity agrees to work with the local ~

educational sgency and the schools in connection with sauch
implemeniation and improvement efforts; ]

=2} shall inélude an assuranece that the lncal educational
agengy— .
“lA} will corry out professionsl development for the
clagsroom ieacher and other imstruciional stsil on the
teachinﬁ of rending based on sclentifically based reading
research;

“B) will provide family literacy servises based en pro-
grams such ag the Kven Start family literacy model author- .
ed under part B of title I, to enable parents to be their
child’s first and most important teacher;

“Cy will carry out programs to assist those kinder.
garten students who are not ready for the transition to
first grade, particonlarly students experiencing difficuliy
with readiz‘zﬁ gkills; and

“(B} will vse supervised individuals {including iutors),
whe have been appropriaiely trained using scientifically
based rending resesrch, to provide additional support,
before school, after school, on waeekends, dunng noninstrue.
tional periods of the schoel day, or during the summer,

children in each of the schools selected. by;the s oo o el
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for children preparing to enter kindergarien and students

in kindergerten through grade 3 who are experiencing &b

Reulty reading; :

8 shall deseribe how the applicant will easure that funds
available under this part, and funds available for reading
instruction for kindevgarten threugh grade 5 from other appro-
priate sources, are effectively coordinated, and, where eppro-
priate, integrated with funds under this Act in order to improve
existing activities in the areas of reading instruction, profes.
sional development, program improvement, parentsl involve-
ment, technical assistance, and other actinities that can help
meet the purposes of this part;

, . “(4) shall deseribe, if appropriate, how parents, tuiors, and
early childbood education providers will be assisted by, and
participate in, Hiersey-related activities receiving financial as-
sistance under this part to enhance children’s reading fluency;

“81 shaill deseribe how the local educational ageney

“{A} provides instruction in reading to chjlgren with
reading difficnlties who— ‘

(i} are at risk of being referred to special education
hased on these diffisulties; or

“i11) have been evaluated under section 814 of the
Individuals with Disabilities Educalion Acdl but, in
poeordance with section 814(BX5) of such Act, have
not been identified as being a child with 8 disability’
{an defined in section 802 of the such Act) andii .t v
“B} will promole reading and Zibrari/ Jprograms that .

. pmviée access to engaging reading ruaterialyand § . v L

16) shall, include an assurance that,the lotal.educatiopal |
agem:y will make available, upon request and in an yhdérsiand: .
able and uniform formst, to any parent of 3 studént alleadin 0o ’
any school selacted {o receive-assistance‘nn‘der;sizi’}"seé};i%iz;a{{i};{i%é;;g S
in the geographic area:served by the locdl eduhtionslagensy .. "7
information regarding the professional qualifications of the #u., ",
dent’s classroom teacher to provide instruction in réading. i, ..

“(¢} SPECIAL RuLE.~To the extent feasible, a lseal sduestivnal
agency that desires to receive a grant under this-section shall
form a partnership with one er more commumity-bared organiza-
tions of demonstrated effectiveness in ewrly childhood literacy, and
reading readiness, reading instruction, and resding ashievement
for both adults and children, such as a Head Start program, family
{iteracy program, public library, or adult eduecation program, to
esrry out the functions described in paragraphs (1) through (5)

CE L, of subsection (b). In evaluating subgrant applications under this

- ) : section, a State cducntional agency shall consider whether the
a‘;zpiicani has satisfied the requirerent in the preceding sentence,
If not, the applicant mwust provide information on why it would
not have been Ezasiiﬁe for the appilicant to have done so.

“{d) Use o¥ FUNDS.—

“1) In OENERaL.—Saubjest to parasgraph (2), 8 Jocal edu-
eational agency thsi receives s subgrant under this seetion
shall nse amounts from the subgrant to carry out activitics
10 advance reform of reading matruction in any school that
{A} iz descmbed in subseclion (a¥X1¥AY (B} has the largest,
ar second largest, number of children who sra counted under
spetion 1124{c), in comparisen 1o all other schoaols in the local
educational agency, or {C) has the lLighest, or second highest,

Frat st
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school-age child poverty valo {as defined in the second sentence
of subsection {8¥X1}), in comparison to all other schools in the
local educational sgency. BSuch activities shall include the folv
lowing:
“A) Becuring technical and other sssistance from—
“4) a program of reading instruction based on sgh
entifically based reading researchy
“t1i) a person or enfity with experience or expertise
about such program and its implementation, who has
agreed to work with the reciptent in connection with
its implementation; ar
“(1i) a program providing family literacy services.
“(B) Providing professional development activities to
teachers and other instructional staff (including trainin
of tuters), using scientifically based reading research an
purchasing of curricular snd other supporting matenals.
“C) Promoting reading and library programs that pro-
vide sccess 1o engaging reading material,

D} Providing, on 8 ve‘iuzztm-{a basis, training 1o pare

enis of children enrolled in a school selected 1o receive
agsistance under suheection (dX1) on how to help their
children with school work, particularly in the development
of reading skills, Buch traming may be provided directly
by the sn%gmm recipient, or through 2 gront or contract
with another person, Such training shall be consistent with
resding reformms taking plece in the school seiting. Nu
parent shall be required fo participate in such training,

“E) Carrging gut family lileracy services based on
programs sug

be their child's first. and most important teacher! © i
“(F) Providing instruction for ‘parents "of* ¢hildren

enrolled in n school selected Lo receiveassistaricstunder = ¥,
subgection (d)(1), and others who volunteer to be reading.

tutors for such children, in the instructional practices bas
on scientifically based reading research used hy the
applicant.

: “I1) Programs to assist those kindergarten students

- enrolled in a school selected to receive assistance under
subsection (d¥1) who arg not ready for the transition to
first grade, particolarly students experiencing difficulty
with reading skills,

“(H3 Providing additional support for children prepar.
ing o enier kindergarten and students in kindergarten
through grade 3 who are enrolled in a sthoel selected
0 receive pesisiance under subsection (1), who are
experiancing difficulty reading, before scheol, afler school
on weekends, during noninstructional periods of the school
day, or during the summer, using supervised individualg
(inciuding tutors), who have been appropriately trained
using scientifically based reading research, :

“(I} Providing instruction in reading to children with
reading difficuities who—

“(} are at rigk of being referred to special education

" based on these difficulties;.or
“tii) have been evaluated under section 814 of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act bui, in

[l

as the Even Siart family literacy model
authorized under part B of title I, to-enable-parents w -
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decordance with section 6145¥5) of such Act, have

not been identified as being a child with a8 disability

(as defined in section 602 of the such Act).

“) Providing coordination of reading, library, and it
eracy programs within the local educational agency to avoid
duplication and increasse the effectiveness of “reading,

» Hbrary, and literacy activities,
(2} LiMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES —A recipient

of & suh%rant under this section may use nol more than 5

percent of the subgrant funds for administrative costs.

e} Traming NONRECIPIENTS.—A recipient of & aubgrant under
this section may train, on a fee-for-service basis, personnel from
schools, or loeal educational agencies, that are not a beneficiary
of, or receiving, such z subgrant, in the instructional practices
based an scientifically baged reading research used by the recipient.
Such & nonresipient school or agency may use funds received under
title 1 of this Act, and other appropriate Federal funds used for
reading instruction, 10 pay for such training, to the extent consistent
with the law under which such funds were received.

