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Good morning. Last month in my State of the Union
Address, I called on Congress to help us launch a 21st
century revolution in education guided by our faith that
every child can learn. This morning, ’'m announcing new
steps to do just that—by providing tools for states and
local communities to turn around their worst-performing

schools or shut them down.

If our nation is going to make the most of the promise
of the new economy, we must help every American make
the most of their God-given potential. But students can’t
aim high in schools that perform low. Every child

deserves a high-quality education.



Over the last seven years, we have followed a
common sense reform strategy--invest more in our
schools and demand more 1n return. I’m proud that my
Administration has enacted the largest investment in
education in three decades. At the same time, we’ve
worked hard for higher standards, greater accountability
and extra help so all children can meet those high
standards. It’s working. Across our nation, reading and

math scores are on the rise.

But in spite of our success, too many schools in our
poorest neighborhoods fail to offer a quality education.
And too few of these failing schools ever get enough help

to turn around.



That’s why I challenged Congress last year to pass
my plan to establish a new school accountability fund to
help states and local communities fix failing schools.
Together, we enacted a landmark initiative that will
provide $134 million to states and school districts this
year alone. Today, I’m releasing official guidelines to

ensure these funds are invested in what works.

We are taking two unprecedented steps. First, under
my plan, districts and states will soon receive money

dedicated entirely to turning around failing schools.



This accountability fund will enable districts to take
firm measures: putting in a tougher curriculum, helping
teachers get the skills and training they need, and if
necessary, closing down a failing school and reopening it

under new leadership or as a public charter school.

Second, my plan also expands public school choice.
For the first time ever, we will require that districts give
students in a chronically failing school the option to

transfer to a better-performing public school.

We know accountability works, because that's what

the experience of local communities 1s telling us.



Two years ago, for example, North Carolina drew up
a list of the state’s 15 worst-performing schools and sent
assistance teams to each school. Just a year later, reading
and math scores shot up and 14 of those schools improved
their performance enough to be taken off the list. I’ve
been to schools all over the country that are achieving in

the same way.

Ultimately, of course, it’s up to states and local
communities to take the reins and turn around a failing
school. But the federal government must play a key role
by granting more flexibility, demanding more

accountability, and investing more in education.



With today’s action, we’re declaring as a nation that

we will not fail our children by tolerating failing schools.

We must do even more. In my budget for the coming
year, I’m doubling the size of the accountability fund -- to
$250 million. And I’m doubling our support for after-
school and summer-school programs so every child in a
low-performing school has the opportunity to participate.
[ call on Congress to do its part and make these vital

Investments.

I also call on Congress to pass my Education
Accountability Act, which will make our schools even

more focused on results.



We must stay on track to hiring 100,000 high quality
teachers to reduce class size in the early grades. We must
fulfill our commitment to build and modernize public
schools. And we must invest in efforts to mentor
disadvantaged students and help them see the possibilities

of a college education.

This entire strategy is rooted in fundamental
American values: Everyone counts. Everyone deserves a
chance. Everyone has a role to play. And we all do better
when we help each other. Fixing a failing school isn’t
easy—but communities are proving everyday that it can
be done. We must invest more and demand more. That’s
what we owe to our children. That’s what we owe to

America’s future. Thanks for listening.
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Good morning. Last month in my State of the Union Address, I called on Congress to
help us launch a 21st century revolution in education guided by our faith that every child can
learn. This morning, I’m announcing new steps to do just that—by providing tools for states
and local communities to turn around their worst-performing schools or shut them down.

If our nation is going to make the most of the promise of the new economy, we must
help every American make the most of their God-given potential. But students can’t aim high



in schools that perform low. Every child deserves a high-quality education.

Over the last seven years, we have followed a common sense reform strategy--invest
more in our schools and demand more in return. I’m proud that my Administration has
enacted the largest investment in education in three decades. At the same time, we’ve worked
hard for higher standards, greater accountability and extra help so all children can meet those
high standards. It’s working. Across our nation, reading and math scores are on the rise.

But in spite of our success, too many [cutof our] schools are failing to provide children
in some our poorest neighborhoods with a quality education. And far too few of these
low-performing schools get enough help to turn around.

That’s why I challenged Congress last year to pass my plan to establish a new school
accountability fund to help states and local communities fix failing schools. Together, we
enacted a landmark initiative that will provide $134 million to states and school districts this
year alone. Today, I'm releasing official guidelines to ensure these funds are invested in what
works. [cut this sentenceWith the steps we take today, for the first-time ever, money will be
sent to states and school districts to fix failing schools.]

We are taking two unprecedented steps. First, under my plan, districts and states
will soon receive money dedicated entirely to turning around failing schools. This
accountability fund will enable districts to take firm measures: putting in a tougher
curriculum, helping teachers get the skills and training they need, and if necessary, closing
down a failing school and reopening it under new leadership or as a public charter school.
Second, my plan also expands public school choice. For the first time ever, we will require
that districts give students in a chronically failing school [cutget] the option to transfer to a
better-performing public school.

We know accountability works, because that's what the experience of local
communities is telling us. Two years ago, for example, North Carolina drew up a list of the
state’s 15 worst-performing schools and sent assistance teams to each school. Just a year later,
reading and math scores shot up and 14 of those schools improved their performance enough
to be taken off the list. I've been to schools all over the country that are achieving in the same
way.

Ultimately, of course, it’s up to states and local communities to take the reins and turn
around a failing school. But the federal government must play a key role by granting more
flexibility, demanding more accountability, and investing more in education. With today’s
action, we’re declaring as a nation that we will not fail our children by tolerating failing
schools.

We must do even more. In my budget for the coming year, I am doubling the size of
the accountability fund -- to $250 million. And I am doubling our support for after-school and
summer-school programs so every child in a low-performing school has the opportunity to
participate. I call on Congress to do its part and make these vital investments.



I also call on Congress to pass my Education Accountability Act, which will make our
schools even more focused on results. We must stay on track to hiring 100,000 high quality
teachers to reduce class size in the early grades. We must fulfill our commitment to build and
modernize public schools. And we must invest in efforts to mentor disadvantaged students and
help them see the possibilities of a college education.

This entire strategy is rooted in fundamental American values: Everyone counts.
Everyone deserves a chance. Everyone has a role to play. And we all do better when we help
each other. Fixing a failing school isn’t easy—but communities are proving everyday that it
can be done. We must invest more and demand more. That’s what we owe to our children.
That’s what we owe to America’s future.

Thanks for listening.
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PRESIDENT WILLIAM J. CLINTON
RADIO ADDRESS ON EDUCATION ACCOUNTABILITY
February 26, 2000

Good morning. Last month in my State of the Union Address, I called on Congress to
help us launch a 21st century revolution in education guided by our faith that every child can
learn. This morning, I’'m announcing new steps to do just that—by providing tools for states
and local communities to turn around their worst-performing schools or shut them down.

If our nation is going to make the most of the promise of the new economy, we must
help every American make the most of their God-given potential. But students can’t aim high
in schools that perform low. Every child deserves a high-quality education.

Over the last seven years, we have followed a common sense reform strategy--invest
more in our schools and demand more in return. I’m proud that my Administration has
enacted the largest investment in education in three decades. At the same time, we’ve worked
hard for higher standards, greater accountability and extra help so all children can meet those
high standards. It’s working. Across our nation, reading and math scores are on the rise.

But in spite of our success, too many of our schools are failing to provide children in
some our poorest neighborhoods with a quality education. And far too few of these
low-performing schools receive any kind of high-quality assistance to turn around.

That’s why I challenged Congress last year to pass my plan to establish the first-ever
school accountability fund to help states and local communities fix failing schools. Together,
we enacted a landmark initiative that will provide $134 million to states and school districts



this year alone. Today, I’'m releasing official guidelines to ensure these funds are invested in
what works. With the steps we take today, for the first-time ever, money will be sent to states
and school districts to fix failing schools.

Under my plan, districts and states can use the school accountability fund to take firm
measures: putting in a tougher curriculum, helping teachers get the skills and training they
need, and if necessary, closing down a failing school and reopening it under new leadership or
as a public charter school. My plan also expands public school choice. For the first-time
ever, we will require that students in a chronically failing school get the option to transfer to a
higher performing public school.

We know accountability works, because that's what the experience of local
communities is telling us. Two years ago, for example, North Carolina drew up a list of the
state’s 15 worst-performing schools and sent assistance teams to each school. Just a year later,
reading and math tests shot up and 14 of those schools improved their performance enough to
be taken off the list. I’ve been to schools all over the country that are achieving in the same
way.

Ultimately, of course, it’s up to states and local communities to take the reins and turn
around a failing school. But the federal government must play a key role by granting more
flexibility, demanding more accountability, and investing more in education. With today’s
action, we’re declaring as a nation that we will not fail our children by tolerating failing
schools.

We must do even more. In my budget for the coming year, I am doubling our
investment in the accountability fund -- to $250 million. And I am doubling our support for
after-school and summer-school programs so every child in a low-performing school has the
opportunity to participate. I call on Congress to do its part and make these vital investments.

I also call on Congress to pass my Education Accountability Act, which will make our
schools even more focused on results. We must stay on track to hiring 100,000 high quality
teachers to reduce class size in the early grades. We must fulfill our commitment to build and
modernize public schools. And we must invest in efforts to mentor disadvantaged students and
help them see the possibilities of a college education.

This entire strategy is rooted in fundamental American values: Everyone counts.
Everyone deserves a chance. Everyone has a role to play. And we all do better when we help
each other. Fixing a failing school isn’t easy—but communities are proving everyday that it
can be done. We must invest more and demand more. That’s what we owe to our children.
That’s what we owe to America’s future.

Thanks for listening.
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Exhibit 4.2
Schools and Districts Identified for Improvement (1996-97)
Title I Schools Tide I Districts
Total # Number Percent Totsl # Number Percent
State Tltle I Schools Identifled Identified Title I Districts Identified Identified

Alabama “789 248 31% 126 23 18%
Alaska 205 24 12% 48 0 0
Arizona 778 42 5% | 321 28 9%
Arkansas 799 101 13% 312 44 14%
pureau of Indian Affairs 173 160 92% 173 - -
California 4,166 330 8% 876 - -
[ Colorado 549 5 3% 167 1 1%
Connecticut 398 95 24% 117 10 9%
Delaware 112 29 26% 21 0 0
District of Columbia 97 82 85% 1 1 100%
Flornda 916 29 3% 67 0 0
[Georgia 987 736 24% 180 0 0
Hawaii 117 37 32% 1 - -
Idaho 372 4 12% 110 20 18%
Mlinois 2,308 93 4% 806 14 2%
[ndiana 844 242 29% 285 - -
[Towa 799 — 28 % 379 28 ~ 1% |
Kansas 672 147 22% 302 65 2%
Kentucky 886 156 40% | 175 77 44%
Louisiana 841 30 4% 66 1 2%
Maine 416 127 31% 188 58 31%
[Maryland 269 59 22% | - 24 0 0
Massachuserts 841 97 12% | . 247 23 : 9%
Michigan . 1,964 641 33% 603 10 2%
Minnesota 887 98 11% 350 36 10%
Mississippi 670 129 19% 153 37 24%
Missourt - - - - p —
Montana 618 53 9% 309 3s , 11%
Nebraska 480 102 21% 320 |. 60 O 19%
Nevada 91 64 70% 17 14 82%
New Hampehire 233 1 0% 130 0 0
New Jersey 1,173 18$ 16% 460 a0 9%
New Mexico 487 394 81% 88 7 81%
New York 2,593 410 16% 645 61 9%
North Carolina 974 74 8% 117 0 ' 0
North Dakota 281 16 6% 207 - -
Obio 1,789 680 38% 595 - -
Oklahoma 1,079 37 3% 542 38 7%
Oregon 647 29 4% 179 2 1%
Pennsylvania 1,738 215 12% 479 k3| 6%
Puerto Rico 1,358 43§ 32% 1 - -
Rhode [sland 138 23 " 17% 37 - -
South Carolina 477 88 18% 9t - -~
South Dakora 380 10 3% | 389 10 3%
Tennessee 738 118 16% 139 7 5%
Texas 3923 40 1% 1,010 4 0
Uah 258 7 3% 40 0 0
Vermont 230 14 6% 60 - -
Virginia 699 152 - 22% 133 46 : 35%
Washington 905 176 19% 286 93 33%
West Virginia 471 60 13% 55 0 0
Wisconsin 1,666 139 8% 388 0 0
| Wyoming 127 23 18% 42 5 12%
TOTAL 4539 7,068 16% 12,857 993 8%

Source: U.S. Department of Education, 1996-97 Title I Performance Reports. Information for Missouri is not
included because the state did not report the number of schools and districts in need of improvement.
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The review of state plans also found that states further along in the process of developing standards
and assessment systems in 1997 had more robust means of measuring school progress and
identifying schools in need of improvement, and seemed to have clearer, more rigorous

accountability systems.

* Almost all states with performance standards (12 out of 15) specified a target that required a
proficient level] of student achievement for schools to make progress. Most states without
performance standards did not specify targets that required students to meet a proficient level of
student performance in order for schools to make progress.

= Half of the states with performance standards in 1997 had established deadlines by which all students
should reach state standards, compared to only 10 out of 37 states without performance standards."

