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• Strengtbening Title 1 Accountability Requirements 

Background 
~equirements in Current Law 
• 	 States are required to establish content and stu~ent performance standards and 

asSessments aligned to the standards by 2000~Ol school year. States can nave "interi.n:l" 
asses'sments in place while the~ develop final assessments aligned to new, higher 
=dards. 

• 	 States must define adequate yearly progress (A\1') (i.e.. increase in ;><:rcentage of 
srudents meeting state performance standards) for Title 1 schooJs and local school 
districts, States have discretion in determining A '(P, but it must be defined in a manner 
that would result in continuous and substantial progress toward meeting state standards 
"",ithin a rea.'IDnabJe time frame. 

• 	 States designate distinguished schools and school districts that exceed A yP targets for 
three years, and may provide them with rewards. 

• 	 Schools that do not meet A YP targets for 2 consecutive years are designated as "in need 
of improvement" and must develop fl school improvement plan. Similarly, districts that· 
do not meet A yP targets for 2 consecutiv:e years are also designated as ilin need 9f 
improvement" and must develop an improvement plan. Schools and districts that are in 
need of improvement receive technical assistance from the 'school district or state.. 

• 
• If a school or district does not meet AYP targets on the 's~t.e's, fi~atassessment for three 

consecutive years,' then corrective action must be taken. Corrective actions are ", 

determined by the state or local school district; and may include' a variety of steps, 

ranging from withholding funds to authorizing students to transfer to other schooJs, to 
decreasing autonomy. to school reconsti'tuti,?~j; .~ /': 'n,'::: :,:,;~:.~( i> ~:\ ; 

State Implementation Status 

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 1& 

have r.eported they have r;;ported to other national organizations that such assessments are 
in place; because the timeJine for triggering corrective actions kicks in when final 
assessments are jn place~ states may have an incentive for delaying official notification to 
ill. 	 _. , 

. • 	 '.J • ., 

• 	 About half the states have state accountability laws that provide for intervention in iow " 
performing schools; however. it appears that in most states the Title 1 requirements 
operate independent of state accountability requirements, and 'with less "bire, II' 

• 	 Many states have failed to address significant requirements in defining adequate yearly 
progress on interim assessments; these failures have either seriously weakened the . 
concept of A yP or limited the incentive for schools to invest in improving the 
achievement oflow achieving and/or disadvantaged students. 

• 
• Current law envisions that states would establish - and Congress would fund

interVention·teams to work with schools in need ~f improvemenL 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 Strengthenine Title.LAccounta~njtv· Provisions 

We are n:commending a number of changes to current law that would provide far a more . 

"muscular" and, we believe. more effective accatmtability system, In particular, we recommend: 

• 	 Require immediare identification ofand intervention in low performing schools, States 
would be required to use existing assessments rather than final assessments as the basis of 
identifying low perfonning schools, A State would identify no more than 5% of its 
s:hools as low performing, and make the identification public. Low performing schools 
would be the worS1 in the state -- those with the lowest absolute levels of achievement 
and which have made little or no improvement O,'cr the previous 3 years. 

• 	 Creare'Q sizeable &iucarion Excellence and Accounrability Fund to provide states and 
local school districts wirh the capacity to reward high performing schools and effectively 
intervene in low performing schools. Instead of requesting $10 ~ $20 million for state 
program improvement efforts, create a substantial ($200 million +) Education Excellence 
and Accountability FWld to suppon required interventions. The intent here is to create a 
large enough pool of funds so that Stateshnve adequate resources to really make a 
difference in a manageable number of the towe,st performing schools in the state. The 
fund would be used to support: 

• 
• External assessments of the needs of low performing' sChoQts, As p'rovided for 

tmder current law,'States or local school districts would create external teams. of 
educators to conduct serious, data·based assess~entS<Qflow performing schools. 

. ' . 	 ' '-," .. ,.~ '" , . -.".,"', ~.,.j., ......'" ',',,", ., .
and Identlfy pnonty areas for needed lmproyemen~, These teams would " 
detennine the cauSes of low performance (~.g,~ low: ex'pecta~io~f~u:q an outdated 
curriculum, PoorlY trained teachers. u.nsafe·condltions"etc.) and recommend .." : 
necessary interventions . 

.. 

• 	 . ImolementatiQn of needed'improvements, The Fund would, give states the 
resources to immediately address weaknesses in each school, ;su~h as purchasing 
up-to-date textbooks or technok.gy, retraining teachers. reduCing dass size;- ",~ 
providing school safety officers, etC'. If it wishes. a State could increase this fund 
by withholding .'small percentage (7) of fUJlds from other programs (e,g" 
Eisenhower Professional Development, Reading Excellence Act) to fund efforts in , 
low perfooning schools consistem with the purposes ofeach program. ~·";.1 • 'f • 

• 	 Extended learning lime for all studentS jn the school. Because virtually all 
students in a low performing school \Yill be at least a year or two behind in ' 
achlevement, the intervention strategy should provide them \\-ith extra help (after
school, Saturday school and summer school programs) to enable them to catch up 
academically, 

• 	 Rewards to high tll'rforming schoots, in the form of discretionary funds, 

• 
• Continue 10 req~ire a progressively more~~f!.'!.f!re range afinterventions - but implement 

lhem much/aster. Current law provides for a range ofinterventlQn5, starting with the 
development and implementation of an improvement pl~ by the school. If there has not 
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• been satisfactory progress after an additioniu .3 years, then the state or school district must 
intervene more forcefully. through steps such as reconstituting the school staff. letting 
students the choice of anending other public schools, or closing the scbool dOVl<n. Since 
this new prot?Osal is targeted on the very lowest performing schools and could involve the 
commiunent of significant resources to the school) the initial intervention should be more 
prescriptive than simply requiring a plan from the school. and should proceed to the more 
dramatic steps (such as reconstitution) within 2-3 yearn rather than 3~5 years', " 

• 	 Require annual School Report Cards, All districts receiving Title 1 funds should produce 
an annual school report' card, made available to parents and the public, that reports on 
student achievemen~ class size, teacher professional qualifications and school safety and 
discipline. ' 

Unresoh'ed bsues 
These arc: some issues that have surfaced in earlier discussions or backgrol.Jl1d papers l but have 
not been fully addressed: 

1. Witholding portion of Title I ninds from low oerfonning schools. In order to eapt.rre the 
attention oflowpetforming schools and thelr states and districts, and to demonstrate a 

• 

seriousn(:ss ofpurpose, we considered witholding a portion (5%- ~ O%?71) ofJit!~ .1 ,ft:nd~!1"<?m ~ 

schools identified as low performing, until the school takes the steps detennined as'necessary by,: ' " " , 

the outside assessment team. ' . '. -. " , 


2, Rewards fOf high performing schools. We did not discuss in any de~il hOWJi:fproyide _";;)" ~:, 

rewards to high perfonning schools. My recomniendation would be to 'defihe:high perfonning~i,;{}':'f\ 
schools as those Ti'tIe 1 schools that have m~de sigruficant achievement gains) both o~ av~~ge 
and for specific disadvantaged subwpulations (so that they close the gap between minority,and 
majority). Beyo~d that; we ought to leave States Vv;th a good deal of room to determine bow best 
to do this. 

3, Including LEP students in Title I accountability. ED'has proWsed more clearly specify the 
inclusion of LEP students in'statewide standards and assessments. In addition. we should hold 
schools and districts accountable for helping LEP students beoom~ proficient in core subect areas 
and in English in 3 years. Schools should be required to conduct an'annual assr.:'ssment of 
English proficiency and provide extra help to students who need it, especially students who do 
not reach the J-year goal.. 

4, Role ofme National Tests, ED has raised the possibiiity·of requiring implementation of 
national tests as a condition of participating in Title 1. No one has pushed this hard, but we 
should give it ser,ious consideration before dropping it 

• 5. Ending socia} promotion. The President wants to require Title 'l~sChooJs to end social 
promotions. We should figure out how to do this, 
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• rart I: Equity 

Threshold Questions and Purpose 


September 14. 1998 


The Pan I section of the new legislation will contain the major categorical programs that 
support equily. By grouping these program.s together we hope to promote greater 
coheri;:nce among the programs and Ie make the provisions clearer and more comis!cnI. 

We propose the foUQ\.ving Structure for Part 1: 
Purpose 
Authorization 
Application, , 
Cross-cuning pro\"isions -- (e,g. standards: assessments, accountability: parental 
invoivement) 
Title I •• Par: A 
~igra.m 

• 

NegJected and Delinquent 

Homeless 

Even Start 

Indian Education 

English Language Acquisition 

Impact Aid . 


. , 	 " 
This paper proposes a purpose section for Part L It then raises three questions thm we 
need resolved in order to more fully deveiop our'supporting options papers: ' ., 

" .",.. ,.:;">'::;':"',~ 
--",- 1. How much of an emphasis should Part J programs phice' onihe conlbuum of' (~·;~~;:~:~,\~;:t~,~;·<l'~~· ';:n:;; "]"" 

. education, preMschool through grade 12'1 Our recommendation is :hut we allow Parl'l ~ , i" ':' ' 

programs to serve the continuum of ed'Jcation - preMK through high sC:'1ool.GL) JW\lt ,ktpf.. . 
~...J"1 """1> T. KtJ: () -: f{...,. ,"'" '"'7 c/"/;}f,.,,,.J, ~"I s ../"'-' ~L 

2, Should we develop options for professional d~~'elopment in our proposals or should - we rely on the work of the Pun II Team? Our recvrr.mendarion is that Pan! have 

either the same language as Part 11, or even that \\'e encourage districts to transfer 

funds under Part I.tbat would be used for teacher quality into the same pot of money 


~./ as Part 11. We think that the Part II team should work throug~ Ihes,l!! issues, @ 

'3. 	 Should we develop options to reduce the number ofparaprofessionals supported by 
Part I p~gram funds? OUT recommendation is that we serious~~SOllsider such an 
option and that. it be developed as pan of the Pan II proposal. ~ J . 

/,0"'"' ,~ff'V"f"ft~~cf:c~{;{"NJ~ -r- dtY1Af "",/rn.,j,''''::C'n'J-
4. Should there be a stronger emphasis on extended learning-time programs in Part 1 

Equity programs? V/e believe that a stronger emphasis should be developed. 

1" - f'1",:,,"- .'JJJD k'_f,~ :,1', ct,."",::;h,,,,: 'a fJ"'f'/.,{j- . , 


5, ~)h()uld Impact Ald be consIdered an' EqUity') Program in the ESEA re::ll.;thgnzatlOo 
proposal? We recommend that it be ir.cluded j .' ? {w ~ 

C,",;",w "" p,i i ",wlj '?C,.(4j ~ Iir.' Ilwid d{",,,/M~' "'/' . f ' 
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• We a~:sume that we wHi build issues related 10 English Language Learners into all orOur 
proposals. A separate paper on LEP issues will support our efforts. 

We propose Lf.tllt the Core Team and the Deputy Secretary dis.cuss a series orPan I related 
papers with detailed optiOns in the order of the following chaIt. 

Supporting papers and schedule 

Paper - Lead Next Steps " Paper Discussion 
: Complete : Drlte 

, Slr::ngthening Wendy Jo };ew Complete prOS and cons 
.1 

9114 i 9/15,, 
school wide programs , 
Improving ramO), and David Cleary , . Finish p:"oslcom ofoew_program , 9115 I 9117
community proposals : threshold ! threshold 
involvement • Develop recocnmendatlons for questions ! questions 

current language chan!,:;cs 10/6 --linn: : 0/8 ~" :inal 
Building smff capa{:ity , Part 11 , . DevelDp proposals and pros and , 

tlnd quality cons and C{'ISU . I I 
Options to improve i Catherine • Cons""l! with experts, I 9/25 I ?!29 

: standards &. ' ;ovicicb ,. Consult wilb learn 
,, , . , ,,. . Deveiop proposals, 

,
: assessments , 

, Options to strengthen Catherine • Consult with exper-.s. 9125 · 9129 
: accounrobility JO'licich • Consult with team 
, • Develop prop{!~!s,, . 

Homdess Roben. Alexander Complete op:ions and proposals 9129 1011 
, Neglected and Sandy Brown Develop lSSCe!i and proposals : 9/29 I 10/1. 

•, 
Delinquent 

. 
•, , 
•, , 

EJl:,ly Childhood Lynson Bobo Complele options wi pros &. c.ons 10/6 · 1018, · 

, 

Even S';art Pat McKee Finish proposals wi pres & cons, • ,:j:~,':'JOi6 1018 . ' ~":', 

English Language Delia Pompa , 

Acql.lisl1icn 
.Migrant Education 1 Jim English Cor.;ple~e opticns Vol pros &. cons 

: Indian Education I Sheila Cooper i Readv 
~'-
: Tiuc,t t'al1 A Wendy Jo New i Depending {) II the resolution of"lhor 
: QUlst3.nding: issues Closs-cuning issues develop techniclll 

proposals. 
: Impact Aid Marilyn Hi.'Itl COMPLETE 
~,- .....~---

'",., 
\.J ; "' 

mill,), p~",-t..,; 

- Cey ,! cj...iil~<I """,,~,.....x. (Of.('GZ) 

_ (}:r'v·d"",~, dt·"M cL, 

- 1V<Ju~ Y'~ -

-1<".I"*' ;I-

f 
lOnl , JOi!5 , 

, 

, 10/2 ) I 10/5 , 

9i15 1015 , 

October October ,,,, ,, 

COMPLETE COMPLETE 

, 
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I. PURPOSE 

Ol:f asstL'nptions: 
• 	 The major purpose of these equity programs is to ensure that studentS in high povert;:' 

schools have educational opportunities that are high quality and provide them 
equitable opportunities and access to succeed. 

• 	 We will k."1DW that we have been successful when you can nO longer predict student 
performance b.ased on the socioeconomic status of students in a schooL 

Recommendation: Maintain section J001 with SOIDt' revisions and an updated 

statement of need: ' . 


(a) Statement of Policy. 

(1) In general-- The Congress declares it to ':Je the policy of the United States that a high~ 
quality education for all individuals and a fair and equal opportunity to obtain that 
education afC a societal good, are a mo:;nl imperative, and impro\'e the life of every 
individual, bec,ause the quality of our individual lives ultimately depends on the quality of 
the Jives of Diners. 

(b) Recognition of~tcd-The Congress recognizes that-
, 

(I) although the achievement gap between disadvantaged children and other children has 
been reduced by half over the past two decades, a sizable gap remains. and ma..,)' 
segments of our society'lack the opportunity to become well educated; . 

• ,,J2)."the most urge!1t need for educational improvement!s in schools with high, . ,::' "_" 
concentrations of children from low-income families and achieving the National \"' .. 
Education Goals -v,.-m, not be possitlle without substantial improvement in such schools;. 

(3) education~l, needs are particularly great for low*achie\,ing children in our Natio:1'g 
highcst-poverty,scnools, children with limited ErlgEsh proficiency, children ut~ mi!?:r~:1t 
workers, children with disabilities, Indian children, children who are neglected or . 
delinquent, and young children and their parents who are in need of higlt quality ear~v 
childhood edl,fcution aud fat.ni1y~literacy services; 

"".l'~ Q ' 

(4) while Title I and other programs funded under this Act contribute 10 narrowing the 
achievement gap between children in high-poverty and lowwpoverty schools, such 
programs need to become even more effective in improving schools in order to enable aU 
children to achieve high standards; and 

(5) in order for all students to master challenging standards in core <lcademic subjects as 
described in the third National Education Goal described in section 102(3) of the Goals 
2000: Educate America Act, students and schools will need to maximize the time spent 
on leaching and learning the core academic subjects. {Will need to reference Ifelt' goals 
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Purpose (frum Title I purpose sectiun): 

(d) Statement of Purpose - The purpose of this btle is to enable schools to provide 

opportunities for children served 10 acquire lhe knowledge and skills contained in the 

challenging State content standards and to meet the challenging State performance 

standards developed for all children. This purpose shall be accomplished by~w 


(1) en:;uring high standards fo: all children and aligning the efforts 0: States, local 
educational agencies, and schools 10 help children served under this title to reach such' 
standards; 

(2) providing children an enriched and accelerated educational program; including, when 
appropriate, the use of the arts, through schoolwide programs or through additional 
services that increase the amount and quality of instructlOlwl time so that children served 
under this title receive at least the c1assroorn in$truction that other children receive; 

(3) promoting schoohvide reform' and ensuring access of children (f;'om Ine earliest 

,gradeI') to effective researclI·based instructional strategies and challenging academic 

content that includes imenslvc_complex thinking and problem~soi\,jng experiences; 


(4) sifinificantIy upgrading the quality of instruction by providing staff in participating 

schools with substantial opportunities for professionlll development; 


. '(."-' .., .. 
(5) coordlnati'ng s~;"i~e.s under a:l parts of this title with each other, with other 
.e4~9.?ljpn~1 ,servi,c.e~,:~nd, to the extent feasihle, with health and soc~al service programs 
funded from other·sources; 

, (6) aifurdiflg parents ensuril1g/amilies and communities have meaningful opportunities 
to palticipate in the educatiofl•._?ftheir children at home and at schooj; 

(7) distributing resou:ces, in amounts sufficient to make a difference, to areas and schools 
wher!! needs are greatest; 

(8) improving accountability, as'\'.-e;! r.s l~adling and learning, by using State assessment 
systems designed to measure how well children served under this title are achic\'ing 
challenging State student perfonnance sta.,dards expected of all children; und 

(9) providing greater decision milking authority and flexibility 10 schools and teachers in 
exchange for greater responsibility for student perfonnance. /may need modifkation
perhaps refer to greater selmol and district responsibility jor studen' performance} 
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• II. THRESHOLD QUESTIONS 


1. Emphasis througbout continuum of education: Title I Part A j Indian Education, 

and Migrant Education currenlly include provisions that aHow grantees to spend their 
funds on preschool education, dementary school educalion. and secondary schools. 
Discretion is left to the school or district Or'! how 10 allocate resources, We do not 
have updated figures on how much Title i money districts currenti), spend in each of 
the areas along the continuum of pre-K through graduation. We do recognize, 
however. that most of the statutory language focuses on elementary school programs 
and ,ve think (based on 1994 figures) that the bulk ofTille J Part A funds go to the 
early gr~es (27% ofpre-K - grade 2 and 27% to grades 4-6). 

How much ofan emphasis should Part I prog:arns piace on the continuum of 
education, pre~schoollhrough grade 12? We ask this as a threshold question because 
it impacts the manner in which we develop options" 

Olltiuns: 

• 
lao Focus on the entire continuum of presehool- graduation. Allow districts and 
schools to have flexibility in how they aHocate their resources. Strengthen language in 
the statute to reflect findings about early literacy development as reported in the NAS 
reading study, This wpuld include ,lhe insertion ofmore explicit la.~guage in the swtute 
-illat encourages sdioiii~ li6' 'consid2'r;'the preschool grades as part of the~r domain since 
they are the foundation 'fo~' schoo(t1';adiness. It would also include more explicit 
language about.secof!darY.,s<:~ooling imd the speeiall,1ceds that must be addressed in those.'. . - ';'~' .. . 

·: ... ; ..t·.. ~'~;~';~;'~ ?,::-\_:~~,~ .'" 

p;o: Thi;'~pti~~~'p~orri~t~i'"~'ore holistic thinking at the distric: and schoollcvels. 
District and-school reform plans should view education as a series of stepping 

stones that are interconnected and build upon one anolher. This apprQach 
acknowiedges that early childhood etlu~~ation is essential for school readiness,and 
that supports must continue throughout ~ student's school career so that they 
graduate from high school prepared to enter postsecondary education or the 
workforce. 

""....,. 
'..l .,' '<' 

Pro: This option supports local innovation and decision making rather than .. 
mandating priorities from the F'ederallevel. - . 

Coo: Part I funds are limited ane cannot serve ail educational needs, If they are 
spread too thinly across the educational spectrum we risk not having an impact Oll 

the education of disadvantaged students, 11 is curre:1tly difficult to track how 
funds are spent and this makes it difficult to be held accountable for the impact of 
this program . 

• 5 



• Jb. Conccntratc'Titlc I Part A (and Indian Education and Migrant Education?) on 
preschool and the elementary grades. 

Pro: Title I dollars cannot meet all of t.he needs of every high poverty schooL 
ll1is would allow Title I :0 focus only on the early grades and emphasize reading 
more, 

Pro: Reading by the foul1h grade has proven to be ;;}'gatev,'3Y grade for fmufe 
achievement. Focusing Title I on the early grades better focuses on th!s essential 
skill. 

Con: This changes little in Title I programs. Most dollars urc, already targeted to 
elememo.ry schools. 

Con: There are reading and math needs in middle and high schools that cannOl be 
ignored. This discourages district efforts to connect educa.tional programs across 
Ihe continuum of a $tudent's school career. 

Recommendation: Option 1 a, tbe fun continuum of education. 

• 
2. T(>,;)cher quality: The impact ofPan. I progr~~s"~'ill depend to a large ;xtent on the 
quality of tile instructional staff in' those.programs., ;;hou!d we develop options for 
proff:ssionaJ development in our propoSals'or'sho'uld'we rely on the work ufine Part II 
Team? How can Pari J biiild on Pan If(ir..!alitfieachir.g)!o ensure tbat students w~o arc 
beneficiaries of Part I programs are' sciv'eci'b)~ high q~ality staff and that they have the 
necessary instructional supports to reach'high stan~ards7 

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

Ootions: 

2a. Mirror' professional development provisions dctermin':~.,~n Part 2. 

Pro: This provides greater focus and ir.'lpact for our teacher qualily investments. 

Pro: Greater consistency increases the likelihooc that states and districts will 
move away from categorical and "stovepipe" operation O'f'tJTogJ:ams, ..... 

2b. Allow funds from Part [ to go into a single pot of monL')" 'with Part 2 to support 
tca{:ner quality. 

Pm: same as above. Additionully, this ties categorical programs to oycr2.11 
refonns in teacher quality. 

• 
Caveat: We need to be sure that the staff of Pari I schoofs are targeted in teacher 
quality initia!lves . 

6 
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• Con: There is a risk that teacher quality programs will he developed without the 
involvement of staff dealing with Part rbeneficiaries. Such a disconnect would 
not serve these programs. 

Con: Accountabmty for the use orPart I funds may become difficu:t to track if 
those funds are merged wlth Part 11, 

Rcc()mrncnd~tion: )Jan n should cx:pl()rc both of these options, In theory We 

support both. 

3. 	 Par..professionnls: A key component of quality te;\ching is having qualified 
instructional staff in Part J programs. Currcnt1y~ Title I, Indian Education. Mi~fant 
Education, and Bilingual Education programs all allow funds to be used to hire 
paraprofessional staff. 

• 

Our recommendation is thul1he PartH Tcany explore op'~jons t!?_~hminate 
g~rofessiQna]s in Part I programs. 9ne idea is 10 prohibit the u~~f 
paraprofessionals for inslructionill purposes i:i Title I schools after a specified period 
of time. AHow (l percentage ofTTile 1 nomas to b~ used. during the transition period to. 
help paraprofessionals C'arn degrees and te~ching qet1~fkates, Currently, 
approximately 39% of Title I bstructiqn~1 staff are' p;;uuprofessionals. Ensuring thzt 
Title I schools have highly qualified instructions,) staff is'essential for helping Title r 
beneficiaries rench higb srandri'ras, T~i5·issue·carhe.ll1) -throughout focus groups and 
outreach sessions and seems to genernte!,\,'ides'p;ead sypport: . 

. " ," , .. " 
Such an option allows districts to transltiol). i.o hiring 'qualiDed instructional staff 
Strict requirements ensure that hiring poliCies and practices will change, Helping 
paraprofessionals become certified helps keep commit:ed people in th::: ckIssroom and 
may increases the number of minority teachers in Tille J schools. f;.yfh an option aho 
support$ the achievement of more challenging content and student perfGrmance 
~1andards, since students will need to hm'e teachers who thorough.ly understand die 
content and instructional techniques necessary for all studcms 10 reach chal;enging 
standards. 

An issue tl1at needs to be explored under this proposal is that it could be vcry 
~xpensi\'e, Opposition by districts ihat use Title I as a biring program sbouJd be 
expected. This exacerbates a teacher shortage in the shott ter.n while 
paraprofessionals are moved out of cla.5srooms. 

, 

Re('.ommendationi Have the POlrt n Team develop a proposal. Part 1 will help, but 
this should be considered in the context of promoting over",lJ tc.~cber qualit)' . 

• 7 
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• 4. Extended Learning Programs: Should there be a stronger emphasIs on extended 
leamlng-time programs in Pan J Equity programs? Extended lear:'ling time programs are 
permitted and specifically encouraged in Title 1 Pa.'1 A, Indian Ed. and Mig~nt Ed 
programs hUl We heJieve that the use of extended learning-time p:-ograms as a strategy for 
improving student achievement is not being as widely used as it could be. 

The benefits to particIpating in extended learning time p-rograms include better grades and 
higher academic achie\'cment, increased interest and ability in reading, improved school 
attendance and reduced dropout rates, reduced retention in grade and placement in special 
educmion, higher aspirations for the future induding intention to complete high school 
and to go on to college. 

4a. Award priority points for 21st Century Community Learning Center grant 
appli<:lltions to schools 'who arc already providing extended learning-time programs. 

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

liro :" Introduces a research~based program strategy into extended learning 
programs. 

• Pro: increases coordination 0: federal, State, and locahcsources as a strategy for 
. ',~"'''' . ;."" .maximizing resou:ces. 

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

Pro: Promotes-the development of community pannerships. :,.! \ {co.. 

Pro: improves accoumabil:ty requirements for schools wjth;ex1t!ndc~ :~eaming~ 
time programs 

. Con: Not all grant applicants have equal access to 21 steeLe gmut funding . 
.. . 

-ib. Require each Part f program to usc a (crtain percentage ofthcir funds to 
implc~cnt extended Jcarning~time programs. 

Pro: Requilc:) s.-:-hool sy!-"~ems to invest funds in a research-proven strategy to 

improve student achievement. 


Pro: Increases student access to extended leaming-:ime programs. 


Pro: Promotes the coordination of federal, State, and local resources, 


Pro: Requires schools to redesign tnstructional p:ogram 10 link \>,,'ith extended 


• 
learning-time activIties . 

s 



• Pro: A specified percentage of funds would enable a baseline level of service to 
be provided. 

Con: Reduces flexibility of schools to design their educaiion program, 

Con: Requires schools to redesigr. their ins:ructional program to incorporate 
extended~lC'an1ir.g.time activities. 

4c. Require Schooiwide Programs to include c,.{(~ndcd learning time in their 
schottlwide plan. 

Pro: Provides grenter access to services for ~ignmt and other highly mobile 
populations. 

Pro: Promotes cJ..:tcnded learning time programs as a school lr:iprovcmem strategy 
integral io improving the school education program. 

Con: Reduces Hexibility for making decisions aboul the school education 
_program. 

• 
4d. Require ~hat schools designated as "in need ofimprovcment" indude extended 
learning-time programs as a component Qfthcir school impro,'cment plan. 

-! " " 

Pro; Promotes extended learning time programs as integral to making 
i:nprovements in the·school education program. .~. '. '.' j 

.;: ::'. "d';;; ; , ' 

Pro: Provides low-achicvi;)g students with an enhanced cdu~a:ionai program.> 

Con: May dilute acndcmic services provided durinG the regular school doy 
because of limited resources. 