20UBL 866te. T *SEC. 2288, TUTORIAL ASSISTANGE SUBGRANTS.

¥a) In GENERAL— :
1) BupGrants—Except as provided in paragraph (4), 8
State educational agency that receives z grant under section

RO 2253 shall make at jeast one subgrant on & competitive hagis

"L‘, : ! . [5‘

R “A) locnl educatinnal agencies that have st Jeast one o
. school in the geographic area served by the agency that— . .

e . . . -“{ilis located in an area designaled a8 an emgow&r;' . o e

: ment zene under pari I of subchapter U of thapter - S

N 1 of the Internsi Revenue Code of 1986; o - .
Yy n, v ' : “0ii) is loeated in an area designated.ss.an enter-.
prise community under pari [ of subchapter U of chap-. « ot 7
ter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; Dt
“(H) tocal educational agencies that have at lesst one -
. #sechool that ig identified for school Improvement ubder ace
tion 1116(c) in the gevgraphic ares served by the agency;
.., M) local educational agencies with the largest, or
o second largest, nomber of children wha are counted undey
T section 1124(c), in comparison io ail other iocal edueational
agencies in the State; or
“I3 locul educational agencies with the highest, or
second highest, school-age child poverty rale, in comparison
- ’ "W all uther local educational agencics in the State,

' ‘ For purposes of subparagraph (D), the term ‘school-age child
poverty rate’ means the number of children counted under
section 1124{c) who are living within the geographic boundaries
of the local educational agency, expressed as a pereentage of

ihe total number of children aged 5~17 years living within
the gesgraphic boundaries of the Jocal edueational agency.

23 NOTIFICATION —

“A} TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—A State edu-
eational agency shall provide notice to all local educational
agencies within the Stale regarding the availability of the
subprants under this section.

8 To PROVIDERS AND PARENTS.—Not later than 30
days after the date on which the State educatisnal agency ™
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provides notice under subparagraph (A), each local edu-
cational agency described in paragraph (1) shall, as a condi-
tion on the agency's receipt of funds made available under
title 1 of this Act, provide public notice to potential provids
ers of tuterial assigtance operating in the jurisdiction of
the agency, snd parents residing in such jurisdiction,
regarding the availability of the subgrants under this see-
Lion.
3) APPLICATION ~~A local educational agency that desives
i receive a subgrant under thiz section shall sulonit an appliea-
tion to the State educational agency at such time, in such
manner, and including such information as the agency may
require. The application shall include an assurance that the
loess] educational agency will ‘'use the subgrant funds to carry
out the duties deseribed in subsection (b) for children enrolled
in any school selected by the agency that {(A) i described
irn paragraph (1}A}, (B) is deseribed in paragraph {1XB), (C}
haa ihe largest, or second largest, number of children wheo
are counted under section 1124{c), in comparison t¢ all other
schools in the local educational agency, or {D) has the highast,
or second highest, schoshage child poverty raie {as defined
in the seeond sentence of paragraph (1)), in comparison to
alt other schools in the local educational ageney. ’

“(4) Excerrion.~If ne local sducational agency within the

State submiis an applicatton to receive & subgrant under this
section within the 6-month period beginning on the date on
which the State educational agency provided notice to the local

. educationsal agencies regarding the availability of the subgrants,

the State educational agency may use funds otherwise reserved

" under 2254(2) for the purpssze of providing locel rending

improvement subgrants under seclion 2255 if ihe State edu-

. gatipnal agency certifics to the Secrelary thatl the requirsments

of paragraph (2} have been met and each local educalional
agency in the Siate described in subparagraph (B of such
paragraph has demonsirated to the State educabional sgency
that no provider of tulorial assistence described in such
subparcreraph requosted the local educationsl sgeney to sub-
mit under paragraph {§) an application for a tutorial assistance
subgrant. .
“(b) USE OF FUNDS.~

“(1) In GENERAL.~~A loca] educational agency that receives

‘a subgrant under this section shall carry out, using the funds

provided "weder the sulgrant, each of the duties deseribed in
paragraph {2}

(2} DumiE’ -The duties described in this paragraph are
the provisipn of tuloris] assistance in reading, before schosl,
afier school, on weekends, or during the summer, to children
wha have difficulty reading, using instructions] practices based
on geientifically based res ing rescarch, through the following:

“{A) The creation and implementation of objective cr-
teria to determing in a uniform manner the eligbility of
futorial assistance providers and tutorial sssistance pro-
grams desiring to provide tutorial assistance under the
subgrant. Such criteria shall include the following:

“i) A record of effectiveness with respect to reading
readiness, reading instruction for children in
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kindergarten through 3d grade, and early childhood

literacy, as appropriaie.

“(n) Location in a geographic arca convenient to
the school or schools attended by the children whe
will be receiving tutorial agsistance.

i} The ability to provide tutoring in reading
o children who have difficulty reading, using instrue-
tional! praclices buszed on sclentifically based readin
research and consistent with the reading instructiona
methods and content used by the schosl the child
attends.

(B} The provision, o perents of o child shlgible Lo
receive tutorial assistance pursuant to this section, -of mul-
tiple choiees among tutorial assistance providers and tuto-
rial assistance programs determined to be eligible under
the criteria described in subparagraph (A). Such choices
shall include g school-hased program and at jeast one tuto-
rial assistance 'grogmm operated by a provider pursuant
1o a contract with the jocal educational agency.

“{C} The development of procedures—

“(1} for the provision of information to parenis of
an eligible child regarding such parenis’ choives for
tuterial assistance for the eaild;

“(it} for considering children for futorial assistance
whe are identified under subparagraph (D) and for
whom no parent has selected a tutorial assistance pro-
vider or tutorisl assistance program that give such
parents additional epportunities to select 8 tutorial

- assistance provider or tuterial. assistance program
referved to in subparagraph (B); and :

“Gii} that permit a local educationsl apency to
recommend & tutorial assistance provider or tutorial
assistance program in 'a case where a pareni asks
for assistance in the making of such selection,

“D} The developmoent of 2 selection process for provid-
ing tutorial ssgigtance in accordance with this paragraph
that Hmits the provision of assistance to children ientified,
by.the schop] the child attends, as having difficulty reading,
includéng difficulty mastering phonemic awareness, system-
atic phonies, fipency, and reading comprehension,

“E) The development of procedures for selecting chil-
dren to receive tutorial assistance, t0 be uged in eases
whore insufficient funds are available to provide assistance
witlr-vaspect to oll children identified by a school under
subparagraph (B}, thate

{1} give priorily to children who are delermined,
through Siate or local reading assessmonts, to be most
it need of tuteris] assistance; and

*ii) give priority, in eases where children are
determined, through State or local reading assess-
ments, to be equaﬁ]y in need of tutorial assistance,
based on a random selection principle,

“(F} The development of a methodology by which pay-
ments are made directly to tutorizl assistance providers
whoe are identified snd selecied pursusnt te this seclion
and selected for funding. Such methodology shall include
the making of a contract, consisient with Siale and local
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law, between the provider and the local educational agency.
Such eontract shall satisfy the fullowing requirements:

“1} 1t ghall contain specific gosly and timetables
with respect Lo the performance of the tulorinl assist-
anee provider,

) “Hi} It shall require the tutorial assistance provider
10 report to the local educational agency on the provid-
ar's performance in meeting such gosls and timetables.