Consistency in Identijjviﬁg Schools and Districts in Need of Improvement

Despite ongoing changes in many states’ assessment systems, most states have been able to identify
schools in need of improvement under Title I using an interim measure developed specifically for Title I,
or linked to their own accountability system. But there are wide variations in the percentages of districts
and schools identified for improvement across the states. This variation may be explained in part by
differences in the rigor of transitional definitions of adequate yearly progress, but is also likely due to the
difficulties in low-performing schools with changing assessments, as well as realistic constraints on the
capacity of states and districts to help identified schools.

Indicator: Adequate yearly progress. By the year 2000, an increased percentage of Title I
schools will report that they have met or exceeded state and district standards for progress for two

consecutive years.

For the 1996-97 school year, the percentages of districts and schools identified for improvement
varied widely across states.

* For the 1996-97 school year approximately 7,000 schools, or 16 percent of Title I schools overali,
were identified for school improvement under Title I. Yet there was a good deal of variation in the
range of schools identified for improvement across states. Nevada, New Mexico, and the District of
Columbia identified more than half of their Title I schools as in need of improvement. In 18 other
states, such as Florida, Illinois, California, and Texas, less than 10 percent of Title I schools were
identified for improvement (Exhibit 4.2).

* In 1996-97, approximately 1,000 districts, or 8 percent of Title I districts were identified as in need of
improvement. Ten states provided no information about districts in need of improvement and
10 other states reported that they identified no districts in their states as in need of improvement
(in two states there is only a single district). The largest percentages of districts identified for
improvement were in Nevada and New Mexico (Exhibit 4.2).'*
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TAS and SWP Schools in Program improvement, by

State, 1997-98
S TAB 2TAS % TAB ? SWP ¢ SWP % SWpP
State Schools Improvement Imp. ‘Scheals Improvement Imp.
Alsbams 303 7 2 aas 175 1
- Alaska 137 7 s ] ) 4
Arizona 386 3
Arkansag 431 19 4 _ ass 3 14
Bureau of Indian AfTain o 173 a8 b1 ]
California o
Coloredo 479 1 3 106 2 2
Connetvicut J3s 7 17 [ 11 4% s3
Delaware is [}
Disirict of Calumbis i2 ? N | | 19 33 &0
Florida 124 0 , © e 3 o
Gooreia LY/ 33 : 38 434 224 a9
Huwnii a7 ¢ 22 102 n /]
Maho 2129 . o 12 6 3 4
lihnois 1.140 16 e (3] 46 ]
ndisna ne 18K, - 26 110) [ 4] [ 3
Towa 680 s0b Y 1 8 'Y
Kangas 536 193 19 162 4] 25
Kentugky 246 AT A i R 1] 626 473 76
Louisiana 113 ] * 3 ' 714 158 2
. Msine k v, ) s 75 46 bal 43
Marviand 167 4 1 2% 27 11
Massachusens 578 120
Michimen . 1296 ns L 1] $83 m 60
Minngsota 68! 152
Misdispront 198 i 1 5i2 107 21
Missouri 1255 351 L
Mentana 330 2? L] ] 36 o
Nebraska 424 6s 18 0 15 H
Nevada 2 34 [ 1) k} e 74
New Hamoshire 207 13
LN New Jeney 1078 132
New Mexico 293 123 42 187 59 40
New York 2047 226 1} m2 194 as
North Carolma 449 7 L2 m 0 12
North Dakots 264 -§ B | 19 1 L1}
Ohio 1444 11 ) n 82) 136 2
Okighoma 568 12 4 59 90 i
Orceon 433 Y 1 [¥] s 3
Permavivania 137 T 2 3 31 17 49
Pucrw Riro [ 1)) 119 13 LA 38 ]
Rhodc Istand 06 1 i 443 . ] [}
$South Carolina o6 2 2 99 s 28
$outh Dakots 30! 17 3 ¥ 2] { ]
Tennesses 37 2 1 .3 06 2
Taxas 107 4 [} 3310 L] 1
Utah (] « 0 0 0
Vermont 198 9 s 22 1 L]
Virginia 74 L1 3?7 153 56 36
Washingion 1 0 4 F Yz 82 30
. Wen Virgmin 201 4s > 58 102 40
Wisconsin 1.520 f ) 4 186 157 (7}
Wyvoming 106 k) -] 30 [ 20
Tetal 2127 (¥} 1] 15 16387 3458 1]
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Table 3 .
Targeted Assistance and Schoolwide Schools ip Program Improvement, by State, 1996-97
b
' TAS SWP
State Number of Number in Number of Number in
\ Schools improvement % Schools improvement %
: Alsbama 345 23 7 “l 225 s
Alaska 144 15 10 61 9 15
Anzona 422 21 5 3% 21 6
Arkansas 843 67 12 256 M 13
i Bureau of Indian Affairs 3 3 100 170 157 92
; Cahfomia 2544 139 s 1,622 19] 12
Colorado®* 483 120 2 66 Jse S
' Connecuicut ) 58 17 57 37 65
Delaware 109 27 25 3 2 67
1 Drstrict of Columbia 13 84 82 98
Flonda 154 0 0 762 29 4
] Georgia 660 138 21 327 98 30
[ Hawan $3 11 21 64 26 41
idaho"* 308 45 15 64°° 0 0
lilinois 1,788 23 1 517 70 14
Indiana 763 211 28 81 31 38
lows 744 8 1 55 20 36
Kansas 534 110 n 138 kY] 27
Kentucky 365 166 45 521 190 36
Lowisiana 290 10 3 551 20 4
Maine 378 109 29 38 18 47
Maryland 126 15 12 143 44 k)|
Massachusens 604 46 237 S 22
Michigan®® 1500 630°" 42 464 11 2
Minnesota 784 69 9 103 29 28
Mississipps 224 18 8 446 1) 25
Missoun®* 1255 551 4 - - -
Montana 535 22 4 4] n 37
Ncbrasks 435 97 22 45 5 1
Nevada 63 47 75 28 17 61
New Hampshire 223 1 0 10 0 0
New Jersey 1.097 128 11 76 60 79
New Mexico 318 313 83 109 81 74
New York 2113 226 1] 480 184 38
North Carolina 486 20 . 4 488 54 11
North Dgkota®* 268 | add 3 16 Rk 44
Ohio 1.446 443 3 3 23 - 69
Oklahoma 581 6 1 498 k1] 6
Oregon 532 22 4 115 7 6
Pennsyivania 1,396 43 3 39 172 S1
Pueno Rico 1.086 18 29 272 120 44
Rhade Island 112 23 21 26
South Carolina 139 9 [ 33 7% T 23
South Dakota 322 10 3 58
Tennessee ‘407 29 7 331 89 27
Texas 1.071 6 ] 2.882 3 |
Uuh 184 L] 3 n 2 )
Vermont 219 14 6 11 0 0
Virginia 601 9 16 9 s6 57
Washingion®® 121 120 17 184 56°° 30
West Virginia 287 31 1} 184 29 16
Wisconsin 1492 20 1. 174 119 . 68
Wyoming 98 15 16 32 8 25
Tota! 31,783 4,992 14 14,891 3,024 20

11715799

02:50 FAX

** The 1997-88 figure is usad hare as » praxy for 1996-87.

Note: The totals shown hers do not reflect data from sl states. The District of Columbia was unable to provide the number of
targeted assistance schools identified for improvement and South Dakota was unable o provide the number of schoolwide
schools identified for improvement. Two states (Missourl and Rhode Island) were unable to provide information on the
number of schools broken out by TAS and SWP. ANl schools In these states are shown under TAS and, as a result, the
overall percent TAS in improvement figure shown in this table is inflated.
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Title I Accountability
Q&A
November 17, 1999

What is this Title I accountability provision that Congress agreed to, what
does it do?

The provision is a set-aside in the Title I program to give school districts
resources to help them improve failing schools. The budget agreement provides
$134 million for this set-aside. School districts can use the resources for
strategies to help failing schools improve, such as reconstitution, management
changes, or a stronger curriculum. In addition, this provision gives students in
low-performing schools the option to transfer to other public schools if there is
space.

What schools does this apply to?

This provision applies to schools designated for school improvement or corrective
action under Title I. These are schools that have consistently failed to improve
student achievement.

Is this consistent with the accountability agenda the President has been
talking about?

Yes. In fact, this provision is modeled on a provision in the President’s Education
Accountability Act. States like North Carolina have demonstrated that one of the
most effective strategies for improving overall achievement is to target the worst
schools for extra help. That’s why the President has been advocating this set-
aside to ensure that schools that need assistance get it. The President also has
long supported expanding this public school choice. This public school choice
provision is very similar to a provision that passed the House by 358-67 in
October, with virtually unanimous Democratic support.

What about the public school choice provision -- it seems that a lot of the
education groups are opposed to that.

The President has long supported efforts to expand public school choice. A very
similar provision passed the House with overwhelming bipartisan support a few
weeks ago as part of the Title I reauthorization. The President’s own ESEA plan
also includes public school choice for students attending schools in corrective
action. Many states and school districts around the country are already
implementing public school choice including charter schools, open enrollment
and inter-district choice. We have more work to do to pass a strong ESEA
reauthorization bill next year. But we believe these steps to hold failing schools



accountable for results and give students more and better choices within the
public school system will help begin to turn around the schools that need it most.
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Fed Funds May Help School Transfers
By ANJETTA McQUEEN AP Education Writer

WASHINGTON (AP) -- School districts could be
compelled to help children transfer to a better public

school under a new provision in an education spending
bill.

The measure would not approve public funding of
vouchers for private schooling.

"*School choice is finally poised to become a reality for
thousands of students stuck in substandard learning
environments,” said Rep. Bill Goodling, R-Pa., who
announced Wednesday that congressional and White
House budget negotiators agreed to include the public
school choice program in the fiscal 2000 spending for the
Education Department.

Congress is expected to approve the measure as part of a
huge, $390 billion budget package as early as this week.

The Education Department would get $134 million to help
districts meet the new requirement that they give parents a
choice if their child is in a school deemed failing by the
state, said Goodling, chairman of the House Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

The fund is the first to be targeted to districts for failing
schools, say Clinton administration officials. Currently,
however, there is no specific requirement that a district
offer the public school choice option to parents whose
children are in failing schools.

The Education Department would establish guidelines and
begin distributing the money next summer once the bill is
signed by President Clinton.

"This budget not only dramatically increases funding for
education but for the first time it holds failing schools
accountable for results," said Bruce Reed, Clinton's
domestic policy adviser.

[n addition to support for private school vouchers,
so-called public-school choice is also rising. In 1993, 5.3
million of the nation's 50 million students, or 11 percent,
took advantage of public choice programs such as magnet
and charter schools. That number rose to 15 percent to 7.8
million in 1999.

11/18/1999 12:12 PM
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The new provision only applies to children whose schools
receive funds under the so-called Title I law. The $8
billion program serves 11 million poor and otherwise
disadvantaged schoolchildren. Currently, at least 7,000
elementary, junior high and high schools nationwide are
on state lists of Title I schools that are “"in need of
improvement."

Opponents of the plan fear districts could face an
administrative nightmare in accommodating parents
rushing to pull their children out of these schools. As
public enrollments grow, some schools are already
crowded and might not be able to accept other children.

However, Education Department officials said the new
funds could help districts unable to transfer students
wholesale to apply for a waiver to use the money for
programs that would fix failing schools quicker.

A transfer could be a safety valve under certain
circumstances,” said Marshall Smith, a deputy to
Education Secretary Richard Riley. **But for the most part,
we will see a lot of aggressive action on the part of local
districts to turn around failing schools in a major way
instead of taking partial steps."

AP-NY-11-18-99 0353EST

Copyright © Associated Press. All rights reserved. This material may
not be published, broadcast, rewritten, or redistributed.
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COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: Becky Campoverde
Nov, 17, 1999 or Dan Lara
(202) 225-4527

Public School Choice Scheduled to Become Federal Law for
First Time through Education Spending Bill

WASHINGTON - House Education and the Workforce Committee Chairman Bill Goodling
(R-PA) announced today that the House, Senate and White House budget negotiators have agreed to
accept a public school choice provision far Title I students trapped in failing schools. The provision is
part of the Fiscal Year 2000 Labor-HHS-Education spending bill. An additional $134 million has been
added to the FY 2000 Education Department appropriations package to help local educationsl agencies
(LEAs) meet the new parental choice option, as well as to improve low performning Title I schools.

Goodling pushed to have the public school choice provision added dining last minute budget
negotiations. A similar provision was included in the Student Results Act (FH.R.2) that passed the
House on October 21, 1999 and is pending in the Senate.

*Republicans in Congress have been looking forward to this day for years. School chotice is
finally poised tn become a reality for thousands of students stuck in substandard learning
environments. This is a significant step forward for Title I parents and their children,” Goodling said.
“For the first time, school districts must give parents the choice of taking their children out of schools
that are identified as in ‘school improvement’ or in ‘corrective action’. Parents will now be able to

move their children to another public school or charter school that is not in school improvement or
corrective action.”

The federal Title 1 program provides over $8 billion to help improve the performance of the
most educatiopally disadvantaged students. A school is considered in school improvement if it fails to

make adequate yearly progress under Title I guidelines over two consecutive years. Nationally, about
7,000 Title I schools are currently in school improvement.

Chairman Goodling thanked the President, House and Senate Labor, HHS and Education
Appropriations Subcommittee chairmen Rep. John Porter (R-IL.) and Sen. Arlen Specter (R-PA) for
working with him on this agreement, as well as on the revisions to the President’s class size reduction
initiative that make the final package more acceptable. Once signed by President Clinton, the new
school choice provision would take effect beginning in the 2000-2001 academic school year.