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

4e. Require that school districts with schools in need of improvement usc a portion-. of th{~ir Part I funds to provide extended Jc:..r:nirg"";timc ~,rograms for the children in 
those schools. 

Pro: Does not take away resources from the school's instr.lctional services. 

Pro: Takes children from "faiiing" schools to prov.ide better sen'ices. 

Pro.: Promotes dislrict~wide buy~in to .extended learning~time progrums as a 

• 

strategy for improving school ll:1d student performance . 
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• Pru: Promotes improvements :n district policies related to extended lcnTning-:ime 
as a school improvemer::t strategy, . 

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

Con: Difficulty of designing a program at the di5~rict 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 additional support from federal. State: and local 
partners. 

5. Imp3:ct Aid: Should Impact Aid be considered an "Equitj'" Prognim in lhe ESEA 
reauthorization proposal? 

Pro: Impact .aid provides equity in local revenue to a spedal class of LEAs
those enroiling federally connected children. 

Pro: Many federally connected children supported through Impact Aid are also 
target populations served through other OESE programs-Indian children and 
Jow-rent housing children (and many military dependent children nre also low· 
income).• 

, 

, ' 

Pro: Partial!'), in response to a presentation by Susan~Frost at an Impact l\id .~. ' ... ~ , . ,,\.'.. :, 
Association conference •. we have been using the bully pulpit for the last two years 
to encourage LEAs to consider how they use their Impact Aid with other Federal 
.equity program funds 10 improve educational outcomes for the children they 
serve, 

..' 

Pro: A primaI')' issue for Impact Aid is how to increase parent and tribal 
consultation to improve educational outcomes for Indian children-an equity 
issue, 

" 
Pro: Excluding [mpact Aid from the conceptual framework of the reauthorization 
makes it the "orphan" program an<;l continues to send the unwelcome message to 
Impact Aid recipient school dis~ricts that this program is :10t important to the 
~dministration and thus they and their students are notlmponanL 

Con: Impact Aid is viewed as a revenue source for school build~ngs as opposed 
to a program for children. 

• Rccommendatioti! lndude Impact Aid in Part I urthe new lcgisbltion . 

10 



Aut.hor: Ar.n O'Leary at Wdch04 
Date: 11/14/98 04: 25 PM 
priority: No~al 
TO: Wendy New aC WDCJ02 

~ ~: S~san Wilhelm at W=CJ03, Judith ~ohnscn at ~nC~03 

bject: Re: schoolwide paper 


Wendy Jo 

Tha:lk you for passing t.his a:'or.9. I have read ~t and am ~o ... pass~ng 
i:: on to (·-:ike te- read. r ·...il1 get back :::0 you shortly with his 
comments. 

Xi' co~ent.s: 

! think i~ is a very good paper that ra~ses :::he right issues. ! still 
have so":ne question about ehe capac1ty of State.s and .external providers} 
ability/capacity to iJrcvic..e the type of technical assistar.ce and 
suppo~t chat schoolwides r.eed, but! think thiG issue should be 
addressed in our technical assistance paper, ! know you will be in 
Denver ....hen· we meet with the t:a. group, but I will raise t;~is issue, 

Acoupl~ of other brief comments: 

(1) In the recent Wong/Meyer article on schoolwides, they cited 
research t:.hat over SOl of schoolwides take le:;Le tban 6 months to plan, 
Would it be possible/desirable to provide eligible schoolwides With; '~~ ~ 

funding f~r planning to conduct the needs assessment and develop the 0 ~ 
plan for a comprehensive research-based design· witn continuous ~ ~ 

r,..-... (.,.,....:;.. 

:~ j ,::~ro::::o::so cited that schools that received information from G~~' ?I 
. I"", , States and Districts on eligibility and initial informCltion about ~ 
... : tV . l.mplementation, ....ere more likely to begin a... schoclwide program and 

:h'~'W;';07'" . ,w~re more likely to demonstrate characteristics of successful ' ., ,'t L-, ... .}-' 
.~~ schoolwides.! think it would be helpful to specifically require 

States to prov~de initial information to ALL eligible schoolwides. ~~ ~ 

I 

\ 

\ 

\ 


~ 


(3) One question that I had was whetber the option to create a 
ComprehensivQ" School Re!:ortTI ChaEense Fund would rep::'ace and build '" 
upon CSRD or would be in addition to CSRD . 

.(4 i On the issue of w:"1ether $choolwide$ are effectively serving 
special populations, e.g. LEP students, you mencion that you are 
consulting wT~fl;!oaEMLA"and OSERS. This issue is one that seems to be 
co~irig up cor.sistent::.y· as we ~alk to folks and in articles that ! have 
read. It also see~s that with the political focus on how we serve ~EP 
students that this issue wi~l be a hot one. Is someone from 
OBEMLA/OSERS {and OERli assigned to this issue? .Although, I know the 
resear::-t:. is very lirr.!.ted, ! think: it would be helpful for us to read 
abo~t/see ~odels of schoolwides tr~t are effectively serv~na specia: 
populations. Do we ~ve such examples? And. ~f so, can ,we draw upon 
them to inform this issue? 

for all of your hard work, I will get back to you soon with 
.col'l'lmenta. In the meant;.i~, let me know ii·there is anything I 

car. to help, 

http:assistar.ce


• SCHOOLWIDE PROGRAMS AS A STRATEGY FOR REFORM 

Title I schools \Vith at least 500/(1 poverty are eligibJe to conduct schoolwide programs, as 
authorized in section 1114 of Title I. Schooh.~ide programs are Intended to address the 
educational needs of children Hving in impoverished communities by supporting compreher.sive 
strategies for imi'roving the whoie school so every student, including the lowest achieving 
students, achieves high le~'els of academic proficiency. 

The J994 reauthorization ofESEA gave schools serving low-income students greater flexibility 
to systematically assess the whole school's educational needs and desIgn school 'Wide solutions, 

• 	 This increase i:l flexibility was justified based on earHer findings that Chapter 1 \-vas 
operating as an add~on program that worked on the margins; that as a suppiementary 
program, Chapter 1 had little effect on the regular program of instruction; that Chapter 
1 did not contribute to high~quaJjty instnlction; and that Chapter 1 was not tied to state 
and local refonn'efforts, [See IASA Prospectus, p, Title 1·4 and 5] 

• 
• This flexibility has also resulted in a remarkable growth in schoolv.ide programs. In 

1994·95, 5,050 Title I schools operated school"ide programs (projects) [Chapter I , 
participation report), By 1991·98 the toW grew close to approximatelyl6,ODD of all Title 
I schools [Follow·up School survey (draft)). [Note: Some work i. currently underway to 
get more"a~curate numbers for operating and eiigible schoolv.ides.J 
• ~!0..• 

Finally) s{~h90lwide programs,may combine _most Federal education program resources wi~ s~ate 
a."1d local resources to upgrade the effectiveness of the entire school program. Schools are not 

.~r~q~~e4,t; ig~I?-tify children as eligible for particular services or track the combined federal 
• resoi.ITces.ttfpaiticu.lar children or services. Rather, they may use the combined resources to 
, 	impro\:.e "~e"~SChoo'I's educational progra.:n while meeting the intent and purposes of the programs 

for which funds are allocated. 

O\'t~ralt ~ssumptions and tiiJ'Cl\.tions: 

Scboolwide program.s for high poverty schools are viewed as tbe option tbat win 
best allow for comprehensive school reform and better educate child~en attending 

, , 	 such scbools, particu; ... ·,dy~the tarf.~ted populations for wbom Federal funds are 
allocated: We support the notion of challenging standards for all children. "'(e 
support comprehensive school reform. How cau the legislation strengthen 
scboolwide programs as It tool for reform? Is tbere some leYer tbat can be 
incorporated in the legisJation to encourage best (be,tter) practice? 

The current legislation on schoolwide programs incorporated '\\"i1a.I 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 for reference, [See section 1114 of 

• 	 - 1 
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Title I] 

Recent researc~ supports an emphasis on schoohvide 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. I of the S\VP Idea Book, pp. 9-11] 

• 	 Comprehensive planning. which reflects the priorities of the schoo) community and is 
informed by data regarding student needs and achieyement (SWP Idea Book. Vol.I). 

• 	 Attention 10 specific curriculum improvement in all academic subjects. which is coupled 
'with comprehensive plarming efforts and suppon for instructional staff (Fashola and 
Slavin. 1998 and Herman and Stringfield. 1997-CRESPAR. Johns HoplQns Urnv.; and 
Wang, Haertel and Walberg, 1997, Mid-Atlantic Laboratory for Student Success, Temple 
University)! 

• 	 .A conunitrnem to seeing that all students"achieve at their fullest potential (Charles Dana 
Center/Joe Johnson, 1997), and 

• 	 Accountability and a process for continuous improvement (SWP Idea Book, VoL i), 
-" ',. ~ -, " 

The fuB potential for schoolwide programs-to incorporate comprehensive strategies designed to 'I L 1
support all studenis in reaching high standards has not been fully realized. [93% ofprincipals .y 
repo~ using Title I funds to improve,the entire,educational program in a.school vet we do nQt yet 7'\ .;; 
have evidence that they, arej'm'ple'ffientl~ithe 'strategies for school refonn,· and 8)% use fiU'ids to"'" '; 
prOVlae professio~~,de~~lop~ent~School"'lde programs also lI:se I·hIe I fiindsTor more \It<,," t""" 
traditional str8.~egies;~in,~I;fdittg:"ser:ving,targeted children in a pun~ut setting--51%; serve 
targeted children in !l-':ip~Rla£!~ ,~tting-81{)/(} (same % as TAS); use Title 1 funds to support 
extcnded time leaniing--49%. (Draft tabulations, Follow-up Sw-vey of Schools--school year A _ 
1997-98) . . 1 ....... . 	 . 

. 
I Issue: Should school"ide program eligibiliiY be availed only to schools above. certain 
poverty thteshold, or should all Title I schools be eligible? 

Statu~ Under Chapter 11 schools that had at l';'.s,t.]?,ro pov!,!1Y w~re allowed to conduct 
schoolv.lde projeCts., By tb,e end of the Chapter 1 authorization, approximately 8,000 schools 
were operating schoohvi_de projects. Under the current law, the poverty threshold for eligibility 
was lowered to 60% for the 1995~95 school year and to 50% for subsequent years. According to 
our latest informatioD, there are approximatdy 22,000 Title I schools now eligible to conduct 
school'hlde programs with approximately 16,OOOOrThose that have chosen to oflerate them. 

In 1997-98, 80% of the highest poverty schools (w175 or >% children eligible for free/reduced 
lunch) and 66% of schools (wISO-74.9% of childreo eligible for free/reduced lunch) operated 
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schoolwide programs. r- . V \ " 
. ~ 

[Although Core Group agreed wit.h this recommendation, it stiU warrants a conversation 'With 
Mike and Mary Jean at the table,] 

Pro: Schoolwide programs were intended for very high poverty ,chool, v.ith the rationale that 
the higher the concentIation of poverty, the higher the likelihood of. high 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~achievi:lg s~dents. 

Pro: Concentratinl2 aking existing schooh-vide programs success~1 can have a positiv;! ...., 
influ er ipe I and noo-Title 1 schools by interesting them to become part ofa' '/ L 
comprehensive refon:n effort. ~ 

Pro: 'Thet~ is not enough evidence to demonstrate that the number of school wide progr~sl.j. ..-1--t 
currently. operating a..o-e having the intended impact-increased student achievement for our }~'". . 
needlest population. " . . . --i f'. OjV' C .....1.. 

.7 
, S~ 

Pro: The existing capacity to provide meaningful assistance and suppOrt to schools c~ntly' 'f.-ri J '""'I 

operating schoohvide programs. i.~ i~d~ua~:;.o> ·r:: ", Sj..."!

Con: 35%\is~ere~.~y~.~~:;[~~:fff§;_:I~1~ (~;neraJ eligibility'p~ses' so some could 
argue that it SIlouICI1)e considered.so~fdr,schoolv.ide programs~ as well, . '. .. " " ..... ""'-.~ .,.,~. ' .... '~~ .." . 

. . .~"", ':~':-:::-:::-:';l-;':";::~"'·~~::·»: .... > ' -- •'., •. ": .. :~,_O""."~:,.'.i ....... ,.,11 . .,\.,. ."".,.. ,_. 

COO: Schooiwide programs p'rovide the·mostflexible opportunity for schools to use Federal 

" "'" ~",;r..-'," .."," ',,'''.''. ,-,'" "',, " ,"'. 

education funds wi,th stat,e ~~Jt?:9~ ~~~q~s,.~o~co~prehensively reform a school. 
, 

Con: By moving to a schooJv.-ide approach, more schools will do comprehensive needs 
assessments and deveiop programs that address those neecl~, ,Presumably. special strategies 
would have to hi: iMntified 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. 

....... '. - . ". 


2 Issue: Are there \,,'a:'s,in whi..~h the legislation can be improvbJ oy builiiing on'some of the 
promising aspects of the Comprehensive School Reform Demon'stration (CSRD) Program 
legis[ation? ' , 

Stitus: lbe CSRD program is authorized by Public Law 105·78, the FY 199& Department of 
Education Appropriations Act. The purpose of the program is to provide financial incentives for 
schools that need to substantially improve student achievement, particularly Title I schools, to 
implement comprehensive school refonn programs that are based on reliable research and 
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• effective practices. CSRD programs are intended to stimulate schoolw'ide change covering 
virtually Illl asp~ of school operations, rather than a piecemeal. fragmented approach to 
refonn, Likewise, schooh ...ide program legislation is also intended for Title J high poverty 
schools t<J comprehensively upgrade the effectiveness of the entire schoof program to raise the 
achievement ofeach student, particularly low achieving students, to reach the challenging 
standards. CSRD legislation builds on the schoolwide program concept cWTemly authorized in 
ESEA, In fact, most of the components included in school\\ide 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. 

RECOM~1ENDAT10N; Along with the other recommendations in this paper, this 
recominendation focuses on central themes of schoolwide programs and presents key elements to 
comprise the body of the schoolwide program legislation, ~ 

Ccotral Themes of the Scho~lwide Pr()pGul 

L Clarifying that schoolVl<ide programs are for overall comprehensive' refonn, particularly for 
improving the achievement of our lowest-achieving students in high poverty schools. This tf1-. 
proposal emphasizes the peed for the schoolv...jde plan to CQver the whole school operation, not 
just a particular grade, subject. or teacher, The plan would be the guiding document the school 
would usc in articulating its vision for short-term and long-term operutioll. ' 

• 

. . " 


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

2. Upgrading the quality of schoolwide programs through emphasizing data-based decision
making, research~based p'rograms.with e~idenc.e of ~ffec~\r~nes's~ ensuring that schoolwide plans 
will improve the core academic program for'the 'en.tire sencwjkongoing extemal assistance for 
every school, evaluation as atool for continuous 'improy~em(tn~ and-peer review and approval.

;'-,. '-. "'." ~-'" - ,;-:-.,,'~"'~"'-""" l-~'" .'~ <", •'.• '" • '. ", "'····,, .. I.o\··>,··.;.~r.' .......'~·,\<·\~.,·, ~~" ' 

• - ..... ,,'~'~"".'~''''''' n'

')f 3, More clearly focusing the SEA role as ori~ of pro\'iding't~hnical assistance i~ data~based tJ?:;1 ~ . 
needs assessment and program evaluation, dissemination of information on research~based t}; )\~,,(....,,! ( approaches to. improving teaching and learning, and approval ofSChOOlwid".:rogram plans. ~~~~"" 

\(./';:, 
Co 4. Strengthening the district role ofassf,ting schools to adopt research-based strategies that 

" 't \ match the". needs of the school, allocating district resources to suppo~ schoolwide: programs; and 
)' ,Q ) working with schools to ensure continuous improvement.. .~.,. ~ , . 

~ ~(5. Ensuring thal.schoolwide program;,!,iIi receiveongoing support and assi;;';'~~ from·~;em.d 

sources B..1.d networks, .rather than relying as heavily on the SEA school support team structure. 


· .. 
Key Elements of Scboolwide Proposal . 7 

~~i'l~.. 
PIAN: Plan Requirements - 3 Pans (Needs Assessment;komprehensive Research-Based 
design; Continuous improvement) 

4• 4 



• • Within two years of the passage of the legislation, these requirements must be met by all 
schoolwide programs) including new schoolwide programs and tIlOse cWTently operating*; 

LCom:grehensive DatawBased Needs Assessment: A schoo! v.ill conduct a comprehensive da'ill
based needs assessment reflectiye of the entire school' s ~mpact 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 ,,"ith limited English profici.ency and 
children \J.ith disabilities; " / \ 

\" First graders' readingskills~asse"edthroughadiagnosti , '--" r" 
• Attendance; Dropout rate; Mobility of student populat· ; - )-) .r 
" Staff quality and training related to student needs; . ,)- .,/ \( ~"''y..... 
• . Classroom and schOOl management. Y y -V t" .N'..r 

" School climate; Environment; Safety and disc; me; ~ " y )t . i 

" Class size; ,., ,y ~,.J. ' 

" Financial and other resources; , 'l \ Y /'1 ( ~ >. ~ 

" 	 Technology; .? / j ,. 

• 	 Parent and community involvement and char teristics,¥'y?f V¥' 
ll, om rehensive Research-Based Dest Witl1 A' ed Com nents <" I

i.,., -L yJ"~,/"-t'.

• 

. , ,_
" " ,'"

• 	 The plan must have a camprehensh'e desig~ based on th~ re~ults"or.th.; school's 
comprehensive needs assessment, to improve teaching-and lea!ningtlirJu~out the school 
including; but not limited to, ~Uri:icuh.in( ifJstru_C:t)9¥r~~i€~!!t~~~; :cl~~!09P!'njariagem~nt. 
continuous professional development, parental ~,,:o!,,;~iri~,!i~·!~C1W,9,~o1iy. ~dlsphool

" "" _ '-', ,'_ ,"1,'lt_.~:"':;;'-L-,_t" ....1.~~,.,.~ .... ,_.;~ ,"'.
management. ' , 	 ," ,- ,.,._' ',i~ -"l'~' " i " .1 , 	 •• ~_ ~,;-.,;<.;,,!_ }A:" - ,~.... '. _.' ,,,,,I ...I~,H... ' • 

'-""~-.,' '1:;"" -',,-<, ,.,." 
• 	 , " .- • '",.. ;.-.:-q< ...~;;":;'-,j,. ,'., ,';-', 

,. 	 The elements of the program must be aligned int~ ~ sCho~9h~ide 'rHonn"plan designed to 
enable ea<:h student in the school - including studentS from low~income families. students 
with limited English proficiency, and students "ith disabilities -- to meet challeng;os State 
content and student performance stan{lNds, - 

• 	 The pian must: 

Ik 	 '_
I, Ulilize effective, research:.b~'!d~ meth';lds and strategies"') based on data~bi;.ed'" 

needs assessment, aligned \\ith challenging state standards, 
2, Strengthen the core academic program in the school, and may include high quality 

extended [canning opportunities beyond the regular school day or year, 
3, Address the transition of students to and from the gradespan the schoolwide 

program serveS, 

" 	 The design for each plan shall include: 

• 5 
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.... ". 

Effeclive, ,I"esearch·based methods and strategies,' The plan must describe how the schoolwide 
program employs methods for student learning, teaching, and school management that are based 
on reliabl(: research and effective practices and are 'appropriate for the grade span served, 

insmlcfion by highl)' qualified professional staff: The plan must demonstrate that the school will 
employ professional ,taffthat are maS! qualified to teach the skills and subjects required for all 
students, particuJarJy low-achieving students, to meet the state's standards. . 

-ProfeSSional deyelopmenl: The pla.'1 must describe the high-quality and continuous staff 
development and training, including leadership training for the principal, Such professi9nal 
development ,,1ll be aligned with the needs of the school determined through the needs 
assessment. 

Schoo! support: The plan provides evidence that the schoolwide program has the infonned 
support of the principal, schoo) faculty, and other administrators, 

Parent and community involvement: The plan must describe the mearungful involvement of aJ I 
groups ofparents and the local community in the planning and implernenUition of the schooh,ide 
program activities, ISuggestion to tnilke the language in law consistent in this and the school 
support Ctlmptment above-meaningful inv~ v. informedl. "" ,... :~t ... ,,;y 

Ongoing external assistance: The plan must describe how the schootit:l. the de.v~lomnentand . 
implementation of i,ts plan, wil~ ~t~lize o~soing hi~~_q~lity.e~t~~~~~~:~.A~~~~!~~q~·fj?~ ~ 
educators or educatJonal organIzations Wl1l1 expenence m'school\\l,~e u;npro~'e~e~~,·~tuci!,.!l!ay 
include tmiversities. . . , " ' ", . ~ :~•.~·!~'~~;i.s.:~:·::~.$t7} ',~.; .. , 

, '.', Of'" ,j ... ': .:',.',~ ~"1:'''••' 
Use ojre:,ources: The plan must describe how all significant resour~es .a~'~l~~l~ t9 Jh~ schO{}l 
(local, State, Federal, and private, if applicable) will be used to supPort and sustain'!lie school's 
comprehensive improvement effort. 

m. COntirnloUS lmprovement: 

The plan must include measurablc,goa1s and benchmarks that include timelines against which 
progress \;,,11 be measured in the annual review under (1116) in order to continually improve the 
program design:and its implementation. (Law might include eXmt1pieS 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 
to the school including persons independent of the LEA or SEA but may include persons from 
the LEA or SEA, and who are knowledgeable about school reform and successful schoolwide 
programs. including strategies for working with low-achieving students a.'1d the different types 

, . 

"""~."'. '. ' 
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• ofstudent. to be served by the program. It is expeeted thaI the peer review would be distinctly 
separate from the ongoing technical assistance that a school should receive (see components). 

SchooI\\1de prograrn plans for schools identified as in need of improve;ment must be approved by 
the SEA ("ee Stale Role), 

STATE ROLE: T« prepare schools for becoming effective schoolv.ide programs, the state ",ill: 

'~~""~ '"'~-~ d--oJ~~ -1" WO'.>4-J'6W1M 
Assist schools \\1th conducting and using a data~based needs assessment, 

Dissemi~ate information and research on effective practices. and improving high~poverty and 
low-performing schools, 

• 

For those schools thaI have been identified as in need a/improvement, approve schoolwide 
plans; taking into account feedback from the peer review and after schools have had an 
opportWlity to make any necessary adjustments suggested by the peer review, [States have 
claimed that v.ithout specific authority to approve schoolv.ide plans, they are not easily able to 
require schools to upgrade their plans and programs when necessary. Funhennore, States are 
required 11) ensure proper and efficient administration ofTitle I funds, With such a flexible 
strategy, States must ensure that a schoolv.dde prograin 's purpose is realized, Finally, a more 
formal Stale role v.ill help to build a stronger, linked sysrem-ofschools, districts, and states-of .'" 
support f(lr schoolwide programs. However, State capacity is not adequate in many states to carry , 
out an effective approval process for all schoolwide plans. Furthennore, presumably. schools. 1", .•• ~' 

'thaI are making adequate yearly progress and thaI have gone through the process of devel~ping'~ 
pl!lfl in consultation lA'ith the LEA, and have gone through ,8. peer review process ~l! mo~~.li·~eIY~':"': :' .:, IF, 
have a promising schoolwide program ifimp1emented as designed. Therefore, th~s propo.~~:~,t?~-". '1./:' 

limiis state approval to those schools identified for improvement . -.'t"'At.t.,,., . ..,' 
. ~'. .. ~, 

• ., •••• ""~",';"; ~.t, ...... ' 

Provide sustained intervention for schootv,rj.de programs ritost in need of improvement consistent' , 
~lth the accowltability section in the law. 

f)lSTRICT ROLE: 

The schoolv.ide program plan must be developed\!:: consultati0;0-ith the LEA. .. . 
' ,

To prepare ·school. for becoming effeclive school"ide programs, for all schoolw,d",eligib!t~ 
schools, 'he district shall: 

Provide information and research on effective strategies for strengthening entire schools 
(inc1ud4'lg rigorous cW'riculum and instructional and organizational practices); 

, 

7 
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• Assist schools \\1th matching research·based school reform strategies with the specific 
identified needs of the school (based on school and srudent achievement and other data), 
3.'1d with state standards and district goals and objectives; 
, 

" ," 
. ,~.'I.'
.:.:~\:v;: .,\)" " .' 

"1,;::~~--t "_ . 

,- .' ' 

Assist schools in identifYing and securing appropriate, hlgh..quaJity external assistance; 

Support schools in allocating and using financial, personnel, and other resources available 
to the school'V.ide program school that will enabJe the school to successfully impleme:nt 
the schoolwide plan. . 

Assist schools in carrying out ongoir:tg 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 \\111 serve as a support to schools in the 
development of school im.provement plans, including how it will: , . 

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

Disseminate information and research on effective practices and improving high.-poverty 
and low-perfonning schools. . 

. .' ,-, 
, , , .... "Assist schools \-"'lth matching instructional strategies \\1th identified needs. ,: . . . . ..... - ,::'.:.'it ..." 

" , . '.' ~ ,.~':'''!. 
Assist schools withl.tSing evaluation as a tool for continuous impr<?~'ement. ., . , 

: ;,,;, . 
,AJlocate federal program resources, including and in addition to Title L] ,; , 

{lVOTE: PER OCTOBER 8 CORE TEAM MEETING 
Ovltall tlpproQchlvision is acceptable. 1W'()re speciFre items to he discussed in more depth are: ~., 
Should Ihere be a distinction,in law between already existing (abeu/16,OOO) v. new (a 
potential ojabout 6.000+or - more schoolwides in terms 01how much ofthis ";ould apply to 

tlt!'..~.; : .1 

How can the law be st.ructured to more deliberately addres~ the notion 01 uongoing 
improvement" v. the perception that schools have 10 continually «overhaul" Iheir school 
operations? We have proposed a 101 offront end stuffhut perhaps need'to focus mere on what 
happens once schoo/wide are operating. 

We refer to research-based effective practices. A potential problem could arise when t.he 
various re.searchjindings conflict. 

• g 
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• Peer rel'iew--!-How to address the capaCity (possible cast) prohlems that might arise? 
Structured to be a body o/peop/e that at least includes some outsiders. What ifa school board 
wants 10 be that /)oti..l'? OK? Big authority/role issue.} 

2a Issue: Wbat incentives aod assistance will be provided to scboohdde program schools to 
fully address the new~ more rigorous requirements proposed for scboolwides.? 

INCElvTIVES AND START-UP ASSISTANCE 

Proposal: As a companion to the new schoolwide requirements, establish a Co'roprehensive 
Scbool Reform Challenge Fund that will assist up to 10,000 schools over 5 years to initiate 
research-based <:omprehensive refonn efforts. The fund will playa role very similar to that 
currently played by the CSRD demonstration - providing an extra incentive and start-up 
assistance to schools that need to raise achievement and that commit to implementing genuinely 
high-quaJity. comprehensive schoolv.ide reform programs based on evidence of effectiveness, 

Rationale: This paper proposes changes in the requirements for all schoolvlide programs that 
reflect the more rigorous requirements ofCSRD, Further incentives and support should be ' 
provided, however: , 

• Based on ,,-,eedotal reports from Stales 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 s.urprisingly potent inducement for many districts and schools to take a ' 

'J:!' "I' ,,::t:c':j c;,.' t. freSh, methodical look at research-based, comprehensive school refonn - and at what' . . 