E(iii} it shall specify the measurement techniques
that will be used to evaluate the performance of the
provider, .

*i¢d It shall require the provider to meet all
applisable Federal, State, and local health, safety, and
wivil rights laws, '

“Coy Tt shall cosure that the tutorial assistance
provided under the contract is consistent with readin
inatruction and content used by the local educationa
ugency.

“tvil 1k shall contain an agrecment by the provider
that information regarding the identity of any child
eligible for, or enroiled in the program, will not be
publicly diselosed without the permission of a parent
of the child.

ity It shall include the terms of an agreement
between the provider and the loeal educational agency
with respect to the provider's purchase and mainte-
nance of adequate general liability insurance.

*o i) Tt shall contain provisions with respect to

~the making of payments” to. the provider.by the local ...

“veduecational agency. = : .

“4G) The development of procedures under which the
local edueational agency carrving out this paragraph— . .-
I &0 ) will ensure. oversight of the quality and |

" pffectiveness of the tutorial assistance provided by each
tutorial assistance provider that is selected for funding;

) will provide for the terminstion of coniracis
with ineffeclive and unsuccessful tutorial assistance
providers {as determined by the local educational
agency based upon the Fmé‘mmmc& of the provider
with respect to the goanis and iimelables conlained
in the sontract belween the agency and the provider
under subparagraph (1 -

“iif) will provide 10 each parent of a child identified
under s&ﬁpmngh (D} wlareguests surh information
for the purpose of selecting u tutorial assistance pro-
vider for the ¢hild, in g comprehensible format,
information with respect to the quality and effective-
ness of the tuterial assistance referred to in clause

ik

vy will ensure that each scheool ideniifyving a
child under subparagraph (D) will provide upon
request, to a parent of the child, assistance in selecting,
froms among the totorisl assistance providers who sre
identified pursuant to subparagraph (B) the provider
whe ig best able to meet the needs of the child;

“{v} will ensure that parents of a chiid receiving
futorial assistonce pursuant to this section are
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informed of their child’s progress in the tutorial pro
gram; and

*{vi) will ensore that it does not disclose the name
of any child whe may be eligible for tutorinl assistance
purauant 1o this section, the name of any parent of
such 8 c¢hild, or ani; other personally identifiable
information aboutl such a parent or chii(i to any tuto-
rial assistance provider (exciuding the agency itself},
withont the prior written consent of sueh parent.

“SEC. 2267, NATIONAL EVALUATION.

“From funds reserved under section 22060{(bX1), the Secrolory,
through grants or contracts, shall eonduct a snational assessment

_of the programs under this part. In developing the coriteria for

the assessment, the Secretary shall receive recommendstions from
the peer review panel convened under section 2258{cX2).

SEC. 2258, INFORMATION DISSEMINATION.

“ay IN GEyepral—From  funds reserved under section
22606(bX¥2), the Natienal Institute for Literacy shall disseminate
information on scientifically based reading research and information
on subgrantee projecis under section 2258 or 2266 that have proven
effective, At # minimum, the institute shall disseminste such
information 1o ail recipients of Federal financial assistance under
fitles 1 znd VI of thigsAct, the Head Biart Act, the Indbviduals
with Disabilities Fducation Act, and the Adull Education and Fam-
iy Literacy feto” - 707 T b

“hl COQRBZRAT;&)Ni%Z:SZc&:ry%ng put this seetinn, the National
Institute for Litergéy~~ =~ ™ °

“(1r-shalli usé, ‘Lo the-extent practicable, information net-
works developed: and thaintained through sther public and pri-
vate persons) including the Secretary, the Mationel Center for
Family Literacy;dhd thé Readline Program;’ EAR

“(23" shallywork™in “conjunction with an }Fanel cefvened
by the National lostitute of Child Health ang uman Develop-
ment and the Sscretary and any panel convenced by the Office
of Edueations] Besenrch and Improvement to nssess the current
status of research-based knowledge on reading development,
including the effectiveness of vavious approaches to teaching
children o read, with respect io delrmining the criferia by
which the MNational Institete for Literacy judges scientifically
based resding research and the desigy of stralegies to dissemi-
nate auch information; and .

“3) may assist any SBtate educationzl agency selected to
receive a grant under section 2250y-and thai inquesis such
asgistance— :

“(A) in determining whether apphications submitted
under section 22563 meet the reguirements of thia title
relatixg; 10 seientifically based reading research; and

“(B) in the development of subgrant application forms.

“BEC, 2258, BFATE EVALUATIONS; PERFORMANCE REPORTS.

“a) STATE EVALUATIONS, -

1) In gaveral —Each State educational agency that
receives 4 grand uader section 2253 shall evaluate the success
of the agency’s subgrantees in meeting the purposes of this
part. At 2 minimom, the evaluation shall measure the extent
to which students who are the intended beneficiaries of the
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wbgmnts made by the agency have improved their reaémg

2y CONTRACT.—A State educationad ageney shall carry
sut the evaluation under this subsection by entering into a
sontract with an eniity that conducts soientifically hased read-
ing research, under which contraet the entity will perform
the evaluation.

“(3) SUrRMISSION.—A State educational agency shall submit .

the findinga from the evaluation under this subsection to the
Secretary. The Secretary shall submit a summary of the find-
ings from the evaluations under this subsechion and the
national assessment conducted under section 2257 to the appro-
griate commitiees of the Congress, including the Committee
vn Edueation and the Workforce of the Heuse of Kepresenta-
tives and the Committee on Labor and Human Hesources of
the Sennte,

“b} PERFORMANCE REPORTS.~A State educstional agency that
rereives & grant under- section 2283 shall submil performance
reparts to the Secretary pursuant o z schedule o be determined
by the Secretary, bul not more freguently then annecally, Sueh
reports shall includes—

{1} with respeet to subgrants under section 2258, the pro-
grarz‘z or programs of reading instruction, based on 5::1entzﬁcally
ased reading research, selected by subgrantees; ... .
“2) the results of use of i @ evaiuathx rei‘erred to in
section 2253(bX2XE)(iv); and )
“{8) a description of the suhgranteeﬂ recen’mg;funds under

this part. o

“SEC, 2200, AUTHORIZATIONS OF Mpmpmnoa ;’“ ‘RE:

g

SERVATIONS

Ha} i&umomzm‘zows—- s *@ i 5

" “(1) FY 1999 —There aré. az{thm zed ! ‘w«;be appmpnate&

lo carry out this part and %er:tz’nn 1202, $25‘{3 006,600 for
fizcal vorr 1806, o R AL

"%y FY 2000.—There are aaxt}wme{i to be & pmpnate&

to carey oul this part and section 1202{¢ $260,000,008 fer

fyoal yoar 2000

b3 RESERVATIONS. —From aach of the amounts apprepnabe&"-

under subsection (a) for a fiscal year, the Secratary—
S{1} shall reserve 1.5 pereant to carry oul section 22357(a)
d“{"} shall reserve $5,000,000 to carry oub section 2258
an

20 TS0 8661,

*{8) shall reserve $10,000,000 to carry out section 1202(c}—'~- o

“{ey BUNSET. —Not.wlthstandmg sechion 422(a) of the General
Edurcation Provisions Act, this part is not subject to extension
under such section.”