#H

The school cholce provision in the Labor/HHS/Education appropriations bill is attached.
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Record Type: Record

To: Andy Rotherham/OPD/EOP@EOP
cc: Barbara Chow/OMB/EOP@EOP, Jennifer E. McGee/OMB/EOP@EOP, Wayne Upshaw/OMB/EOCP@EOP
bee:

Subject: Re: # )

The table below displays the Total Education program level in millions for FY 1999, the FY 2000 Budget,
and the FY 2000 Conference.

FY 1999 FY 2000 Budget FY 2000 Conference
Total Education 33,520 34,712 35,701
Barbara Chow o 5 D
S>> S
T
.Ou’vv
-  Barbara Chow
11717199 10:39:39 AM
Record Type: Record
To: Wayne Upshaw/OMB/EOP@EOP, Peter A. Weber/OMB/EOP@EOP, Jennifer E. McGee/OMB/EOP@EOP
cc:
Subject: #

Forwarded by Barbara Chow/OMB/EOP on 11/17/99 10:40 AM

7  Andy Rotherham
11/17/99 10:33:14 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Barbara Chow/OMB/EOP@EOP
cc Jennifer E. McGee/OMB/EOP@EOP
Subject: #

what is the aggregate education number in the budget this year and how much of an increase is this from
last year?



Qand A
Title I Accountability
/ November 17, 1999

Q: What is this Title I accountability provision that Congress agreed to, what
does it do?

A: The provision is a set-aside in the Title I program to give states and school
districts resources to help them improve failing schools. The budget agreement provides
$134 million for this set-aside. School districts can use the resources for strategies to
help failing schools improve, for example, technical assistance, changes and redesign of
the school’s program including reconstituting the school as a charter school or
implementing a new curriculum at the school. In addition, this provision gives students
in low-performing schools the option to transfer to other public schools if there is space.
Overall, the increase for Title 1 was $209 million with $134 set-aside for this
accountability provision.

Q: What schools does this apply to?
A: This provision applies to schools designated for school improvement or corrective

action under Title [. Basically, these are schools that either need to do better or are
clearly failing to serve the students in them adequately.

Q: Is this consistent with the accountability agenda the President has been
talking about?
A: Yes, in fact this provision is modeled on a provision in the President’s Education

Accountability Act. Right now, many schools that are identified as in trouble don’t get
assistance to improve. That’s why the President has been advocating this set-aside to
ensure that schools that need assistance get it. And, the public school choice provision is
obviously something that the Presdent supports in light of his strong record on that issue
and is very similar to a provision in the House passed Title I reauthorization bill that
passed with overwhelming bipartisan support.

Q: What about the public school choice provision, it seems that a lot of the
education groups are opposed to that?

A: The President has a hard time understanding how anyone could be opposed to that
part of this provision. First, an almost similar provision passed the House with
overwhelming bipartisan support a few weeks ago as part of the Title I reauthorization.
In a nutshell, all this provision does is ensure that school districts give students in schools
identified as low performing the option of transferring to better public schools if they
have the capacity to do so. The President is a staunch supporter of public school choice
for many reasons including because it can help parents find better publicly accountable
options for their children. Concerns about public school choice and federal policy are
also somewhat behind the times. States and school districts around the country are
implementing public school choice including charter schools, open enroliment and inter-
district choice.
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FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET

November 16, 1999

T0:

Secretary Riley 401-0596 Bruce Reed 456-2878
Mike Smith 401-3093 Brodenck Johnson 456-6220
Susan Frost 401-0596 Mike Cohen 401-0596
Scott Fleming 401-1438 Barbara Chow 395-5730
Scott Giles 224-6510 < Ellen Murray 224-9369
Danica Petroshius 228-0924 Susan Hatten 224-6510
Betty Lou Taylor 224-1360 Vic Klatt 225-9571
Sally Lovejoy 225-9571 Tony McCann 225-3509
June Harris 225-3614 Alex Nock 225-3614
Cheryl Smith 225-9476

FROM:

Amencan Association of Educationa] Service Agencies
American Association of School Administrators
American Association of University Women
American Federation of Teachers

Council for Exceptional Children

Council of Chief State School Officers

Council of the Great City Schools

International Reading Association

National Association of Elementary School Principals
National Association of School Psychologists
National Association of State Boards of Education
National Association of State Title I Directors
National Association of Secondary School Principals
National Education Association

National Parent Teacher Association

National Rural Education Association

National School Boards Association

New York City Board of Education

New York State Education Department

School Social Work Association of America

RE: Title I Provisions of the Labor-HHS-Education Appropriations Confercnce Report

The organizations listed above write to express our position on the Title I provisions of the FY2000
Labor-HHS-Education Appropnations conference report. '

Please call 202-336-7009 if you do not recejve the entire 3 page fax (including cover).
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November 16, 1999

Ihe Honorable William J. Clinton
President of the United States

The Honorable Chairmen and Ranking Members
House and Senate Education Authorizing and Appropriations Committees
United States Congress

The Honorable Richard W, Riley
United States Seccretary of Education

Gentlemen:

The undersigned organizations representing parents, teachers, state and Jocal school
officials, and other advocates of education are actively engaged in use of federal funds, including
Title ], to improve student achievement and school performance. We are advocating strongly an
increase in federal funds for FY2000. However, we write to express our opposition to the
provisions of the Labor-HHS-Education Appropriations conference report that: (1) would limit
the use of more than half of the FY2000 Title I increase to program improvement, with no
recognition of the number of unserved eligible students and enrollment growth; (2) would require
that certain schools offer public schoel choice, thereby superceding local and state control; and
(3) could divert scarce Title I funds away from school districts whose concentrations of low-
income children have generated these funds.

The total $209 million increase for Title I basic grants is less than 3%. If uscd entirely to
maintain current services, that amount would barely offset the annual inflationary increase in
education costs. While our organizations strongly support accountability and are leading efforts
to improve the quality and effectiveness of Title I programs, we believe that these efforts must go
hand in hand with substantial new resources to serve the two-thirds of the Title I eligible students’
who remain unserved and address rapidly growing enroliments.

We are particularly concerned that limiting the use of $134 million in new funds to
program improvement is coupled with the mandate that local districts having schools needing
program improvement must use public school choice. Sec. 1116(c) cumrently provides flexibility
by listing, as examples, seven options of practices which may be used for program improvement
in schools where student achievemnent fails to meet local and statc standards and the district is
required to take corrective action. While we support public school choice as one of those local
options, this provision mandates that whatever strategies local school administrators employ to
improve achievement in a low performing Title I school in the FY 2000-2001 school year, public
school choice must be among them. This mandate is inconsistent with the current effort to
provide more state and local flexibility in use of federal education funds.
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We are also concerned over the lack of direction in how these very limited funds will be
targeted to the districts and schools in need of program improvement. There are no assurances
that funds will be allocated on the basis of need or incidence of low-performance.

We oppose including these provisions in this appropriations measure. We urge these
provisions be dropped, and more appropriately addressed within the context of the current ESEA
reauthorization. Thank you for your consideration of our concerns.

Sincerely,

American Association of Educational Service Agencies
American Association of School Administrators
American Association of University Women
American Federation of Teachers

Council for Exceptional Children

Council of Chief State School Officers

Council of the Great City Schools

International Reading Association

National Association of Elementary School Principals
National Association of School Psychologists
National Association of State Boards of Education
National Association of State Title I Dircctors
National Association of Secondary School Principals
National Bducation Association

National Parent Teacher Association

National Rural Education Association

National School Boards Association

New York City Board of Education

New York State Education Department

School Social Work Association of America
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Please respond to JPacker@nea.org

Record Type: Record

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message
Subject: NEA concerns with accountability language in approps

We have recently received a copy of the language proposed for the education
appropriations bill regarding use of the $134 million added for Title I. We

have serious concerns about the language, which we hope can be addressed. |
have tried reaching some of you by phone today to relay these concerns.

First, the language is unclear how the funds will be allocated to LEAs. Would

all Title | eligible LEAs get funds, or just those which have schools in need

of improvement? Who allocates the funds - the states or the Department? What
is the formula for allocating funds to LEAs? We also object to mandating that
every LEA receiving funds from this provision implement public school choice.
Current law Sec. 1116(c) lists seven corrective actions that an LEA may take.
This approps language arbitrarily elevates one of them - school choice and
makes it mandatory. Second, with only $134 million available for this

purpose, it seems that almost all of these funds would be spent on school
choice, and leave nothing for actually improving low-performing schools.

Also, current law Sec. 1116(c)(5)(B) says that LEAs may use funds under school
choice for transportation. Under this approps language would an LEA be able
to spend all of its share of the $134 million transportation costs?

Lastly, how is an LEA supposed to decide what students will be allowed to
transfer if there is not enough space for all of them? The language seems to
impose a new bureaucratic burden on LEAs to have to document to the State and
to parents why school choice is not available to everyone. What does

"equitable basis" mean in this context?

No one in the Administration shared any of this with us. We are concerned
that in the name of "accountability" we are really siphoning off Title | funds
from school improvement for public school choice.

Joel Packer

Senior Professional Associate for Government Relations

National Education Association

phone: 202-822-7329; fax: 202-822-7309; e-mail: JPacker@nea.org
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To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP —_
cc:
Subject: Re: acctability language

Record Type: Record

NEA staff will be on the call, AFT staff, Gordon Ambach from Council of Chief State School Officers, and
no word yet from Great Cities. | think the fact that it is staff driven at the NEA and AFT says something.
And, this may be a bit of the lobbyist phenomenon of having to explain to the senior folks how a deal went

down with o ing about it at the time. —

| have asked the department to set up a separate call at 3 for administration folks so we can get our ducks
in a row and then have a different line to call into at 3:15 with the groups. Apparently the Hill isn't all that
thrilled about this provision either and may be feeding the fire with these folks some.

Looking over the language and knowing the groups, | think that the objections come like this:

Everyone: Process. Rather than attack public school choice and accountability, they will just gripe that
they weren't included in the process. The obvious answer is that if they were involved we wouldn't have
gotten anything done. The politic response is that we were negotiating and that is by nature a quiet
process and that our proposal for this has been out there since the SOTU and although it was medified in
the negotiations, our intentions have been pretty well known since January.

They will all want to know how this plays out vis a vis ESEA reauthorization and what we want to happen
there. | think we should just stand by our proposal. And be very firm that on this one, the President was
committed and thought that half a loaf is better than no loaf and that is why we cut the deal.

This whole thing will have to be inside baseball because except for CSSSO who can make a policy
argument on behalf of their members the rest of these folks ostensibly support public school choice and
charters and so they have to be careful going out there an pissing on us in the media.

Individual issues:

CSSSO0: No money for states. Gordon will argue that the states are key players in this whole thing and
that failing schools can't be turned around without them. We will have numbers by 3:15 that illustrate that
apparently right now they can't be turned around with them either. And, states and school districts
collaborate on a lot of things now so this isn't the end of the world for them.

NEA and AFT: Public school choice. They ostensibly like it, in reality they hate it. They will argue that
by highlighting it we are ignoring "proven” strategies to improve schools. | think we can argue that we did
a pretty good job of investing in proven strategies that they like this year and that public school choice is
an option under Title | now and districts aren't rushing out to do it so they probably ought not worry too
much about this.

CGCS: Unless there is an explicit hold harmless for districts they will gripe that some of their money could
go elsewhere. Your point was dead on, they have done a pretty good job of cornering the market on



failing schools and so probabiy don't have much to worry about there. Also, our responsibility here is to
kids in failing schools everywhere, not just in the 58 CGCS districts.
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EXPANDING PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE. The final budget also includes a
provision to give students in low-performing schools in districts that receive
accountability funds, the option to transfer to another public school not identified for

improvement, unless the school district can show the state that it does not have the
capacity to provide all students that option.

Sincerely,

AAL RS ETN

Robert E. Andrews Chaka Fartah
Member of Congress Member of Congress
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Congress of the United States
TWHashington, BE 20515

November 18, 1999

Dear Colleague:

In an important step forward for educational accountability, the President’s plan to
help tum around low-performing schools has been included in the final budget
agreement. Along with the many other strides to improve public education in this budget
— such as §1.3 billion to keep on track to hiring 100,000 quality teachers to reduce class
size; $450 mallion to more than double federal support to-expand after-school programs;
$200 million to help disadvantaged students prepare for college; and increased funding
for Title I, Hispanic education, educational technology, charter schools, and other
important cfforts, such as helping families pay for college — this accountability initiative
will help strengthen the schools that need it most. It will set aside $134 million to ensure
that failing schools are held accountable for results.

TURNING AROUND LOW-PERFORMING SCHOOLS. In January, President
Clinton called on states and districts to identify and turn around their worst-performing
schools — or shut them down. The final budget agreement provides communities the
resources to help do so. It targets $134 million in new funds to districts with schools
identified as low-performing under Title I. These are schools with the lowest
achievement levels that have consistently failed to show improvement. Districts must usc
these resources for corrective strategies to improve the performance of these schools.

The budget also includes a $75 million incrcase in Title I base funding, for a total Title I
increase of $209 million over the Labor/HHS bill the President vetoed.