< <«;A'______
',' '.' {.~, :~';" ".' they are doing with the resources they already receive. In fact, some states are finding the 

-~ ,-, .-. "approach "so useful that they are dc\'eioping state school improvement programs or'';'/ " 
r".r.:: < awarding Goals 2000 funds using the CSRD crileria. Relative 10 the existing level of 

lJ. ~/' Federal investment in schoolwide programs, the leveraging impact of this additional 
,/"1i- $50,000+ per year is a bargain, and. given its success to date, should be continued in 

,,~~' ?---- S(lme fash.i6n~t1) the reaut.~orizatiDn. ' 
"' 

• Many schools will accept the new, more rigorouS schoolwide requirements simply in 
order to retain (or obtain, for the first time) enhanced flexibility j,n use of funds at the 
b1Jilding levei:tH'Jwever, t:nany other'schools will need an eXU'a.i.to fully embrace the 

< • 

< < • more stririgent provisions, The Comprehensive School Reform Challenge FWld would 
hold OUt the promise of extra help for those that 'need it and develop the most rigoro~ 
proposals for ~mprovement 

• RAit.-.l'D research indicates that, while the costs ofdesigns vary considerably, ;"asswning 
effective resource allocation, the addition ofS50,OOO in Obey~Porter funds will allow 
most Tide I schools to impiement comprehensive reform without,needing additional 
resourees:~ Consistent with other objectives, we should continue to provide supplemental 

'Ii 
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funding to assist schools v.ith start-up costs, 


• Given the Department's overall emphasis on encouraging comprehensive reform based 

on evidence ofeffectiveness, it is important to include a funding initiative that devotes 
substantial ~sources to this strategy. 

Method of Djstribution; Selection Criteria 

As v.ith CSRD, Comprehensive School Refonn 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 to implement specific comprehensive 
reform programs. 

A critical feature afthis initIative is that funds would be provided compr"itively. tather than to 
all schoolwide programs. This feature is necessary in order to motivate schools and their districts 
to do a rigorous job in developing their reform-proposal for strengthening the entire school and 
for using other resources available to the school. "The funds shouJd not be viewed as an 
entitlement, or as a part of the base funding available to the school. 

Finalists would be recommended based on ~e peer review process to be established by the State 
for all.schoolwide programs) with final selections made in a process to be determined by the 
SEA. , , 

, Selections would be made 'based on the quality and coherence of the ~hool's reform proposal! as 
related,to the ?lew 'criteriitfoi ali' scnool\vide programs; together v.,tli: -. 

- "- . '; "'., .; : 
.:~.-' .. : ;. ~t·"\.··" 	 " . , 

• 	 The ~~ool's need (oJ reform (focusing on stUdent achievement in core subjects under the 
State's assessmenthiccountability system), 

"' 	r" '. • 

• 	 Evidence of the district's commitment to provide ongoing support for comprehensive 
reform. ' • 

• 	 Preference for schools that propose to work together to implement the same Dr similar 
reform efforts. 

.. •... 
l,: ( -, .. 

, "-Amount ,,{Funding, Allowable Uses 

Schools (or consortia of very small schools) would receive a minimum of $50,000 per year, up to 
a total of $1 00,000 per year, renewable for up to three years if the school is making substantial 
progress in implementing its reform effort, based on implementation benchmarks described in 
the school's reform plan and agreed to by the State, 

Schools would be allowed to use funds for the initial implementation 'of a comprehensive refonn 
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• program, including refonn programs thai the school has begun to implement within the academic 
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; Eligibility arid Distribution of Awards: 

The main part of the program (paJ1 A) would be authorized under Title I, with eligihility limited 
to schools that are eligible to be school"ide programs under Title I, and that have been approved 
by the SUIte to operate as schoolwides, (Schools below 50% poverty that are operating as 
school"ide programs under a waiver art: not eligible for Part A, but would he eligible for part B), 

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 part B would be 
open to other Title i eligible and non~Title I schools, in order 10 encourage districts to s\1pport 
entire~schooJ reform for schools that need it across entire districts. The basic requirements and 
selection process and criteria would be the same. 

As "ith current provisions for CSRD, LEAs (or consortia of LEAs) could apply on behalfof 
indJvidual schools or consortia ofschools. For a consortia involving multiple very small schools, 
the 150,000 minimwn would apply to the consortiwn so long as it serves no more than 500 
students, 

Additional features 

{Option ~~ lbe Comprehensive School,Re'rorm Cballtmge Fund could include a national• ,
leadership section, pr6viding funding for such things as the development or state and local 
netv.orks ?J'otu1d comp'r~~n~iX~i~chq9~~r~-ff'rrn~ arid funding for ongoing re~,arth and 
development to address ,th~ Q~!!,d fo~ ..mole :and better mo~els serve the needs of all grade levels 
and student populations. Tnis couid be praced in Title I or in the research and innovation portion 
ofthep,:"posal,] _ 'vr-. 
lOpt.ion - The Comprehensive St!hool Reform Ch~licngt Fund could also include a: national ~V 
competition for [10-20] scbuol districts "ith substantial numbers/percentages aflow-achieving / 
students that want to assist their entire district. or large clusters of schools within the district. to 
implement research~bascd school reform programs...This competition would acknowledge and 
moci~l 'me distr.,!!t leadership role in helping move cO;;'vrehensive'kforrrl beyond "victory 
gardens" to more systemic improvements in local school systems, "This could go in the Title I or 
research and irmovation portion of the proposal1 

3 Issue: Should persistently low-performing targeted assistance Tille I schools that are eligible
r 

to conduct schoolwide PT9grarns be required to use the approach in Recommendation 21 
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• 
[J¥il/ cQlltinue 10 be discussed in Ihe context ofgeneral Title I accountability./ 


Pro: 	 This would require low-performing schools to undergo a comprehensive needs 
assessment and get appropriate technical assistance to redesign the school by incorporating 
strategies that \I>;ll better educate the students. 
Con: Requiring this effort without adequate buy-in from the staffand community and 
commitment to implement 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 l-ow-acrueving students, 
, 	 , 

4 Is:me: How should the ESEA legislation put more emphasis on encouraging LEA personnel 
and/or schoolwide 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: TIle underlying rationale for combining resources ih schooh-vide programs has been that .. 
it gives schooJs !':lore fle"xibility to operate coherent educational programs and also reduces 
Federal reporting burden by removing requirements that' apply to individual Federal programs. 
A!thoug~ some schoolwides have ,combined Federai resources to some extent and there is some 
indication that more are considering it (based on verbal comm~nts made by State and district 
coordinators). the majority of schoolwide programs are primarily relying on federal Title I, Part 
A resources, Not only does the law provide the,a:rthorio/ cf)mbiniq.g most federal education 
funds \\ith state and local resources, but we have issued regulations, a FederaJ Register ~otice, 
lengthy O(,nregulaiory guidance that is easy to read and contains some examples. Crosscutting 
ESEA Guidance: Companion Document (all of this is orithe Internet), are issuing School"ide 
Idea Books, and have had many'conferences throughout, the country that included scboolwide• , . - ~... ". ,,-- ,-.... , . 
programs as a topic, etc. Furthermore; th~:!n~ivi9~~ ~ithJ~isabilities Education Act 
Amendments of 1997 (IDEA,97);spe.c\fi,c:(Il)~a~,!!i!,.~,d.1I)~, U5e.of a proportionate amount ,of, 
IDEA funds for school",de programs:":; ':',', ,i. ,'I t ,'-, :,'".. " .'" , . ":" r} ,.,',... ','" 	 . 
Despite these efforts, a survey of school wide programs serving migrant children found that only 
about one-third combined Migr;mt Education Program funds with ,!ther federal, state, and local 
resources. School~ that combined MEP funds in their school'Wide pro~'"fams were much more 
likely to address the needs of migrant students specifically in their schoolwide program plans, 
Key reasons identified by schools for not combining MEP funds in their schoolwide programs 
include: 

:'" .' "',- ' 

• 	 MI)st MEP funds were sp~nt at the district level and were not available to individual 
school; 

• 	 The amount of MEP money available to schools was too Sf:Oall to make much of a 
dUTerence in the overall educational program of the SChool; 

• 	 Migrant program staff and school administrators were concerned about maintaining 
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• accountability for MEP funds; and 

• M~grant program, district and school staff were hesitant to eliminate all categorical 
"separate'! services for students in need because they were concerned that their needs 
might be overlooked, [Meeting the Needs of Migrant Students in School wide Programs, 
draft.) 

The above identified issues are not necessarily unique to the Migrant program. The same finding 
could be true for Titles II, IV, and Vi. Later this Fall, we "ill bave data to infonn us of this. 

. \~ 11- i) OK'. Iv--J.y~ r~{'J~.... l-Cl'.?, /'""'I~- ~+~ 
Obstacles to reform: ~ -,- ..v..<- ,.."....~ ""1 "v; r ~j~ 

~'!r !~ -............. :... ~ ..J..~J,..-..-IL ~........-- ~-..r t'W:r-
Combining resources in schoolwide.programs continues to be perceived as a Title I program ~ ~4~ 

. feature, rather than as a gene'nu mechanism for using Federal funds more effectively. / ';~ 

Perception/fear that spe<:ial needs of speclfic populations will not be addressed within 0l{ 
schoolwide programs. ~ t..J.,.)V ~ V'!::." ~~ ;;.,v~"; 

- I 

Perception that needs of students with few or no Federal program funds need not be included in 
comprehensive schooh ...ide planning. 

• 

. -..
Lack ofa consistent message from ED to the field. 
I ' .... "., .. , " .. 

Fear of audits even though the audit compliance supplement is\'ery clear about what auditors 
will look at with respect to sch'oolwide programs.1 "I~'~V'" !)F:r;E··;~t,;',:::::;' ": ,. '"' 

, . " ;.,,;.~. Ij"" ,;,,~,
'" ", ·'-·'~'.\''".»l,·'JlZ)..","i'''~':.~ t, 

Independent auditors{and, otherwise) not using:the·.~i:idi!' cS;~Elian~:~upplement. 
, . - ';I';~" "" '/ ,,' 

. '. .'  .' . 
State and local laws, regulations, and policies that imped~ implementation of school""'1de 
programs. 

The flexibility argument for combinil)g funds is sometimes outweighed by other aspu:ts; i.e., 
perception that amountS of Fed.eral funds to combine are too small. 

State and/or district accounting systems that have not been updated to accommodate schoolwide , 
' -. L',I " programs~, , ,~." ~, 

Lack ofleadership in some states and districts to support scl!oolwide programs, 

Perceptic,n that schoolv,.ide programs serve a useful purpose as only an administrative 
convenience. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
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• Maintain current legislation with the suggested refinements. Additionally, give schoolwide 
programs more visibility in ESEA legislation by including c'ompiementary provisions (beyond a 
cite) n!ferencing school wide progra.'TlS in other progranr.legislation besides Title I (e.g., stating 

, 

that the different program funds may be combined with local and state resources for the 
school....ide program effort), Include in the purpose statement of the legisla\f6n a strong 
statement !lUpporting schoolwide programs. 

Pro: 	 The legislation is sound--based on research and past schoolwide project practice-
and in terms of provisions, this would better balance the entire legislation to 
comprehensively support comprehensive reform. 

Pro: 	 From initial findings. implementation-not legislation-appears to warrant 

additional effort. 


Pro: " Efficiency of scale is reaiized when many pots of money are used collectively for' 
an overall program and purpose. 

Pro: 	 The placement of authority to conduct schoolwide program.s wiU make clear that 
0ey are a strategy option for Title I schools. 

.. 
Con: Because most Qfthe legislative provisions are plaCed in TitJe I, the programs are 

viewed only as Title r~funded programs, " , " 'I, )", ~-'.., "\ ' ~.'v' ' 	 " 

.,,~ ,.,,,·,.' ...~i71,""" c-!H'I""'~, " '" ,'" ''':' ,""",'.';';""" .. " . 
Con: Without altering more of the legislation, the risk is high that,Pfogres's will remain 

status quo, ".,.t;. \ ..•', 

";'''".• " " ,e "," 
, '. : >:" . ' 

C(ln: 	 Depending on one's role at an SEA or LEA (or ED), th~'entiie law is n.ot 

necessarily read and understood which is necessary when complementary 

provisions are placed tltroughout the law. 
 -. 

5 Issue:, Should there be an accountability requirement for schoohvide programs separate from 
the State's accountability system !inked with standards and assessments? 

.., --' 
,_ I ,Status: l';nder Chapter I, section 10 lS(e) requiH.~ r.chool\\-;'ie 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 threewyear period. 

I.:nder Title I, section I II4(c) states, 'A schoolv.ide progran:' Wlder thissection shall be subject 
to the school improvement provisions of section I) 16," Therefore, schoolwide programs are ~ 

currently subjeet to the same accountability requirements that apply to Title I targeted assistance 
schools, not to a separate schooJWide program requirement. The current ~aw removed the 
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• separate schoolWide accountability provision anticipating that schools in need of improvement 
wouJd recEive sufficient support to design and implement a program that would best meet the 
needs of the children. Therefore, rather than having a low-performing schoolwide program 
revert to a targeted assistance strategy, States and districts (and other outside technical assistance 
providerS) are,to help low-performing school wide program schools 10 improve their schoolwide 
design. 

• 	 50G/o of principaJs in schoolv.ide programs reported that they utilize assessments to a 
great extent that are used for school accountability and continuous improvement. This 
compares ,-"ith 38% of principals in targeted assistance schools. [Follow-up school 
Survey] . 

Obstades to reform: 

Slate systems of support, required under section Ill?, have not been sufficiently established to 
carry out their rale--to provide information and assistance to school'wide programs_and to assist 
them in providing an opportunity to all students to meet the state's student performance 
standards. 

States that have fully established systems of support do not bave the c.apadry--funds, time, , 
people-- to provide full assistance to all schoolwide programs. I ~ e, ~r',~, 

• Many schoohvide programs are poorly designed and have little promise ofproducing improvCd
student achievemenL In theory, school support teams will have helped the school design a 
uschoolwide" plan. In reality. this is norahvays possible and there is no direct pJan~·.approyiu 
authority In the legislation. 	 ,-.}. ,:.;-,:;~- ',-', " " 

\:.>: ?~ .-;::,~ ~'-'1.::·I·~"t';·!"1':' ; 
State and local laws, regulations, and policies that are more restrictive than the-flexibilitid: , 
provided to schoolwlde programs through federaJ legislation have impeded schobls~jabilitY to'" 
fully implement scnoohvide programs, 

R~;CO~L\lENDATION: 

Maintain the general applicability of the Title I accountability requirements for schoolwide 

Pro: 	 This will support the standards, assessmenl, and accmmtability approach 
established in the law while helping to ensure a schoolwide program plan is 
designed to,better assist the lowest achieving students, 

PI'O; 	 This supports a single standards, assessment, and accountability system 
established by the State for all schools, including those that operate schoolv.ide 
programs. 

•• 
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Con: 	 Without specified targeted support for particular targeted populations, it ahas not 
been simple to demonstrate schoolwide programs are having a positive impact on 
the intended beneficiaries. 

6 Issue: How CM the legislation be improved to bener ensure that schoolwide programs more,. / 
specIfically address the needs of special populations--e.g .. LEP and special education students? 

Note: By the rime this law is enacted) states are to have fmal assessment.systems in place. 

Therefore, dis.8ur£:fttion of llchie\'ement data by ....arious targeted gToups of children \\;11 

(should) be available since it will be a requiremenL1[In 1997-98, 68% of principals in 

schoolwide programs reported that their schools' reading results are disaggregated by 

race/ethnicity; 54% reported that they are disaggregated by poverty; 57% reported disaggregation 

by LEP SU,tus; and 53% reported disaggregation by disabling condition. [Follow-up Survey]] and . 

build in an improved process for ens.uring quality schoolv..ide program plans. 


Title I serves approximately 1.2 million (94-95 data) LEP children, most of wbom are Hispanic. 

The second largest LEP group being served through Title I are AsiansIPacific Is!anders. LEP 

srudents represented almost 113 of Title J participants and the number is rising. 


,-Information on services provided to LEP students (as well as others) in schoolwide programs is 
limited because disaggregation requirements have not yet kicked in. However, preliminary 
infoimation from some advocacy groups indicates that services to LEP students in schootwide 
programs are not necessarily meeting their needs. 

:. ." 1. 	 • 

Legislative Options: . We are discussing with OBEMLA and OSEP if legislative language is 

necessary ofifthls is a technical assistance issue. ' ' .' . ~ '\ :'" 


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

... Status: Currently, there is no schoolwide program school maintenance ofeffort requirement 
Ui'ider Chapter t, there was a 100% maintenance of effort requirement that applied to :f.'hoolwide 
project schools. This require~ent was included to ensure that from year to year~ schoolwide 
projects received at least 100% of the funds they received in !he previous year for providing free 
?ubli9 education t.o c~1dren. There have been reports (yet no evidence) that districts are shifting 
some locaUSt8te fund's from schoolwide program schools to other schools because the·Cistricts ." 
believe the schoolwide schools are getting enough federal resources and flexibility and other 
schools are not 

RECOM!>:IE:IDATlO!ll: 

Do not include a maintenance of effort requirement for schoolwide programs. 
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• Pro: ED 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 I are designed to 
address this issues. 

Pro: 	 A maintenance of effort requirement for schoolwide programs would not necessarily 
ensure that schoolv.'ide program schools are provided the same level of resources as other 
schools from year to year if the school got too few resoUrces the prior year compared to 
other schools. 

.Con: Although no evidence has been provided to us. some State Title J Coordinators have 
'indicated that a maintenance ofeITon is needed. 

8 Issue: Should Title I targ"cting provisions be revised to allow LEAs to. allocate more funds to 
~choolwide program schools if warranted by the needs assessment and s.choolwide plan? 

Status: Under Chapter I, LEAs allocated Ti~e J funds to schools based on the number and 
needs of C"ducationally deprived children. This provision resulted in schoolwides receiving more 
funds than targeted assistllnce schools because all educationally deprived children in the . 
school wide schools were counted. Currently, LEAs allocate Title J funds to all Title J schools on 

.. the basis of the number of poor children in the schooL As a result, the funding formula treats•". 
. . targeted assistance schools and schoolwiqe program schools the same. Thls formUla may 


"', disadvantage schoolwide programs. however. that need more funds to implement schoohvide 
.':':'-' ~,~ ". 
-" . . ' ," , '. reforms . 
' ... p." ", "'''' . 
• , ~.I· " 	 '.>, ~, Legislative Option: 

Allow LEAs to allocate more funds to schoolv.ide program schools ifwairanted by the needs 
assessment and schoolwide plan. 

"."  .Pro: In order for schoolwide programs to be effective, they must have sufficient funding. 
Because they' are refonning the whole school, they need more than targeted assistance programs, 

Con; 	 Titi!,;, :.ru)fle shoj".~o not be considered as :.he only funding source of the schoolwide . 
program. The schoolwide program must be wining to commit other state and local reSOlU'ces as 
well in order to truly upgrade the school's program for all ofits students. 
IDec~ion was made to keep targeting as is and have this allowable through waiver.J 

r .• , .. 
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SCHOOLWIDE PROGRAMS AS ASTRATEGY FOR REFORM 

·Title 1 schools with at. :east 50% poverty are eEgih!e to conduct schoo!wide programs, as 
authorized in section I! 14 of Title L Schoolwide programs are intended"lo address the 
educational needs ofchildren IJvlng in impoverished communities by supporting comprehensive 
strategies for improving the whole school 50 every student, including the lowest achieving 
studems, achieves 11igh levels of academic proficiency, 

The 1994 reauthorization of ESEA gave schools serving low-income students greater flexibility 
to systematica!1y assess the whole school's ecucationai needs llnd design schoolwide solutions, 

• 	 This increa;:e in nexib:lity was justified based on earlier findings that Chapter 1 was 
operating as an add-on program that worked on the margins; that as a supplementary 
program, Chapter 1 had !it~le effect on the regular program of ins:ruction; that Chapter 
1 did not contribute to high.quality Instruction; and that Chapter I was not tied [0 state 
ane local reronn effort", [See lASA Prospectus, p, Title 1·4 and 5] 

• 	 This flexibility has also resulted in.a remarkable growth in :.choolwide programs. In 
1994·95,5,050 Title I schools oper.'ed school wide programs (projects) [Chapter I 
participation repon], By 1997-98 the total grew dose to approKimatciy16,000 of all Title 
I schools [Follow. up School survey (dralll]. 

\'. ' ' .~ 

Finally. schoolwide programs may combine most Federal education program resources with"state 
and local H:sources lO"upgrade the effectiveness of the entire school program. Schools are not 
required to ide:nifY'chll,dren ~s eligible for. particular services or track the combined federal 
reSOurces h) partic~lar childrcil'or s'e/·ViCC5. Rat!ier, they may use the'combined resources to 
improve the school.~s:edyc~l!onal pr9grarn while meeting the intent and purPoses of the prog;-ams 
for which' funds n;elailoc-atedJ~:\t:· ~:\t 1 • • , .;. 

·Overall assumptions and questions~ 

Schoolwide programs for high povh~~ sehools are viewed as the option that will 
best ullo,w for compre.hensive school reform and better educate cbildren attending 
sUi:h schools, parHcularly the targeted popuhttions for whom Federal funds are 
allocuted. 'We support the notio.n of challenging standards for all,children. We 
support comprehensive school rdoi'i;;:! }.to:w cap,:.the·'eg~slation·st·rengthen 
schQQh\'ide programs as a too) for reform? Is there some lever that can be 
incorporated in the legislation to encourage best (beUer) practice? 

The cur:ent leg;slatlon on schoolwide programs incorporated what was learned ab~ut effective 
school pmc:ice and from the evaluation on past schoolwide projects. Thc: schoolwide 
components and plan reflect these lessons and are attached for reference, [See section I} 14 of 
Title II ' 

• 




• Recent research supports an emphasis on g",noolwide programs by demo::1s:rating that the goal of 
academic success for all studen~s req'Jires special support tltat comes when resources, practices, 
and procedures are coordinated'across an e:1tire sehooL Common characteristics of effective 
schoolwicle prog:ams i:1clude: [.a:1 dted'from Vol. ! of the S\VP Jdea Book, pp. 9·11] 

• 	 COITlprehensive planning, which :eflects the priorities of the school community and is 
info!T.1ed b;':da:a regarding stue:.:n! needs and achievement (S\\']> Idea Book, VoL I). 

• 	 AUe!"lltion to specific curriculuG1 improvement in all academic subjects, which is coupled 
with comprehensive planning efforts and support for instructional staff(Fashola and 

, , 
Slavin, 1998 and Hennan and Stringfield, 1997·CRESPAR, lohns Hopkins Univ,; and 
\Vang, Haenel and Walberg, 1997, Mid~Atl:mtic Laborntory for Student Success, Temple 
University), ' , 

A commitment to seeing that all st'Jdents acr.ieve at their fullest potential (Charles Da.na 
Ce:ncrfJoc Johnson, ,1997), and 

• 	 Ac::ountability and a process for continuo!";s improvement (S\VP Idea Book. VoL 1). 

• 
The fun potential for schoolwide progr.~in~ to incorpor!!-!c comprehensive strategJes designed to 
support al; studer.:s in reaching high standards has not been fully realized. (93% of principals 
report using Title J funds lo improve toe entire'educationa! program in a school yet we do not vet 
have e'\'idcnce thm they are imple'mcnting the 'strategies for schoo! reform, and 83% use funds ;0 

. ;>rQ)'ide professional 'development:"Schoolwide progr;J:Tls also use'Titte ]'funds for more' 
lradi:io:1ul strategIes. inch:'cipg'::§~iv~r.g;ta~g'et~~ children in"a pull.out setting~-51 %; serve 
targeted children in an~;n':'c'Jh~~"setJlng':~8: %'(same % as TAS); use Title I fut:tds to support 

. 	 , '.~." - , ' "',\ 

extended tiIroe learnjng-'::49o/o'Y(Draft'taou!;Jtions j Follow-up Survey ofSchoo!s--school year ' 

1997·98) 	 " ,,' 

, For Legislati~!l 

"I:-;TRODUCTION TO'SCHOOL WJI)E PROGR;\~I SECTION: 

1. 	 There is a strong vision that focu!les on the academic success of every student and is 
articulated in' every aspect of the school'S planning, organization, and use ofresources. 

2. 	 The school uses data reflecting the needs of its students and the needs of the school's 
other stakeholders to drive its decislons,, , 	 , ,

J, Challenging standards that all children are expected to meet are articulated clearly and 
,supported tr..rough aligned curric'ulum, staff development, and technology, 

4, $,aff learn from mistakes, without reprisal, and use that knowledge to experiment with 

••• 
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• 


• 


different strategies that have a high probability of improving student performance . 
5_ 	 Staff are committed to ensuring the academic su,,-cess ofevery student They make no 

excuses for low perfoFnlance, but reflect upon their own effons [0 find opportunities [0 

imprQve. 
6. 	 A structure is established that supports improved teaching, 
7. 	 School persOImel Create an environment in which parents want to become 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 teachers, aides, librarians, clerical staff, bes driv:;rs. 
cafeteria workers, parents, and community leaders. 

9. 	 The climate of the schoo; simulates a "family," where students are valued individually 
and (OHecli\'e;y in a safe, violence:free environment . 

. 10. School staff collaborate- together to resolve issues in an open, honest, and trusting 
env:ronment. 

.11, The school uses information about the performance of its students to continually improve 
'lc~lching and learning and attain even higher goals. 


[Will be refined and shor:enedl 


PURPOSE: The purpose of schoolwide programs is to enable high·poverty schools to use 
Tille I funds, in combination with Olher Federal, Sta!e, and local funds, to upgrade the entire 
edUC31io:1:li program in the school to create a learning environment thil! embodies: the conditions 
immd in successfuL schools. . . .. 

. , . " .. . . .. ....-~ 

1 Issu\': Sho!lld scho~lwide program eligibility-oe a\;ailed only to schools abo\'e a certain 

pover.y threshold, or should all Title I schools be elH~;jble?' , . >< 
 '.' •• 

,. - . 
~:._. """>r~l' :;':'r,,~)': . 

RECOMM ENDA1'101': Maintain (forn~;V):tili:, ,ufyeritsC,hooli-ide eligibility threshQld at _ 
50% poverty. ' " !, ··i.i.l·"!'·:!'::.'1'1~,·,j·;:--f~"":"·"" " 	 , 
fa one-pager will list pros and cons of going 50% v. 35%; 

2lssue: Are there ways in which the legislation ca.'1 be improved by~building on some of the 
promising a3pecis of the Comprehensive School RefOlm Demonstration' {-CSRD) Program 
legiSlation? 

RECOJ\ll\l ENDATION: AJong with the oilier recommendations in this paper. this 
recommendation iocuses on central themes ofschoolwide programs and'~'ie:;entS k~;'elements to 
comprise the'body of the schoolwide program legislation. 