{b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

{1} AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS -—Section 2003 of

the Flementary and Secondary Education Act of 1885 (20 U.S.C.

$603) is amended— _ _

{A) in subsection {a), by striking “title,” and inserting
“title {other than part G ; and

B} in subsection {(bX3), by striking “part C” and insert-
ing "part ",
{2) PRIORITY FOR PROFESSIGNAL DEVELOPMENT IN MATHE-

MATICS AND SCIENCE-—Section 2208 of the Elementary and

v a4k

T
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Becondary Education Act of 1865 (20 U S.C, 6646; is amended
by insarting “{other than part CF after “for this {itle” each
place such term appeuars.

{3) REPORTING AND ACCOUNTABILITY —Section 2401 of the
Elementary and Secandary Education Act of 1865 (20 US.C.
6701} iz smended by siriking “under this part” each place
such é)erm appears and imserting “under this title {oither than
part €Y7

(4) DEFpaTIONS ~Section 2402 of the Elementary and

20 USC 6702, Secondary Education M Act of 1985 {80 U.8.C, 6701) i3 amend-
' ed by striking “this part—" and inserting “this title {other

than part )b,

(5) (GENERAL DEFINITIONS.—Section 1410M10XC) of the
Flementary and Secandar{) Education Act of 1965 (20 US.C. -
8861(%)(}){0)) iz amended by striking “part C" and insorting
tipart‘ ??‘

(6) PARTICIFPATION BY PRIVATE SCHOOL CHILDREN AND
THACHERS —Section 14503(BXI1)B} of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8893(b)1XB)} is
amended by striking “part C" and inserting “part D”.

SUBTITLE II--AMENDMENTS TO EVEN S;I‘ART FAMILY
LITEBACY PROGRAMS
) X wgene e

SEC, 201, RESERVATION FOR GRANTS, " "‘ o

Section 1202(c) of the Elementary and. Secondary Education
. Act of 1965 (20 U.8.C. 6362(c)) is amended: to- read as follows:
. "(c) RESERVATION FOR GRANTS =~ ../ 2 .
“(1) GRANTS AUTHORIZED, “-From funds reserved under sec- -
tion 2260(b)(3), the Secretary shall‘award grants, ona competi-

" tive basis, to States to enable'such’ States to” ‘plai.and imple-
ment statewide- family literdeys 1mt1atwes\toécoardmate and,
where appropriate, integrate existing Federal,: -State, dnd local

« literacy resources consistent with the .purposes of this part.
Such coordination and integration:shall include funds available
under the Aduit Educeation and Family Literacy Act, the Head
Start Act, this part, part A of this title, and part A of wtle
IV of the Social ecurily Act. o

“{(2) CONSORTIA.—

"{A) ESTaBLISHMENT.—Toe receive a grant under this
subsection, a State shall establish a consortium of State.
level programs under the following laws:

“1) This fitle {other than part D). Ve,
“{i1) The Head Start Act. W
N “Giiy The Aduit Educstion and Family Literacy
ct.
“tiv) All other State-funded prescheol programs
and programs providing literacy services to adults.

“{B) Prax.—Ts receive a grant undser this subsection,
the consortinm established by a State shall create a lan
{0 use o portion of the State’s resources, derived lrom
the programs referved Lo in subparagraph (A), to sirengthen
and expangd family literacy services 1n such Staie,

0y COORDINATION WITH PBART € OF TITLE jIL.—The
consortium shall coerdingic its aclivities with the activities
of the reading and lileracy parinership for the Siste
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established under section 2283(d), if the State eduecationsl

agency receives a grant under section 2253.

“(3) READING INSTRUCTION.Statewide family literacy inie
{iatives implemented under thix subsection shall base readin
jastruction on scientifically based reading research {(as sucﬁ
term is defined in section 2252),

“4) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-The Becretary shall provide,
directly or through a grani or contract with an organization
with experience in the development and operation of succsssiul
farnily literacy services, technical assistance to States receiving
& grant under this subgection.

5y MATCHING REQuisEMEN?~The Secretary shall nod
make a grané to s State under this subsection unless the
State agrees that, with respect to the cosis to be incurred
by the eligible congorfium in carrying oul the activities for
which the grant was awarded, the State will make available
nan»FederaﬂontrihutinM in an amount equal to not iegs than
the Federal funds provided under the grant.”.

SEC. 202, BPEFINITIONS,

Hection 1202(e) of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C, 8362(e)) is amended—
{1} by redesignating paragraphs (3) and {4} ag paragraphs
{4} and (5}, respectively; and . .
(2) by inserting afier paragraph (2) the following: . £
“3) the term ‘family Hieracy services’ means services pro- :
vided to pariicipants on & voluntary basis that are of sulfficent
. intensity in terms of hours, and of sufficient duration, lo make . 77
. sustainable changes in a family, and that integrate all of the
following activities: - St
“(A) Interactive literacy activities belween purents and
their children. e Y A
“(B) Training for parents regarding how. to be the pris =~~~
mary {eacher for thewr children and full partners in the .
education of their children, - ' T
*() Parent literscy iraining that leads t0 gconoric
self-sufficiency.
D) An age-appropricie education o prepare children
{or suceess in school and iie expertences, .
SEC. 483, EVALUATION.
Section 1209 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965 (20 U.B.C. 6369) is amendad—
. (1) in paragraph (1}, by strikin%u“ané” 8t tha end;
SN (2) in paragraph (2}, by siriking the period at the end
and inserting % and”; and

{3) by adding at the end the followinF:

“3) o provide States and eligible entities receiving a
subgrant under this part, directly or through a grant or contract
with an organization with expericnce in the development and
operation of successful {amily lileracy serviees, technicsl assist-
ance to ensure Jocal evaluations undertzken under section
1205(10) provide accuraie information on the effectiveness of
programs asgsisted under this part”,

REC. 204, INDICATORS OF PROGEAM QUALTTY.

(n) IN GENERAL-~The Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1955 iz amended— -

PP trew
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20 USC 6370, {1} by redesignating section 1210 as section 1212; and
{2) by inserting after section 1208 the following: -

20 UBC 6388a, “REC, 1219, INDICATORS OF PROGRAM QUALITY.

“Each State receiving funds vnder this part shell develop, based
on ihe hest svailable research and gvaluation data, indieators of
program gualily oy programs sssisted under this part. Such indics.
tors shall be usad to monitor, evaluaie, and improve such programs
within the State. Such indicators shall include the following:

(1} With respect to sligible part;czpants in a program
who are adults—
“A) achievement in the sreas of readmg, wyiting,
English language acqguisition, problem solving, and
DUMeraey;

*B) receipt of a high school diploma or a general
gquivalency diploma;

() entry into a postsecondary school, job retraining
program, or employment or career aévancemenz including
the military; and