A STRATEGY THAT WORKS. The President’s plan builds on the experience of
local communities nationwide that have carried out these reforms to turn around their
schools:

North Carolina sent assistance teams into its 15 worst-performing elementary and
middle schools in 1997. Within a year, 14 of these schools met state standards in reading
and math. Students in North Carolina have made dramatic gains in educational
achievement of any state in recent years.

The Miami-Dade School District identified 45 low-performing schools in 1995,
and implemented an intensive three-year corrective action plan, including school-wide
reading programs and improved technology. Last year, the district determined that all the
schools had made progress and removed all 45 schools from the state’s list of
low-performing schools.
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ReprusLicAN GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION
MW =FMERICA'S «MAJORITY ”

February 24, 2000

The Presidemt
The Whiia House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. Presideni:

We are delighted thee Jast year in the FY 2000 Omnibus Appropriations, you and the
Republican Congress took significant steps to improve fhiling, Trtle I public schools.
We applaud the additienal $134 million included in the bill targered 10 help turn these
schonls around and expand educational options for parents through public sehool
chojce. Public school choice empowers parents to seek out 2 quality educarion for their
child by giving them the option 1o send their child to a better public schoal within the{r
schoo] district, including a charter public achool.

Having emhraced public school choice as 2 aritical component 10 belp our childreq in
failing schools, we urge you 10 make this option available to the broadest number of

_ students possible. Specifically, we ask that you make clear that this public school

choice option be available to every student who atends one of the estimared 7000
{idemified failing schools in our natian (i-e. those schools identified as ip *school
improvement” or “corrective action”). We believe this was the intent of Congress in
drafting this legislation.

As Governors, we share a fundamental belief that poverty is net intellectually disabling.
The children in these schools don’t use paverty &s an excuse not 10 Jearn; their poverty
should not be a barrier to them receiving a high quality education. We, like you and the
Congress, are commifted to improving the academic perfosmpance of all children.
Empowering parents to make critical cholccs about the education of their children,
inchuding the choice of where to send their child to school, is key 10 that success. Once

again, thank you for your efforts to ensure public school Gho:ce 1s a viable option for
millions of parents in our states.

310 FirsT STaueT, SOUTMEAST © WasHINGTON, D.C. 20003 » {302]883-8587 = FAX [202)863-8669
Paid for by the Republican Governors Asaocladon
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We urge you o disect the Department of Education to act quickly 1w issue the
appropriate guidelines so that all parents have the necessary tools to ensure their
children are not trapped in g failing school. We look forwerd to working with you as
this new program becomes finalized.

Bo( o Pl S
Ed Schafer James S. Gilmare, 10

Governor of North Dakota Gavernor of Virginia

Chairman Vice Chainmen

“ om b
Tom Ridge

Governor of Pennsylvania
Chalrman

RGA Education Isgue Team
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Record Type: Record

To: Samir AfridiiWHO/EOP@EOP

cc Andy Rotherham/OPD/EOP@EOP, John B. Buxton/OPD/EOP@EOP, Anna Richter/OPD/EOP@EOP,
Loretta M. UcelliiWHO/EOP@EOP
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Subject: Re: Radio Address - Draft ;_,‘]

I've bolded changes below.
Samir Afridi
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Samir Afridi
02/25/2000 10:17:23 AM

Record Type: Record

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

cc: Joshua S. Gottheimer/WHO/EOP@EOP, Michele Ballantyne/ WHO/EOP@EOQOP, Melissa G.
Green/OPD/EOP@EOP, Anna Richter/OPD/EOP@EOP
Subject: Radio Address - Draft

Failingschools.radio.4.d

Draft 2/25/00 10:00 am
Sam Afridi

PRESIDENT WILLIAM J. CLINTON
RADIO ADDRESS ON EDUCATION ACCOUNTABILITY
February 26, 2000

Good morning. Last month in my State of the Union Address, I called on Congress to
help us launch a 21st century revolution in education guided by our faith that every child can
learn. This morning, I’m announcing new steps to do just that—by providing tools for states
and local communities to turn around their worst-performing schools or shut them down.

If our nation is going to make the most of the promise of the new economy, we must
help every American make the most of their God-given potential. But students can’t aim high



in schools that perform low. Every child deserves a high-quality education.

Over the last seven years, we have followed a common sense strategy to improve our
schools by investing more in our schools and demanding more in return. I'm proud that my
Administration has enacted the largest investment in education in three decades. At the same
time, we’ve worked hard for higher standards, greater accountability and extra help so all
children can meet those high standards.

But in spite of our success, there’s more to do. For example, only about half of our
nation’s lowest performing schools receive help to improve. That’s why I challenged
Congress last year to pass my plan to establish the first-ever school accountability fund to help
states and local communities fix failing schools. Together, we enacted a landmark initiative
that will provide $134 million to states and school districts this year alone.

Today, I'm releasing official guidelinesto help states and localities use these funds.
Our approach is built on the experience of local communities that have carried out common
sense reforms to turn around their schools. We know the best way to fix failing schools is by
investing in what works—and that’s what we’ll do.

Under the plan I'm releasing today, districts and states can use the school
accountability fund to take firm measures: putting in a tougher curriculum, helping
teachers get the skills training they need, and if necessary, closing down a failing school
and reopening it under new leadership or as a public charter school. The plan also expands
public school choice, by allowing students in a chronically failing school [cut] to transfer
their kids to a high performing public school. [cut this sentence -- this is not a charters
radio addressExperience with charter schools and other forms of public school choice has
shown this is an important component of an overall strategy to improve schools.]

We know accountability works, because that's what the experience of local
communities is telling us. Two years ago, for example, North Carolina drew up a list of the
state’s 15 worst-performing schools and sent assistance teams to each school. Just a year later,
reading and math tests shot up and 14 of those schools improved their performance enough to
be taken off the list. I’'ve been to schools all over the country that are achieving in the same
way.

Ultimately, of course, it’s up to states and local communities to take the reins and turn
around a failing school. But the federal government can play a key role by granting more
flexibility, demanding more accountability, and investing more in education. With today’s
action, we’re declaring as a nation that we will not fail our children by tolerating failing
schools.

We must do even more. In my budget for the coming year, I am doubling our
investment in the accountability fund -- to $250 million. And I am doublingour support
for after-school and summer-school programs so every child in a low-performing school has
the opportunity to participate.



I also call on Congress to pass my Education Accountability Act, which will make
our schools even more focused on results. We [cut Jmust stay on track to hiring 100,000
high quality teachers to reduce class size in the early grades. We must fulfill our commitment
to build and modernize public schools. And we must invest in efforts to mentor disadvantaged
students and to help them see the possibilities of a college education.

This entire strategy is rooted in fundamental American values: Everyone counts.
Everyone deserves a chance. Everyone has a role to play. And we all do better when we help
each other. Fixing broken schools isn’t easy—but communities are proving everyday that it
can be done. We must invest more and demand more. That’s what we owe to our children.
That’s what we owe to America’s future.

Thanks for listening.

Message Sent To:

John Podesta/WHO/EOP@EOP
Terry Edmonds/ WHO/EOP@EOP
Loretta M. UcelliiWHO/EOP@EOP
Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP@EOCP

Joel JohnsonfWHO/EOP@EOP
Gene B. Sperling/OPD/EOP@EOP
Joseph P. LockharttWHO/EOP@EOP
Eric P. Liu/OPD/EOP@EOP

Andy Rotherham/OPD/EOP@EOP
John B. Buxton/OPD/EOP@EOP
Stephanie A. Cutter/WHO/EOP@EOP
Patrick M. Dorton/OPD/EOP@EOP
Richard L. Siewertt WHO/EOP@EOP




In his weekly radio address, President Clinton today will announce the release of official guidelines for his
initiative to turn around failing schools. Last year, as part of his strategy to demand more from our schools and
invest more in them, the President proposed an Accountability Fund to help states and localities fix failing
schools or shut them down. Congress appropriated $134 million for this Accountability Fund, and today
President Clinton will release guidelines from the Education Department that will help states and school
districts use these resources most effectively, as well as expand public school choice for students in failing
schools. The President today will also release state-by-state allocations of funds from this initiative, and will
call on Congress to boost the size of the Accountability Fund to $250 million in FY 2001.

FIXING FAILING SCHOOLS BY INVESTING IN WHAT WORKS. Last year, President Clinton
challenged Congress to pass his plan to create a first-ever Accountability Fund to help turn around low-
performing schools. In the FY 2000 budget, Congress heeded that call and provided $134 million for this
initiative. The guidelines the President is releasing today will help states and local school take firm measures to
bolster low-performing schools: implementing tougher curricula, overhauling staffing, even closing down
schools or reopening them as charter schools. These are proven strategies for reform, and today's guidelines
emphasize the importance targeting of investment in what works.

Some states have already demonstrated the power of concerted and targeted investments in accountability. For
instance, two years ago North Carolina sent assistance teams to its 15 worst-performing schools. One year later,
14 of those schools had improved enough to be taken off the state's watch list. But nationwide, according to a
Department of Education analysis, only half of schools identified by states as low-performing currently receive
assistance. The Accountability Fund will help ensure that all failing schools get the help they need to turn
themselves around. In his FY 2001 budget, the President nearly doubles the size of the Fund -- from $134
million to $250 million -- and today he will also call on Congress to make this next investment.

EXPANDING PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE. President Clinton believes that public school choice can help
improve low-performing schools by increasing competition and accountability. Under his Accountability Fund
plan, students in failing schools that are receiving assistance may choose to transfer to higher-performing public
schools, including charter schools. President Clinton has worked hard to increase choice in public education,
through charter schools and other strategies, and his accountability initiative builds on that commitment.

IMPROVING OUR SCHOOLS BY INVESTING MORE AND DEMANDING MORE. The
Accountability Fund is one component of the Administration's comprehensive agenda to strengthen public
schools by demanding more and investing more. The President's Education Accountability Act would require
states and school districts to issue report cards to parents on school performance, increase teacher quality and
stop out-of-field teaching, end social promotion the right way by giving all students the tools they need to reach
high standards, institute strong but fair discipline codes in schools, and strengthen the accountability initiative
the President is highlighting today. The President’s FY2001 budget request includes a $4.5 billion increase for
education that will, among other goals, expand after-school and summer school programs, reduce class sizes in
the early grades, build and modernize public schools, increase teacher quality, and expand charter schools.
Today the President will call on Congress to act on his legislative and budget proposals to improve all of our
schools and to make accountability in education a reality nationwide.
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According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond
to a collection of information unless such collection displays a valid OMB control
number. The valid OMB control number for this information collection is 1810-0628 and
will expire on 8/31/00. The time required to complete these forms is estimated to average
24 hours per response, including the time to review instructions and complete the
amendment. If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate or
suggestions for improving this form, please write to: U.S Department of Education,
Washington, DC 20202-4651. If you have any comments or concerns regarding the status
of your individual submission of this form, write directly to: Office of Elementary and
Secondary Education, U.S. Department of Education, Federal Office Building 6, 400
Maryland Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20202.



GUIDANCE ON THE $134 MILLION FY 2000 APPROPRIATION
FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT

In November 1999, as part of the F'Y 2000 appropriation for Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, Congress responded to President Clinton’s call to
strengthen accountability for results by targeting $134 million to local educational
agencies for the purpose of carrying out their school improvement and corrective action
responsibilities under section 1116(c) of Title . The appropriations statute provides:

» That “$134,000,000 shall be allocated among the States in the same proportion as
funds are allocated among the States under section 1122, to carry out section
1116(c)™;

» That “100 percent of these funds shall be allocated to local educational agencies
for the purposes of carrying out section 1116(c) and that local educational
agencies shall provide all students enrolled in a school identified under section
1116(c) with the option to transfer to another public school within the local
educational agency, including a public charter school, that has not been identified
for school improvement under section 1116(c)”; and

» That “if the local educational agency demonstrates to the satisfaction of the State
educational agency that the local educational agency lacks the capacity to provide
all students with the option to transfer to another public school, and after giving
notice to the parents of children affected that it is not possible, consistent with
State and local law, to accommodate the transfer request of every student, the
local educational agency shall permit as many students as possible (who shall be
selected by the local educational agency on an equitable basis) to transfer to a

public school that has not been identified for school improvement under section
1116(c).”

The purpose of this guidance is to clarify for State education officials, local school
boards, superintendents, and principals the process and criteria by which the U.S.
Department of Education and States may allocate the new school improvement funds, the
permissible uses of these funds, and the nature and scope of local educational agencies’
obligation to implement public school choice. The guidance in this document does not
impose any requirements beyond those specified by the FY 2000 appropriations statute or
by other applicable Federal statutes or regulations. While State and local educational
agencies are free to develop alternative approaches to complying with the appropriations
statute and other Federal laws, Department officials, including the Inspector General, will
consider State and local recipients that follow this guidance to be in compliance.



INTRODUCTION

The FY 2000 appropriations statute responds to the pressing need to improve educational
opportunities for students in low-performing schools. By providing new money for local
educational agencies to intervene in low-performing schools while offering students in
those schools the opportunity to transfer to better schools, the appropriations statute
reflects the recognition that substantial resources are needed to turn around low-
performing schools and that, where possible, students should have the opportunity to
attend a better public school right away. School improvement activities coupled with
public school choice comprise a key reform strategy capable of delivering a high-quality
education to all students. Consistent with the statute, the Department expects local
educational agencies receiving these funds to implement school improvement activities
and public school choice concurrently, so that all students—both those who transfer out
of schools identified for improvement and those who remain—Ilearn to high academic
standards.