Key Elements of Scboolwide Proposal 

PLAN: PIM Requirements - 3 Parts (Data-driven Needs Assessment; Comprehensive Research
Based design~ Continuous improvement) 

3 



• • Wlth!:1 two years of the passage of the legislation, these requirements must be met by all 
schoolwide programs, includi!1g new schoolwide programs and thoc;e curren!l), operating"'; 

LComnrehenslve Da[a~driyen Needs Assessment: A school will conduct a comprehen~ive dat<lw 
drive!] needs assessment that must be reflective of: 

• 	 Ac~cemk performance of students in relation to the state standards, including the needs of 
special pop'Jlatior.s :n the school sach as children with limited English proficlency and 
children with disabi;ities; and 

• 	 Firs! graders' readlng skills as assessed through a diagnostic evaluation. 
• 	 ivlobiHty of population 
• 	 Attendance 
• 	 Dropout fate 
• 	 Drcg US{: and viole:1ce 

The needs ·assessment may also review factors such as: 	
.,~ 

• 	 Class size 
• 	 Staff quality 
• 	 Classroom and school management 
• 	 Technol'Js,y 
• 	 Parent and commu:1ity involvemen:" 

• 
• AvailabilIty of resources 

IL C01llprehensive, Research-Based Desif!n With Aligned corA~p~'nei:'tS'" :'~o·: 
, ' "-;(j";'~' .. ' '10 ,;n : ~\\:,,' :" .', ' 

• 	 The plan must have'3 comprehensive design, based on .tl.t~.'t~~u't~ o~ t.h~ sc]1oors 
comprehensive daui~dri~'en needs assessment, to' iMpr~\:e 't~'acn!rig';and'lea~i~g throughout 
the scho;)i induding, but not !im~ted to, currlcuh.im, in'~truction~-assessmentt classroom 
man:lgemem, -conti!1UOUS professional deve!opment;paretual involvement, technology and 
sC.heel management, 

". 
.. 	 The elements Qflhe program must be aligned mto a schoolwide refonn plan designed'(iJ 

enable e,lch student in the school ~~ including students from low~in~ome farnilles, stud<,;ots 
with limited English proficiency, and students with dlsabilities -- 10 meet challenging State 
coment and st:Jdent pe;fonnar.ce standards. 

',' "" ., ." 

• 	 The plan must~ 

I. 	 Use effective, research~based, methods and strategies, based on data~driven' needs 
assessme:11, aligned with challenging state sta.ndards. 
Strengthen the -core academic prop:ram in the school, anc may include high quality 
extended learning opportunities beyond the regular school day or year. 

3. 	 Address the transition of studc:1~s t~ and from the gradespan the schoolwide 
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• program se:ves . 

• The-des:gn for each plu:1 shall include: 
• 
Effective. researcil·bascd mClilods and strategies: The plan must describe how the schoolwlde 
program employs methods for studer.t learning, teaching, and school management that are based 
0:1 n:hab:c research and' effective practices and are appropriate for the grade Sp::""1 served, 

Instruction by highly qllalified professiollolsralf: The plan must demonstrate thai the school wiiI 
er.1ploy professior:al slaffthat are most qualified to teach the skills and subjects required for all 
students, p<lt~iculatly low~achie\'ing students, to meet the state's standards, The plan will also 
describe how the school w:l1, by two years from the effective dale of the tegislatiOl\ employ o:1ly 
certi lied teachers to provide the entire d;rec! ins!ructionaJ program t? all students in the school. 

ProjessiOfl(.JI' developmem: The plan must describe the high~quality and continuous staff 
ceveJopr.1er:t and trainir.g, indurling leadership training for the-principal. Such professional 
development will be aligned with the :leeds of the school detennined through the needs 
assessmcT1L 

. School support: The plan provides eviden.::c that the schoolwide program has the informed 
support of the principal, school faculty, a.nd other administrators. 

• 
Parenr and comlllwtity involl'emem: The plan must describe :he meaningful involvement ofal . 

groups of parents and the :ocal community in the p:annir.g and irnpiernentarion of the schoolwide 

program activities. The pJan must also describe how the school dissemina.tcs·the,plap to alh· ~ 


parents attending the school, including parents of ne\'" students, ' ,>'0'....",.~ ... '" 

.',. - . -.'."'';'' ''I" .• ;. J.1r'.", , 
.< ." • • ~'. '~·.;l.V~L:',:,~"~,~~,"::;~" ;'::".'

OngOing e:nernal assis;allce: The plan must describe how the school, If! the aey~Iopmeni and 
imple:11enlation of its plan, will utilize 'ongoing high-quality externa: ~UpPRrt.1ind· ~ssistance from; 
educators or educational organizations with experience in and knOWledge 'abou·t research and 
practice on teaChing and learning and schoolwide improvement, which may include institutions. 
of higher education, regional educattonallaboratories or research centers. and outside C{)flsultant 
groups. 

Use o/resources: The plan must describe how all significant reSOurces available ~o the school 
(local, Sta~e. Federal, and private, if app~icable) will be used to support and sustain the school's 
comprehensive improvement effort 

III. Continuous Improvement: 

The p;an mcst include measurable goals and bendunarks that include limelines against which 
progress will be measured in the annual review under (1116) in order to continually improve the 

. program design and its implementation. 
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• rv, State A'J;)toval and Peer Revlew 

For s>:hools that have been identifie~ as in need of improvement: 

L' Each schoolwide plan must be peer reviewed by a (advisory) panel ofpersons who are 
external to the school including persons indepc:1dent of the LEA or SEA but may include persons 
from tIle LEA or SEA, and who are knowledgeable about school reform and successful 
schoolv,;ide programs, induding strategies for working ,with low-achieving students and the 
dif:e,enl types of studc:its to be served by the program, It is expected that the peer re\'iew would 
be dis.linclly separate from !he ongoing ~ech:1ical assistance that a 'SCh00i shoUld (e~(,;~ve, 

2. 	 Schoolwide prog:-arn plans must be approved by the SEA, The SEA wlll review 
schoolwide program plans for approva:, taking into account feedback fro:n the peer 
re\'iew and after schools have had an opportUr.liy to make any necessary adJus:"'1cnts 
suggested by the peer review, 

S1:-~ TlJ ROLE: To prepare schools for becoming effective schoohvide programs, ~he state will: 

Disseminate to all Title 1 schools inConnation cxplaning schoolwide programs, 

• Ass:s, schools w1th conducting and usjng a data·dnven needs assessment 


Dis!;cminate to current' and new school.v.'ide program-iChools information 'mid reseiircn~ori'':f ~-:;,k; __ ' 


effective" practices and improving high-poverty ana low-perfonning sc~ools. " :, , ," , 
",~.' ~ ('A"" "I 1:'

. . '.', '," j'~d\':': ~1I' :." 

For schoolwide program schools identified as in need o[impwvement. establishj):rocedu1~s fo!, 
the peer rC\'iew process ane carry oat a schoolwlde program plan approval process, The SEA 
may include aJ: schooh,'jde programs in this 2~step process. 

Provide sU$;aincd intervention for schoo!wicie programs most in need oCimprovement consistent 
with the accouniabiiity section in the law, 

DISTRICT ROI.£: 

The schoohvide program plan must be developed with the LEA 

To prepare schools for becomir.g effective schooiwide programs, for all schoolwide eligible 
schools, the distric: shaH: 

Provide inforrnatior. and research on effective strategies for strengthening entire schools 
(induding rigorous curriculum a:1d instructional and orga:1izationa! practices); 
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• Assist schools with matching research-based school reform strategies' with the specilit: 
identified needs of the school (based on school and, student achievement a!1d other data). 
and with state standards and district goals and objectives; . 

Ass};;: schools in identifying and s,ecuring appropriate, high~qua1ity external ~s:stance: 

Support 'schools in allocating and using financial, personnel, and other resources available 
. to the schoolwide program school that will enable the schooJ to successfully implement. 

the schoolwide plan, . . 

Assis! schools in carrying out ongoiif~ eva\oat'ioiH1Jld continuous improvement of 
schoolwide plans for raising student achievement 

2a Issue: 'Vbat incentives and assistance 'will be pro\,lde~ to s<:hoolwide program schools to' 

fully add~ess the. new, r.nore rigorous "requirements proposed for schoolwides.7: 

RECO.:\tM £~DATI07': As a companion to the new schQotwide requirements, establish a 
Comprehensive Schoof Reform CbaIJenge Fund thal will assist up to 10,000 schools over 5 
yea:s to initia~.e rcsearch~bilsec comp:ehensive refonn efforts. The fund would be the successor 
to the existing Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Program (CSRD). Like CSRD, . 

" . th"e Fand will provide an extra incentiyc and start~up assistance to schools that need'to raise 
,"', ': ~ 'a.t::lievement and that commit to (implementing genuinely high-quality, comprehensive .• 

:»:<":' .. 'I .. ' >7sctloolwide: refonn programs based on evidence of effectiveness. . . . "" . . ." ' 

::':<")"i'~:i: • iG;Rationale: This paper proposes changes in the requirements for all schoolwide programs that 
,.;:;:--~,:•.r" ," '1, 'retleci the more rigorous requirements of CSRD. Further incentives and support should "b~ 
,,;t • ;:.-.\ . prov:ded, however: . 

• Base(; on anecdo'tal xports from States and local schopl offidals't the $50,000+ per 
sehool a\\"ard"(per year, for up to·three years) in the existing CSRD legislation appears 10 
be serving as a surprisingly potent inducement for many dlstricts and schools to take a . 
fresh, methodical'look a1 research~based, comprehensive schoo! reform - .and at what 
they are doing with th~ resources·they alreadv receive, In fact, some states are finding the 
approacil\'o"useful tl"f1l.t they"are developing state school improvement programs or ". 
awarding"Goals 2000 funds using the CSRD criteria, Relative to the eXIsting level of 
Federal investment in schoolwide programs, the leveraging impact of this additlonal 
$50,000+ per year is a bargain, and; given 'its' success to date, should be conrinued"iri 
some fashion 10 the reauthorization. 

• Many sc~ools will accept 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 
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• building level, However, many other schools will !leed an extra. to fuIly~ernbrace the 
mort stringent provisions. The Comprehensive School Refonn Challenge Fund would 
hold out the promise of extra help for those that need it and develop the most rigorous .~ 

prop(lsals for improvement 

• 	 R.A.ND reseil:1:h indicates that, while the costs of designs vary considerabJyj "assuming 
effecth'e resource allocation, the addition 0[$50,000 in Obey-Porter funds will aIJow 
most Title J schools to implement comprehensive reform without needing additional 
resources:' Consistent with other objecth:es~ we shouJd continue to provide suppiemcntal 
funding to assist schools wilh start~up costs, 

• 	 Given the Department's Qve:nlfem-phasis on '6t.:;ouraging comprehensive t'~fonn based 
on evidence of effectiveness, it is important to ~nclude a funding initiative that devotes 
subslan~iaJ resources to this strategy, . 

Method ofD!suibution: Selection Criteria 

As with CSRD, Comprehensive School Reform Challenge funds would be provided to states on 
a formula basis. wi:h 5ubgranls awarded by the State, in a competitive process. Awaras ,"vould 
go to districts on behalf of specific schools proposing to implement specific comp·rehensive 
rdom) programs. . 

A critical f::atur~'ollhis initiative is that funds would be provided competitiveJy, rather l~a.n to . 
. . ~!I s,chooly:i?e rrograJ.TIs:, This feature is necessary in order,to motivate schools and their districts 
.'to do (l rigorous job-in developing their reform proposal for strenglhening the entire school and 
fo!" using.other reSOl,;;;-ces available to the school. The funds should not be viewed as an 

:. enlill~:TIe'nt, 6~,~,a pari,of the base fut-ding available to the school. 
, , , "', , 	 ,. '"'' , 

Competitive awards would be made by the State following a peer review process, Selections . 
would be made based on the quality and coherence of the school's reform proposal, as related to 
the new criteria for all schoo;.vide programs, together with: 

- '-.., 

• 	 The school's need for reform. (focusing on student achievement in core subjects under the 
state's assessment/accountability system). . 
, ...... , I .. .. . '. 	 ' 

• 	 Evidence of the districCs 'commitment to pro~vide ongoing support for comprehensive 

reform. 


• 	 Preference for schools that propose to work together to impiement the same or sir.:)ilar 

reform efforts. 


Amou~lQf Fundin!2. Allowable Uses 

• 




• Schools {or consortia of very small schools) would receive a minimum of$50,000 per year, up to 
a total of S 1 00,000 per )'ear, renewable for up to three years if the school is making substantial 
progress in i::npiementing its refoDl1 effort, based en implementation benchmarks described in 
the school's refonn plan and agreed:o by the Stale. ' 

, . Schools would be allowed to use funds for the initial implementation ofa comprehensive refonn 
program, including refom programs that the school has begun to implement within the academic 
year th;u the aW3:d is made. The state a.,d district may not reduce their commitment of funds to 
support the !>chool's reform effort as a result of the school's award. 

Slrucl'.lre; Eligibnitv and Distribution ofAwards: 

Although eligibility would differ somewhat, as under the existing CSRD program, there would 
be \\\'0 distinct pots of f'Jnding. 

Pari A of:he program wou;d be authorized unde: Title I, with eligibility limited to sthoo:s :hat 
are eligible to be schoolwide programs under Title I, and that hav.c been approved by the state to. 
operate as schoolwides. {Schools below 50% poverty that are operating as schoolwice programs 
under a wai~'er are nOl eligible for Part A. but would be eligible for par. B). 

• 
Part B orthe progr~m w9u!c he,~~~~bJjshed under the reauthorization proposal's new refomi and 
innovatio:'l authority or teacher quality aut3ority. The funds underpart B WOUld. be open to other 
Title [ eligible and nqn· Title ~ ,?chqols, in.order 10 encourage a wjder range of schools to 
undertake entire~schocil·refoI7n.. .., . 

... .' '. 
i ..': ."; . <". '. 

The basic requirements.and selection RfOCr.SS and criteria would be the same for both Part A and 
PartB.· 	 ......."" .. ". " ... "" 


.:':::~~;::;"'" "~'",' ,¥ £s:S{p.. i-':. 


I~ote: OLeA bas'raised concerns about structuring eligibility for this program differently 
from thc structure under Ohey-Porter - i..e.~ concern abollt limiting Part A to schoof"'ides) 
rather than Title I eUgibh'; schools, 'We shou~d ~iscuss furtherl .. · 

As with current provisions for CSRD, LEAs (or consortia of LEAs) would apply on behalf of 
ir.dividual schools or consortia of schools, For a consortia involving multiple very small schools, 
the 550,000 mi:1imum would apply to !he consoni.1Am so long as· it seryes nO more than 500 

" J .. ."studenls,.. 	 .. - . . 

Additional Support for Comprehensive School Reforrr. 

The Comprebensive Scb()ol 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~!!chool models 10 serve the needs of all grade levels and student . 
popularions, for broadly disseminating infonnation on key concepts and research with respect to 
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• research·based, comprehensive school refonn, and provide support for state and local networks 
a:ound comprehen:>ive school reform. ~ationalleadership funds could be placed in Tit!e 1 or in 
the research and iMO\'3tion portion of the reauthorization proposaL 

The Comprehensive Schoor Reform CbaUenge Fund would also inciude a national 
competition for 10·20 school districts or consortia of school districts with substantial 
numbersJpercentages of low~achieving students that want to_assist their entire district, or large 
clusters of schools within the.district, 10 imple:nent research~ba'sed school ref6nn programs. This 
competition would provide models of (he district leadership role in helping move comprehensl\'e 
refonn beyond "victory gardens" to more systemic improvements in local school systems. Funds 
could be used both for district level activities, such as holding forums on data~based needs 
analysis and ~esearc!t~bllscd school refoTIn models or developing district slaff capacity to support 
bcilding level improvement efforts in selected models. Funds couid also be used to support 
building level initial implementation of comprehensive improvements. Selection criteria wouid 
ineluce dis~rict need for reform and quality of the district's proposal, including evidence of the 
depth and scope (lfthe disl:1Ct's commitment to use available resources 10 expand and sus:ain 
research~ba$ed, comprehensive school rerom within the district The Secretary wou:d ensure 
that selections include urban and rural school districts and a geographic representation within the 
C.S. Authority could be placed in the Ti~le ] or :esearch and innovation portion of the p~oposn!. 

Co:nprehe;lsive School Refo;)}! Dernonstration·Projlr'am Autho~~y and E\.'aluation 

The legislation will authorize the completibn of all p:eviousJy funded programs unde:" the 
CO:l:1preher:sive School Refonn Dp;lODSir~tion Program, 3:"1d the extension of the national' 
evalU31t0!1 of CSRD for an additional 'two years. ',.',• 

, 

;: "," ' • ". :: "'~ <,' 

RECO~IMEi'DAnON: General:lncentive Authority in Part A o[Title I 

As a more general incentive auth'ority,-States would, reserve .5% of the Title r, Part A allocation 
to be used \lS incer.!ives for those schoolwide program schools that have demonstrated sus:ained 
improvement resulting from the implementation of the school~"lrle program plan, The State 
would establish procedures for, distributing such incentives. [Q: '::rnould this apply to TAS as 
wel1?-seer.:)s fairer if the reservation comes from a State's Of LEA's whole allocation.] 

3lssue: How should the ESEA legislation put more emphasis 0!l.encouragin~'LEA personnel 
andlor schoolwide programs'to combine most of the Federal educa'tio"n program reSOUrces 
administered by ED \vi.h their local and State resources for the purpose of more effectively 
educating all students through a comprehensive design? 

RECOMMEi'DA TlONS: 

Maintain CUlTem legislation with the suggested refinements, AdditionaIly, give schoolwide 
programs more visibility in ESEA legislation by including complementary provisions (beyond a' 
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• ci:e) re:crcncing schoolwide programs in otherprograrr: iegis!a:ion besides Title 1 (e.g" stating 
thi'll [he di ffe:-cnt program f'Jnds may be combined with iocal and state resources for the 
schoolwide program effort), Include in the purpose statement of the legislation a strong 
statement supporting schoolwide programs. 

4 Issue: Should there be an accountability requiremen't for schoolwide programs separate from 
the State's. accountability system lirked: with standards ar:c assessments? 

·RECOMMEl'iDA TlOl'i: 

Maintain the general applicability of the Title raccountability requirements for schoolwide . , 
pro§;rams. 

. 
5 Jssue: How can the legislation be improved to beller ensure that schoolwlde programs more 
speciHcall)' address the ~ecds ofspecial populatjons~~e.g" LEP and special education students? 

Note: By thl~ time this Jaw is enacted, states are to have final assessment systems in place. 
Therefore, disaggregation of achievement data by various :argeted groups of children will 
(should) be available since it will be a requirement] [In 1997·98,68% ofprincipals in 
schoolwide p:-ograms :-eported that their schools' read,i:ig results are 'disaggregated by 

• 
race/ethniciiY; 54% reponed that they are dis:tggregatecfby po~\'erty; 57% reported disaggregation 
by LEP status; and 53% reported disaggregation'. by disabling condition: [Follow-up Survey]] and 
build in 3:1 improved process for ensuring qualitv schoohvide program plans,. ., , .

'-- ',. ."'. . 

Title"I serves app:-oximately 1,2 million (94~95 .~.~ta) ~EP 9hildr~n, most ofwhorr. are His;'lanH:, 
The stcwnd largest LEP group being served,through.T-itk I are ~Si.;;~lsrpacific Islanders. LEP __ "'"" . _.. ,_ ......_.... ,. '4" ... '_•••.•. _. _ •.• 
students represented almost 1/3 ofTitle I partiCipants and the number is rising. 

v'., ' " 

Infom1ation on se!Vices provided to LEP students (as well as others) in schoolwlde programs is 
limited beca<lse disaggregation requiremenl.s have not yet kicked in, Howe:.!c::r:, preliminary 
l:1formation from some 3d~'ocacy groups indicates that services to LEP s:udents~ir. schoohvide 
programs are not necessarily meeting their needs, 

Legisl:1th'e Options: We are detenning whether legislative language is nece$S;~ry or if this, is a 
technical assistance issue. ' •.;.." ".' 

..6 Issue: Should a~maintenance of effort requirement be included for schoo~wide programs? 

RECO~!MEl'iDATIO:;: 

Do .not inchlde a maintenance of effort requirement [or schoolwide programs. 

• I i 
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• i Issue: Should Title r targettrig prov)sions be revised to allow LEAs to allocate more funds 10 

scboolwide program schools if warranted by the needs assessment a'nd schooh-vide plan? ' 

RECOi\ll\lENDATfOr\: Keep targeting as is and have this allo\vab!e through waiver. 

. 
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childrea in a par'icipaiing school, :"'eada;'", Orea of, such 
I 

agency; t. " '!', , "(J) ·IN GKNERAL.-A local t!(lfu:ntiorwl agCl1C:y may tAse
~fC)(j) ('{cI'1 not 1()..SI!r"~ Cill eltglble SChool OUcudfJIU't! /imds under this pari. in combination tuah otlter Federnl. Stale, 

area or eligible school l}uU has a higher perrel/taN!' ofchit. rmd lucal {umls. ttl order to uflgrade the rntire eduootional pro<
dren (1'(lm low.inconu.' fqmilies if- gram in a school described in subparagroph (AJ or {8.J if. {or 

Ihe initial y.~«r of the schoo/wide I'rtWr:OIn, the school meets ei."OJ t/t.l' scllOol IrtFetJ; the comparability requih'_'",pnts n/"llection 112QArd; 
ther ol the /tillowing critcriu:

~(JJ) the IIC/WC! .is receiving supplemf'fllal funds "{Aj For lh.. sc.'l(){,l yeor J9P5-J!19f'_ 
from "'10" Stale or lOcal ""arres that ore spenl accord. "(i) the school 1.'e'rves an ('"Ugible school attenti(wce 
inC to the requirelhFlJts of ,~cli{)1t 1 J14 or IllS; and orea in which not less Ihnn 60 percent of the children 
. "(Ill) thr funds €.XPChdf'(f from Such other SOUrces 'an! from Il.w"income families; or 

eqlwl Or e:U:eed Ihe antouhl that Would be orovided "fit) not If'sS than 1;0 percent of the children enunder litis /)art. 	 . • 
r(!llj~i in tilf' school are from such families. 

'(2) SPECIAL .ULE.-Nalwithslaading parograph fI}(C), Ihe "(B) For lhe school year 1996-1997 and subsequent
namher ofchildrea ottendi"" pri""le elementary and 'eroad"ry yeafs
sehaols ",100 are '" "'«ioe seroices. oad Ihe assi"aa,,, SUch chil. "(i) the school ser~s an eUgible schoul altendonce 
dnu, are 10 ""ioe uad" Ihis "ort, shul{ he delern"",d Wilhoal area in which rwi less Ihon 50 percent of the rhildren 
rellard to whether Ihe pUblic school altendonce area ia which
Such childhen I'(>side is aS~'iBted I.Inder paragraph (1). 	 are from low·iJ"lwme firmilies; or''YcJ ALLOCATION$._ "(ii) not les.'; than .SO ~rcent {If the children en

rolled in the school arf! from such families. 
"0) IN 0£"'8RAl.. _.1 lacal edUCational ageacy .holl allocole '1 "(2) STATE ASSlJRANCKS.-fAJ A local edul:ati.mal uge.ncy

faads receioed aader Ihi, parI 10 eligible scheol afl..donce may start new schvolwide programs under this section (mly
al'as ar eligible schOOls. id'otir"" ander SUb,.cli.a (a) or (6). after the State tducatl'onal agency provides written informalion
ia raak order, .0 Ihe basis Of Ihe total aomher ofchild"a from100i."in~me tamilies in eac!: area or School. 	 to each local educational agency in the State that demonstrates 

thaI such State agency has established the statewide 5ystem of 
"(2) SPEelAL IlULE._{A! Ex"Pt a, plaoided in .'.6para. support and imprlluement required by subsections (cj(l) and (e)

graph IIJ), the per Papil aOIOUnt of fu'lds allOCated to eachace 	 of section 1/17.school attehda ar", or ..hOof a'ldcr pa"'Craph (I) sha/l be 10m) A school that deSIres to initiate a schoolwide programat leosl 125 percent of Ihe per PUpil amouat of fUnds a 10<01 under thi$·~dion prior to the establishtnent of the s(atewidf!
ednrational ageacy 'l'ceioed for thaI year nad" the ""amy cri. system of support and Improvement reqflired in BubsediolUl
teria d"etibed by the larall'du'atio'la' f'f<e.<'Y In Ib, plan sab.' (cXlJ and (e) of$i!clion 1117 shall demorn>trate to the local edumifled onder sectioa 1112, m~pt 11001 thl8 paragraph sho/l oat:" cational agency thaI Buch school has receimm high quality tech·apply to a Incal eduCUlinaal ageacy thaI only ..ro., schools ia' nicol aSlJisJance and support from other providers of assistancewhich Ihe PC"""'ag. of such child",. is 35 percea!'ar g"'aler, such as f'ofl1prehenslt'f! technical assistance centers, regioMI"(IJ) A lOCal educatioaal ageacy may redore Iheamaa""of' liJboratori'es. institutions' pf higher education, educational Sf!"rufoad. alloca'ed u"d" sabporagraph 1.1) lilt a school att'rid"",,, . af/.e;tt:i.es. or other local" consortia, .. . . . area Or ""10",,1 by Ihe amaua, Of any suppleraenlal Slo'" a"d (3) /J)ENT1F'JCATI0N . ...;;.(A) No school parttcl(!(lturg rn tl10<01 (Uads eXPCnded i" thai srhool attendaare area or srhOoI ~1115, ' 	 schoo/wide program shall be rEquired ta identify particular(or programs thaI meel Ihe requirem"". of seelian 11U or children urtder this part as eligible 'to 'participate in Q' 

schoo/wide program or to"pruui(ie supplemental services to such'rsJ IfESER".rION._A lacal ,dom'ianai ag"IICY shall reo children.: ,'. 	 ,ser", surh Ii<ads as are aeCessary uMer 'hi., part 10 pmo,'". "(B) A 5-:11001 partidpatmg in a schoo/wide program shallseroices comparable '0 1.""Prooided 'a childrea in seh",ls(.,uled under Ihis part In mue_ , ". e {unds aLai/able to carry Qut this section only to tlupplem.,nt 
the amount of funds {hal wou.ld. in the obsl!nre o{ funds under 

"(A) where appropriolr, eligible 1"""el"8 childr,,; wi", . this part, be made available {rom rum-Federal sources for thev1
d" "''' allend participalinK s,hool." including pro,ritll"I!' schmu, includinG fu.nds needed to provide serVtces that are re
oonColio,,"liy related sUPpor' seroi,es 'u ehildrea i'li8I,,,,. qlltred by law lor children with disabilities and children with 
lers; 	 , ..".... ': limited English proficiency.