“D} such other indicators as the Siate may develsp.
(2} With respect 6 eligible participants in a2 program

who are children—
“(A} smprovement in ability io read on grade levsl
or reading readiness;
“{B} school attendance; .
' “(C) grade retention and promotion; and T N
. : “{D} such other indicstors as the State may develop.” g5 Ce
- . () STAaTE LEVEL  ACTIVITIER--Ssction . 1203(a) of t.he e ,
T ; Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 {20 U8, C Tenie e
, © 6363(n)) is amended— LR
- {1} in paragraph (1}, by striking Yand”at the'end; .. . 0ol Tiges ey

{2} in pamgraph {2), by siriking the pezw& at’ t%;e emi S AL w.*“ %
snd inserting ¥ and”; and g é‘}i- rode E
{31 by addmg at the end the fakicwmg- : : RN
“{3) earrying out section 12107, ’ '
) . {c} Awarn oF\SUBGm*':’s,w?mgraphs (3) and {4} of section
e : 1208(b} of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1963
. (20 U.8.C, 6368) are amended to read as follows: )
] “(3) CONTINUING ELIGIBILITY ~ln awarding subgrant funda
to continue a program under this part for the second, third,
or fourth yesr, the Siate educational agency shall evaluste
oy . C z?:e dpmgram based on the indicators of program quality devel-
by the Staie under seciion 1210, Such evaluation shall
wke piace afler the conclusion of the startup peried, i any.
“{4} INSUFFICIENT PROGRESS.~The State educational
agensy may refuse s gward subgrant funds if such agency
finds that the eligible entity has not sufficiently improved the
performance of the progran, az evaluated based on the indiea
tors of program quality developed by the State under section
1210, after—— .
“(A) providing technical assistance to the eligible
onlity; and
“B) affording the eligible entity notice and an oppor-
tumity for a hearing.”
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SEQC. 205, RESEARCH.

The Elementary and Secondary Educastion Act of 1965, as
amended by section 204 of this Act, is further smended by inserting
after section 1210 the following:

YEEC, 1211, RESEARCH, 26 UBC 53688,
“{a) IN GeNeRaL.—The Beeretary shall carry ount, through grant

" oy pontract, research into the components of suceessful family It

Eracy services, Lo uss—

“(1} to improve the guakity of existing programs sssisted
under this part or othor family litersey programs carried out
under this Aet or the Adult Education and Family Literacy
Act; and

“2) to develop models for new programs to be carried
iut under thiz Act or the Adult Education and Family Literacy

et,

-¥7b) DissEMINATION.~The National Institute for Lileracy shall
disserminaie, pursuant to section 2258, the results of the research
deseribed in subsection {a) to States and reciplents of subgranis
under thas part.”,

SUBTITLE I1L-REPEALS

© BEC. J0L REPEAL OF CERTAIN UNFUNDED EDUCATION PROGHAMS.

(&) CoMMUNITY Senool PARTNERSHIFS,—The Community
School Partnership Act (contained in part B of title V of the Improv-
ing America’s Schools Aot of 1894 (20 U.S.C. 1070 note) is repealed.

{b) Engcaronal. RespancH,. DEVELOPMENT, DISSEMINATION, .. ...« - ..

ARD: IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1994 —Section 9414 of the Educational - - o
Research, Development, Dissemination, ang improvement Act of
18994 (20 US.C, 604115} 15 rapealed. : Sqy rrg st e

{¢) ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 18852t b .
The {oliowing provisions are repealed:

{1} INNOVATIVE  ELEMENTARY ROHOOL  TEANSITION
PHOJECTS.—Section 1503 of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6453).

- (2) DE LUCO TERRITCRIAL EDUCATION IMPROVEMENT PRO-

% graMm.—Fart H of title X of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Agl of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8221 et seq.), ) .
) {3) EXTERDED TIME FOR LEARNING AND LONGER SCHOOL
vEAR~—Part 1, of title X of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Aci of 1865 (20 U.S.C. 8351, '
e, {4} TERRITCRIAL ASSISTANCE—Part M of title X of the
: Eiem}eniary and Secondary Edueation Act of 1865 {20 US.C
8371
{4y Fasioy ann Coumunity Enpeavor Scnoonus—The Family
and Community Endeavor Schools Act (42 1.8.6, 13792} is repealed,
{e) GoaLs 2000; EDUCATE AMERICA ACTSubsections (b} and
{d¥1) of section 601 of the Goals 2000 Educsie America Act (29
U.8.C. 5951) are repealed.
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Bepartment of
Transportation
and Helated
Agencing .
Apprapriations
Agi, 1998,

This Act may be cited as the "Departmentis of Labor, Health
and Huoman Services, and Education, and Related Agencies Appro-
pmatlons Act, 19997, .

nspartatwu fmd Relat.ed ﬁgenmes AF E;rzawms ,é.zst ZQSQ px‘f:w
vidkd as follows, to be, effective as 1 ad been enacted into
law ¥g the regular approprigtions Act:

AN ACX Making appropriations for the Department, of Transportasion and related
agencds for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1898, and far other purposes

TITLE 1
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

IMMEDIATE GEPICE OF THE SBECHETARY N

For necesssry axpenses of the Iminediate Dffice of the Seq-
retary, $1,6824 000,

IsmMeDIATE (NFICE OF THE DEPUTY BECRETARY

For neccssary expensys of the Immediate Office of the Deputy
Sevretary, 3EEE GGG, .

{}mcz: or 7} GENERAL COUNSEL

 For accessary expenses ofRhe Office of the (}ez‘wmé sz&sei
$8,750,000.

OFFICE OF THY ASSISTANT RECEETARY POX POLICY IS

For necessary expenses of the Offee of the Assistant Secretary
for Policy, $2,808,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR AVIATION AND
el IN’I‘ERNATIONAL AFFARS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the Assistant Seeretary
for Aviation and International Affairs, $7,654.300: Provided, That
notwithstandipg any other provision of law there may be credited

«;s this appropriation up o $3, 060,000 in fun received in user
RS,

(WWFICE OF THE ABBISTANT SECRETARY FOR BUBGETRND PROGRAMS

For pecessary expenses of the Office of the Assisdynt Secretary
for Budgel and Programs, $8,348.000, including not fo exeeed
$40,000 for sliccation within the Department for officid] reception
and representation expenses as the Sceretary may determige.

I

OFFIOE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY POR GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses of the Gilice of the Assistant Smmiary
for Governmental Affairs, §1,940,800.
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IISION K PAY-AS.-YOU-GO PROVISION

Notwithstandiniwule 3 of the Budget Seorekeeping Guidelines
set forth in the Joint™B 'lanat@ry Statement of the Committee
of Conference accompanying Sapference Report No. 105-217, legis-
intion in sechion 103 of Divisiol{ and in divisions Lhmu h
J of this Act that would have beem™egtimated by the Office of
Management and Budget as changing dirbeq spending or receipts

" under gection 252 of the Balanced Budget andpergency Defiait

Control Act of 1885 were i included in an Act™usljer than an
appropriotion Act shail be treated as direct spendin
Zegzs%amn 8»8 ﬁ??z@pnaze ‘ander sectzcn 252 of the Bz e

' c ::zted ziz m%ms Cmsei:éawé and Ewer»
poncy Sﬁp;}i{&mmmi Appropriations Act, 1888,

Agpproved Qetober 21, 1998,

LEGIBLATIVE BISTOREYH.R. 4328 (3. 2307

HOUSE REPORTR: No. 105648 (Comm. va Anpropriations) and 105828 {Domen.
Cenforence],
SENATE REFORTE: No, ?35—249 socompanying 3. 2807 (Domem. on Approgria.
Liord).
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 144 {1958);
July 29, considered and passed Houes, -
July 30, considered and passed Senate, smendsd, b lizu of 5. 2307,
(et 20, House agreed to conference report,
Oct. 21, Senate agreed to conference report.