Specifically, the appropriations statute states that the $134 million Title I set-aside must
be used by local educational agencies “for the purposes of carrying out section 1116(c).”
Section 1116(c) establishes the basic framework through which States and local
educational agencies work collaboratively to bring about improvement in low-performing
schools. It requires local educational agencies to fulfill a number of responsibilities,
including identifying for improvement schools that fail to make adequate progress for
two consecutive years, providing technical assistance to help schools develop and
implement improvement plans, and taking corrective action to improve schools that fail
to make adequate progress for three consecutive years following identification for
improvement.

While the FY 2000 appropriation provides local educational agencies with Title I funds
specifically for carrying out section 1116(c), it is important to note that local educational
agencies are responsible for carrying out section 1116(c) independently of the FY 2000
appropriation. Indeed, section 1003(a) of Title I allows States to devote up to half a
percent of Title I funds (and, in any event, not less than $200,000) to various school
improvement activities, including helping local educational agencies take corrective
actions to turn around chronically low-performing schools. Moreover, local educational
agencies may use any portion of their regular Title I allocation to identify, assist, and turn
around low-performing schools. The $134 million FY 2000 set-aside supplements these
as well as other non-Federal funds for school improvement, enhancing the capacity of
local educational agencies to carry out their existing section 1116(c) obligations.

The infusion of new school improvement funds is both timely and important. Because
low-performing schools are often located in high-poverty communities with inadequate
financial and human resources to plan and implement necessary reforms, States and
school districts must provide the critical impetus and support for change. Currently,
however, States and school districts cannot help all schools that need it. Although local
educational agencies identified nearly 8,000 schools for improvement under Title I in
1997-98, only 47 percent of schools reporting that they had been identified for



improvement also reported that they had received additional professional development or
technical assistance as a result. The new school improvement funds will enable local
educational agencies to better fulfill their responsibility to turn around low-performing
schools.

The appropriations statute also requires local educational agencies receiving these funds
to provide students in schools identified for improvement with an option to transfer to
another public school within the agency that is not identified for improvement. If a local
educational agency can demonstrate to its State educational agency that it lacks the
capacity to provide a transfer option to all students at schools identified for improvement,
then the local educational agency must provide transfer opportunities to as many students
as possible, selected on an equitable basis. Thoughtfully designed and carefully
implemented, public school choice can provide students in low-performing schools with
better educational opportunities and can increase parental involvement in education. The
public school choice requirement is discussed in greater detail below.

This guidance consists of questions and answers organized into five sections:
A. Title I School Improvement Requirements
B. Allocation of Funds from the Department to States
C. Allocation of Funds from States to Local Educational Agencies
D. Public School Choice
E. Uses of Funds by Local Educational Agencies and Schools

The guidance also contains several appendices, including helpful resources for turning
around low-performing schools.

A. TITLE I SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT REQUIREMENTS

Al. Under Title I, what are a local educational agency’s school improvement
responsibilities?

Title I establishes an accountability framework designed to promote school and district
accountability for student performance. The framework consists of challenging State
academic content standards, student performance standards, aligned assessments used to
measure the progress of schools toward enabling students to meet State standards, and a
system for rewarding successful schools and districts as well as identifying and
intervening in schools and districts that continually fail to make adequate progress.



Section 1116(c) describes local educational agencies’ responsibilities for identifying
schools for improvement or corrective action, and for pursuing appropriate interventions.
Appendix 3 contains the full text of section 1116(c). Its key provisions are the following:

» Each local educational agency receiving Title I funds must review annually the
progress of each Title I school to determine whether the school is making
adequate progress toward enabling its students to meet State standards.

» Each local educational agency must identify for improvement schools that are not
making adequate progress for two consecutive years.

* A school that has been identified for improvement must:
— develop or revise its school plan;

— submit the new or revised plan to the local educational agency for approval;
and

— devote, over two consecutive years, an amount equivalent to 10 percent of its
annual Title [ allocation to professional development, or otherwise
demonstrate that the school is effectively carrying out professional
development activities.

» Each local educational agency must make available technical or other assistance
to identified schools as they develop and implement their new or revised plans.

» After providing technical assistance and taking other remediation measures, a
local educational agency may, at any time, take corrective action to turn around a
school identified for improvement.

* A local educational agency must take corrective action to improve schools that
fail to make adequate progress after the third year following identification for
improvement.

A2. Do the school improvement responsibilities under section 1116(c) apply to local
educational agencies that receive none of the new school improvement funds?

Yes. Local educational agencies are responsible for carrying out section 1116(c)
regardless of whether they receive new school improvement funds.

A3. What factors should schools and local educational agencies take into account
in developing or reviewing school improvement plans?

A school identified for improvement must develop or revise its school plan in ways that
have the greatest likelihood of improving the performance of participating children in
meeting the State’s student performance standards. The plan must be developed in
consultation with parents, the local educational agency, and any school support team
established by the State under section 1117(c)(1) of Title I that is assisting the school.
The new or revised plan must be submitted to the local educational agency for approval.



Planning for school improvement is a systemic and collaborative process that involves
developing a new or refined vision of educational excellence, as well as setting priorities
and aligning school operations and all available resources to implement that vision.
School and district staff, parents, and community members together should review data
on student performance in relation to State standards, identify students’ learning needs,
and examine factors that affect the quality of teaching and learning, such as instructional
strategies, resource allocations, professional development, and the school’s governance
and organizational structure. School and district staff should use the knowledge gained
from such analysis to select research-based strategies that address the needs of teachers
and students, with particular attention to the educational needs of low-performing
students. The plan should include student performance targets and other indicators that
can be used to evaluate the effectiveness of the plan and to make revisions as needed.

Resources to help schools and districts think through the planning process include
Turning Around Low-Performing Schools (U.S. Department of Education, 1998), which
provides detailed information on strategies that have improved student achievement,
classroom practices, and school atmosphere in low-performing schools, as well as
Implementing Schoolwide Programs—An Ildeabook on Planning (U.S. Department of
Education, 1998), which describes effective methods and useful resources for planning
schoolwide programs and measuring their success. To obtain these publications, please
call 1-800-USA-LEARN. In addition, Appendix 4 of this guidance contains the
“Continuum of Evidence of Effectiveness” which poses illustrative questions that States,
local educational agencies, and schools can ask to evaluate the effectiveness of school
reform models.

Schools and districts also should consider the planning process used by schools that use
Title I funds for schoolwide programs or schools that participate in the Comprehensive
School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) program or Reading Excellence Act (REA)
programs. Both the schoolwide and CSRD approaches take the view that school
improvement must address all aspects of school effectiveness, including rigorous
curriculum and high standards, efficient school governance, solid community-school
partnerships, ongoing staff development, up-to-date technology, and increased parent
involvement (see Appendix 5). Local educational agencies and schools that receive
CSRD and REA funds should consider how these funds, in addition to Class Size
Reduction funds and other Title I funds, may be used together and in coordination with
other Federal, State, local, or private funds to leverage school improvement. Moreover,
schools should consider having their improvement plans peer-reviewed by individuals
outside the school or district, such as school support team members. The peer review
process often serves as a useful mechanism for improving school plans.

A thoughtful and thorough planning process, including a process for gathering input from
stakeholders and making revisions, is critical to turning around low-performing schools.
A lengthy process, however, can delay implementation of needed changes. Districts and
schools should consider limiting the initial planning period to three months.



A4. When must local educational agencies identify schools for improvement?

A local educational agency must identify for school improvement any school served
under Title [ that:

* has not made adequate yearly progress toward meeting the State standards for two
consecutive years, unless almost every student in such school is meeting the
State’s advanced level of performance; or

 is failing to meet the criteria the State has adopted through its transitional
accountability mechanism for two consecutive years.

AS. If a local educational agency identifies a school for improvement, and if the
school believes the identification is in error, is there anything the school can do
to reverse the decision?

Yes. Before identifying a school for school improvement, the local educational agency
must provide the school with an opportunity to review the school-level data, including
assessment data, on which such identification is based. If the school believes that such
identification was in error for statistical or other reasons, the school may provide
evidence to the local educational agency to support that belief. The local educational
agency should consider such evidence before making a final decision.

A6. When must local educational agencies take corrective action to turn around
schools identified for improvement?

A local educational agency must take corrective action to turn around schools that fail to
make adequate progress for three years following identification for improvement. Note
that a local educational agency may, after providing technical assistance and taking other
remediation measures, take corrective action at any time to turn around a school
identified for improvement.

A7. What are appropriate corrective actions?

Corrective actions may take many forms, consistent with State and local law. For
example, a local educational agency could implement a new research-based curriculum,
along with appropriate professional development, that offers substantial promise of
improving educational achievement for low-performing students. Or, a local educational
agency could require a school to implement a comprehensive school reform model.
Other corrective actions available to a local educational agency include withholding
funds or specifying their use; otherwise decreasing school-level decision-making
authority; reconstituting the school staff; making alternative governance arrangements
such as the creation of a public charter school; or authorizing students to transfer to other
public schools served by the local educational agency.



A8.  May the section 1116(c) requirements for school improvement and corrective
action be waived by the Department?

The basic duties that section 1116(c) imposes on local educational agencies—i.e., to
identify schools in need of improvement, to develop and implement a school
improvement plan, to provide effective professional development, to provide technical
assistance and other remediation measures, and to take corrective action to turn around
chronically failing schools—may not be waived because they go to the very intent and
purposes of Title I. Specific aspects of how these requirements are implemented,
however, are waivable. For example, the Department has granted a waiver of section
1116(c)(1)(B) to allow identification of schools for school improvement on the basis of
one year of data, rather than two consecutive years of data. On the other hand, the
Department likely would not look favorably on a request to waive section 1116(c)(7) to
permit schools to exit school improvement status on the basis of one year of achievement
gains, because one-year gains are generally not sufficient to ensure that systemic
improvement has occurred.

A9. May a State that has been granted Ed-Flex authority waive school
improvement and corrective action requirements?

No. Title I requires the development and implementation of a Statewide accountability
system based on performance against State standards as measured by the State
assessment system. Section 1111 of Title I requires each State to demonstrate in its State
plan the criteria it will use to identify schools and local educational agencies in need of
improvement, and sections 1116 and 1117 set out requirements to ensure that such
schools and local educational agencies receive sufficient assistance to improve. Ed-Flex
authority does not extend to State-level requirements.

B. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FROM THE DEPARTMENT TO STATES
B1l. How will the Department allocate school improvement funds to States?

The Department will allocate school improvement funds among States in the same
proportion as funds are allocated among the States under sections 1124 (basic grants) and
1124A (concentration grants) of Title I. Appendix 2 shows the estimated allocation for
each State.



B2. Must a State amend its consolidated or Title I application to receive school
improvement funds?

Yes. Pursuant to section 76.140 of the Education Department General Administrative
Regulations, the Department is requiring States to amend their State plans in order to
receive school improvement funds. The amendment may be brief (three to five pages)
and must describe: (1) the criteria the State will use to determine which local educational
agencies, among those eligible (see Question C1), will receive funds; (2) the criteria the
State will use to determine how much each local educational agency will receive; and (3)
the steps the State will take to ensure that each local educational agency receiving funds
implements public school choice consistent with the appropriations statute.

The Department will allocate funds to any State whose submission demonstrates: (1) that
the criteria the State will use to determine which local educational agencies will receive
funds and how much each will receive clearly serve the purpose of carrying out section
1116(c) of Title I and are otherwise consistent with the appropriations statute; and (2) that
the State will ensure that each local educational agency receiving these funds implements
public school choice consistent with the appropriations statute.

B3. When will school improvement funds become available to States?

The Department expects to make allocations to States on or about July 1, 2000. In order
to receive their allocations at that time, States must submit their amended State plans no
later than May 1, 2000 to the Assistant Secretary, Office of Elementary and Secondary
Education, U.S. Department of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue SW, Washington, D.C.
20202.

B4. May a State educational agency, pursuant to sections 1003(a) and 1603(c) of
Title I, reserve one percent of its allocation of school improvement funds for
State administration or half a percent for State-level school improvement
activities?

No. According to the appropriations statute, 100 percent of the school improvement
funds that a State receives must be allocated to local educational agencies in the State.
This requirement overrides the authority that sections 1003(a) and 1603(c) give to States
to reserve funds from the amount they receive under section 1002(a). However, States
may use funds reserved for State administration under those sections of Title I to
administer these school improvement funds.



BS5. May a State educational agency use school improvement funds to meet its
obligations under section 1116(c)(6) to provide technical assistance to schools
or to take corrective action in schools where a local educational agency has
failed to carry out its responsibilities?

No. As noted above, 100 percent of school improvement funds must be allocated to local
educational agencies. A State educational agency must use funds it has reserved under
section 1003(a) for school improvement or under section 1603(c) for State administration
to carry out its responsibilities under section 1116(c)(6).

B6. Will the Outlying Areas and the Bureau of Indian Affairs receive school
improvement funds?

Under section 1121 of Title I, the Outlying Areas and the Bureau of Indian Affairs will
receive one percent of the funds appropriated under section 1002(a), which include the
$134 million set-aside for school improvement.

C. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FROM STATES TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
AGENCIES

C1. Which local educational agencies are eligible to receive school improvement
funds?