'!lJ) child"a in local insli'ltlions far aegl,"",<1.,. deli" .. "(4) Si'ECIAI. HUU::.. - (AJ Exce/lt a." provided in subsectian'In"u children; and 	 " .. ,;,':"'~. ". (h). fhe Secretary may. thrOflgh publication of a notire in the 
"IC) Where apPropriale. nrgl""", and delb,qaeahrh,I.' .., .... Fedf!ral Register. exempt schoo/wide programs under this Beedren i" ."mmUaily day school programs. ". r,; .r.'. .'SEC. Ill•. SCHOW.WIDE PHOGRAMs. .. 	 lion from statutory or regulatory prvvisiQns of any otber no,.· 

competitive, formula grallt program administeTPd by the Sec."Ia) Use 0 .. PUNas FOk SCHool.WIDE Pl?OnRAt.{". '.c. retory. ar (HlY discretionary grant program administced by the 
~>"~".-'--' /".1..... fl.".., r" ......."I" " .. ,di.'u'rplionnN prallt program'.. :... :... 
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under till' lndit)idunls wilh Dil$cl>ilitil's EtfuMfi.t>n"'Afl}:M1i/:.up, 
porI scJu}()/wide: prugrrum;. if ihe infent and Ptf'rpoSl~S nr.111ch ,',"~,,~, ,.,
ytller programs lll'e lflt!t, ' '. A', .~- "'''b,·' 

"lB.) A school that dU/(JSCS to use it/Ads from $Iteh (Ither pro· 
grams sholl not l>t: h,ril!v..d of rhc ftquirtl'menis reftltillg to 
;'ealth, $(I/rty. dvil rights, /fender ('f/lli/y, $/!ldcnl fJ.nd plU'eltraj 

y/ 	 ;mr;idptllit)U and iTw(>/l'effh!l!t, sUiJict!s :0 priucte sdw{l{ chil· 

tirol. mainte/U1nce af 4{Qrt•. c<!M{Ulr-ability of $Ilr/JW:S. w~e$ at 

f'Nleroi funds tv twppjnmmi, nut supp:cnt nOff·Fl!drrlll f41lfJ.S, 

or tlu: distributhm (If fwu/!"iq State al local edu.oollQUa/ agen· 

des that apply 10 th~ rt'ceipf.:>{ /l4nds (rom such programs. • ' 


'Y5) P80n:;SSJONAL 1IBV.EW1'MliNT,-Each school r('c.ttuin.g 
funds 1l1llUr this part (or any fiscal year shall dPi'O{1' suffICient 
1'('srmrc:es /1) effectively rlt1'ry mil ihl' actitlih'es tl~ribrd ilt sub, ,/ 
fJet'tiQII. 	 (bXl){V) in accoroflFi;:J with section (1119 lor such fiscal 
)'PUI', except that 0. school mft)' ~ntf''' into a t'tm$ rlium tt.irh on' 
other sch(1<,1 to carry 0111 rm...:n (lcthlitielt 	 . 
"(11) COMl'ONENTS OF A SCHOULW11J£ PJfOGRAM.- . '\ 

''(1) IN O£/YF.8AL--A schoo/wide pmgrom IthrJ1/ indude the 
following CQmponents: 

"(Ai A ('ont.prehen$iv€ Me4s (lSStuu;!Mnl uf the ,ent;re 
school {ho! is ooSl'd en iriformo.tio'l (>11 th~ performance of 
cniJdnm in relation to the State CfJf/.tNtt standards and the 
State s{m{ent pU{QrmOflCi! stfmuurds described ~'lj $t'c(ion 
111Ub)fl). 

"(8) SchMlwidf' ,..,form s/ratrgies tha(
'YO provide opportunities for all childrert In mei!t 

Jht! StQt~$ pl'o{tcien( and adv(Jnt-ed levels of studf!flt 
per{orm.l.lIlre desf!f>ibed in section 1111(b)( 1)(D); 

'YW ant basl'd on ftffectitw I1H!(HtS of irnpnwing the 
f)chipvemMi ofchildren; 

"(iii) use e!ffN:uve inslructwflal sif"Otegies, whh:h 
may inc-lutfe the inteera.tinn ,-,f t)()(:tI.tif}flQi. ilnd t1Nl
demic lea.rning (including applied IC(U"rUrrg and t(!flm 
teo(hing Slrf11Pgirs). thut-

'"OJ increase the omou'U (tad quali('t of l.eMn· 
ing lime, 3uxh us pT01lidi»lf t1n ~.xtendc-d Sr:iWD/ 
y'!<u (lnd berare- and after-school r:ll'ld summer flnl 
gromtl und l)pprl1'tunitws. and help provide ,on .m
rlched arid uccf'l(>mtrd cttui<:ul«in; and ,,,-,,, - , 

"fI/) Include' strateni.., tOI' nii'(!(ing '~J/e'i'('(I(l" 
cutionq.t needs (If his/ori:c{tliy ulICierscrt>ea > j)(Jplt-. 
loti(ms, including gids Ilnd women; . "".,~ • 
"(tuM!) en/dress {he IU't:</s (If aU ('hihlrei-~;)fl lI!j~ 

se-hool, bill pllrtlcultuly tlte fI('(:ds ot ('/,ildret1 ';~,l1(l flff" 

members of the: target }1OjH1i<lltOff rtf auy pmgraill (hd~ 
is indudrd in the srhpofwifle prngram. which muy in-
dude--·- . 

"(oa) tj)w}.~eJing, pupil sUfjiecfj, Gnd mentHring 
service.;;; 

"(bb) college una CaNer OWOr-toIUS$ Gnu prrpa
rati<m, su('h as college and runer guidunf'e, com
J-H'l'ht'1)sivf' Ctlrt't'1' development, f>(,C11no(;'7~':L..~r;,-
m",;..... ".- ~ 	 " :" ' 

•
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n
 
(xc-upOtiQnul skHt$, pt"N(lrud (iJUl-nce edUl."Olin , j<t1.J 

pl.",""'" ""'''', ."d i."oUO""' ".d>ing ",,,h
t1t
\1l1s which ffl(ty include Ilpptilld IfCt1tfl g' and H!Um 

U(l.ctt-ing stnJ.Ugil'S; 	 ."(cd senJ-ke$ 10 prepllre s!udt'ltt:J fi.~r the trollsi·
:~tlr. fNfft schoof co work, including the (ormafion 
of pa"n.,shiP' be""''''' ,l..,,«n/a/')', miMI', .ad 
secondary .schools a.nd lvral busint'ssell. <ina thr. fn·sed 
ttF;tfLtio uf school.ba.sed Ilnd uiOrk,fxt [¢arnin/<l; 

fl uitabl

en" "'(dd) illcorporatwn of gtlnder.tfl € nteth< 

ads and proctices; and"(lU addreu ht)w the .school will determine if sl.lch 

~ds hllve been met; and 	
n1d 

"(vii) ore ("(Insistent ulifh. and nni desig Ii) im
p''''''"'' ,he S .... and /<><., imp"""""" plans, ;{ a.Y. 

approved un,",' ti,l, 1Il of ,he ()oa" 200'" Ed",a" 

.America Act. '"(e) I ... """,,,,, by highly .".UIl.a p""""onal .,off· 
"(f)) In .cc. ."" with ,,,'iua 1119 "ad ,ub",'ioo

rd(oKS), 	 " ...,,,,,_1 d,w/ap""n/ (or ,,,,ch," ••d .i.u" 
and, ",h.t< ap1'"",rinl<, p"pil .,,,.'c., 1'."••»••1, pOren",

rdp"ncipais, and a'h" "off ,. enabr. ell child'" in ,'''
school ,. _" 'h' 8,.,,', ".,d,n' [>t,r.r",."'" .,un,h •. 


"IE) S"."g'es to in".... part»"" ,",01",,""'" ,uch 


ill (umilY liJUt)rY se.f'Vlt
e
,. 

n 
in ,t.< tran

,ition frum ,.,1, ,.ildhaod p"",..... ,uch •• Head SI.r<, 

. "(F) Pia"" f., ."i.,ing 1'r<"hoof chUdre 

E",," St.d, .' • Slu«,eu" ",.<school progr..>, '0 local ,le

I'MAlary achQl)! programs.<i(0) M«l$ur"e fo inchtdt te.ocJUtrff in the decisiOns f'£' 
s 	 eibed 

ga.-.li"l/ the u'" of .",ssm.alS d.oc in ,."w,n
I! 12th}!1J in order ,. pr••id. info"."'io on, and to im
pe. " t •• [>t,r.n"nn,,' or indiVidu,,) ,'O.u"" aad 'h' "",r

unU instr,f;:_tWlto1 1-lro~''1lm. ' 	 ' "(lJ.J Adio"'" ,0 ,,,,.re ,ha' "od.n" who .11""'"'''' 
di/fic.fly ma,,,ring any of ,h. ".nda.-.l, «qai"d by "C
tinn J J 1 Hb) du,ing 'he <our" of ,h. sehool yeae nc.hall be 
pI'Vuid,d with .fr.dive, .,,,,.ly .dditional ••si.ta ., which 

"W mt'tl$t.m~$ to ~(lSUn, Iho:t students' di{ficuHw;. 
uf' iden'ified on a tim'ly 1><>'" und '0 p,,,,M. ,u{fi 

shall indu:de--' > 

edent inforTllation on whirh to base 1!fj~til)f! Ilssistanct!;
"Iii' !<.l th~ extent t1ie school determines' (l'f1sibl 

us"'" (unds u'd., ,hi. pnrl, W.o<iic 'raini"g (oe!~(lchtrs in hou 1'0 identify sil~h diffiwlti~S and to fIl'c
1 nfS 

vide assisto)'u:!! to indwiauol1 strlde ; (lnd
"(iii) {o' .ny stud,n' whO ha' ao' met ,n,h $lund· 

• .-.1" te"th"''''''''' ronf""'"'''''' ",hoth lim' 'heal 
trtJch~r (Hid parilnts shull discuss"(1) what the school will do to help thlt stuaf!;nt 

mett"rInstithwhatsianaaras;the. porll!nts can
"---

do to 
-
htlp the 

.-
I:\-t ...• 

_-L 
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2.~ •"([/1) additi.ofla/ as.'li$'a~cl! whirh may 0. 

(wailable to, 'np SIt.u/en! at Ihe Sc/UJoi Or e!set;,hf!" shull detocJup a new plan during the first ~ar of nssist
in flu> COl1trlW fiil . y	 oncf;' unde.r such Act to reflect the provisionH of this sec

"(2) PLAN -{A) Any eligible school thol de.ires (0 ope",,, 
o schDolwide wa,:.am .'holl (irs( deuc/op (or am'nd 0 pion f'" 
sueh 0 prvgram /hol Was in <>is/,or, be"'rr u" dol, of "Ia,1 
m,,", af Ih, Improving America', Schools Act Of /9941. in C'm. 
sulloliaa with /h, local ,ducaiwool ageacy aod ils scho,,1 ,'up. 
POrt leam or olher Icch.,,,,,1 as.•i"aoe, prouider uod" '''0. 
seelinns (c)( /) nod (e) of"C/ioo / / / 7, n comp~h""i". 1'100 fm 
"forming Ihe 10101 bUlr"elion,,1 P"'1Jram iO.(h. $ChOoI Ihal_ 

"(i) incorporates Ihe compo""Ols described io Imra.graph (I). 

, 'Vii) descnbes how Ihe "hOO/ will Use r'.<aorres ood" 
flents;/ Ihis purt and from other SOUrres 10 implement Ihose COlnpa. 

'mi; iac/udes a Ii.t of Stote o.d 1"""1 edueatia'al 
agrncy PN>gratn,s and oJ/u!t" Federal P"'fJgralrU) under sub_ 
seetion (a}(4) thai will he i',h"l,d in the SchOO/wide "",.gram; 

"liu; desCribe. how (h. 5<hool will P"'aide iadieidual 
.'ud,,., asse"m'nt ".,ults, inclUding aa inter""latia. of 
those se"sull., 10 Ih, ",cr"". of a child who participales in 
the o:s s..'1tnent required by sef..'tir1ll. 1111(b}(3); _~. 

,J 
"(e) P"'"ides for the roll"'ioa of dOlo 00 Ihe a<hi,,,,. 

i meat aad. assessment results of ",ude"t. disaggrCliated by 
"eader, major ethaic or racial groups, limiled English 1''''. 
fieiehey slatos, migmat .todeal., and by childrea with <ii.,. 
ahililies as compared 10 other students, aad by e'anami. 
cally disadaantaged studtat, as rompared to stodeal, who
al¥! not ('CQJiomically di$OdVanlaged; 

"ivi) RePks to Prod.," Sfatistieally 'OUnd r""lls for 
each category far which a""ssm.,,, reSUlts are 
disagg"'lIaled through the 0,. Of """sampling• Or othertnreallS; and 	 . 

"(aiil provides (or the public "parting ofdisaggre".,'<j
dalo only When sut:h reporting is BfatiNtically SGund. 

"(B) Plaos deUCla""l·be"'re a Slatr has Moplcd slimdahl, 


emd a Sci -/ assessm.,u, Ihal meet the eeitPri. in.Jia'ogroph, 

(J) aad ql of section /1/1(6) shall be ba",d an a" a'<clY'is of. 
.".ilabl. w,ta aa Ih, ochipneta'nt .fstnd,nts i. th.",/lOo/ and. 

. elf-eli,,,, iustructional nnd school imprauemen! pracliir;;: J .. 
("(e) Thecamph'hpUBiVe pl.a shall be_ .:" .'.,. 
· 	 '. 

I:, 
shall be sub.ied to the school improvement provisions of section 

JIlti. 


~s~:c, t 115, TARGETED A$SiSTANCE SCHOaLS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL._ln ail schools selected to receive funds ;;;der 

:wclion 1113(c) that are ineligible for a schoolwitle progrom under 
St'i:liDft 1114, or that c:hofJ.'1e not 10 ojl€rate such a se/lOo/wide pro 
grunt. a lacal educ(ftionni ag(!(lcy muy use fimdlr received under Ihis 
pari only (or progrums that provide service$ to digtb/e children 
under Sl1bSt><-tiOll fb) identified (lS hailing the gn!Utest'nud {or S/Jf! 
cial assistnncf!. 

fl(b} EI.IOJIH.j.: CIIIt.I)R£N 
"i J} EUG/ilf.J.: POPUI..llTJON.-{A) The eligible popu{ntiOiI {or 

.'U!ruicef!. Iwder this purl (5-- , 
'"(iJ childn~1I not "id!'r Ihou age 21 IlOIlO ffn~ Nttitled to 

a {fee pllbli(' Nillt"(llilllt through grade 12,' lIml 
"(ii) {"hildn~n wlw are not ....el af fl grm}t! In..,l where the , local rdWYl/imutl ag!:ncy prot'iues a fn.'f' puMic "riuc(lliofl, 

yet (In: of fin aft" 1,1 which ::l!ich chile/un {'flfl Ik.'ffe/it from 

film; 

I 
A "(ii} dplH!loped with the involvement of the rofflUUUlity 

fJ bi' ,:'!T(I(!ci and !nail/ji/lla!s who will carry 0111 suth plan, 
incl!H~i'lg icat:~~rs, l~riltr:ip(Jls, other staff, and. whPf'~ all
"ropnate. PUIn:tA'rj)Il·t:~ pt!rtwm:rl. and pnrefl(R, anti. If the 

" plan relatt!1:l [0 a secondary s(·hool. studellts [rom such 
school; i 

"(iii) in effect for the dunJtion of the schrml''l)prlrticipa· 
'i tilUl under thiS 1m!"! ami reviewed and nwi!wd, as net:

essary, by the schvol; 
"au) available to the local educational agellcy, parents, 

and the public. and the information contained in sm:h plan
J 	 shall be iran.'!lated, If) {he extellt feasibl~. into any language 

that 0 significant percentage of th, parents of participating 
children in. the school speak as their primary language, 
and 

"(u) where appropriate. developed in {"oomination with 
programs und~r tIll.' School-to- Work Opportunities Act of 
1994, the Carl D. Perk",s Vocational and Apphed 1'ech
rwJogy joAJucation Act. and the National anti Community 
Service Ad of 1990_ 

"(d ACcnUl'JTARIU1'Y.-A schoo/wide program UTlder lhis section 

"(i) detlelopM during a On/!.year Pl!ri<Jd. unless:;;.: ~... - ar: or!Jollizcti in"lnu:timwl program prol.lidl:d ill n s(."hool (lr 
'W Ihc local educali."., ageacy, after cai,sider:ag alhfT Nlu('u(lfIf1u l .~'!ifi'lR. . 

''(in "'rum tl,.~ ll(>p/!/otio/J fief«,ribcd in suhparagraph (A), 
· t1rs under SU1Mectio/ts (e) (mu (e) of SPI.'Iio.,. 1/17, (feteI'. rligih/(' chill/TIm ore chil:ln'll Idollified by the sduw/us {tlilill/4.
i miaes that less lime is aPeded to develop a,id impl•. nr mos.t uf r,'sk of failinR. to filet'! the Stafl~'s clwll.mging slflvf 1h.e rf'commendation of the lechniclll h$$i,$tflncflf~prO/.'itl. 
I menl fhe schOO/wide Program; or '.:" ,! dent pi'rl{Jrlnancl~ slundunls Oft the busis of mu/lipil~, I':dllcution
\ "(IJ) the sehool is o-peratil1g a schOO/wide program Cllly rrlatt·d. obJective 'crileri(J established by the 'ocol e.(lu

on the dqy preceding the date of enactment fJf the 1m- {"ationa/ Clg<:ncy ami s'~r,plel1leliled by the school. except thatI proving Americas Schools Act of 1!!94. in ...1,;_,.su,.h "rA,..,.,1 __" ,'" 	 childret, /ronl presch<,io Ihr(Jfjgh grode lwo .'lhall be selected 
!i;t)lely on the basis of such crileria os teacher judgm~nt, in/.er. 

. • '." _'~"_".",.,,II~, ........,.........;_.~ .....n"...... .,. 




• PUBLIC LAW 105-277-0CT. 21, 1998 112 STAT. 2681 

'Public Law 105-277 
l05th Congress 

An Act 
Milldng omnibus consQlidated and emergency appropriations fur the ilKSl ymtr 

end.mg Septetnher SO, 1999, and for other purpose •. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the United StateR ofAmerica in Congress assembled, . 

DMSION A-OMNIBUS CONSOLIDATED APPROPRIATIONS' 

That the following sums are appropriated, out of any monet 
in the Troasury not otherwise appropriated. for the several· deparv
ro,mts, agencies, corporations and other organizatiol'j.ul units of the 
Government tor the fiscal year 1999, and for other purposes, namely: .' ....,. . 

e, Rural Devel()pment, Food and Drug Administration, and 

• 

Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999, provided us follows, 


to be e ctive as if it had been enncted into law as the regular 

approprio . us Act: ' 


A."'4 ACT Mnking proprintions fiJr Agriculture. Ruml Development, Food und Dl"ug 
Administration, d Rernw.d AlJ...m-ciclI progrnm~ f()r the fiSCAl year ending &ptero. 

, bu 30, 1'99, And nth(lt purpot;:tiS- ' 

TITLE I 

AGRI 'LTURllli PROGRAMS 

PRODUCTiON" 

OFFICE Or' 

For neeessnry expenses of the 0 e of the Secretary of Agri~ 
culture,," and not to exceed $75.000 for e lO,Ymerit under 5 U.S,C. 
3109, ~2,836.000: Provided, That not to xceed $11,000 of this 
nmrmnt, along with any unobligated hal es of representation, 
funds in the" Foreign Agricultural Service, s 11 be available for 

. official reception and representation expenses, t otherwise pro
'vided for, as dctermin~d by the Secrotary: PrOTJ' further, That 
none of the funds appropriated or oth('..rwise rna available by 
this Act may be used to pay-the salaries and expenses f personnel 
of the Department of Agriculture to carry out section 3(c)(lXC) 
of Public Law 104-127: Provided further, That none of funds 
made available by this Act may be uaed \.0 enforce section 793(dl 
of Public Law 104-127. 

Oct.. 21, 1998 


IH,R. 4328; 


Omnih\:8 
CcnsolidiitOO and 
Eme~ucy
Suppllrrmmtm
Apjlt¢priatitml! 
A;;t.l999, 

Agriculture, 
Rornl 
Development, 
Food and Drug 
Admiuistrntinn, 
a.nd Related 
AgEnciH 
Appropnatwns ~ 
An, 1999, 

":-.Ish!: This is I t:ypl'!llit prlr:t (If .,,~ <>rip..,.] h.....,d !!nro:lm"nt ru. Ilgn<>d by tim }>rotcidlltlt "n• Od"bct 21, 1991L 'The WIt If printed without o:~, 
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Depnrtnwnts of 
Labor, Health 
Md Human 
SelYi~,l'Ifld 
Education, and 
Related Agcnciel 
Appmpoitthms
Act, 1999. 

• 	
~~'" 
Appropriations 
Act, 1m. 

2) otherwise achieve the purpose of providing relief to 
perso 0 are injured as a result of an official action of 
a tribal gove t. 

SEC, 705. AUTHORlZATIO ROPRlATIONS. 

There are authorized to be a riatcd to the Department 
of the Interior such sums as may be n rv to carry out this 
title. 

This Aet may be cited as the "Department 0 nterior . , , » 

(0 For programs, projects or activities in the Departments
of Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999. prQvided as follows, to be effec
tive as if it had been enacted into law as the regular appropriations 
Act: 

AN ACT Making approprintioIlS for the Dcparlmenta ill Labor, Health ami Human 
S~rVices. and E:d\lcution, and Rclated Agencies for the fiaMI year ending Sepum. 
her 30, 1999, nnd for other purposes. 

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMtNISTRATION 

TItAINING AND EMPLOYMENT SEnVlCES 

tINCLUDING MSClssrONl 	 ~: . 
For neccs ry expenses of the Job Training Partnership Act. 

as amended, in uding the 'purchase and hire of passenger,-motor , , ':. 
vehicles, the con ucti(m, alteration. and repair of buildings~and 
other facilities, an he purchase of real property for training oon· . " 
ters as authorized by c Job Training Partnership Act; the Stewart . :r;;,.~'-:f~.~:~. 
B. McKinney Homeles Assistance Act; the Women in Ap~rentjec; . " I". _~. 

ship and Xontraditional ccupations Act; the National SkiH.Standw .. aros Act of 1994; .section 66{j)' of the Workforce Investment Act 
of 1998; nnd the School~to· Tork Opportunities Act; $5,272,324,000 
plus reimbursements, oCw 'ch $3,740,287,000 IS available for 
obUgation for the period Jul 1. 1999 through June 30. 2000; 
of which $1,250,965,000 is nvai hle for obligation fOT the period 
April 1, 1999 through June 3D. 00. including $250,000,000 for 
activities authorized by section 12 Xl) of the Workforce Invest~ 
ment Act; of which $152,072,000 is allahle for the period July 
1, 1999 through June 30, 2002, includi $1,500,000 under Author~ 
ity of part B of title III of the Job Tra ing Partnership Act for 
use bv The Organizing Commi.ttee for Th 001 Special Olympics 
World Winter Games in Alaska to promote ployment opporluni: 
ties for individuals with mental disabilities, d $150,572,000 for 
necessary expenses of construction, rehabHitati ,and acquisition 
of Job Corps eenwts; and of which $125,000,000 all be available 
from July 1, 1999 through September 30, 2000, carrying out 
activities of the Sehool~fA)~Work Opportunities Mt: vUled. That 
funds made 1l'l3iiable under this heading to carry t the Job 
Training Partnership Act may be used for transitio to, and 
implementation of, the provisions of the Workforce lnves ent Act 
of 1998: Provided further, That $57,815,000 shan 00 for 'ng 

• 
out section 401 of the Job Training Partnership Act, $71,51 ,000 
shall be for carrying out sccti(m 402 of such Act., $7,300,000 shall 
be for carrying out section 441 of such Act, $9,000,000 shull be 
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COMMISSION ExPENDl'MJREl:L-Section 717 

i~~th~,~,?~:l~u~. 'striking out "shall be paid" and inserting
U ~;;;;;;"~;:~,;excced $l,OOQ,OOO, and shall be paid",