Q
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- Part3 - School Environments Conducive to Learaing .

Working Draft: Rationnle for a restracturcd Goals 2000/ESEA--Augnst 26, 1998

There are four major approaches to thinking shout how Goals 2000 and the ESEA might be
restrictured:

I Goals 2000 and ESEA as thcy are currently struetured changing the focus of Goals

. 2000 1o implementing standards in the classroorm,
{2) Integrating Goals 2000 into the ESEA and consolidating programs in four broad
categories- equity, quality teaching, school environments conducive 1o learning, and
excellence and innovation for'ftandards-based reform,
{3) Make 31l ESEA and Goals 2000 funds available through thrce programs targeted a8
the elementary, middle and high school levels; and
(4) Make Thtle 1 one block grant, put everything else in & second block grant.

This paper focuses on Approach 2,

Part 1 -- Equity: Services to the most edncmamily dissdvanizged students » (1) Should
there be an equuty picce where Title I, Title VII, and Title IX are blended together or (2) should

 he funding that is provided under Txtlhs LV, and IX would continue 10 flow o szatcs dismicts,

and schools as separate programs?

Part 2~ Qunlity teaching — A more significant overhaul, with perhaps greater flexibility at
State and local levels, should be considered for programs Arsigned to build capacity for high
quality teaching by combining several programs--Titles II, ITund XIH of 'ESEA, aswell as
Goals 2000--under one new authority,

‘
oo A e

Part 4 — Excellence and Innovation &~ The feders! role in education, as in other areas of
rational interest, should encompass responsibility for providing leadership and knowledge in
response (o sxisting challenges and new opportunities that face ¢ur nation’s schiools, This pant
cambining funds from a number of cumnz small, categoriesl programs into one or moTe parts o
support the Secretary’s initiatives and other initiatives to develop new knowledpe and 1ools that
can be used by States, districts and schools to inform the use of funds under Part 1.

Unassigned programs: Impact Ald, Education for Homeless Youth, Immigrant Education
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Working Draft: Rationale for g restructured Goals 2000/ESEA~Augnst 26, 1998

Accountability: Concept is to have a'single accountsbility requirazment that cuts across Panis 1
and 2 (perheps building on what is already in the cument Title I program.} This section will be
informed by the work of the accountebility paper.

BACKGROUND;

> One of the underlying concept of Goals 2000 and ESEA as amended in 1994 {s for
Federal educetion programs wark together with, rather than separatc from, one another
and to support State and local school reform efforts, :

v To facilitate this::

1} Geoals 2000 supported the development of the standards infrastructare;
23} All ESEA programs are tied to standards in support of standards-based reform;
3) Consolidated application and plenning process, and czmsolzd&i,ng
sdministrative funds aré authorized;
4} School wide program authority allows funds fom multiple Federal edzzcatz on
programs to upgrade the entire sducational program of a school without having to
conform with specific stanutery or regulatory requiremens of each separate
program as lofg as the intent and gzz;-;:e;ses?cf*ziéo% programs‘are being met.
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‘What we know regarding school reform:

» Ciaals bas been successful in sui:parting state and local efforts to put in pisca the
framework for standards-based reform {content and perfortnance standards, Work on new
assessments). 1o a 1997 PubliciAgends survey, 58 percent of K-12 teachers and 82
percent of parents reported thet their States or school districts have set guidelines for what
students are expected to know and be able 1o do (Quality Counts, 1998, 2. 7%, - o

» Public comument indicates teht the current emphasis on standards-based reform with
aligned assessments and accouritability for results should be continued, The framework
ts sound and should not be abandoned nor seriously altered. (Informationsl Forums)

» Oncs the Samework is in place; high fmplementation states are focusing their efforts on
building capacity at the distrist and schoo] level to implement reform (CPRE) ‘

> Districts need greater suppon aligiing standards with cwricula and assessment; schools
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Working Draft: Rationale for 2 restructured Goals 2000/ESEA—August 26, 1998

need support implementing standards; and teachers need curriculum and instructional
strategies aligned with their State’s standards. (Informations] Forums)

» ‘When States make Goals 2000 grants available to disteicts on g annual basts only it is
used 1o buy things as opposed to implementing reforms,

- The Special Suategies r:pa_rt found that where reform is implemented, it is funded with
Title T dollars because disiricts and schools expect those funds o be availsbie over the
long term. '

4 Special Stratepies elso reperts that outside assistance is a critical factor in those cases

where reforms are successful implemented.

» . Thereis s great need for tools fo implement reform {information sbout research-based
approaches.) (Informational Forums)

» There & nesd for more research in determining sffective practices and in maldng research
more ussfil 1o feachers and other practioners (Informational Fazz:ms},

+ oy "

‘What we know sbout the impact of eurrent statutory prc‘mswm tz: pmmnte amore, . .

coherent use of ESEA funds; - R TIORI
- Tmome W 1Tan w M A e . W u ’1 i‘ m M‘f‘ d, sb‘-:._?r:r-zA._- iyl
> States embraced z:onschdat.,d planning (ali ’but one Stats subnnttcd A’ wpsohdated plan).

e
i..ﬂ iif‘: A}

» Feedback from the cunschdated plnnmnrz process and Ilicpzmmwt Intagrazed Rcwevfs
indicass that these efforts have resulted in State program sdministrators taking with one
another--often for the first tine eyer. However, while an imponant first step, even with

consolidated plansing, programs are being carried out in traditional ways and there. | -

appenrs 1o be litde consultation cutside of the planning process. Additionally, ~
administrators of smaller discraﬁaaarv grant programs {&.g. Homeloss and Migrant)
cx;msscd congern about the risk of overlooking the needs of special populations, {Living
in Interesting Time)

» There is currently not a uniform system for (coherent approach to distributing funds that
support capacity development 1 schools For example, Eissnhower funds are disiibuted
by formuda to districts and technology funds aze provided competitively at the State level,

- Sometimes individual program pots are too smali 1o have significant impact at the school
level (Eisenhower),

> Programs that deal with eapacity building should ts simplified and tied together more
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Working Draft: Rationale for a restructared Goals 2000/ESEA--Angust 26, 1998

soherently. ('Infzzzmwaml Forumns)

State administrasors of Federal elementary, fs&:"‘ondm'}’ program mpor&eﬁ. that JASA and
(Goals 2000 provided wncreased flexibility as a resulr of coordination and collaboration
with other Federally-funded programs; increased opportunities fo approve a wider range
of local program designes; and pooling of State staff and other resources, (Living in
Interesting Times, final draft),

What we kaow sbout the quality of thc instructiona} stafifSngpnn for cuns&lniatmg
programs around the quality of instructional staff

>

The need {0 address teacher quality was the single most often raised issues in the
informational forums.: This is also topic of major public concern due to the results of the

- Magsachusetts teacher exam, and the inability of same distriets o find guality teachers.