To be eligible to receive school improvement funds, a local educational agency:

« must have one or more schools identified for improvement or corrective action
under section 1116(c) of Title I; and

« must be prepared to offer public school choice consistent with the appropriations
statute at the same time that it implements school improvement activities
supported by the new funds (see Section D).

A local educational agency need not itself be identified for improvement in order to
receive funds. Moreover, a local educational agency that has only one school at a certain
grade level or that has identified for improvement all schools at a certain grade level, and
is therefore unable to allow students at that grade level to transfer to another school not
identified for improvement, remains eligible to receive funds. A local educational agency
that otherwise lacks the capacity to provide a transfer option to all students in schools
identified for improvement, as determined by the State educational agency (see Question
D8), also remains eligible to receive funds.



C2. How should a State educational agency allocate school improvement funds to
eligible local educational agencies?

Although the appropriations statute does not prescribe how States must allocate school
improvement funds to eligible local educational agencies (there is no minimum or
maximum allocation), the Department expects each State to demonstrate in its State plan
amendment that its method of allocation clearly serves the purpose of helping local
educational agencies carry out their school improvement responsibilities under section
1116(c) of Title I (see Question B2). Accordingly, the Department strongly encourages
State educational agencies to distribute funds in ways that target local educational
agencies with the greatest need for assistance and that provide each recipient with an
amount large enough to make a difference. The 1992 Interim Report of the National
Assessment of Chapter 1 (as Title [ was called between 1981 and 1994) made clear that
small amounts of funds spread diffusely across many local educational agencies do not
effectively leverage change.

States may allocate funds on a competitive or formula basis, provided that funds go only
to eligible local educational agencies. Among local educational agencies with at least
one school identified for improvement, States should consider priorities such as these:

» local educational agencies with schools in corrective action,;

« local educational agencies with the greatest number or percentage of schools in
school improvement or corrective action;

 local educational agencies with schools that have been in school improvement or
corrective action for the longest period of time;

» local educational agencies with schools farthest from making adequate yearly
progress; and

» local educational agencies with schools that have fared the worst on State
assessments.

Within these priority areas, the Department encourages States to target greater amounts
of funds to local educational agencies with higher numbers or concentrations of children
in poverty.

C3. May a State educational agency allocate school improvement funds to local
educational agencies on the basis of the Title I formula?

States may not allocate these funds to all local educational agencies in the State according
to the Title I formula. That formula distributes funds to local educational agencies on the
basis of poverty, without regard to whether a local educational agency has identified
schools for improvement. Once States have determined which local educational
agencies, among those eligible, will receive school improvement funds (see Question
C2), States then may allocate funds by formula, including a poverty-based formula, to
those local educational agencies.
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C4. Must a State educational agency allocate funds to every local educational
agency with schools identified for improvement or corrective action?

No. Indeed, the amount of funds likely will not be sufficient for the State educational
agency to provide each eligible local educational agency with enough funds to make a
significant impact. Nevertheless, regardless of whether it receives new school
improvement funds, each local educational agency is still responsible for carrying out its
school improvement responsibilities under section 1116(c).

CS. Must a State educational agency seek advice from its Committee of
Practitioners regarding the criteria it will use to allocate school improvement
funds?

Yes. By statute, a State’s Committee of Practitioners, the majority of whom must
represent local educational agencies, is designed to provide State educational agencies
with a wide range of viewpoints on rules, regulations, or binding policies that will affect
local educational agencies’ implementation of Title I programs. The Committee is thus
well-suited to provide input on a State’s criteria for allocating school improvement funds.

C6. May a State educational agency require its local educational agencies to amend
their local plans to explain how they will use school improvement funds?

Yes. The Department encourages State educational agencies to require local educational
agencies that seek funding to describe:

 the technical assistance they will provide under section 1116(c)(4) to schools
identified for improvement;

+ the corrective actions they will take under section 1116(c)(5), where appropriate;
and

 the plan they will implement to offer public school choice to students in Title I
schools identified for improvement.

C7. If a State educational agency denies a local educational agency’s application
for funding, may the local educational agency appeal?

Yes. In programs administered by the Department, section 432 of the General Education
Provisions Act provides local educational agencies with a right of appeal in
disagreements between State and local educational agencies, including disagreements
over funding decisions. Where a local educational agency alleges that the denial of
funding is “a violation of State or Federal law, rules, regulations, or guidelines governing
the applicable program,” it may, within 30 days, request a hearing from the State
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educational agency. Once the hearing is held and the State educational agency issues its
written ruling, the local educational agency may appeal a negative ruling to the Secretary.

C8. May a local educational agency refuse to accept school improvement funds?

Yes. However, the local educational agency is still responsible for carrying out its school
improvement responsibilities under section 1116(c).

C9. How long are school improvement funds available for obligation?

School improvement funds are available for obligation by local educational agencies for a
maximum of 27 months. They become available to the Department on July 1, 2000 and
will be allocated to States on or about that date. They remain available for obligation by
local educational agencies under the initial period of availability for 15 months (until
September 30, 2001). Under section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act, any
funds that remain unobligated may be carried over for obligation for an additional 12
months (until September 30, 2002).

C10. Must a local educational agency account separately for the school
improvement funds?

With the exception of school improvement funds used in schoolwide program schools, a
local educational agency must account for school improvement funds separately because
those funds were appropriated for a specific purpose. School improvement funds used in
a school operating a schoolwide program may be combined with the other Federal funds
being used in the schoolwide program to carry out the school’s plan. Of course, such a
school would need to demonstrate that it is continuing to meet its responsibilities under
section 1116(c).

D. PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE
D1. What is the purpose of the public school choice requirement?

Public school choice, as required by the FY 2000 appropriations statute, offers students in
low-performing schools an opportunity to attend higher-quality schools, even as the low-
performing schools are being improved. Together, school improvement activities and
public school choice provide all students with the opportunity to learn to high standards.
When all students—including students with disabilities and limited English proficient
students—are provided high-quality educational options, and when all parents receive
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enough information to make intelligent choices among those options, public school
choice can increase both equity and excellence in education.

D2. Which local educational agencies are required to implement public school
choice?

Only local educational agencies that have one or more Title I schools identified for
improvement and that receive funds from the $134 million FY 2000 set-aside must
implement public school choice. Of course, local educational agencies that do not
receive funds under the set-aside may choose to develop and implement choice programs
using other Federal, State, or local funds, consistent with applicable requirements. The
Department strongly encourages all local educational agencies to consider appropriate
mechanisms for expanding public school choice.

D3. What is the basic obligation that the public school choice requirement imposes
on local educational agencies receiving school improvement funds?

Any local educational agency receiving school improvement funds must, as the
appropriations statute expressly directs, “provide all students in a school identified [for
school improvement] with the option to transfer to another public school within the local
educational agency, including a public charter school, that has not been identified for
school improvement.” Where a local educational agency “lacks the capacity” to offer
choice to all students in low-performing schools (see Question D8), the local educational
agency must “permit as many students as possible,” selected on an “equitable basis,” to
transfer to a school not identified for improvement (see Question D11). The
appropriations statute thus makes clear that the basic obligation of each local educational
agency receiving funds is to provide as many students in low-performing schools as
possible with a choice to attend a public school within the local educational agency not
identified for improvement.

P4. When does the Department expect local educational agencies receiving school
improvement funds to implement public school choice?

The Department expects local educational agencies receiving funds to offer public school
choice to students in Title I schools identified for improvement at the beginning of the
2000-01 school year—i.e., af the same time that the new funds are used to implement
school improvement activities.

DS. What flexibility do local educational agencies have in designing their choice
programs?

The appropriations statute requires local educational agencies to provide students in low-
performing Title I schools with “the option to transfer to another public school within the
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local educational agency ... that has not been identified for improvement.” Although
receiving schools must be schools that have not been identified for improvement, local
educational agencies are not required to provide students in low-performing schools with
the option to choose among all schools not identified for improvement. Local
educational agencies thus have flexibility under the statute to determine which schools,
among those not identified for improvement, will comprise the range of alternatives for
students eligible to transfer.

Two key principles circumscribe the flexibility that local educational agencies have in
determining this range. First, as the appropriations statute makes clear (see Question
D3), local educational agencies must provide as many students in low-performing schools
as possible with an option to transfer to a higher-quality school. The Department expects
each local educational agency receiving funds to provide students in low-performing
schools with real alternatives for obtaining a better education. Second, a local
educational agency’s choice program must not deny any student equal educational
opportunity on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, disability, or age. In general,
Federal civil rights laws require local educational agencies to implement choice in a way
that guarantees equal educational opportunity for all students, including limited English
proficient students and students with disabilities. In addition, qualified students with
disabilities are entitled to a free appropriate public education. See Question D14 for
additional information on civil rights requirements.

To the extent consistent with the principles above, a local educational agency may, in
determining its approach to implementing choice, take into account its ability to provide
transportation and to conduct outreach to parents so that they have sufficient information
to make timely, intelligent choices among schools. A local educational agency also may
take into account its obligations under State or local laws, including laws related to
enrollment or class size reduction. In view of these considerations, a local educational
agency may take any of several approaches to implementing public school choice,
including (where consistent with the two principles above) dividing the district into
attendance zones and providing students in low-performing schools with the option to
transfer to higher-quality schools within each zone.

D6. May public charter schools be included in the range of school choices offered
by local educational agencjes receiving funds?

Yes. A local educational agency may provide students in schools identified for
improvement an option to tyansfer tq public charter schools located within the local
educational agency, as long as such schools have not been identified for improvement.
Public charter schools should be among the schools that a local educational agency
considers in determining the range of school choice available.
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D7. May a local educational agency provide eligible students with an option to
transfer to schools outside of the district?

Yes. A local educational agency may provide such an option if it has developed
cooperative agreements with other local educational agencies in the area or if it is
otherwise authorized to do so by State or local law. However, the appropriations statute
does not require local educational agencies to provide such an option; it only directs local
educational agencies to provide an option to transfer to another public school “within the
local educational agency.”

D8. Under what circumstances does a local educational agency “lack the capacity”
to provide all students in low-performing schools with an option to transfer?

The Department recognizes that local educational agencies may not be able to provide a
transfer option to every student in Title I schools identified for improvement in the 2000-
01 academic year due to limited time or resources for parent outreach and transportation,
limited space in schools not identified for improvement, or competing obligations under
State or local laws (for example, laws related to enrollment or class size reduction).
Indeed, some local educational agencies currently implement public school choice
programs that provide transfer options to many, though not all, students in low-
performing Title I schools. Under the appropriations statute, a local educational agency
may provide choice to fewer than all eligible students if it demonstrates “to the
satisfaction of the State educational agency” that it “lacks the capacity” to provide all
students with an option to transfer to a public school not identified for improvement. A
local educational agency may make this showing in its local plan amendment requesting
school improvement funds (see Question C5).

State educational agencies are responsible for determining whether a local educational
agency “lacks capacity” and may take into account the factors mentioned above.
However, the Department strongly cautions State and local educational agencies that
allowances for limited capacity must not undermine the fundamental purpose of the
choice requirement: to provide students in low-performing schools with opportunities to
attend higher-quality schools. In other words, “lack of capacity” may not be interpreted
so broadly as to permit local educational agencies to avoid their basic obligation to
provide choice to as many students as possible. Nor may “lack of capacity” be
interpreted to frustrate civil rights requirements, including the guarantee of equal
educational opportunity for all students and the provision of a free appropriate public
education to qualified students with disabilities (see Question D14).

D9. What if all schools within a local educational agency that are grade-
appropriate for students eligible to transfer have been identified for
improvement?

In such cases, the local educational agency clearly and legitimately lacks the capacity to
provide any students in low-performing schools with an option to transfer to a school
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within the local educational agency that has not been identified for improvement. Such a
local educational agency remains eligible to receive school improvement funds (see
Question C1) and, if possible, may provide students with an option to transfer to schools
outside of the local educational agency (see Question D7).

D10. Must a local educational agency notify parents when it is unable to provide a
transfer option for all eligible students?

Yes. Where it is not possible, consistent with State and local law, to accommodate the
transfer request of every student, the appropriations statute requires local educational
agencies to notify the parents of children who are affected.

D11. Where a local educational agency lacks the capacity to accommodate every
transfer request, what constitutes an “equitable basis” for selecting students
for transfer?

To the extent that choice is a strategy for helping educationally disadvantaged students,
an “equitable” method of selecting students for transfer may be to give priority to the
lowest-performing students, to students in the lowest-performing schools, or to students
who have attended low-performing schools the longest time. Alternatively, consistent
with the statute authorizing the Federal Public Charter School Program, a random lottery
may be an “equitable” method of selecting students when not all students can be
accommodated. Whatever the “equitable basis” for selecting students, it must be
consistent with Federal civil rights law (see Question D14).

D12. Could an existing State or local policy that provides for open enrollment or
public school choice satisfy the requirements in the appropriations statute?

Yes. Such a policy clearly satisfies the choice requirement if it allows all students in
Title I schools identified for improvement to transfer to another school within the local
educational agency not identified for improvement. Moreover, the intent of the
a;ipropriations statute is not to undo existing choice policies that provide transfer options
for many, even if not all, students in low-performing schools. Thus, even if an existing
policy does not provide all eligible students with a transfer option, it still may satisfy the
choice requirement, provided (1) that the State educational agency is satisfied that a local
educational agency implementing the policy lacks the capacity to provide a transfer
option to all eligible students, (2) that the local educational agency notifies parents of
affected children that it is not possible, consistent with State and local law, to
accommodate every transfer request, and (3) that within its limited capacity, the local
educational agency permits as many students as possible, selected on an equitable basis,
to transfer.
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D13. For how long must local educational agencies that receive school improvement
funds continue to implement public school choice?