":. OF DIVORCED SroUSES. (3) lu GEN

~~~C:-2~~~) Railroad Retirement Act of 1974 (45 

senicnce of paragraph (1), hy inserting "(other 
in the circumstances described in paragraph 

benefits shall be paid"; and 
end the followmg: 

the last sentence of paragraph {l), 
who-

error receivc:d benefits 
otherwise of a lump sum payment 
under this section 

£f that divorced v.'ife to repay to the Board 
the lump sum pa:yment. Wlthhold up to -10 
percent of each benefit the date of the 
enact.ment of this reimbursement. The 
Board may the extent the Board 
determines financial hardship for 
the beneficiary. . . • 
(b) APPLICATION OF ~:;;"~~;:;;!;i.~~ amendment made by

this section shaH apply ?' before 
the date of enactment payable 
on or after the date- of the 

SEC. 710, For 
linee under title 
appropria.ted to carry out 

Ilny subsequent fisc'ial~J~~:~~:?~;~~vl~~~~,eligible individuals u 
the 

TITLE VIll-READINC EXCELLENCE ACT 

SUBTITLE I-READING MOD LITERACY GRANTS 

SEC. {til. AMENDMENT TO ESEA FOR READING A...'W LITERACY GRA..'"ITS. 

(8) IN GENERAL.-Titli) II of the Elementary and &condary
Education Act of 1965 (2Q V.S.C. 6601 et seq,) is amended

(l) by redesignating parts C and D as parts D Bnd E, 
respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after part. B the foiJowing:: 

"PART C-READING AND LITERACY GRANTS' 
"SEC. 2251. PURPOSES. 

''The purposes of this vart are as follows: 
"(1) 1'0 provide children with the readiness skins they 

need to learn wread once they enter school, 
"(2) To teach ever)' child to read in the child's carly child

hood years
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"(A) as soon as the child is ready to read; or 
"(B) as soon as possible, once the child enters schoo}, 

but not later than 3d grade. 
"(3) To improve the reading skills of students, and the 

instructional practices for current teachers (nnd, as a.ppropria.te, 
other instructional stan) who teach reading, through the use 
of findings from scientifically based r(mding research, including 
findings relating to phonemic awareness, systematic phonics, 
fluency, Ilnd reading comprehension. 

"(4) To expand the number of high.quality family literacy 
programs, 

"(5) To provide early literacy intervention to children who 
are experiencing reading difficulties in order to reduce the 
number or ehildrcn who arc incorrectly identified as a ehild 
with a disability and inappropriately referred w speciaJ edu~ 
cation. 

"Sf;C. 2252. DEFINITIONS. 

"For purposes of this part: 
, "'U) EUGIBLE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROVTDER,-The 

tenn 'eligible professional development provider' means 1;\ pro
vider of professi(mal development in rending instruction to 
teachers that is based on scientifically based readinf;t: research, 

• 
"(2) FAMI1.Y LITERACY SERVIcEs.-The term 'famtly literacy 

services' menn!'! services provided to participants on a volunt..'lry 
basis that are of sufficient intensity in terms of hours, and 
of sufficient duration. to make sustainuble changes in a family, 
and that integrate all of the following activities: ' .. ,," ~, ';1,1"'~~; 

"(A) Interactive literacy activities between parents and '. 
their children. . t ".',. . 

"(B) Training for parents regarding how ufbe,the'pri·"· 
mary teacher for their children and full partners' in·: the : 
education of their children. ., , I. 

"(C) Parent literacy t.raining that leads to economic 
8elf~suffitiency. 

"{D) An age-appropriate education w prepare children 
for success in school and life experiences, 
"(3) INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF,-Thc term 'Instructional staIr

"{A) means individuals who have responsibility for 
teaching children to read; and 

"{B) includes principals, teachers, supervisors of 
instruction, librarians. library school media specialists, 

.: teachers of academic subjects other than rending, and other 
" individuals who have responsibility for IUlsisting children 

to learn to read. ' , 
'''(4} READING.-The term 'reading' means 8 complex system 

of deriving m(laning from print that rf."quires all of die following: 
''(A) The skills and knowledge to understand how pho

nemes, or speech sounds, are connected to print. 
"(B) The ability to decode unfamiliar words, 
"{C) The ability to Tend fluently. 
"(D) Sufficient background information and vocabulary 

to foster reading comprehension, 
"\E) The development of appropriate active strategies 

" , 
",', ..,t ' . .t::: r :-. 

~~M' ":~ :,'J.~$,}::;' 
'.•, I"i" .!.,:- .,' ,:,;jJ:;~;~ 


>,\ ,,'1 ~~,i;V~'n:.:! 

.! ... ", '~:"'''~''''~'i' ~ 
. " ~' r: .....,,~"" • 

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

'';:' .:'7,. 

• 

to construct meaning from print. 


"(F) The deveiopment.and maintenance of a motivation 

to read. 


http:a.ppropria.te
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"'(5) SCIENTIFlCALLY BASED READING RESEARCH.-The term 
'scientifically based reading research'

"(A) means the application of rigorous, systematic. and 
objective procedures to obtain valid knowledge relevant 
to rending development, reading instruction, and reading 
difficultie9; and 

"'{B) shan include research that
"'W employs· systematic, empirical methods Utat 

draw on observaWon or experiment; 
"(ii) involves rigorous data analyses that are ade· 

quate to test the stated hypotheses and justify the 
general conclusions drawn; 

"(iii) rolies on measurements or observational 
methods that provide valid data across evaluators and 
observers and across multiple measurements and 
observations; and 

"(iv) has been accepted by u peer-reviewed journal 
Qr approved by a panel of independent experts through 
n romparably rigorous, objective, and scientific review. 

'"!5'"£C. 2253. READING AND LITERACY GRANTS TO S'rA'J'£ EOOCATIONAL 
AGENCIES, 

#(a) PROORAM AtrrHORIZEO.
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Subject to the provisions of this part, 

the Secretary shaH award grants to State educational agencies 
to carry out the rending and literacy activities J.lUthonred under 
this scction and sections 2254 through 2256, 

"(2) L1MITATIONS.- • -, ", 
"(A) SINGLE GRANT PER STATE,-A State educutional ~ 

agency may not receive more than one grant under. para
graph (l). . ~ '" !.~., "f:- . 

"(B) 3·)'EAR TERi\L-A State educational agenCy. thatJ:': 
receives a grant under paragra.ph (l) may expend the funds 
provided unde.r the grant only during I.he a·year period 
beginning on the dute on which the grant is made, 

1b) APPUCATION.
"(1) IN GENERAL.-A State educational agency that.. desires 

to receive 8 grant under this part shall submit an application 
to the Sceretary at such time and in such form as the Secretary 
may require. The application shall contain the information 
described in paragraph (2). 

"(2) CONTENTS.-An application under this subsection shall 
oon' ;jin the f(lUowing: 

. "{A} An assurance that the Governor of the State, 
in oonsultation wi.th the State eduational agency, has 
established 8 reading and literacy partnership described 
in subsection (d), and n ooseription of how such 
partnership

"(i) assisted in the development of the State plan; 
"{in will be involved in advising on the selection 

ofsubgrantees under sections 2255 and 2256; and 
"(iii) win assist in the oversight and evaluation 

of such subgrantees, 
"(B) A description of the following: 

• 
"n} How the State educational agency will ensure 

that professional development aetivities related to 
reading instruetion and provided under this part are

http:paragra.ph
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"(I) coordinated with other state and local 
level funds and used effectively t() improve instruc
tional practices for reading; and 

"{II) based on scientifically based reading 
research. ,
"(m How the activiti()s assisted under this part 

will address th<l needs of teachers and other instruc

Ll0nai staff, and will effectively teach students to read, 

in schools reeeiving assistance under section 2255 and 

2256. 


"{im The extent to wnich the activities will prepare 

teachers in An the :major components uf reading 

in,struction (including phon~mic awareness, systematic 

phonies. fluency. and reading comprehension). 


"(jv) How the State educational agency will use 

technology to enhance reading and literacy professional 

development activities for teachers, as appropriate. 


"'(v) How parents can participate in literacy-related 

activities: assIsted under this part to enhante their 

children's reading. 


"{vi} How subgrants made by the State·educational 

agency under sections 2255 Bnd 2256 will meet the 

requirements of this part, including how the State 

educational agency will ensore that subgrantees will 

use practices hased on scientifically based reading 

research, 


"(viO How the State t::ducational agency will, to 

the extent prar:ticable, make grantS to subgrantces 

in beth rural and nrban areas. 


''{viii) The process that the State used to establish 

the reading Bnd literacy partnership ,described in sub· 

section (d), .' , 

"(C) An assurance that each local educational ngency 


to which the State educational aj5:cncy makes a subgrant
"(I) will provide profesSlonaJ development fOT the 

classroom t.'!acher and other appropriate instructional 
staff on the 'tenching of reading besed on-scientifically 
based reading research; 

''\ii) will provide family liternc;y services based on 
programs such as the Even Start fnmHy literecy model 
authorized under part B of title 1, to enable parents 
to be their e~'Jd'll first and most important teacher; 

"(iii) wiU ca'!rY out pro~rams tb assist those kinder~ 
gatten students who are not ready for the transiticm 
to first grade, particularly students experiencing dif
ficult.y with reading skills; and 

"(Iv) will use supervised individuals (including 
tutors), who have been appropriately trained using 
scientifically based reading research, to provide addi
tional support, before school, after school, on weekends, 
during noninstructional periods of the school day. or 
during the summer, for children preparing to enter 
kindergarten and students in kindergarten through 

4 , • , 

• 
~ade 3 whQ aTe experiencing difficulty reading. 
(D) An assurance that instruction in reading will be 

provided to children with reading difficulties who-
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"(i) aTC at risk ofbeing referred to special education 
based on these difficulties; or 

"(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 
nQt been identified as being a chUrl with ,a disability 
(as defined in section 602 ofilie such Act). 
"(E) A des<:ription of .how the State educational" 

agency
'to will build on, and promote coordination among, 

literacy programs in the State (including federally 
funded programs such as t.he Adult Education and 
Family Literacy Act and the Individuals with Disabil
ities Education Act), in order to increase the effective
ness of the programs in improving reading for adults 
and children and to avoid duplication of the efforts 
of the programs: " " 

"hi) will promnte reading and library programs 
that ~rovidc access to engaging reading material; 

'(iii) will make local educational ageneies described 
in sections 2255(a)(1) and 2256(a)(1) aware of the avail
obUity of subgrants under sections 2255 and 2256; 
and 

• 
"(iv) will assess and evaluate, on a regular basis, 

loeal educational agency activities assisted under this 
part, with respect to whether they have been effedive 
10 achieving the purposes of this part. 
"(F) A description of the evaluation instrument the 

Stute educational agcncy will usc for purposes of the assess
me"nts and ·evaluations under subparagraph (E)(iv). 

U{e) APPROVAL OF A?PLlCA'l'IONS.- • • 
. ."'. . "(1) IN GENERAl..-The Seeret'a:ri·shall approve an applica, ." tion of a State educational agency under this section oo1y

"(A) if such application, meets the requirement of this 
settion; nnd 

"(B) after taking into account the extent to which the 
application furthers the purposes of this pari and the over~ 
all ql.iatity oftbe application. 
"(2) PEEn: REVlEW.~ 

"(A) ~N GENERAL.-The Secretary, in consultation with 
the National Institute for Literacy, shall convene a panel 
to {JVaiuute applications under this section. At a minimum. 
the panel shall includ£t

-""\iJ ~reprcse·!Jtatives. of the National Institute- for 
Literacy, the National Rc'search Council of the National 
Academy of Sciences, and the National Institute of 
Child Health and Human Development; 

"(ij) 3 individuals selected by the Secretary; 
"(iii) 3 individuals selected by the National 

Institute for LiteTitcy; 
"(iv) 3 individuals selected by the National 

Research Council of the National Academy of Sciencc.a; 
and . 

"(v} 3 individuals selected by the National Institute 
of Child HMlth and Human Development. 

• 
1B} ExPERTS.-The panel shall include experts who 

are competent, by virtue of their training, expertise, or 
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experience, to evaluate applications under this section, and 

experts who provide professional development to teachers 

of rending to children and adults, and experts who provide 

professional develQpment to othor instructional staff, based 

on scientifically based .reading research. 


"(C) PRIORtTY.-Thc panel shall recommend granl 

applications from State educational agencies under this 

section to the Seeretary for funding or for disapproval. 

In making such reeommendlltions, the panel shall give 

priority to applications from State educational agencies 

whose States have modified. are mooif.yinK, or provide an 

assurance: that not later than, 18 months after receiving 

a grant under this section the State educational agencies 

w.ill increase the training and the methods of teaching 

reading required for certification as an elementary school 

teacher to reflect scientifically based reading research, 

except that nothing in this Act. shan be cGnstrued to estab

lish a national system oftcacher certification. 


"(D) MINIMUM OftAJ\"Y' AMOUNTS.
"(j) SrATEs.-Each State educational agency 

selected to receive a grant under this section shall 
receive an amount for the grant period that is not 
less than $500,000, . , 

"(ii) OtJTLYING AREAS.-The Virgin Islands, Guam. 
American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the North. 
ern Mariana Islands selected to receive a grant under 
t.his section shall receive an amount for the grant 
period' that is not less than $100,000. . 
"(E) LIMITATtON.-The Republic l)f the Marshall 

lalands, tlie Foo<J'ratcd States ofMicronesia, and t.he Repub
lic of Pa.l.a:u: shall not be eligible' to receive a grant under ,':' 

this pa.rt. ': 1. " " ••. 


"{dj READiNG ANI) LrTERACY P AR'1'!\EUSHIPS.
''(1) REQUIRED PARTICn'ANTS.-In order for a State edu~ 

cational agency to :receive a grant under this secti.on, t.he Gnv~ 
ernor of the State, in consultation \\-':ith the State educational 
agency, shall establish a reading an.::·.hteracy partnership 
CQnslsting of at least the following pnrticipaH:a: 

"(A) The GCNernor of the State. 
"(B) The chief State schoel officer. 
"(C) The chairman Rnd the ranking member of each 

committee of the State· iegislature that is responsible for 
education policy. -"'.'.' .; ., \",' - ~-. 

"(D) A representative, selected jointly by the Governor 
and the chief State schoo! officer, of at least· O)1C local 
educational agenc), thai is eligible to receive a subgrant 
under seetion 2255. . 

"(E} A :representative, selected jointly by the Governor 
and the chief State schoot officer, of a community~based 
organization wOl'king with children to improve their read~ 
ing skills, particularly a community-based organizatinn 
using tutors and scientifically based reading research. 

"(F) State directors of appropriate Federal or State 
programs wit.h a strong reading component.

• 
"(G) A parent of a public or private school student 

or a parent who educates their child or children in their 

http:secti.on
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home, selected jointly by the Governor and the chief State 
school officer, 

"(H) A teacher who successfully teaches reading and· 
an instructional staff member, selected jointly by the Gov· 
ernar and the chief State school officer. 

''{J) A family litera.cy service provider selected jointly 
by the Governor and the chiefState school officer. . 
',{2} O:P'1'tONAL PARTIC[PAN'Ts.-A reading and literacy part

nership may include additional participants, who shall be 
selected jointly by the Governor and the chief State school 
officer, and who may include a representative of

"(A) 'an institution of hl~het -education operating a 
program of teacher preparation based on scientifically, 
based reading feSf!arth in the State; . 

''(B) a local educational agency' 
"(C) a private nonprofit or for-profit eligible profes· 

siom~1 dc<.'elO;pmenllrovidet providing instruction based 
on scicntifically base reading research; 

"(Dl an adult education provider;
"CE) a volunteer organization that is involved in. read· 

ing p)"{)grams; or 
"(F) a school libr~ry or a public library that offers 

reading or literacy programs fer children or families. 
"(3) PREEXISTtNCf PARTNERSHIP.-If. before the date of the 

enactmen~ of the IU!a~in~'_E~~)}e!1te ,Act, a.St;aw es~blishw 
a oonsorttUID. Pflrtnershlp; or'any other SImilar bOdy, that 
includes the 'GoVenloi":and' Hie chief State school officer and 
has, as a central p'art ~of its missioh, the promotion of literacy 
for children",in" their early ·cqildhood', years' through the 3d 
grade and family liUfracy set:Vlcos, but that does not satisfy
the requirements: tif jnlragra'ph,'(1), .the State may elect tc 
treat that con~iortiuin;:lpartnership,: or body as ·the reading. 
and litcnlcy."part:nership fOT the State notwithstandin~ such 
paragraph, and it snall,be considered a reading and hteracy 
partnership 'for purposes' of the other provisions of this part. 

"SEC. 2254. USE OF AMOUNTS BY STATE EDUCATlO:SAL' AGENCIES. 

"A State educational agency that receives ~.grant under sect.ion 
2253-' 

"(1) shall use not more than 5 percent oft'he funds made 
available under the grant for the administrative costs. of cariy~
iug out this part (excluding section 2256), of which not more 
than 2 percent may be used to carry out section 2259; and 

"(2) shall use not more than ]5 pcrcent,,'lf.the funds made. 
avai1!lbl~ under the grant to solicit applicatiJhti fOT, tlw'.rrd, 
and oversee the performance of, not less than one subgrant 
pursuant to section 2256. 

"SEC. 2m. LOCAL READJNG L~PROVE..l\1ENT sunGRA..vrs. 

"(a) 1~.GENEIl.AL.-
"(l) SunGRANTS.-A State educational agency that receives 

a grant under section 2253 shall make subgrants, on a competi~ 
ttve basis, tc local ooucntiono.l agencies that either

"(A) have at least one school that is identified for 
school improvement under section 1116(c) in the geographic 
area served by the agency; 
", *'iB} have t.he lnrgest, or second largest, number of 
children who are oo~nted under section 1124(c). in 

http:1~.GENEIl.AL
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comparison to all other locaJ educational agencies in the 
State; or 

"(e) have the highest, or second highest, school~age 
child poverty rate, in comparison to all other local edu
cational agencies in the State. 

For purposes of subparagraph (C), the "term 'school-age child 
poverty rate' mf'..ans the number of children counted under 
section 1124(c) who are living within the geographic boundaries 
of the local educational agency, exprossed as a percentage of 
the total number of children aged 5-17 years living within 
the geographic boundaries of the local educational agency_ 

"(2) SUBGRAl'IT AMol1N1'.-A subgrant under this section 
shall consist of an amount sufficient to enable the subgrBnt 
recipient to operate II program for a 2-ycnr period and may 
not be revoked or terminated on the grounds that a school 
ceases, during the grant period, to meet the requirements of 
subparagraph (A), (B), Qr (C) ofparagraph {l), 
-"(b) APPLICATIONS.-A local educational agency that desires 

to receive a subgrant under this section shall submit an application 
to the State. educational agency at such time, in snch manner, 
and including such information as the agency may require. The 
appJication

"(1) shull describe how the loeal educational agency will 
work with schools selected by the agency to receive assistance' 

• 
under subsection (dXl)- " ',j} 'I' ••: '.';' - :, ~.:,. 

"(Al to select one or more programs of readin'g fnstruc-', ,~ ~'.. I 
t1cm, developed using scienUfical1y based reading roscaT<;h. <" ,:~:' 
to improve reading instruction by all academic ',teacners ~ .', 
for all children in each- of the schools ,selected, by."the<)h ;r;" , 

ahge!lcy under sudch subsection and, where !!pp!QP'~a~,~f9.~';':~:""~·.~~' , 
t Clrparentsian ' 'i '-;f<' ,,','.• , .... ~! ~i,t'·W 

"(B~ to enter i,nto an agreement ~i~q·:~':p~r~9A;9i'"en~titY~. ~).;\ ""~ 
respomnble f<lr the development of each,prognm .selected :.' ~ ,;,.;., 

under subparagraph (A), or a person 'witl{'e'xpenencc 'or :~;:~"J~~' ).

expertise about the program and its impleincntaticin:·urider,~·. ;'" . 

which the person or entity agrees to work"with 'the local . 

educational agency and the schools in connection with such 

implementation and improvement efforts; . 

"'(2} shan include .an assurance that the loca) educational 
 -agency

'IA) will carr)' out professional development for the 
classroom teacher and other instructional staff on the 
tea.ching of rending based on scientifically based reading 
research; .

• ".j • "w(B) will provide family tite-racy services based on pro· 
grams such as the Even Start family literacy model author
ized under part B of title I, to enable parents to be their 
child's first and most important teacher; 

"(C) win carry Qut programs to assist those kinder
garten students who are not ready for the transition to 
first grade, particularly students experiencing difficulty 
with reading skills; and 

"(0) will use supervised individuals (including tutors). 
who have boon appropriately trained u51nl1 scientifically 
based rending research, to provide additional support, 

• 
before school, after school, on weekends, during noninstruc· 
tional periods of the -school day; or during the summer, 
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for children preparing to enter kindergarten· and students 

in kindergarten through grade 3 who are experiencing dif~ 

ficulty reading; 

"(3) aha1l describe how the applicant win ensure that funds 


available under this part, and funds available for ,rending 
instruction for kindergarten through grade 6 from other appro
priate sources, Ilre effectively coordinated, and, where appl'(}< 
pliate, integrated with funds under this Act in Grder to improve 
existing a.ctivities in the areas of reading instruction. profe8~ 
sinnal development, program improvement, parentui involve.
ment, technical assistance, and other activities that can belp 
meet the pUTfoses of this part; 

"(4) shal describe, if appropriate, how parents, tutors, and 
earl)' childhood education providers will be assisted by, and 
participate in, Hteracy~related activities receiving financia.l /lSw 
sistancc under this part to enhance children's reading fluency; 

"(5) shall descrloc how the local educational agcncy
"(A) provides instruction in reading to children with 

reading d.fficulties who
''(i) are at risk of being referred to 

< 

speeial education 
base<i on these difficulties; or 

..(it) have beM evaluated under section 614 mthe 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act but,. in 
accordance with scetion 614(b){5) of such Act, have 
not been identified as bdng a child. with 8 disabilitY
(as defined:in section 602 ofthe such Act); lU?!t;i/.,:",. . " 
"(B} will promote reading and library ,programs:tbat ~'. 

£rovide acceSs to engaging reading mnterial;,and i ,. ,!{. :-,/ '. , 

'(6) shan. include an assurance thatkthe JoeaLeducational.) . 
agency wiU make available, upon request and in an ¥~dei:st8nd:;: " .' 
able and uruform format. to any parent of a student attending t 
any school seJected to receive aSSlstance,un'der/subsection:(dXl};,.l j • 

in the geographic area 'served by the loonl educationat:agcn~y';,~ ~, 
information regarding the professional qualifi~atioris:ofthe:stu-~ ~, 
dent's dassroom teacher to provide instruction' ia reading,:~6{,,'.;, ' 
"(c) SPECIAL RVLE.-To the extent feasible, a lociil educational ., 

agency that desires to receive a grant under this'seetion shall 
fonn a partnership with one or more community~based organiza~ 
tions of demonstrated efTe~tiveness- in early childhood literacy, and 
reading readiness, reading instruction. and reading achievement 
for both adults and children, such as a Hend Start program, family 
litera<:y program, public library, or adult education program, ta 
carry out the functinns described in paragraphs (l) through (S)
Qf subseetion (b), In evaluating subgrant applications under this 
section, a State cducntional a~ency shall consider whether the 
arpHcant has satisfied the reqUIrement in the preceding sentence. 
1 Dot, the applicant must prm-ide information on why it would 
not have been feasible for the applicant to have done so, 

"(d) USE OF FuNDS,
"(1) IN GENERAL.-SubjecL to paragraph (2), a local eduw 

cationaJ agency that receives a subgrant under this section 
shan use amounts from the $ubgrant to carry out activities 
to advance reform of reading instruction in any schoo! that 
{A) is described in subseetion (a)U){A), (B) has tile largest, 
or second largest, number of children who are count.ed under 

• 
sectIon 112-4(c), in comparison to all other schools in the local 
educational agency, or {C) has the -highest, or second highest, 
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school~age child poverty rate (as defined in the second sentence 

of subsection (aXl)). in comparison to an other schools in the 

local educational agency. Such aetivities shan include the fQI~ 


lowing: 

"(A) Securing technical and other assistance from

"(i) a program of rea.ding instruetion based on sci~ 
entifically based reading research; 

"(ii) a person or entity with experience or expertise 
a.bout allch program and its imp}ementation, who has 
agreed to work with the recipient in connection with 
its im~lementation; or 

"(Iii) a program providing family literacy sen"lces. 
"(B) Providing professional development nctivitica to 


teachers and othcr instructional staff (including training 

of tutors), using scientificaUy based reading research and 

purchasing of curricular Ilnd other supporting materials, 


"(C) Promoting rending and library programs that pro

vide access to engaging reading material. 


"(D) Providing, on a voluntary basis, training to par~ 

cnts of children enrolled in a school selected to receive 

assistance under suooecuon (dXl) on how to help their 

children with school work, particularly in the development 

of reading skins: Such training ~ay be provided dlrectly 

by the subgrant reeipient, or through a grant or contract 

with another person, Such training sheH be consistent with 


", <', ,~,;~; ",.".reading reforms taking place in the school setting. No 
, 	§l,:'::o/";{ t:Y;~_:.parent shull be required to participate in such training, 

. 	 ,:!. ,{\Ii': '","{E) Carrying out family literacy services based on 

programs such as the Even Start family literacy model . 

authorized under part B of title I, to-enable- parents to 

be their child's first and most important teacher: . 


"(F) Providing instruction for' 'pare'nts "of' children 

enrolled in a school selected to receive!assistarice;undei 

subsection (d)(l), nnd others who volunteer to be reading.' 

tutors for such chHdrcn, in the instructional practices based 

on scientifically based reading research used by the 

applicant, 


"(0) Programs to assist those ltindergarten students 
• enrolled 	in a school selcct.cd to receive assistance under 


subsection (d)(l) wbo are not ready for the transition to 

first grade, particUlarly stndents experiencing dimeulty 

with reading skills. 


"(H) Providing additional support for children prepar~.., ing to enter kindergarten and students in kindergarten'. 

through grade 3 who are enrolled in Ii school selected 

to receive assistance under subsection (d){l), who are 

experiencing difficulty reading, before schOOl, after Bchool

on weekends. during noninstructional periods of the school 

day, or during the summer, using supervised individuals 

(including tutors), who have been appropriately trained 

using scientifically based reading research. 


"(I) Providing instruction in reading to children Wlth 

rending difficulties who

"(1) are at risk ofheing referred to special education 

based on these difficulties;·or 


• 
"(it) have been evaluated under !';Iedion 614 of the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act but, in 

http:selcct.cd
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ae<:ordance with section 614{b}(5) of such Act, have 
not been identified as being a child with a disability 
(as defined in section 602 of the such Act). 
"(J) Providing coordination of rending, Hbrary, and lit

erucy programs within the loca! educational agency to avoid 

duplication and increase the effectiveness of' reading, 

library. and literacy activities. 