Studies show that teachers and principals have not been adequately prepared for the

changes In practice needed by the new edusation reform efforts (CPRE),

Often, school leadership is inadequate 1o achisve suecessfisf whole school reform? One~

critical instructional rele of principaly must be that of “leader” of Jeadersand ‘“éesxgxmx’

of professional learning zxpenemes (Lcs.zs:ics»Hr:rsZa}, 1998 S yarics 1998)u R A
P AT ot ‘“E' e

Many teachers lack depth in con ze:nt thuv wach rmastery of confent p&dagogy, ‘and -

sufficient underatanding sbout the diverse students they teach, partzw[arly in those in'

high poverty schools (Shulman, 1987, Darling-Harmnmond, 1597, Villegas)™ - m

The U.S. loses sbout 1/4 of all new teachers during the first ] - 3 years of teaching. e
The attrition rate of new teachers in high poverty schools is much greater than in other

pepulation areas. Yet schools most impoverished and challenging continue to be the

schools where new teachers are assigned, provided heavy loads and few resources to meet RSy

- the challenges of smdents with the greatest need (National Commission, 1996 NCES
© data). .

Twenty-five percent of ¢lasses in schools with 50 percent or more poor children are
taught by teacher lacking a magaz‘ in the field. (Education Trust, Good Teaching Matters,
1958}

Cohen/Hill research on the impaet of cerwin types of professmnai development on
student achievement _ ) v
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‘What we know abont schools conducive to learning

&T o be added}
BROS and CONS
" Pro

ng_xz ,

¥

Retains }vsmzcal focus of ESEA oneg 3123 and focus of both ESEA and Goals on
standards-based rcfcrm ,

Res;:cz;és to research and public comment indicsting that local level capacity building
roust be addressed if standards ere to be implemented in the classroom

Respords to public comment on the aced 1o simplily programs.

Individual focus on professionzl éevc'apmem, Zecé‘malogy and Schoei rcf'o**‘n may be 105t /. o
P et

in a consalidated approach.
Thereis s dangesz of baving program consolidation and losing the ézcommbiiiry piece,

Much of the field in invested in the cirrent program structurs,
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DRAFT PROFOSAL FOR RESTRUCTURING GOALS 2000 AND ESEA

Federal Bole: The Federal role is to ensure equel adeess to education and promote educational
excelience throughout the nation. Specificelly the Federal role is to ensure, through sontinued
support for standards-based reform, access of special populations to high quality education, to
support State and local school efforts to ereate and sustain high quality public schools '
accountable for student learning, and Yo identify and disseminste information (including technical
assistance) on best practice/research based approaches to improving student achievement.
Tedersl dollars should be targeted 1o ateas of greatest need in amounts that make a dsze“encc snd
should be additional to State and local finds already directed to these efforts.

Background: The President’s fiscal year 1999 budget rcqmst sought § _ for activities in Goals
2000, ESEA and related programs, and related Presidential initiatives. The description below
shows one configitration of how these funds could be made available to build on the progress
made sinee 1994 to support further implementation of stagdards-based reform. Total funding for
each Part is the total of those current or propased budget anthorities in the FY 1999 budget
associated with the goals of each part. |

VE, ¢ “‘" Threshold question:  How do the pieces that follow in the af}zer parts Suppor!‘ efzzzzzges fhar are
ol made inPart J7 . : R

i )

Thiz part retains. Titles | {including Even Start, Migrant Education, and the
Neglected end Delinquent program), Title VII, and Indian Edueation
programs with changes to strengthen their effectiveness.

Purpose: -  Frovide funding to States, districts, sad sthocls te imprave the overall
instructional program and support parental involvement to enable students
attending high poverty scheols ta meet the same high standards expected

"y iofall sthdents.”

. Mechanism: Retain existing Title I (including Even Stant, Migrant, spd N & D), Title
. ’ - V11, and Indian Education program structures with changes to strengthen
program effectiveness such #s strengthening the use of data driven
researched based approaches in schoolwide and early childhood programs.

The status of the other special programs (Alaskan Native, Native
Hawziian) to be determined on a case by case basis.
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Accountability; (A foundation of Goals 2000 and ESEA is the requirement for States o
: " develop 8 syster that ineledes challenging standards for al children, and 2

systern that holds schools and districts accountable for educating all
students in g ranper in which students meed the standards. A key
guestion for thereaunthorization is “Does the accountsbility system these
statues promois adequately motivate changes in schools to ensure that al} -
students reach challenging State standards?” A separate paper {s
addressing this including the issue of whether Federal doliars should be
more explicitly fied to improvements in student perfonmance as an
incentive for school improvement. That paper will inform this document.
The aptions below represent concepts to promote further thinking) MNore!
For the purposes of the format outlined in this document, the
aeeountabiiiny provisions need fo rscogmze that Title VI and Indian funds
1o ol go through Stares. .

~ Optien: Accountability linked to states providing disapgregated data to
show that targets set for student achicvement in the application have been
.met with {1) rewards for meeting benchmarks; and (2) a 2-level
‘ aceountabitity system.-- accountability level A-vinterventions for schools
: T 0 T L thet are identified as needing help, and sccountability level B-- sanctions
. ' ) for schools that consistenily fail to meet the benchmark -
L Reward/Incentiva - Title I only): Additional Titdle | funding over the FY . |
; 2000 Jevel would go into a pot to be available sither to reward states or
" sehools or distriéts exceeding (7) biennial targets for improving smdent
achievament derhonstrated with disegregated targets for increasing student
. achievement. Each year there is a new competition for the bonus money.
© _ Only those. States with accountsbility systems in place (including
assessments systerns with capacity to disaggrepate could participets in the
reward program, s

o - " . T, ¢ L
[nterventiyissi3anction = :

{(Level A} - Swengthen existing Title [ requirement that schools in
need of ifnprovement by requiring schools 1o sp:nd 8 pomexz of
their fezierai funds for outside tachnical assistance in revising their
plan (either from school support team or other provider), Plan
would alss need 10 have district-level peer review,

and
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{(Level B) -~ Require Title I funds to be used for specific purposes
il achievement continues to got improve sach as extended day or
summer school programs operated by the district or selecting a

" whole school reform mode) from a list approved by the State,

Total Funding: $8.6 bitlion (all funding levels based on the Administration's FY 99
: : budget request)

Funding sources; Title I ielnding Even Start, Migrant, and N & D, Titie VII Bilingual
Education Grants, Indian Education, Native Hawaliians, Alaskan Natives,

Part II -- High Quality Teaching to Implement Suandards in the Classroom

Threshold guestion:  Should the focus of these funds be solely on teacher guality or district
reform?  This paper assumes teacher quality as the focus. District
Keform is covered in Part 7V,

-

x Summary: This perts provides 2 pots of money-~ one pot to ensure teachers are

. "¢ equipped with the knowledge and skill to support district reform, and the
second for class size reduction. The first pot of morey would replace

existing programs for prafessional éevcio;;mmt, t&iﬁ'zzmieg}' and school

:efa“:n,azzémchmcai asgistance, - chat

Purpose~Teacher . e

Quality: . Provide Federal support to States, distriets and schools facilitate the
implementation of standerds in the classroom by improving the quality of
teaching through suppoitfor ©

-- Ongoing professional development (for schools and district
personne! including administrators and parents focus on improve
teaching.and leariing tled to%tate standards jocluding the

“applications of technology). At the school level these funds could
be combined with funds designated for professional cim'clopmcm
from other sources and be sllocated a single pot.