Although the choice requirement does not extend beyond the period in which a local
educational agency uses the FY 2000 school improvement funds, the Department expects
local educational agencies to pursue choice policies that ensure stability and continuity in
students’ educational experiences. Where students have transferred from one school to
another under a choice policy implemented pursuant to the appropriations statute, the
Department strongly encourages local educational agencies to allow those students to
remain in the receiving school until they finish the top grade of that school, even if their
original school improves and is no longer identified for school improvement.

D14. How do Federal civil rights laws apply to local educational agencies
implementing public school choice?

A local educational agency must ensure that its public school choice program, like all of
its educational programs, does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national
origin, sex, disability, or age, consistent with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973, Title IT of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), and the Age
Discrimination Act of 1975. Fundamentally, the choice program must provide equal
educational opportunities for all eligible students.

In addition, local educational agencies must provide students with disabilities with a free
appropriate public education consistent with the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act, section 504, and Title II of the ADA. In some cases, local educational agencies must
provide transportation and must ensure that facilities in receiving schools are accessible
so that students with disabilities have equal access to the range of school choices
available to other students. The duty not to discriminate also requires local educational
agencies to ensure effective communication with limited English proficient parents and
parents with disabilities, so that these parents have the same opportunity as other parents
to make timely, informed choices. Moreover, a local educational agency must ensure that
its choice program is consistent with applicable civil rights commitments regarding
student assignments, including desegregation plans or court orders. For more

information on these and other civil rights requirements, please contact the Department’s
Office for Civil Rights or the Department of Justice’s Civil Rights Division.
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E. USES OF FUNDS BY LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES AND
SCHOOLS

El. What are the permissible uses of school improvement funds?

Local educational agencies and schools must use school improvement funds to carry out
the school improvement and corrective action responsibilities described in section
1116(c). Funds may be used to cover any reasonable costs. For example, schools may
use funds to develop and implement school improvement plans, to conduct required
professional development, to strengthen curriculum, and to enhance parental
involvement. Local educational agencies may use funds to provide technical assistance
to schools as they develop and implement school improvement plans and, where
appropriate, to take corrective actions. Technical assistance may be provided directly by
the local educational agency or, with the local educational agency’s approval, by an
institution of higher education, a private non-profit organization, an educational service
agency, or one of the Department’s Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers.

A local educational agency also may use these funds to carry out the requirement that it
provide students who attend schools identified for improvement with the option to
transfer to another public school within the local educational agency that has not been
identified for improvement. In particular, funds may be used for parent outreach costs
and, with some limitations, for transportation costs (see Questions E3 and E6).

E2. May school improvement funds be used to benefit schools that receive students
transferring from Title I schools identified for improvement?

No. Receiving schools are schools that have not been identified for improvement. They
are not the intended beneficiaries of school improvement activities under section 1116(c).
Moreover, Title I dollars and services do not follow a child who transfers from a Title [
school identified for improvement to a non-Title I school. (See Question E8 for
information about Title I allocations when a student transfers to a Title I school.)

EX. Does the Title I “supplement not supplant” requirement apply to the use of
s¢hool improvement funds?

Yes. Like other Title I funds, school improvement funds must be used to supplement the
level of funds that, in the absenge of the Title [ funds, would be made available from non-
Federal sources for the education of children participating in Title I programs. For
example, if a local educational agency is required by State or local law to provide
transportation to students who choose to transfer to another school under an existing
choice plan, it may not use school improvement funds to supplant the State or local funds
that it otherwise would use to provide transportation, even though transportation costs
generally are an allowable use of school improvement funds.
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E4. Who primarily should decide how school improvement funds are spent—
schools or local educational agencies?

[t depends. Where a State has targeted its school improvement funds to local educational
agencies with schools in corrective action, local educational agencies may want to retain
control of the funds in order to take forceful steps toward improving persistently low-
performing schools. By comparison, where a local educational agency is working with a
school newly identified for improvement, it may want to allocate funds directly to the
school so that school officials may take the lead in developing and implementing an
improvement plan. School improvement efforts ultimately involve buy-in and reform at
the school level, but they also benefit from ongoing district-level support and, at times,
require district-initiated intervention. The proper allocation of control will depend on the
circumstances within a particular local educational agency—the degree to which its
schools are underperforming, whether the underperformance is due to lack of resources
or inefficient use of resources, and what capacity its schools have to use new funds
effectively. Whatever the distribution of control, local educational agencies must ensure
that both they and their schools have sufficient funds to carry out their respective
responsibilities under section 1116(c).

ES. May local educational agencies use a portion of school improvement funds for
administrative costs?

In general, a local educational agency may use a portion of its Title I funds for reasonable
and necessary administrative costs incurred in implementing Title I programs. Because a
local educational agency is responsible for carrying out activities required by section
1116(c), notwithstanding its receipt of new school improvement funds, presumably it is
already using some of its Title [ funds to cover administrative costs associated with
section 1116(c) activities. Those administrative funds should be sufficient to cover costs
associated with administering any new school improvement funds. Where a local
educational agency initiates a public school choice policy or program in order to comply
with the appropriations statute, it may use a portion of the new school improvement funds
to cover reasonable and necessary administrative costs associated with planning and
implementation. Of course, where a local educational agency is already implementing an
open enrollment or choice policy consistent with the appropriations statute, it may not use
new school improvement funds to supplant funds already used to cover administrative
costs.

E6. May school improvement funds be used to pay for transportation costs
associated with the public school choice requirement?

Yes. Title I explicitly authorizes the use of funds for transportation costs when public
school choice is implemented as a corrective action. A local educational agency must
take at least one corrective action to turn around a school that fails to make adequate
progress for three consecutive years following identification for improvement, and it may
take any corrective action to turn around a school identified for improvement at any time
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after it has provided technical assistance and taken other remediation measures to help
that school. Thus, the new school improvement funds may be used for transportation
costs associated with transferring students not only out of schools subject to mandatory
corrective action, but also out of schools identified for improvement as long as the local
educational agency has first provided assistance to such schools.

A local educational agency would frustrate the intent of the appropriations statute if it
spent all of its school improvement funds on transportation instead of school
improvement activities. However, it may use these funds to cover transportation costs
necessary to implement public school choice fairly and effectively, subject to two
limitations. First, in a targeted assistance school, transportation may only be provided for
students who receive Title I services. Second, the costs to Title I must be supplemental to
the transportation costs the local educational agency would otherwise incur. For
example, if a local educational agency currently transports a child two miles to attend a
school identified for improvement, Title I funds may be used only to pay for the
additional cost of transporting the child to a school not identified for improvement (i.e.,
the amount beyond what is already being spent to transport that student to the identified
school). Local educational agencies, especially those with existing open enrollment
programs, should consider whether transportation costs are already covered through
another source, so that school improvement funds will be used only for purposes not
currently funded.

E7. What is the proper balance between using school improvement funds to
implement public school choice and using the funds to support school
improvement activities?

The proper distribution of funds between school improvement and public school choice
activities may be different for each local educational agency, depending on the resources,
policies, and activities already in place. The Department encourages States to ensure that
each local educational agency receiving funds has sufficient total resources (Federal,
State, and local) to effectively fulfill both its school improvement responsibilities under
section 1116(c) and its obligation to provide public school choice under the
appropriations statute. Note that the appropriations statute, while requiring public school
choice, does not require Jocal educational agencies to use school improvement funds for
that pm'pose. As mentioned earlier, local educational agencies currently implementing
State or local open enrollment policies may already meet the public school choice
requirement (se¢ Questions D12 and E3).

E8. If a child transfers out of her or his school of residence under a choice plan,
should a local educational agency include that child (a) in the count of children
used to determine the Title I allocation to the school of residence, or (b) in the
count used to determine the Title I allocation to the school of enrollment?

In general, Title I eligibility and Title I allocations of basic and concentration grant funds
are based on the count of poor children who reside in the school attendance area of a
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given school. A local educational agency may also designate as eligible and serve a
school that is not in an eligible attendance area if the percentage of poor children enrolled
in the school is equal to or greater than the percentage of poor children in a participating
school attendance area. Accordingly, a local educational agency should include children
who transfer as part of the count of children in the school attendance area of residence—
unless the local educational agency uses enrollment to identify and serve one or more
schools. This general rule could be superseded, however, by a State law that, for
example, defines a child’s school of residence as the child’s school of choice.

E9. May school improvement funds be used to improve Title I programs for
eligible children in private schools?

Yes. As summarized in the Title I Policy Manual, if an LEA determines that its Title I
program serving private school children has not made adequate progress for two
consecutive school years, the LEA must develop a program improvement plan that has
the greatest likelihood of improving the performance of participating children in meeting
the State’s student performance standards. Accordingly, the LEA may use school
improvement funds to improve its Title I program for private school children.

E10. May funds be used to support a school that does not participate in Title I but

whose lack of progress would qualify it for school improvement under section
1116(c)?

No. Only Title I schools identified for school improvement or corrective action under
section 1116(c) may receive school improvement funds.
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APPENDIX 1—FY 2000 TITLE I APPROPRIATIONS STATUTE

Pub. L. 106-113—App. D (113 Stat. 1501A—245)

EDUCATION FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

For carrying out title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, and
section 418A of the Higher Education Act of 1965, $8,700,986,000, of which
$2,461,823,000 shall become available on July 1, 2000, and shall remain available
through September 30, 2001, and of which $6,204,763,000 shall become available on
October 1, 2000 and shall remain available through September 30, 2001, for academic
year 2000-2001: Provided, That $6,783,000,000 shall be available for basic grants under
section 1124: Provided further, That $134,000,000 shall be allocated among the States in
the same proportion as funds are allocated among the States under section 1122, to carry
out section 1116(c): Provided further, That 100 percent of these funds shall be allocated
to local educational agencies for the purposes of carrying out section 1116(c) and that
local educational agencies shall provide all students enrolled in a school identified under
section 1116(c) with the option to transfer to another public school within the local
educational agency, including a public charter school, that has not been identified for
school improvement under section 1116(c): Provided further, That if the local
educational agency demonstrates to the satisfaction of the State educational agency that
the local educational agency lacks the capacity to provide all students with the option to
transfer to another public school, and after giving notice to the parents of children
affected that it is not possible, consistent with State and local law, to accommodate the
transfer request of every student, the local educational agency shall permit as many
students as possible (who shall be selected by the local educational agency on an
equitable basis) to transfer to a public school that has not been identified for school
improvement under section 1116(c) . . ..
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APPENDIX 2—ESTIMATED ALLOCATION TO EACH STATE

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missour}
Montana

$2,239,376
330,646
2,126,958
1,374,803
16,556,811
1,236,410
1,220,591
368,906
6,373,427
3,662,555
349,593
408,150
5,676,307
2,032,799
925,121
975911
2,213,377
3,317,431
549,164
1,787,623
2,661,366
5,844,679
1,524,351
2,164,275
2,334,733
456,413

Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
District of Columbia
Puerto Rico

558,276
404,802
340,402
3,078,484
1,152,065
12,807,331
2,567,507
343,794
5,241,730
1,673,782
1,188,629
5,861,386
429,889
1,738,421
342,249
2,334,502
11,618,707
612,242
307,016
2,041,514
1,889,622
1,274,452
2,182,633
304,959
441,618
4,552,211



APPENDIX 3—SECTION 1116(c) OF TITLE I (codified at 20 U.S.C. § 6317(c))

(c) SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A local educational agency shall identify for school
improvement any school served under this part that—

(A) has been in program improvement under section 1020 of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as such section was in effect on the day preceding
October 20, 1994), for at least two consecutive school years prior to such day;

(B) has not made adequate progress as defined in the State's plan under section
6311(b)(2)(A)(i) of this title for two consecutive school years, except that—

(1) this subparagraph shall not apply to a school if almost every student in such
school is meeting the State's advanced level of performance; or

(i1) in the case of a targeted assistance school, such school may be reviewed
on the progress of only those students that have been or are served under this part;
or

(C) has failed to meet the criteria established by the State through the State’s
transitional procedure under section 6311(b)(7)(B) of this title for two consecutive
years.

(2) REQUIREMENT.—

(A) Each school identified under paragraph (1) shall—

(i) in consultation with parents, the local educational agency, and the school
support team, develop or revise a school plan in ways that have the greatest
likelihood of improving the performance of participating children in meeting the
State’s student performance standards; and

(11) submit the plan or revised plan to the local educational agency for
approval.

(B) Before identifying a school for school improvement under paragraph (1), the
local educational agency shall provide the school with an opportunity to review the
school-level data, including assessment data, on which such identification is
based. If the school believes that such identification for school improvement is in
erm_r for statistical or other substantive reasons, such school may provide evidence to
the Jocal educational agency 0 support such belief.

(C) Durjng the first year immediately following such identification, the school
shall implement such school’s plan or revised plan.

(3) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT.—

(A) Each school identified under paragraph (1) shall, as part of the school plan
under paragraph (2), improve the skills of its staff by providing effective professional
development activities. A school shall demonstrate such school’s compliance with
this paragraph by—
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(1) devoting to such activities, over two consecutive years, an amount
equivalent to at least 10 percent of the funds received by the school under this part
during one fiscal year; or

(i1) otherwise demonstrating that such school is effectively carrying out
professional development activities.