"(2) LIMt't'ATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.-A recipient 


of a subgrant under this section may use not more than 5 
percent of the subgrant funds for administrative costs, 
"(e) TRAINING NONRECIPIENTS.-A recipient of a aubgrant under 

this section may train. on a fee·for*service basis, personnel from 
schools. flr local educational agencies, that are not a beneficiary 
ot, or reeeivinFj, such a subgrant, in the instructional practices 
based on scientifically based reading research used by t.he recipient. 
Sueh a nonracipient sehool or agency may use funds received under 
tltJt!' I of this Act. and otber appropriate Federal funds used for 
reading instruction, to pay for such training, to the extent consistent 
with the law under which such funds were received. 

"'SEC, Z26G. TUTORlALASSISTANCE SUBGRA..Vl'S. 

"{a} IN GEN'ERAL,
"(1) SUBGRANTS.-Except as prol.1ded 1n paragraph (4), a 

State educational agency that receives a grant under section 
2253 shan make at least one subgrant on a competitive barris 
to- . 

"(A) local educational agencies that have at least one 
school in the geographic area served by the agency that.' . , .."{i) is located in an area designated as an empower7 • 

meut zone under parl I of subchapter U .of chapter '" 
1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; or . 

"{H) is located in an area designated~ruLan enter~ . 
prise community under part I of subchapter.'U (If chap~ . 
tet 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; 
"(B) local educational agencies that have at least one 

school that is identified for school improvement under scc~ 
tion 1116(c) in the geographic area served by the agency; 

"(C) local educational agencies with the largest. or 
second largest, number of children who are counted under 
section 1124(c), in comparisGn to aU other local educational 
agencies in the State; o.r 

"(0) local educational agencies with the highest, or 
second highest, school*age child poverty raie, in comparison

. to.all other local educational agencies in the State.
'. For purposes of subparagraph CD), 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 percenta~e of 
the total number of children aged 5-17 years living WIthin 
the gnograpruc boundaries of the lo.cal educational agency. 

"'(2} NOTIFICATIOX.
"(A) To LOCAL :£DUCATIONAL AGENCIES.-A State edu~ 

cational agency shan provide no.tice to all local educational 
agencies within the State regarding the availability uC the 
subgrants under this section. 

~--: ,,, ...-', 
"! I 

j ,.:: ;\':::~;'~v 
. ,: ", ':/1, ",~ht. 

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

• 
"(B) To PROVIDER.<; AND PARE]\"TS,-Not later than 30 

days after the dat.c on which the State educational agency " . 
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provides notice under subparagraph (A), each local edu~ 

cational agency described in parsgTaph (1) shall, as a condi

tion on the agency's rceeipt of funds made available under 

tide I of this A-ct, pn:rvide public notice to potential provid~ 

ers of tutorial assistance operating in the jurisdiction of 

the agency, and parents residing in such jurisdiction, 

regarding the availability or the subgrants under this sec

tlon. 

"(3) APPLIcATrON.-A local educational agency t.hat desires 


to receive a subgmnt under this section shaH submit an applica
tion to the State educational agency at such time. in such 
manner, and including such infotInation as the a:gency may 
require. The applicaticm shall include an assurance that the 
local educational agency will"use the subgrant funds to carry 
out the duties described in subsection (b) for children enrolled 
in any school selected by the agency that (A) is described 
in paragraph (l)(A), (B) is described in paragraph (I)(B), {C) 
has the largest., or second largest, number of children who 
are counted under section 1124i'.c}, in comparison to an other 
schools in the loeal educational agency, or (D) has the highest. 
or second highest, school-age child poverty rate {as defined 
in the secund sentence of paragraph (l)}, in comparison to 
an other schools in the local educational agency. 

"'(4) EXCEPTION.-If no local educational agency within the 
State submits im application to receive a subgiant under this 
section within the 8-mClnth period beginning on the date on 
which the State educational agency provided notice to the local 
educational agencies regarding the availability of the subgrants, 
th(} State educationa1 ogency may use funds otherwise reserved 

, under 2254(2) for the purpose of providing local rending 
improvement subgrants under section 2255 if the State edu
eational agency certifies,to the Secretary that the requirements 
of paragraph (2) have been met and each local (}ducational 
agency in the State described in subparagraph {B} of such 
paragraph has demonstrated to the State educational agency 
that no provider of tutorial assistH1lCC described in such 
subpan:!:Tflph requested the local educational agency to sub
mit under :j:aragraph (3) an application for a tutorial assistance 
subgtanL 
"(b) USE OF FUNnS.

"(1) IN GEKERAL.-A local educational agency that receives 
a subgrant under'this section shalt carry out, using the funds 
provided "4,1..... ·1e,,· t.he su1,:grant., each of the duties described in 
paragraph (2). 

"(2) DUTlES.-The duties described in this paragraph are 
the provision of tutorial assistance in reading, before school, 
after school, on weekends, or during the summer. to children 
who have difficulty reading, using instructiona1 practices based 
on scientifically based rceding research, through the fGnowing: 

"(A) The creation and implementation of objective cri~
tena to determine in a uniform manner the eligibility of 
tutorial assistance providers and tutorial assistance ptO~ 
grams desiring to provide tutorial assistance under the 
subgrant. Such criteria: shall include the following: 

. ,.. " .: 

-",f';;:- H-' 
. -.;~".1""", .t. 

• 
"(i) A record of effectiveness with respect to reading 

readiness. reading inst.ruction for children in 
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kindergarten througb 3d grade, and early childhood 
literacy, as appropriate. 

"(ii) Location in a geographic area convenient to 
the school or schools attended by the ehildren who 
will be receiving tutorial assistance. 

"{iii) Tbe ability to provide tutoring in reading 
to children who have diffieulty reading, using instroc· 
tional practices based on scientificaIJy based reading 
research and ccusistent with the reading instructional 
methods and CQntent used by the school the child 
attends. 
''(B) The provision, to parents of a child eligible to 

receive tutorial assistance pursuant to this section, -of mu]~ 
tiple choices among tutorial assistance providers and tuto· 
rial assistance programs detennined to be eligible under 
the criteria described in subparagra.ph (A), Such choices 
shall include a.school~ba8ed program and at ieast oue tuto· 
rial assistance program operated by a provider pursuant 
to a contract with the local educational agency. 

"(C) The development of procedures
<OW for the provision of information to paTMis of 

an eligible child regarding such parents' choices for 
tutorial assistance for the child; 

"(ii) for considering children for tutorial assistance 
who are identified under subpara.graph (D) and for 
whom no parent has selected a tutorial assistance pro
vider or tutorial assistance program that give such 
parents additional opportunities to select a tutorial 

~, assistance .provideT or· tutorial· a.ssistance program
,;'.. '. reft!rrcd to in suhparagrapb (B}; and 

"(iii) that pennit a local educational agency to 
';' 	 recommend a tutorial assistance provider or tutorial 

assistance program it':! 'a case where a parent asks 
for assistance in the making ofsuch selection. 
"(D) The dovelopment of a selection process fOT provid· 

ing tutorial assistance in accordance with this paragraph
that limits the provision of assistance to children identified. 
by·the schoo} the child attends, as huving difficult.y reading, 
incluc.J.TJ.g difficulty mastering phonemic awareness, system
atic phonics. fluency, and reading comprehension, 

"(1<.;) The development of procedures for scle<:ting chil· 
dren to receive tutnrial assistance. to be used in cases 
where insufficient f-q.nds are available to provide assist.ance 
with~"'.esnect to nU' children identified by a school under 
subpar·~ttaph (D}.'"'thilt- .. 

(i) give priorit.y to children who nre determined. 
through State or local reading assessments, to be most 
in need of tutorial assistance; and 

"(ii) give prinrity. in cases where chHdren are 
determined, through State or local reading assess
ments, to be equally in need of tutoria.l assistance, 
based on a random selection prineiplc, 
"(F) The develo'pment of a rnethodolotD: by which pay~ 

• 
ment.s are made directly to tutorie.l asslstance providers 
who arc identified and selected pursuant to this section 
and selected for funding. Such methodology shall include 
the making of a contract. consistent with State and local 

http:subparagra.ph
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law, between the provider and the local educational agency_ 
Such contract shall satisfy the following requirements: 

"{i) ]t shaH contain specific goals and timetables 
with respect to the performance of the tutorial assist
ance provider. 

, "(ii) It shall require the tutorial assistance provider 
to report to the local educational agency on the provid
er's performance in meetmg such goals and timetables. 

"(Iil) It shall specify the measurement techniques 
that will be used to' evaluate the performance of the 
provider. , 

"'(iV] It shan require 'the provider to meet an 
applicable Federal. State, and local health. safety. and 
civil rights laws. 

\:v) 1t shaH ensure that the tutorial assistance 
provided under the contract is consistent with reading 
Instruction and content used by the local. educational 
ugency, 

"(vi) It shall contain an agreement by the provider 
that information regarding the identity of any child 
eligible for, or enrolled in the program, will not be 
publicly disclosed without the permission of a parent 
of the child, 

"(vii) It shall include the terms of an agreement 
between the 'provider and the local educational agency 
with respect to the provider's purchase and mainte
nance of adequate general liability inSurance. 

"(viii) It shall contain provisions with respect to 
, .. the making of payments'to, the provider-.by, the, local",.•. 

,cducational agency." , 
""(G) The devolopment of procedures u'nder'which t.he .. loesl edubitional agency carrying out. this paragraph-!.. ,>. ','. ,."~ -:r.;; .' . 'it) will ensure ovt!rsight of the quality and 
.~ effectiveness of the tutorial assistance pro'\-'ided by each 

tutorial assistance provider that is selected for funding; 
"{ii) will provide for the tennination of contracts 

with ineffective and unsuccessful tutorial assistanoo 
providers {as determinr,.~t by the local educational 
ngency based upon the pci':fnrmllnce of the provider 
with respect to the goals Dud timetables contained 
in the conlrnct between the 'agency and the provider 
under subpiU'agraph (F)); 

"{iii) will provide to each parent ofa child identified 
under subparagraph (D) ~!:'~f~qu~,st;; suSt.;. !_nfo~ation 
for the- purpose of selectmg <f tuwnal 8tiSlstanoo pro~ 
vider for the child, in a comprehensible format. 
information with respect to the qnality and effective
ness of the tutorial assistance referred to in dause 
(i); 

"(iv) win ensure that each school identifying' a 
child under subparagraph (D) win provide upon 
request, to tl. parent of the child, assistance in selectmg, 
from among the tutorial assistance pro-viders who are 
identified pursuant to subparagraph (B) the provider 
who is best able ttl meet the needs of the child; 

• 
"(v) will ensure that parents of a child receiving 

tutoriel assistance pursuant to this section are 

http:provider-.by
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20 USC 6661(. 

• 

20 USC fiOOlh. 

• 


informed of thoir child's progress in the tutorial pro
gram; and 

#{vi) will ensure that it does not disclos.e the name 
of any child who may be eligible for tutorial assistance 
pursuant to this section, the name of any patent of 
such a child, or any otber persollslly identifiable 
,information about such a parent or child, w any tut,o. 
rial assistance provider (excluding the agency itsclf), 
without the prior written consent ofsueh parent. 

"SEC. 2257. NATIONAL EVALUATION. 

"From funda reserved under section 2260{b)(1» the Sceretury. 
through grants or contracts, shaH conduct a national asscssment 

. of the programs under this part. In developing the criteria for 
the assessment, the Secretary shall receive recommendations from 
the peer review panel convened under sectiGo 2253(cX2). 
"SEC. 2258.IN}'ORMATION DlS5EML"'iATION. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-From funds reserved under section 
2260(b)(2), the Notional Institute for Literacy shall disseminate 
infonnation Gn scientifically based reading research and information 
on subgrantee projects under section 2255 or 2256 that have proven 
effective. At a minimum. the institute shall disseminate such 
information to an reeipients of Federal financial assistance under 
titles I and VII of this:Aet; the Head Start Aet,· the Individuals 
with Disabilities'E.ducation,Act, and the Adult Education and Fam
ily Litoracy Ae('" .' ,,:.". ~ "; 

"(b) COORDfNATlON;.~~Iri~CarrYing out this section, the Nati.onal 
Institute for Literacy.!..:..' " ,-.' • 

"(lh,halJi'.use. (to' the--extent 'practicable, information net
works rlev'e.oJ)(,3'arid'mainfuincd through other public and pri
vate .p,er~.o~~.; ~~~~l~~i.ng~-.th~ Se~r~tary. the National C!:!1tcr f~i. 
FamIIY·Blteracy:ano the-Readhne-Program; ,,' ,. 

"(2}i' snalhwoik'Jin .';'conju'nction with any panel convened 
by the Na.t-ional' Institute ~of Child Hea.lth and Human Develop
ment and'tne':Secretary Hnd any panel convened by the Office 
ofEducational ReseaN:h and Improvemont to nssess the current 
status of reaearch·based knowledge on reading development, 
including the effectiveness of va, ~;:ms approaches to teaching 
mildren to read, with respect to de'~rmming the criteria by
which the National Institute for Literacy judges scientifically 
based reading research and the design' of strategies to dirtsemi~ 
nate such information; and 

"(3) may assist any State educational agency JJelected to 
receive a grant under section 22lhi7-:Iln.:i .that ''L~uesLn such 
assistance- -, . . 

"(A) in detennining whether applications submitted 
under section 2253 meet the requirements of this title 
relating to scientifically based reading research; and 

"(B) in the development of subgrnnt application forms. 
"'SEC, 2259. STATE EVALUATJON&, PERFORMANCE REPORTS. 

"{al STATE EVALUATIONS.
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Each State educational agency that 

receives a grant. under section 2253 shall evaluat.e the success 
of the agenets subgrantees in meeting the purposes of thiB 
part, At a mmimum, the evaluation shall measure the extent 
to whieh students who are the intended beneficiaries of the 
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subgranta made by the agency have improved their reading 
~k < 

"(2) CO"''TRAC'l'.-A State educational agency shaH carry 
out the evaluation under this subsection by entering into a 
contract with an entity that conducts scientifically based read
ing research, undet which contract the entity will perform 
the evaluation. . 

"(3) SUBMISSION.-A State educational agency shall submit 
the findings from the evaluation undar this subsection to the 
Secretary. The Secretary shall submit a summary of the find
ings from the evaJuations under this subsection and the 
national assessment conducted under section 2257 to the appro
priate committees of the Congress, including the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce of. the House of Representa
tives and the Committee on Labor and Human Resources of 
the Senate. 
"(b) PERFORMANCE REPORTS,~A State educational agency that 

receives a grant under, seetion 2253 shall submit perfonnance 
reports to the Secretary pursuant to a schedule to be determined 
by the Seeretary. but not more frequently than aunnaU)'. Such 
reports shaH include

"(l) with rcspt..ct to subgrants under section 2255, the pro
gram ot pt!>grams of ro~dlng instruction, bas~d on scientifically
based rcndmg research, scJeeteO by subgrantees; ,,~~ ,_ _._, 

• 
"(2) the results of use 0-( the' evaluation: referred to in 

section 2253(b)(2){E)(iv); and ",:1'" ":" ':' '.";; 
"(3) a description of the subgrantees receiVing,funds.,under 

this part. - -- . ,. -. N"," -,\ <, 

"SEC, 2200. AU:rnORIZATlONS. OF AP'pwiP~~,~~~~f;~~'~,~RY~TiONS '20USC'666ii: 
FROMAPPROPRIATlO!'l'S;SUNSET/'J ,;,'l:,';.:,~:: ',"" , 

','} 'I,:d':'::""'i;' ,1J;Hr:,t,.--:;!' ~-:::.. ' 
,"(0) AUTHQRIZ....TtQNS.- -:' V,~\' r~.'.f,(,,/,;·,;· l\,::y!••1.;:,-:-:·I.'i \~" 

" "(1) IT 1999.-There are ':auHlonzeo ~tu:;be~,'8ppropriated 
to carry out this part and seetion:'t~92(~);:$?§.9,OOO,000 for 
fiscal year 1999. ..., .~ " ~ '-.'.:"''; ;".' , 

"(2) IT 2000.-There are authonicd to be" appropriated 
to carry out this part and section 1202(;:.) $260.000,000 for 
fiscal year 2000. ._, 
"(b) RESERVATloNs,-From each of the amounts appropriated .~ 

under subsection (a) for a fiscal year, the Secretary
«(1) shall resc-rvc- 1.5 percent to carry out section 2257(a}; 
"(2} shall reserve $5,000,000 to carry out section 2258; 

and 
"'(3) shall reserve $10,000,000 to carry out sectiou 1202(c):-~~... f " .,- . 

"(c) SUNSET.-Notwithstanding section 422(a) of the General 
Edul:ation Provisions Act, this part is not subject to extension 
und(!r such section.". 

(b) CONFORMI!'<C AMENDMENTS,
(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIQNS.-Section 2003 of 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U,S,C, 
6603} is amended

(A) in subsection (a), by striking "title," and inserting 
""title (other than part OJ:'; and 

(B) in subsection (bX3). by striking "part C" and insert
ing#parlD", 

• 
(2) PRIORITY FOn PROFESSIONAl. DEVELOPMEJ\"'T IN MATHE

M.>\TICS AND SClENCE.-...:section 2206 of the Elementary and 
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Sewndary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.s.C. 6646) is amended 
bv inserting "(other than part C)" after "for this title" each 
plaoo such term appears. 

(3) REpOR'nNG AND ACCOUNTABILIT'i,-Sedion 2401 of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 {20 U.s.C. 
6701} is amended by striking "under this. part" each place 
such term appears and inserting "under this title {other than 
part cr. 

(4) DEFINlTIONS.-Section 2402 of the Elementary and 
2(l usc 6702, Secondary Education M Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6701) is amend· 

ed by striking "this part·..···!· and inserting "this title (other 
than part C)-". 

(5) GENERAL DEl''tNITIONS..-Section 14101(0){C) of the 
Elementary and Secondary Educntlau Act of 1965 (20. U.s.C.. 
8801(10)(C)) is amended by striking "part e" and insorting 
"parin", 

(6) PARTtCIPATION bY PRIVATE SCHOOL CHILDREN AND 
TEACHERS.-Section 14503(b)(l)(B} of'the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 {20 U,S.C. 8893(b)(1XB» is 
amended by striking "pari. Cft and inserting "part D". 

SIJBTITLE ll-AMENDMENTS TO EVEN START FAMILY 
LITERACY PROGRAMS 

. ':~!':""'. 

,.'; . l''-:~ .~'.'..' SEC. 201. RESERVATION FOR GRANTS. 

• 

•• 
.'. 

Section 1202(c) of the Elementary _and. Secondary., Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U,S,C, 6362(c)) is amended· to· read as follows: 

"(c) REsfmyft:TION FOR G~NTS;I'" '~\i~'iht'", ~,. ..",:. ?.';.d' ','" -.,' .. , 
.' "(1) GRA.~TS AUTHORIZED. ...:....From·funds reser:ved',under sec
tion 2260(b)(3), the Secretary'shnll"award,gr'ants,"on 'il compoti

, Live basis, ,to States ,to enable"stich' Slates t.O·'-plan~_and imple
ment statewide· family IitcracY."initiat.ives:it'o.!coori:linate and, 
where appropriate, integrate existing FederaI;:Stat'e, and local 

, literacy l"eSOut~S consistent with the ·purposes of this part. 
Such C()ordination and intcgration:shall include funda availabJe 
under the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act, the Head 
Start Ac~ this part, part A of this title, and part A of i-~~le 
£V of the t)ocial Security Act. - -', ...... 

"(2) CO~SORTIA.-
"(A) ESTABUSHMENT.-To rceeive a grant under this 

subsection, a State shaH establish a consortium of Stnte~ 
level programs under the following laws: 

"(i) This title {other than part D)' 
"(ii) The Head Start Act-. 
"'(iii) The Adult Education and Family Literacy 

Ac~ 
"(iv) All other State-funded preschool programs 

and programs providing literacy services to adult.$. 
<t(B) PlA-"::.-T-o receive a grant under this subsection, 

the consortium established by a State shall create a plan 
to -use n portion of the State'~ resources, derived from 
the programs referred to in subparagraph (Nt to strengthen 
and expand family literacy services in such State. 

. "(C) COORDI;';ATION WITH PAR1' C OF Tm,E n,-The 
consortium shall coordinate its activitiel:l with the activities 
of the reading and literacy partnership for the State 
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established under section 2253(d), if the State educaticmai 
agency receives a grant under section 2253. 
"(3) READ[NG INSTRUCTION.-Statewide family literacy ini~ 

tiatives implemented under this subsection shall base reading 
instruction on scientifically baaoo reading research (as such 
term is defined in section 2252). 

"(4) TECHNICAL ASStSTANCE.-The Secretary shall provide, 
directly or through a grant or contract 'With an orgauiz..ati{)n 
with experience in the development and operation of successful 
family literacy services, technical assistance to States receiving 
a grant under this subsection. 

"(5) MATCHING REQUJREMEN'l'.-The Secretary shall not 
make a grant to a State under this subsection unless the 
State agrees that, with respect to the costs to be incurred 
by the eligible consortium in carrying out the activities for 
which the grant was aWllrded, the State wiB make available 
non-Federal contributions in an amount equal to not less than 
the Federal funds provided under the grant.". 

SEC, 202. DEFL""lITIONS, 

Section 1202{e) of the Elementary and Seeonda.ry Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.s.C. 6362(e)) is amended

(Ij by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) as paragrapns 
(4) and (5). respectivelv; and , " ..(2) by insertin~ aflCr paragraph (2) the foHo'Wing: 

• 

'*{3} the tenn famHy iiteracy services' means services pro-


\;ded to participants on n voluntary basis that are of suffiClent ", ',;, ' '., .f ~ ,~"" .. ' . 

intensity in tenns of hOUTS and of sufficient duration, to make'. ' ~'" ';. • 

sustainable changes in a family, and that integrate all of the 

following activities: " ., .. '"" "'" ' . :":-\-::t,:',h)l :".~~:::.{:,}" 


"(A) InteractIVe hteracy actl'nbes be-tween parents and ',,' ..'~":i.'1:. L," • 
th' hUd . '. "" . 

M 

'''f,"'

el~,&S} n.~ining for parents re'ga:-r'ding:hov{to be the:pri;t'I,:';: }~:~~::~~:\~;':: )·~.:ft:~::, ' : 
maty teacher for their children and full partners in' the '.''' :::';,~~:~'{~ .. <h,.?\',.: ~{:" . 
education t)fthcir children. .',.j ""'\::'~j< .",,~ " " ...... 

""(C) Parent Uteracy training that leads to economic ,.' "", 'nc' ,": ,",,', 

self-sufficiency. 
"(D) An age-aprropriate education to prepare children 

for success in schoo and ~fe experiences, " -.. 
SEC. !!O3. EVALCATlON, 

Section 1209 mthe Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6369) is amended

(1) in paragraph (1). by striking "and"nt the end; 
, " (2) in paragraph (2), by striking the pedod at the end ':"<, 

and inserting ';; and"; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
"(3) to provide States and eligible entities receiving a 

subgrant under this part, directly or through a grant or contract 
with an organization with mcpericnce in the development and 
operation of successful family literacy s-ervlccs, technieal assist. 
anoo to ensure local evaluations undertaken under section 
1205(10}' provide accurate infonnation on the effectiveness of 
programs assisted under this part.... 

SEC. 204. ISDICATORS OF PROGRAM QUALITY. 

• 
(11) IN GENERAL"-The Elemen.tary and Secondary Education 

Act. of 1965 is amended

http:Seeonda.ry


112 STAT. 2681-409 P1J13LIC LAW lOs-.277-0CT. 21, 1998 • 
:20 usc 6370. 

20 USC 6369&. 

• 

" 

(1) by redesignating section 1210 as section 1212; and 
(2) by inserting after section 1209 ~he following: 

"SEC, uno, INDICATORS OF PROGItA.'1: QUALITY, 

"p~ach State receiving funds under this parl shall develQP,based 
on the best available research and evaluatiun data, indicators of 
program quality fot programs: assisted under this part Sueh indic:a~ 
tors shall be used to monitor, evaluate, and improve such pr~am5 
within the State. Such indicators shall include the following: . 

"(1) With respect to eligible ,participants in a program 
who are adults

"(A) achievement in the areas (}f reading, writing. 
English lan~age acquisition, problem solving, and 
numeracy; . 

"(B) receipt of a high sehool diploma or a general 
equivalency diploma; 

"(C) entry into a postsecondary school, job retraining 
program, or employment or career advancement, including 
the military; and '. 

"'CD) such other indicators as the State may develop. 
"(2) With respect to eligible participants in a program 

whO' nre chiIdren
"(A) improvement in ability to read on grade level 

or reading readiness; " 
"(B) schaal attendance; 

"(C) grade retention and promotion; and .:',<' , ,.' " 

"'CD) such other indicators as the State may develop,", 


(b) STATE LEVEL ACTfVITl,ES.-Section ,1203(a} of the .~ . 
Elementary and Se<:ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C, ". ·:.V· j.,. ,,')
6363(a)} is amended- . . . '.' ,~:<'~!v ';. 1>', • ~ 

" \,,,' , .• ~ 7.l· ~. ,,. <',0) in paragraph (1), by striking !'and"'at the'end; ~ "~.".. , ", ..~.; .:- .,. (.," .t?-!'j 
(2) in paragraph (2). by strikinif.tne, Period: at the 'end .,,:, ."":. 'I"'lh')'.'~ '::,' 1f<., 

aod inserting"'; and"; nnd' .-;:,' ..,;.... ;:, ::.::\';" ;' "' 
(3) by adding at the end the fonowing: ".: 
"'(3) carrying out section 1210,", 

{c} AWARD OF, SUBGRM."TS,-Paragraphs (3) and (4) of section 
1208{b) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S,C. 6368) are amended to rea.d as [DHows: 

M(3) CONTINUING ELIOlBllJTY.-In awarding subg..ant funds 

to continue a program under this part' for the second, third. 

or fourth year, the State educational agency shall evaluate 

the[rogram based on the indicia tors of program quality devel, 

ope by the State under section 1210. Such evaluation shaH 

take place after the conclusion of the stnrt1.lP period. jf any. 


"(4) INSUFFICIENT PROGRESS.-The State educational 

agency may refuse to award subgrant funda if such agency 

finds that the eiigihie entity has not sufficiently improved the 

performance of the prDgrnm, a.s evnlu.o.t.ed based on the indica~ 

tors of program quaHty developed by the State under section 

1210, after

"(A) providing technical assistance to the eligible 

entity; and, 


"'{B) affording tht! eligible entity notice and an oppor


• 
tunity for a hearing.", 
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SEC. 2U5, RESEARCH. 

:f'he Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as 
amended by section 204 or this Act, is further amended by inserting 
after section 1210 the following: 

"SEC. 1211. RESEARCH. 	 2{1 USC &36Sb_ 

"(n) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall carry out, through grant 
, or contract., research into the components of successful family lit~ 

eracy services, to use
"(1) to improve the quality of existing programs assisted 

under this part or other family litcracy programs carried out 
under this Act or the Adult Education ond Family Literacy 
Act; and 

"(2) to develop models fot new programs to be canied 
out under thi.s Act or the Adult Education and Family Literacy 
Act. 

. "(b) DISSEMINA710K.-The National Institute for LiLera{;y shaH 
disseminate, pursuant to sm.:tion 2258, the results of the research 
described in subsection (n) to States and recipients of subgrants 
under this part.", 

•. 	
SUBTITLE III-REPEALS 

SEC. :101. REPEAL OF CERTAIN UNFUNDED EDUCATION PROGRAMS.

(1I) COMMUNITY SCltOOL PARTNERSHIPs.-The Community 
School Partnership Act (contained in part B of title V of the Improv~ \ ing America's Schools Act of 1994 (20 U.s.C. 1070 note) is repealed, 

(b) EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH,. DEVELOPMENT, DISSEMINATION, " ."'-. 	;: ':!'.'" ". '.' ANlJ l\fPROYEMEJ",. ACT OF 1994.-Secti(ln 9410) of the Educational 
'; ,!..~ -,' '; ',' Research, Development, Dissemination. and Improvement Act of 
~I~""~ .\, f-.l"'~··; . jl .' 

j,M!:..~;.;rfJ;.ht:>.. " (c) ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1965'7):'1~ ,,,.;> .. 
The following provlslons are repealed: 

1994 (20 U.S.C. 6041ti)l iSTepealed. '" : 	 • 

(1) INNOVATIVE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TRAN8Tt'WN 
P!!OJEc'I'S.-Section 1503 o(the Elementary and Secondary Edu
cntion .-'\ct of 1965 (20 U.S,C. 6493). 

'" 	 ~ (2) DE LUCO TERRITORIAL EDVCATION IMPROVEMENT PRO