- Recruiting 2nd retaining new teachers in high poverty schools;
e Helping wachers integrate technology into the classroom;

- Technical assistance from outside experts 1o help instructional staff
. 1o identify and implement research-based approaches to improving
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student achievement throughout the entire school;,

Use of funds would be limited to those specified in the legislation.

Note: Theve are disirict and other supporis necessary fo strengthen and sustain guality teaching-
wsueh as the need for developing new turriculum aligned with standards at the district and.
school level? How does this type af aetivity get incorporated Into this part?,

Mechanism--
Teacher Quality

Threshold question:  Shauld funds be distributed by formula or competitively at the State level?
I funds are awarded compelitively, should size of grant vary with largest
grants gaing to districts with largest number of poor children? This paper
assumes funds are disivibuied by fornsdda through States 1o districts with a
pot of funds reserved for competitive awards ot the State Jevel,

. 7o of funds Woald be formula-driven (Usmg Title I formula} to States
and to districts. . States would have supplemmtai funds that would be
awarded competitively 1o districts agreeing to implementing reform at an
secelerated pace. . State plan/application describes how State and Federal
funds would he us::d ?eget. er to a:i«.%zess four areas.

Al ematzvz: A Funds bR smgle: pot for a’d fwx PUIpOses. Szm has the
fiexibility to 1arget the competitive funds 1o 8 single area such as
professional development when State funds are addressing the need in
other areas, '

-
n

Alternative B -- There is separate funding f for each of the four purposes
whick could be ¢ombined af the option of {he State--see aczazmtabﬁlty
helow,

“x“‘};,,. [y

Alemative C - T{"here isa s ng}f' pat of funds, 3 certain parcan‘{agc af
which has to be spent in each area. The remaining funds can be spent in
| any aren.

Accountability (AY.  (Aswith Part ], this section will be informed by the work of the
sccountebility paper. The following are concepts to promote discussion

oaly.)

Altzmative A - States wiite comprehensive plan with continuing
benchmarks for improved achievement ( ¢.¢. closing the gap between high

¥
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Other guestions:

Purpose.

Class shze

Reduction:

Total Funding:

Funding Soufee:
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and tow performing students, increasing the percentage of students
mzeting cach of the state’s proficiency levels) and describes how the State
will know whep the benchimarks have been me?. States that do not meet
their benchmarks have their grants reduced by 10 percent and other States
can compete fof those funds, (How many years of performance would the
determination of having meer the benchmark be based upon?)

Alternative B -- States write omprebensive plan with continuing
benchmarks fcr inereased student achievement and how the Sisie will
know if the bmzzhma:ks huve been met. Siates can combine funds among
categorics. If benchmarks are not met, the flexibility to combine fands
among categories no lonzer exists,

Alternarive B-1 -« Can an aiternative be developed thot has States

demonstrate something up front as o condition of increased flexibility

How can the concept of whole school reform be sirengthened in this part?
Should discretianary funds be targeted 1o schoolwide sehools?.
Is there a State vole in ﬁws ;::w’ cmd :f so-what should it be?

Wy Ay -"" §2 <
NN B

A ..f:r LR '!:” Vei .;; TRCW e
Insert Administration clase sige sedriction proposal here
Tt arg T e L
Part 1 - '?eachar;quaiiry $1.8 billion
Part 1 - Eisenhower, Goals 2080 TCLE, Technology mevatmz: {iranty,
RTACS, T:acnér Training in Technology, Title VI, SDFSCA Stare

geants, CRACs,: jEzsenhowar Regional Centers, Class size reduetion,
America Reads, iGoals 2000 Parent Assistance Centers ™ ¢ = -

Part 2 - Clags Sige Reduction 81,1 million

Part I -~ School Envirenment (3¢ be developed)

Summary:

Purpose:

This part provides funds to create safe school environments in a broader
authority that gf:??&ccs the cwrent SDESCA,

To provide funds 1o increase the capacity of districts and schools to creats



Mechanism:
Accountability;

Total Fonding:

Funding Source:

epvironments corzéuﬂ ive to leaming fosusing on the overall issue of school
safety

To be determined,
T be determined.
$526,000 million

SDFSCA

. Part 1V.- Excellence and Innovation (need new title)

Summary:

Purpose:

This part provides one or more pots of mongy to support the Secretary’s
initiztives and other initiatives to develop new knowledge and 1o0ls that
can be inform the use of funds in Parts T and Il by Jocal-districts and ~ ™~
schools [t replaces all programs not covered above except Impact Ald,

hmmigrant Education, and Education for Homeless Childref and Youth.

Mpwe E gemna W e wTs dow CE R

Toprovide a ﬁzmble authority for Feée:ral mztmm esin. suppczt of the
lasger parposes 65 the ESEA as described in Parts I and II. These funds

. would support activities related to the Sccretas.y s Seven pnant;es and

could include Administation initiatives either as fress sstanding pietes with
separate lne iteras or such initiatives could be the actual text of the part.

- Al students read independently by the end of third gradé-+

~ All students master challenging methematics ingluding
the foundetions of algebrs and geametry by the end of 8th
grade
«All students prepared for aad st'e 15 afford-sollege
~AM states and schools will have challenging aud clear -
- standards of achisvement and accountability for all children
and effective strategies for resching those standards
—There will be a talented, dedicated and well-prepared
telacher in every classroomm.
Al students will be technologically literate,
~Every school will be strong, safe, drug-free, and
disciplined. .
—~Public schooi choice
-« Suppont for the development of comprehensive schoo!

-

LY.
i,:
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Mechanism:
Accountebility:

Total Funding:

Funding Source;

Major Issue:

Inassizned..

Impact Ald -
Iramigramt Education

NO. 368 P.13713

reform models
- Educational Opportunity Zones
~ Secondary Schoo] Reform

Discrationary grants to SEAs, LEAs, consortia of LEAs, and others
To be determined

$1-13§x%£}i§w

Goals 2000 Imermnetional Bducation Exchange, Title | svalustion, CSRD,.
Transition dempnstrations, Eisenhower Federal sctivities, technology
comemunity-based ceatars , STAR schools, technology Ieadership grants,
Read-wo-leam TV, Technology math demo project, SDFSCA national
programs and coordinator initiatives, magnet schools, WEEA, Title V11
foreign-language assistance, Indian Education national sctivities, FIES= 77
Gifted and taleried, public charter schools, arts in education RIF, Civic™ " "+
Education, 21stCentury Learning Centers, National Wriﬁng'ﬁbj&:' gl
e a e e g o
How the role of a mz:g’dr‘ d'smzmsrm :m;/évaimtwn&e:em}% aurhon{y B
ESEA relate to QERI? - - _— ot b Vet el L s
Sk AL SRR LS am o gk
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Education for Homeless Children and Youth

Total Funding:

$876, 000 million

Note; The OESE team is working on significant changes and improvernens in the current

Impact Aid Program.

Possible changes also are being identified for the Homeless program.