(B) A school may use funds from any source to meet the requirements of this
subsection.

(C) Decisions about how to use the funds made available under this part which the
school makes available for professional development shall be made by teachers,
principals, and other school staff in that school.

(4) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—

(A) For each school identified under paragraph (1), the local educational agency
shall provide technical or other assistance as the school develops and implements
such school’s plan or revised plan, such as a joint plan between the local educational
agency and school that addresses specific elements of student performance problems
and that specifies school and local educational agency responsibilities under the plan,
and waivers or modifications of requirements of local educational agency policy or
regulation that impede the ability of the school to educate students.

(B) Such technical assistance may be provided directly by the local educational
agency, through mechanisms authorized under section 6318 of this title, or with the
local educational agency’s approval, by an institution of higher education, a private
nonprofit organization, an educational service agency, a comprehensive regional
assistance center under part A of subchapter XIII of this chapter, or other entities with
experience in helping schools improve achievement.

(5) CORRECTIVE ACTION.—

(A) Except as provided in subparagraph (C), after providing technical assistance
pursuant to paragraph (4) and taking other remediation measures, the local
educational agency may take corrective action at any time against a school that has
beep identified under paragraph (1), but, during the third year following identification
under péragraph (1), shall take such action against any school that still fails to make
adequate progress.

(B)() Corrective actions are thpse, consistent with State and local law,
determined and made public and disseminated by the local educational agency, which
may include—

(1) withholding funds;

(II) interagency collaborative agreements between the school and other
public agencies to provide health, counseling, and other social services needed
to remove barriers to learning;

(II1) revoking authority for a school to operate a schoolwide program;
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(IV) decreasing decisionmaking authority at the school level;

(V) making alternative governance arrangements such as the creation of a
public charter school;

(VI) reconstituting the school staff; and

(VII) authorizing students to transfer, including transportation costs, to
other public schools served by the local educational agency.

(i1) Notwithstanding clause (i), corrective actions taken pursuant to this part
shall not include the actions described in subclause (1), (I1I), (IV), (VI), or (VII) of
clause (i) until the State has developed assessments that meet the requirements of
subparagraph (C) of section 6311(b)(3) of this title.

(C) Prior to implementing any corrective action, the local educational agency may
refrain from such corrective action for one additional year to the extent that the failure
to make progress can be attributed to extenuating circumstances as determined by the
local educational agency.

(D) A school that is no longer operating its schoolwide program due to a
corrective action may not resume operation of such a program until the local
educational agency determines that the school has adequately reformed its schoolwide
program plan to enable the school to make adequate progress toward meeting the
State’s challenging student performance standards.

(6) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES.—The State
educational agency shall—

(A) make technical assistance under section 6318 of this title available to the
schools farthest from meeting the State’s challenging student performance standards,
if requested by the school or local educational agency; and

(B) if such agency determines that a local educational agency failed to carry out
the local educational agency’s responsibilities under paragraphs (4) and (5), take such
corrective actions as the State educational agency deems appropriate and which are in
compliance with State law.

(7) SPECIAL RULE.—Schools that, for at least two of the three years following
identification under paragraph (1), make adequate progress toward meeting the State’s
proficient and advanced levels of performance shall no longer need to be identified for
school improvement.
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APPENDIX 4—CONTINUUM OF EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS

Most Rigorous

Somewhat Rigorous

Marginal

Theory/Research
Foundation

Does the model explain the
theory behind its design,
including references to the
scientific literature, that
elucidate why the model
improves student
achievement?

Does the model state the
theory behind its design
explaining how the model's
components reinforce one
another to improve student
achievement?

Does the model explain the
theory behind its design?

Evaluation-based
Evidence of
Effectiveness

Have student achievement
gains been shown using
experimental and control
groups created through large-
scale random assignment or
carefully matched
comparison groups?

Have student achievement
gains been shown using
between or within-school
comparisons?

Have student achievement
gains been shown for a single
school?

Has the model produced
educationally significant pre
and post intervention student
achievement gains as reliably
measured using appropriate
assessments?

Has the model produced
student achievement gains
relative to district means or
other comparison groups
using appropriate assessment
instruments?

Has the model produced
improvements on other
indicators of student
performance, e.g., student
attendance, graduation rates,
or student engagement?

Have the student achievement
gains been sustained for three
or more years?

Have the student achievement
gains been sustained for one
or two years?

Have other indicators of
improved student
performance been sustained
for one or two years?

Have the student achievement
gains been confirmed through
independent, third-party
evaluation?

Has the model been evaluated
by a State, district, or school
evaluation team?

Has the model been evaluated
by its developers?
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Implementation

Has the model been fully
implemented in multiple sites
for more than three years?

Has the model been fully
implemented in the original
site(s) for more than three
years?

Has the model been fully
implemented in the original
pilot site(s) for a minimum of
one school year?

Is documentation available
that clearly specifies the
model’s implementation
requirements and procedures,
including staff development,
curriculum, instructional
methods, materials,
assessments, and costs?

Is documentation available
that attempts to describe the
implementation requirements
of the model including staff
development, curriculum,
instruction methods,
materials, and assessments?

Is documentation available
that provides a general
description of the program’s
requirements?

Are the costs of full
implementation clearly
specified? Are the costs of
materials, staff development,
and additional personnel
included in the program’s
purchase price?

Have the costs of full
implementation been
estimated? Does the estimate
of the program's purchase
price include costs of
materials, staff development,
and additional personnel?

Is documentation available
that provides general
information about the
program’s costs?

Has the model been
implemented in schools with
characteristics similar to the
target school: same grade
levels, similar size, similar
poverty levels, similar student
demographics such as racial,
ethnic, and language minority
composition?

Has the model been
successfully implemented in
at least one school with
characteristics similar to the
target school?

Is information on grade level,
size, student demographics,
poverty level, and racial,
ethnic and language minority
concentration available for
the schools where the model
has been implemented?

Replicability

Has the model been replicated
successfully in a wide range
of schools and districts, e.g.,
urban, rural, suburban?

Has the model been replicated
in a number of schools or
districts representing diverse
settings?

Is full replication of the
model being initiated in
several schools?

Have the replication sites
have been evaluated,
demonstrating significant
student achievement gains
comparable to those achieved
in the pilot site(s)?

Have some replication sites
been evaluated,
demonstrating positive gains
in student achievement?

Are promising initial results
available from the replication
sites?
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The following three examples show how the evidence of effectiveness table might be
used to show how the table might be used:

Example 1

A school is considering a model whose stated purpose is to facilitate the
school's development of a common set of goals for the school. The model
provides five teachers and the principal with coaching in the principles of
whole school transformation. Each school using the model is put in touch
with other schools using the model. To date, the summary of the research-
base for the model suggests that a single school which has used the model
for the past two years has shown improvement in math scores over the last
year. There is, however, no systematic evaluation of the model currently
underway or planned. The costs for the model are approximately $3,000
per participant, approximately $20,000 per school.

Using the table as a guide, based on the description provided, a State, local educational
agency, or school would probably conclude that the evidence of effectiveness for the
model is unacceptably weak and therefore would not accept this model.

No research basis or other justification is provided for the theory behind the model, only
a very vague statement that school staff should work together to be effective. The
evidence for the effectiveness of the implementation of the model is sketchy. The
description includes a statement that the model has been implemented in a number of
schools, but there is no analysis of what it would take to implement the model. Given the
estimated costs and the fact that only a few teachers and the principal would be involved,
the model probably provides only a low level of involvement. The model provides no
evidence that this level of implementation is sufficient to produce results. The only
student achievement results presented are for a single school for a short period of time in
one subject. There is no information on how achievement was measured nor is any
evaluation planned.

Given this level of evidence, the model would likely fall below the marginal standards of
rigor that States, local educational agencies, and schools would want to consider for a
research-based comprehensive model of school reform. Apart from the marginal
evidence of effectiveness, the model also does not address all nine components of
comprehensive school reform (see Appendix 5).
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Example 2

A school is considering a model that emphasizes a curriculum in reading
and mathematics using specific instructional techniques to guide classroom
teaching and learning activities. The model provides teachers with
intensive, ongoing staff development using professional facilitators trained
by the model developer. In addition to providing staff development, the
facilitators remain on site as the model is implemented to ensure that all
components of the model are working together. The program has been fully
implemented in approximately 300 schools in 37 districts in nine States
around the country. Student achievement is measured not only by
commercial standardized tests but also by State assessment systems where
appropriate. Local adaptations of the model are available for schools
serving a predominately Spanish-speaking community. When compared to
schools matched on socioeconomic characteristics, schools using this model
show reading and math scores approximately three-quarters of a standard
deviation higher. These results are similar for both African-American and
white students. The program has been evaluated by its developer in
approximately 12 sites over two years.

The evidence for this model is much stronger than for Example 1. While this model
provides some details along each of the four dimensions in the chart, the implementation
evidence is quite general. Furthermore, the school proposing to implement this model
would need to coherently address, in a coherent manner, all nine components of
comprehensive school reform (see Appendix 5).

There are some additional questions that States, local educational agencies, and schools
might ask about this model: Could the developer describe what was provided in the way
of instructional materials? How will teachers learn the principles of instruction? For
which grades and which types of schools are the achievement gains demonstrated?
Because the model has only been evaluated by the developer, States, local educational
agencies, and schools should ask if there are any plans for an independent, third-party
evaluation. These questions would help reveal the relative strengths and weaknesses of
this particular model.
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Example 3

An elementary school in need of improvement has been studying how it
could improve its students very low scores on State assessments in reading,
math and other core content areas. The school leadership, in consultation
with staff, parents, local university representatives, and community groups,
has carefully reviewed school performance data and assessed what needs to
be improved across the entire school program, concluding that the school
needs a comprehensive approach to reform all aspects of its operations and
instructional program.

As part of this process, participants reviewed both individual academic
curricular programs as well as comprehensive reform models that include
both teaching and learning materials and guidance for school organization
and management. The school and its partners looked specifically at
evidence of effectiveness for both the individual programs and the
comprehensive models. In addition, they studied the match between the
programs and the State’s rigorous content standards of excellence for
academic subject matter, and sought information on how well the programs
had been implemented in similar districts. After considerable discussion
among school administrators, teachers, parents, community members, and
outside experts, the school decided to develop its own comprehensive
school reform model, which would include upgrading curriculum and
instruction, teacher professional development, school organization, parental
involvement activities, and testing.

The school’s proposed model is based on the careful integration of distinct,
research-based curricular programs with strong track records of
effectiveness. The goal of the integration is a coherent instructional
package that would address State content and performance standards; be
aligned with district and State assessment systems; include professional
development that helps teachers master the curricular programs as well as
integrate the parts into a unified instructional approach; and include an
evaluation strategy so the school can learn what is working and change
what is not. As a result of this process, the school has decided to work
under a Title I schoolwide approach so that it can bring together a variety of
Federal, State, and other resources to adopt the curricular programs
necessary to reform its instructional program and eventually to move into a
long-term implementation effort.

Using the table as a guide, the example makes clear that the school has looked at the
evidence of effectiveness that supports its choice of discrete curricular programs, thus
addressing issues in the second row of the table. However, the first row of the table
suggests that, in its application, the school should explain the theoretical or research
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foundation for the model it proposes. At this point the school has not made clear why it
expects its comprehensive model, which combines multiple discrete curricular elements,
to function effectively as a whole. Regarding implementation, it is unclear how the
school has assessed what will be required to make the program work at the classroom
level. Thus, the school has not yet answered the questions in the third row of the table.
Finally, the example indicates that the school sought information on the uses in other
settings of the selected programs. This shows a sensitivity to the questions raised in the
fourth row of the table.

APPENDIX 5—COMPONENTS OF COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL REFORM
PROGRAMS

A comprehensive school reform program is one that coherently integrates all nine of the
following components:

1. Effective, research-based methods and strategies. A comprehensive school reform
program employs innovative strategies and proven methods for student learning,
teaching, and school management that are based on reliable research and effective
practices, and have been replicated successfully in schools with diverse characteristics.

2. Comprehensive design with aligned components. The program has a comprehensive
design for effective school functioning, including instruction, assessment, classroom
management, professional development, parental involvement, and school management,
that aligns the school’s curriculum, technology, and professional development into a
schoolwide reform plan designed to enable all students—including children from low-
income families, children with limited English proficiency, and children with
disabilities—to meet challenging State content and performance standards and addresses
needs identified through a school needs assessment.

3. Professional development. The program provides high-quality and continuous teacher
and staff professional development and training.

4. Measurable goals and benchmarks. A comprehensive school reform program has
measurable goals for student performance tied to the State’s challenging content and
student performance standards, as those standards are implemented, and benchmarks for
meeting the goals.

5. Support within the school. The program is supported by school faculty,
administrators, and staff.
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6. Parental and community involvement. The program provides for the meaningful
involvement of parents and the local community in planning and implementing school
improvement activities.

7. External technical support and assistance. A comprehensive reform program utilizes
high-quality external support and assistance from a comprehensive school reform entity
(which may be a university) with experience or expertise in schoolwide reform and
improvement.

8. Evaluation strategies. The program includes a plan for the evaluation of the
implementation of school reforms and the student results achieved.

9. Coordination of resources. The program identifies how other resources (Federal,

State, local, and private) available to the school will be utilized to coordinate services to
support and sustain the school reform.
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