.•!, GItAM.-Part II of title X of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965 (20 U.s.C. 8221 et seq.), . 
(3) ExTlmDED TIME FOR LEARNrNG AND LONGER SCHOOl. 

YEAR.-Part L of title X of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of1965 (20 U.S.C. 8351) . 

.-....,:... ,(4) T.jrmrl'ORlAL ASSISTA...>-.;CE.-Purt M of title X of the 
;' Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 

8371). 
(d) FA..,\HLY AND COMMUNITY ENDEAVOR SCHOOLS.-The Family 

and Community EndeavQr Schools Act (42 U.S,C. 13792) is repealed. 
(c; GoA.LS 2000; EDUCATE MIERICA ACT.-Subsecticms (b) and 

(dXl) of secti(}n 601 of the Goals 2000: Educate America: Act (20 
U.S.C. 5951) are repealed, 

• 
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Dep<:u1..menlof
Tr.ttosportatior. 
lind fullntcd 
Aj:'cncit1l • 
Appmpri/ition. 
At:., 1999. 

This Act. may be ciiOO as the "Departments (If Labor, Healtb 
and Human Services, and Education. and Related Agencies ApprQ
pria.tions Act., 1999", 

nsportation nnd ~lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999, pro-.

vi d as follows, to be, effective HS if it had been e.nncted into: 

law s the regular appropriations Act: 


AN A MAking nppropriatiDns f~r the Department cl'Trano;portati()n nruI related 
ugeno for the fisc,,1 year cndlng September 30, 1999, and tor other putpO&tl# 

TITLE I 

EPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

For necessary penses of the Immediate Office of tho Sec

re!.at)', $1,624.000. 


teE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 

For necessary expen of the Immediate Office of the Deputy 

Secretary, $585,000. 


OFFICE OF GENERAL CoUNSEL 

., For necessary expenses 0 he Office of the General Counse~. 


$8,750,000, 


OFFIC£I: OF THE ASSISTANT ECRETARY FOR POLICY " : 

For necessary expenses of the 0 ee of the Assistant Secretary

for Policy, $2,808,000. 


OFFICE OF THE AsSISTANT SECRET 

" ... ' INTERNATIONAl, AFF 


For necessary expenses of the Office of e Assistant Secretary 

for Aviation and International Affairs, $7,6 ,300: Provtded, That 

notwithstandipg any other provision of law, t re may be credited 


...~<; i,his apP!!,priation up to $1,000,000 in fun received in user 
fws. 

OFF'ICIt Of' THE AssISTANT SECRETARY FOR BUDGET ND PROGRAMS 

}I'or necessary expenses of the Office of the Assi nt Secretary 

for Budget and Progra.ms, $6,349,{}{)0, including n to exceed 

$40.000 for allocation within the Department for offici re<eption 

and representation expenses as the Secretary may deterrn e. 


OFFICE OF TIlE ASSI~"J'ANT SECRETARY FOR Go'VERNMEN'l'AL AIRS 

• 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the As",;stant Secretary 

for G(}vernmental Affairs, $1,940,600, 

http:Progra.ms
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Notwithstandin ule 3 of the Budget SC(lrekeeping Guidelines 
set forth in the Jomt~ . lanatory Statement of the Committee 
of Conference accompanying ference Report No, 105-217, legia~ 
lation in section 103 of Dh'isio and in di..isions C through 
J of this Act that would have been timated by the Office of 
Management and Budget as changing dl apending or receipts 
under sectlon 252 of the Balanced Budget an "er eney Deficit 
ControJ Act of 19B5 wen: it included in an Act aT than an 
appropriation Act shall be treated as direct spending ceipts 
legislation, as appropriate" under seethm 252 of the Ba 

his Act rna)' cited as the "Omnibus Consolidated and Emer~ 
geney Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 .... 

Approved October 21. 1998. 

• , ' . 
. . '; I~ ~,'. \' 
,; ",." 1, • , .' 

..
J... ., 

LEG1SLATIVE HlSTORY-H.R. 4328 (S. 230'1): 

HOUSE REPORTS: No. 105-648 {Comm. 1m Appropriations) and 1(}5-325 tCnmm, 
of Conference). 

SENATE REPORTS: 1\'0. 105-249 al'lOOrnpnnying R 2307 {CornnL on Appmpria. 
tinny). 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 144 (l99fU: 
July 29', considered and passed Hous~. 
July 30, cansidcred and passed Senate, I'Imended, in lie\! rn S. 2307. 
Od. 2:D, HouAe agreed to conference ropurt, 
Oct;. 2:1~ SenAte agreed to Cl)I)forence report. 

• o 
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• Worlting Draft: Ration.l. for a n,truetured Go.1s 2000IESEA--August 26, 1998 

INTRODUCIIQ!';j 

There are fOllr major approaches to L'llnking about how Goal. 2000 and the ESEA might be 
restructured: 

(1) Goals 2000 and ESEA !IS they are currently structured changing the focus of Goals , 
2000 to implementing standards in the classroom; , 
(2) in!egrllting Goals 2000 intd the ESEA and consolidating program. in four broad 
categories.... equity, quality teaching, school environments conducive to ~eaming, and 
excellence a!'ld innovation for's'tandards~based·refonn; . .' 
(3) Make aU ESEA and Goals ~OOO funds available through three programs targeted at 
the eJeI:lentary, middle and high school levels; il11d 
(4) Make Title lone block grant, put eveI}1hing els. in. second block grant, 

This paper focuses on Approach 2, 

• SUMMARY OF APPROACH 2 

Part I -- Equity: Servi ... toth. moSt educationolly disadvantaged studeau- (1) Should, , , 

there be an equity piece where Title J, Ifitle Vn; and Title IX are blended together or (2) should 
"he funding that is provided und_Hitles'!, VIl;imd IX would contirn.te 10 flow!O slates,districts, 

aJJ.Ci'schools as separate progfams?" " '"', ' , ' 

rort 2- Quallty le ••bing - A more lignificant overhaul, v,11h perhaps greater flexibility at 
State and 10eallev.ls, should be considered for programs "esigned to build capacity for high 
quality teaching by eombinbg several programs--Title, II, m;-Jud xm of 'ESEA, as well as 
Goals 2000 ..unde:r one new authority, 

Part 3 -- School En,ironm••t, Cond\,crve t. Lenr..ing 
~.- , 

rart 4 - Excellence ""d Inn.vntion ;- The federal role in education, as in other areas of 
natinnaJ interest, should encomp'" ~nsibility for providing leadership and knowle<!ge in 
response to existing challenges and new opportunities that fru:e our nation's schools, This pan 
combining funds from a number of current smail, categorical progtalllS into one or more pans to 
SUppolt the Secretary', initiatives lllld 6ther initiatives to develop nei" knowledge and tools that 
can be used by States, districts ond schools to inform the use of funds under Part I, 

• 

Unassigned progra;ns: Impact Aid, Education for Homeless Youth, l!:lmigrant Education 


1 
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Accountability: Concept is to have a'single accountability requirement that cuts =05> Parts 1 
IlIld 2 (perhaps building on ",nat is already in '.he current Title I program,) This section vf.ll be 
infonned by the work of the accountability ?ape;, 

BACKGROIlNll; 
, 

• 0"" of the underlybg concept of Goals 2000 a.~d ESEA asamtllded in 1994 is for 
Fede!t.u educ.ation programs wcirk together with, rather than separate from, one another 
and to support State and local school reform efforts, 

• 	 To facilitate this:: 

1) Goals 2000 supponed the development ofthe standards infrastructure; 
2} All ESEA prog:-ams are tied to ,ralld$rd, 10. ,upport of SIlUlc!ards-based reform; 
3) Consolidated applice,tion and pl!:nrJng pro'""", and consolidating 
administrative funds are authorized; 
4) School ",de ptogrntti authority .lloVo'S funds from multiple Federal education 

• 	 programs to upgrade the entire educational program of. school without having to 
confonn with ,pecifie statutory or regulatory requiremen1S of eaeh separate 
progrmn as'/Qng as lbe mrent and PUfJJoscs'ofthO$e programs'are being met. 

.. : , ~ •• <. ( "f'" ,,'.: •. , ' , 
, .." . . 

WHAT WE ""'OW,' ....,.... .... ..:. ,,.. .,,,."', .~. '.., it" • ~:: ~,,', ___ DJ.l..-_ 	 'L,.._, .... ,.;:., .... ,'? ,,,,_. 
;'H' "t~.,.",~,;.'-· , , . -'''''., , 

'What we know' regarding schoo1 reform: 

• 	 Goals has been successful in supporting state and local efforts to ,put in pl,:c~ the 
framework for standards·based ~efom1 (content and perfonrumce stal.lda.""Cls, work on new 
assessments). In .1997 Public'Agende survey, 98 poreent ofK-12 teachers •.,d 82 
perce.o.t ofparents reported thet sheil StAtes or school districts have set guidelines for what 
students are eXl'ected to know ilhd be able to do (Quality Counts. 1998, P. 7"), , .'. 

. '" '" ~ , 

, 	 Public co=ent indicate, Illht t»c current emphasi, on Stslldards-basod refann with 
aligned ..s.ssmonts and aeeowitability far results shauld be continued. The framework 
is sound and shauld not be abandoned nar seriously altered. (Informational Forums) . 

• 	 One. the fromewark is in place,high i:np:ementatian states are fOCUSing their efforts on 
building capacity at the district ane school level to implement ",foIm (CPRE) 

• 
Districts need greater suppon aEgLir.g standards with ccrricula and assessment; schools 

2 
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need support implementing standards; and teachers need CU!l'ieulum and insTructional 
sttlltegies aligned V,1th their State's standards. (lnformatioOBl FO'1lms) 

, 	 When StaleS make Goals 2000 gr"'ts available to districts on a ll!lIlual basis amy it is 
used TO buy tlung, as opposed to imple:nenting !'dorms, 

The Special Stra:'",gie, report found till" where reform is implcmented, it i, funded with 
Title I dollm b.""use districts and ,chool, expect those funds to be avaliable over the 
long !enn. 

~ 	 Special Strategies also reports that outside assistance is a critical factor in those cases 
where reforms are successful implenlented. 

~ 	 There is a great need for tools to implet:1ent mom (i:lformation ebo~t research-based 
approaches,) (Informational Forums) 

.. 	 There a need for more research in determining effective practices and. in making research 
more useful 10 1ellcl!ers and oilier practioners (Informational Formnsl· 

• 
, ," ,_ .. 

What we know about the impact of current statutory prM'isions to pro!Do~e a more: 
••her.,1! u,e of ESEA funds: . "" . ,.. . . .... . . 

. ~ '...~ 	 """,. - . ' • H' ,I., ~:~'1~1',1\::"~:;;,t'~3:; t"~;'.l"~~···' ' •. 

• 	 STates embraeed consolidated planning (all but one State submitted "conSolidated plan), 
',',' ,-:. ',.<'1 ~"",~.<,>,,' ~q" ,.,,, 

".~' _."_, ..' ;: t. :-: ,"~_' : '", ' '. • .~ 

• 	 Fe.db.cl, from the consolidated planning process and Departmenflntegraled ReViews 
indicate that these effons have resulted in State program ed.mivistrators taking -with one 
another....often for the fust time'ever. However, whiIe animpcrtaIlt first step. tven with 
consolidated planning, programs llIe being carried out in traditional ways lUld there. 
appears to belittle consultation oc:side ofthe planning process. Additionally, 
administrators of sl"alief discretionary grant programs (e.g. Homelossand Migmrt) 
expressed concern about the risk ofoverlooking the need; of special popuhtions. (Living 
in Interesting Time) 

• 	 There is currently !lOI • unifonn syste.'1l for (coherent approach to distributing funds that 
support capacity development 10 schools For example, Eiseohower 'funds are diQibuted 
by fo::mula to districts and teebnology funds are provided eompetitively at the State level. 

, 	 Sometimes indi>1dnal program pors axe ''''' small to bave significant impact al the school 
level (Eisenhower), 

• 
, Programs that deal with capacity building ,hould or. ~implifi.d and tied together more 

3 
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eoherently. (Inform.ticr..! Forums) 

• 	 State administrators nfFedeIlli'demeotllI)'iseoondary prognun reported that lASA ruu! 

Goals 2000 provided increased fle.xibiHty as a result of coordination and collaboration 

;vith other Federally-funded pr9gr"-1lS; increased opportunities to approve a ;vider nmge 

oflooaJ prognun designes; and;,ooling of State S1affand other resources. (Living in 

Jnt:!l.stL~g Tinies, finaJ draft). ' 


'\\-'hnt we know about the quality of the instructional stnWSupport {or consolidating 
programs around the quality ofinstTudionnl staff 

~ The need to address teacher quality was the single most often raised issu~s in the 

informational forum.: This is OJ.o topic ofmajor public concern due to the results Dfthe 


, Massachusetts teacher exam. ,,-,d the inability of some <listricts to find q\ll\!ity teachers. 

, 	 ' 

• 	 Smelie, show that teachers andl',iu"ipals have not been adequately prepared for the 
changes in practice needed by the new edueAtion r.fum efforts (CPRE), 


, 

, . 	Often, schoollealkrship ,is inadequate to achieve successful whole school refoim:' one·\" 


critical instructional role of principal, must be thet ot"le.det" of leader,and "design ..... 

ofprofcs'ionai learning experiences (Loucks-Horsley•. 1998; Sparks;I998)~"'~" ,.." ,', 


",'" , ' 	 ':':;'f;,).~~~ ""'J:'~'."j. 'j{":,:;;: -.' 

• 	 Many teachers lack depth in co~te~!_~ey teach, mastery of content:pedagogy; 'and .I'~ ~. 

sufficient under'tanding about 1lle diverse' students they tencb,particularlyin',thos<: inT' " - - . 


hlgh poverty schools (Shulman, 1987; Darling-Hammond. 1997;Villegu)" ':' '" ,,' " . 


• 	 The U,S. losesabout 1!4of all new teachers during the fltst I - 3 years of teaching. "

'. "
• 	 The attrition rate ofnew teac!le,., in high poverty school, is moch greater than in other 


population "","", Yet schools InOSt impoverished and challenging continue to be the 

schools where new teachers are-assigned. pro-vided heavy loads and few resources to meet. 


'. 	 the challenges ofstudents with the greatesrneed (National Commission, 1996; NCBS ' 
data). 

• 	 Twenry-live percent of classes in schools with 50 percent or more poor children oro 

taught by teacher lacking. major in the field. (Education Trust, Good Teaching Matter,. 

1998) 


• 	 CohenfHitl research on the impact of certain types of professional cevelopment on 

• 
student achievement. 	 .=" 

4 
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Working Draft: Rational. for a re,tructured Goals 20001ESEA-AuglIllt 26, 1998• 	
, 

\\-'hut we know about schools: conducive to lenrning 

"",....,.• 
,'. > , , ' 

" , 

(To b. added) 

PROS and CONS 

Pro 

• 	 Retains historical focus ofESEA on eq"ity ar.d focus ofboth ESEA and Goal, on 
;rnmdards-bssed reform, 

Responds to researcb and public co:nment indicating iliat local level capacity building 

must b. arldrcsscd if standa."<Is ere to be i:nplementcd in the classroom 


• 	 Responds to public comment on the need to shn~li.'1 programs, 

. ,'. ' 

Co.. 
,<,' '\ '.~. -.' . ' 

• 	 lndividual focus on professiolllll development, technology 'arid school reform may be lost';"":;~,;::)' ;C,:' 
in a consolidated approach. " . .. ~~. ~: ..;.--;--~.x,\~,' l;j":~t1, 

.. 	 There is a danger of having program consolidation and losing the accoWltabiUty piece. 

Much ofthe field in invested in the c=ent program stnlcture, 

• 	 5 
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DRAFT PROPOSAL FOR ru;sTRUCTlIRlNG GOALS 2000 AND ESEA 

Federal&/e; The Federal role is to "psure eque!.ccess to ed"".tion oed promote educational 
excellence throughout the nation. Specifically the Federal role is to ensure, through continued 
support fa, standards-based reform, access of special populatioDJ! to high qualiJ;' education, to 
support State and local sthoo! effons to create and sustain high quality public schools 
accountable for student learning, and to identify and disseminate information (including technicn! 
assistance) on best practicefresearch based approaches to improving student achievement. 
Federul dollars should be targeted to areas of greatest need in amounts that make a difference ""d 
should be ~tional to State and local funds already ditected to these efforts. 

Baclilfl1lJail.; The President's lisen! year 1999 budget request sought $_for activities in Goals 
2000, ESEA and related programs, and related PteSidential initi.tives. The description below 
sho\1lS one configuration ofhow these funds could be made available to build 'on !he progress 
made sinJ:e 1994 to support further implementation of stalJdards-based reform. Total funding for 
each Part is the total of tho.e current or propoaed budget aut'writies in tho FY 1999 b~dg.t 
associated wit:! the goals of each part . 

. ..• . ~ :i.~ I 	 . ' ..erD BE DlS.CUSSED AT A LATER POOOl. 	 . . 
-''', .,," " ,~" 

., 	':.:~.' : .. ' Thiesho/d question: How do Ihe pieces thaIfollow in Ihe atherparlS support changes thai are 
"" ','; '.:'.:' made in Part 1? ,;-'.··:.;,,1.t,''':''''~''

~:tVl~~;':;Y' '::,;\; 

This part retalns Titles I (including Even Start, Migrant Education, oed the 
Neglected and DeliIlljuent program), Title vn, and Indian Education 
programs with c.""'ges to strengthen their effectiveness. ' .' 

Purpose: 	 Provide funding to States. districts, a:ld .ohools to improve the .overall 
instructional program and support pa:ental involvement to enable students 
attending high pbverty schools to meet the same high standards expected ....,;,~

" 'ofall sttdell'ts..'· ' 

. Mechanism: 	 Retain existing Title I (including Even Start, MigrlUlt, ""d N & D), TItle 
vn, and Indian Education program structures with changes to strengthen 
progrBlll effectiveness such as strengthening the use ofdata driven 
researched based approeches in scbool",ide. an4 early childhooq programs. 

The status of the other specinl programs (Alaskan :'<.tive, Native 

• 	
H''''''iian) to be determined all a case by case basis . 
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Accountability: (A foundation of Gools 2000 and ESEA is the requlrement for ~ to 
develop. 'yste", that includes ch.allenging standards for aJ children, and a 
system that holds schools and districts accour.:able for educatini; all 
students in a manner In which st.dents meed the ....andards. A key 
question for the:reaumorization is l'Does t..ie accountability s)~ these 
statues promote adequately motivate changes in schools to ensure that all . 
sr>denl, reach Challenging State Stlllldsrds?" A separate paper i, 
addressing this including the issue of whether Federal doUats should he 
more explicitly 1ied to improvements in student performance as an 
incentive for school hnprovement. That pllPe! \\ill inform this: tiocument. 
The options below represent concepts to promote further thinking.) No": 
For the purpose. ofrhe formal oUlllned In lhis document, the 
accountabiJiryprovisions need to recognize tr.at Title VI ant! Indianfimds 
to nol go throuiJ: Stales. ' 

Option: AccountlJbility linked to states proy;4ing dlsaggregated eat. to 
show that target~ set for student achievement in the application have heen 

.met with (1) rewards for :neeting benchmarks; and (2) • 2-level 
ac..eountabiUty syste:n.~M accountability level A....interventions for schools 

..,:, ..~., _that are identified os needing help, and l!CcOuntahility levelll-- sanctions 
for schools th.t consistenlly fail to meet the hencbmark. .- . ';.,,' L. ,.:. 

. RewardlIncent;ve • TiOa I only): Additional Title 1 funding oyer the FY . , " : 
~ :,.·<t( , ::,':;' ,:' ,.' '., 2000 level would go into a pot to be available either to re'tWrd states or ,... "" . .: -" . '" , . sChools or distritts exceeding (7) biennial targets for improving student 

achievement derhons~ated v.,~th disagregated targets for increasing student 
achievement. Each year there is a new eompetition for the bonus money, 
Only tll6kStates with .ceo:mtability systems in place (including 
assessment' systems w;th capacity to disnggregate could participate in the 
re'Ward progta.m. 

(Level A) -. Sttengthen existing Title I requirement that schools in 
need ofitnp:oven;ent by requlring sebools to spend. portion of 
their fed<iral f:mds fo: outside technical assistance in ,evising their 
pla:\ (eitlier frOIn school support ream or other pro,~der). Plan 
weald also need to have. distriet·levcl peer :eview. 

• 
and 
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(Level B) - Require Title I funds to be used for specific puxpos.s 

Tola! Funding; 

Funding sources; 

,[ achievement continues to not improve such as extended day or 
blJJl1lller school programs operated bY the district or selecting a 
whole school reform model from • list approved by the State. 

$8.6 billion (all fundL~g levels based on the Administration's FY 99 
bndget roquest) 

Title I includi!l£ Even S!llrt, Mig"",,, and N & D, Titl. vn Bilingual 
Education GranlS.lndian Education. Native Hawaiians. Alaskan Natives, 

Part D -- High Quality Teaclting to Implement SWldard, in the Classroom 

ThYeshold q~estion: 

• 

Summary: 


, , .. ,. 
. ,:, \ 

Purpose-Teacher . 
Quality; 

Should the focus ofIhes. funds be solely on teacher quality or districl 
reform? This paper OSS'/.lmes teacher quality as the focus. District 
Reform is covered in Part IV, 

, ....... 

This paris provides 2 pOlS ofmoney-- one pat to ensure teachers III. 
.equippiidv,;th the knowledge and skill to support disttie! ,efonn. and the 
,.<cond for cIa" size teduction. The first pot of money would tepl.ce 
existmg programs for professional development, technology. and school 
refar:n. and technical assistance. ' :.,;, ' . 
,": ". 

Provide Federal support to States. districts llI'.d ,ehools facilita1l: the 
implementation of Slandruds in the classroom by improving the quality of 
t<ac!rlng through suppoiHot : 

Ongoing pro~.ssio"al developroent (for schools and district 
personne! inch:;iing admini~tors and patents focus on improve 
'eaching:llld l.an:ing Hed !o','late standards including the 

.appJicatioM of t<chnology). At 1he school level these funds could 
b. combined v.;th funds designated for professional development 
from other sources a:ld he allocated a single pot. 

R=uiting and maining new teachers in high poverty scbools; 

Helping teachers integrate technology into t11e classroom; 

• Technical assisjene. from outside experts", help instructional staff 
to identify and implement research-based approaches to Improving 
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student aehieven>e~t thro·.!gbout the entire school;. 

Use offunds would be limi!ed to those specified in !he legislation, 

Note: 1'he7'fJ are district and other Suprrls necessary to strengthen andrustain quality teaching
..such as the need/or developing new ~riculum aligned with standards at the dirtrict qn:d. 
schoDl/evel? How does this type ofaeltvit)! get incorporated into this part?, 

Mechanism-

Teacher QUality 


Threshold question: Shouldfimds b. distributed by formula or campefitively 01 th. State level? 
lffimds ate awaraed competitively, shouldsi,. afgrant vary with largest 
grantl going to rlistrlcts wilh lorgest number afpcor children? This paper 
assumesfonds are di#ribwed byformula through States 10 districts with a 
pot o/fonds reservedJor competitive awards at the State level, 

% of fund, would be formula-driven (Using Title rformula) to States 

• 	
- .
and to districts. ' States would have supplemental funds iliat would be 
awarded cOmpetitively to districts agreeing to implementing reform at an 
accele;ated pnc~, ...SIlI\<) plan/application describes how State l\ltd Federal 
funds Would be used toge~;er to address foUr ar..... 

:,~.. ~.~::.:;. ~::,'.~ :;:~".:;
'! ~ '; - ,. • 

Alternative A" Foods in • single pot for all four purposes, State has the 
nexibilitY to 1Mg.' rhe coropetitive funds to. single area such lIS 

professional ~evhlopment wht:n State funds are addressing the need in 
other areas. . -
Altel1lative B -- There is ,epa,'.te fJlldJog for each of the four purposes 
Which could be combined at the option of the State-osee accountability 
be:low, 

-.~ 	 ,..',j. I ..... . .~, 

Alternative C - There is a ,:ngle pot of funds, • certain pereenllige of 
whie." has to b. spent b each area. The rernaining funds can be spent in 
any are.. 

Accountability (A): 	 (As v.ith Part I, iliis section w:U be informed by the work of the 
acc01!!ltability paper, The following are concepts to promote discussion 
only,) 

• AI\l!ln.a1ive A -- States write comprehensive plan with oontinuing 
benchmarks for improved achievement (e.g. closing the gap be\Weenhigh 

http:epa,'.te
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and low perforrhlng students, increasing the percentage of students 

Other questions: 

• ~ose.. 
Clas, size 
Reduction: 

Total Fmid!ng: 

Funding Source: 

meeting each of1he slate', profioiency levels) and describes how the St.le 
will know when tbe benchmarks have been {':let States that do uot meet 
their be,eluna:rio; hay.fuelr g'!lIlts reduced by ] 0 percent and other States 
can compete fot iliose funds. (How many years ofperformance would the 
determination oflwving meet the benchmark be based upon?) 

Alterr.ative B -~ States ,..'rite comprehensive plan v,itb continumg . 
benchmru:ks fotinereased student achievement and bow the SlIIle will 
know if the benbbmarks huve been met States can combine funds among 
categories. Ifbbch."!1ll!ks are oat met, the flexibility 10 combine funds 
among categ:ori~ no longer exists. 

Alternative B·l-- Can an alternative be developed thot has Slates 
demonstrate saircrhing "Up front as a condition ofincreasedJlcxibilfty 

How can the co;,cept oj)<!ho/e schoal reform be s"engthemd in this pan?
. . 

SI,o.l<1 discretionaryfim4s ba targeted toschoolwi<1nchools? 
Is there a State role in this part, and-ifso'whitt should it be? 

.._ ._".,.;.,_..... ~ w .......... ;., •••• , •••• , ••• ." _""'" 


" ,." .. ::-'.;. !,',,',' 1,":;,_ .. _" 

. . " " 
Insert Admir.istratior:.- class:sil~e reduction proposal here 

Part I • Teach<r~qua!ity $1.8 billion 

Part I . Eisenhower, Goal, 2000,'TCLF, Technology Iml0vatio" Granl" 
RTACS, Teach~r T:-aining in Technology, Title VI, SDFSCA Stale, 
grants, CRACs~ :Eisenhower Regional Center~ Class size reduction, 
Amcrica Reads,iOoals 2000 Par"'t Assis!Ju)oe Centers '" ' ..: 

Part 2" Class Sil!e Reduction S.1.1 million 

rRrt m- School Environment (to be developed) 

TIlls part 'provid~s funds ~c cr:m:e safe school enviromnents in a broader 
authority 1h'I!,,~laces the cwren! SDFSCA. 

• _ Pmpose: To provide funds to increase the capacity of districts and schools to create 
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environments conducive to learning focusing on the overall issue of school 

, 

Mechanism; 

Total Funding; 

Funding So=: 

safety 

To be determined, 

To be determined, 

$526,000 mimon 

SDFSCA 

.Part IY·· Excellence and Innovation (need new title) 

SUlllI!Jllf)'; 	 This part provi<\e, one or more pots of money to support '(he Secretary's 

initietives and other initiatives to develop new knowledge and tool. that 

= be infonn die us. of funds in Parts I and'!! by'locaj'di.!ticts and . ' 

schools It rCl'l:\ce' nIl program' not covered .bove except Impact Aie!, 

hruitigrant Educmion, and Education ror Homeless Children'and youth. 


Purpose; 	 To provide a fle;cible authority for Federal iiUtiatiYe, in.llp'port ofthe 

larger porposes of the ESEA as described in Parts I and II. These fundS 

would support a~tivities related to the Seerctaiy!s sevellpriorities and . 
could include A~L"iistration initintiveireither as free..standing pieces with 
separate line items or .uch initiatives could be the actual text of the part 

- All ,t'JdenlS read independently by the end of tblrd gni4." 
....; All students master challenging'matilematics including 
the founeations of algebra and geometry by the end a{8th 
giade 
··All students prepared for and',ble t, afford~"'llege • -"., ' 
-AU states and school. will have cbaIlenging ond clear 

. standards of achievement and acco1lDtabUity for all children 
M.d effoctive strategies for reacllia.g t.1.ose standards 
··['here wiE be • Wonted, dedicatee Il!ld well·prepared 
teacher in every classroom. 

. -All students ",ill be teoboalogically literate, , 
-Eve!)' school will be -ns, safe, drug·free, and 
diSciplined, .» 

• 	 -Public school choice 
•• Support far the development of camptehens;v. school 
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refor.n models 
- EducatiollJl) Oppommity Zones 
- Secondary Scbool Reionn 

Mechanism: Discr.tiona.'j' grants to sa".•• LEA,. consortia cfLEAs. a.'lli olher. 

Accountability: To be determined 

Total Funding: S1.139 billion 

• 


Funding Source: Goals 2000 lotcim£tional Education Exchange, Title I evalu:mon. CSRD" 

Transition demonstrations, Eisenhower Federal IWtivities, tecbnology 

community-based Centers, STAR .chools, tecbnology leadership grants, 

Read-Ul-loam TV, Tccr."oJogy malh demo project, SDFSCA national 

programs and coordinator initiatives, t!lIIgnet scbnols, ,VEEA, Title \Ill 

foreign~language assistance, Indian Education national activitie3.~·FIE':" ';-;:;~::.) 


Gifted and taleqled, public cbm:ter schools, arts in cducation;-RlF;-Choc", --" 

Education, 2lstCenrury Learning Centers, National WritingPioj""t',-~",,,,,, "~ 


Major 
" 

Issu.: How the role oJa maidr demonstratio,y(!valuationlfesearch!aurhdrfty in;",;:' ~ , 
£S'N ,e/.r. /0 (JERI? . . . < 4 -	 .,', ....., 1"'-:....•• ;.'.~" - ~'-".,,, : "p- ~- ,:' T

~",
>'I,.,•• -.'' ... " &..'1.... • ',.... • 	 .. " 

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

.~ ,,' \· ...~L,!....,::'"... :::<"~~·""·;.;;.".",.J..11' ,., ... :.;;'~ 	 .' 1.,~.......,..~ .. i,..<~-_r, ++,""I~...... , ... .,-. t',' 
.• ' .. ~"2'":':' -""J ',,':':':".~"- ;':L~, 

Impact Ai. 

Immigrant &i'Jcation 

Education for Homeless Children snd Youth 


-, 
Total Funding: 	 $876, 000 million 

Note: The OESE team is worklUg on .ignificant changes and improvements in the current 
Impact Aid Program. Possible changes also are being identified for !he Homeless program, 

• 



