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ASSUMPTIONS 

• Each year when contracts expire, new negotiations will reflect reform principles. 
• All new fiinds will focus on both adding new programs and scaling-up to full-

capacity throughout the entire system. 
• The district will leverage all fiscal resources (federal, state, local). 
• This city also receives Title I , Goals 2000, STW, IDEA, and possibly other federal 

funds. The student body includes a substantial percentage (over 50%) of children 
from low income families. 

• The disaggregated test scores are beginning to inch upward, yet when 
disaggregated for race and gender, reveal student performance is uneven. 

• The restmcturing efforts in this design requiring discard obsolete practices and 
replacing them with more promising ones. 

• Since the cost of each design element will vary according to the region and market 
capacity, this outline is presented in percentages of the whole, instead of actual 
dollar amounts. 

SOME BASIC PRINCIPLES 

• Focus is on supporting schools in need of improvement. 
• Failing schools are identified and fixed (or closed) 
• Accountability measures drive the reform effort 
• The capacity of parents and others to support the academic development of leamers 

is strengthened. 
• Separating or reducing the gap of academic achievement from the social divisions to 

which leamers are assigned, including class, ethnicity, gender, and language 
proficiency, is an essential goal. 

CONDITIONS 

• Funds cannot supplant; must demonstrate how leveraging new fiinds improve 
chances for student success. 

• District staff - have completed a thoughtful analysis of use of existing funds. 

OUESTIONS r t ^ ^ / ; , ^ j - G j f ^ ^ / ^ 

• What factors shall we use to determine the ratio of award money to district size? 
• What characteristics are essential ingredients, either as local initiatives, or proposed ? 
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YEAR 1 
75% 

YEAR 2 
100% 

YEAR 3 
85-90% 

YEAR 4 
50-60 % 

YEAR 5 / ^ 
50-60 % 

STAFFING 

New 

Extended day 

^ Bonuses 

Tutors (teacher's hourly) 

10" 

10 

20 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

Local Funds 

Local Funds 

30 30 

INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCES 

Texts 

Software 

Misc. 

(Other federal or local funds or 
Technology Challenge grant.) 

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT 

Products 15 

Training 

15 10 

* All these numbers represent percent. 
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PROFESSIONAL nEVELOPMENT 

Design team training 

y On-site coaching 

Substitute coverage 

"7 

YEAR 1 
75% 

20 

Stipends 15 

YEAR 2 
100% 

7 
t 

5 

15 

YEAR 3 
85-90% 

(new teams) 
(other fiinds) 

15 

YEAR 4 
50-60 % 

YEAR 5 
50-60 % 

15 15 

NEW ASSESSMENTS 
(Accountability) 

New Tests 

Scoring 

Analysis 

Disaggregation 

Public Reporting 

(Title I) 

(Title I) 

(Title I) 
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YEAR 1 
75% 

YEAR 2 
100% 

YEAR 3 
85-90% 

YEAR 4 
50-60 % 

YEAR5 
50 -60% 

INSTRUCTIONAL 

ORGANIZATION 

MODELS 

Extended Day 

Extended Week 

Extended Year 

Multi-group 

Pattern 

Salary implications 

EVALUATION 

Consultants 

Studies 

Collaboration 

F A C I L I T I E S 
7 

TRANSPORTATION 
(Choice) 10 10 10 10 
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December 9, 1997 

MEMORANDUM TO WORKING GROUP PARTICIPANTS 

FROM: Mike Cohen 
Bill Kincaid 

SUBJECT: Education Opportunity Zones 

On December 5 we met and discussed a draft memo describing this initiative, and considered 
some key outstanding issues. Below is a summary of where we left things at the conclusion of the 
meeting. The next meeting on this initiative is scheduled for Thursday. December 11 at 5 p.m. in 
211 OEOB. 

Relationship of Education Opportunity Zones with Obey-Porter Funds. There is a strategic 
imperative to ensure funding for both initiatives in our FY99 budget proposal, and a consensus 
that, despite some important differences in targeting of funds, we need to figure out how these 
two can best fit together. The importance of making this work was subsequently reinforced in a 
meeting with Cheryl Smith of Obey's staff. DPC, OMB and ED have all agreed to share some 
ideas, in writing, for how to connect these two initiatives. It would be ideal to distribute these 
before we meet on Thursday. 

Funding Patterns and Incentives for Performance. We agreed that the purpose of this 
initiative is to demonstrate that a serious approach to high standards can work. Therefore, 3 year 
grants would be targeted to school systems that have already begun to make progress in raising 
student achievement, at least in some low-income portions of the district, and/or that can show 
that they have begun to put into place effective reform policies, so that local efforts can be 
expanded or accelerated. Districts should be eligible to receive extensions of their grants in years 
4 and 5 as a reward for demonstrating real gains in student performance. There is no agreement 
yet on the amount of the reward, although one possibility would be 50% of the maximum grant. 

There is a general sense that, if necessary, it would be possible to start with somewhat less 
fijnding per grantee in year one (because it could take time for various aspects of the reform efifort 
to get started). A possible pattern for the first three years of a grant could be something like 
66%/100%/75%, but more work on this is required. In particular, Judith Johnson was going to 
do some thinking about how a district would spend its grant funds. 

We agreed to continue considering whether there should be a single round of zones selected for 
funding beginning in FY 99, or whether there should be multiple rounds of grants, so that some 
districts that might not be as advanced would still have a chance to participate and to maintain 
interest in a wide range of districts in undertaking serious reform. However, there was a general 
sense that if there are to be two rounds of zones, the second round should occur in year 3. 
During years 2 and 3 of the zones initiative, these districts could be receiving smaller amounts of 
funds and focusing on a smaller number of their troubled schools under Obey-Porter. 



Flexibility. There was general agreement that we need to investigate possible options for 
extending greater flexibility in the use of federal fiands to the districts selected to be education 
opportunity zones, as long as they continue to meet agreed-upon performance goals. Some 
requirements would likely need to be exempted from waivers; a possible example that needs 
fiirther discussion is Title I targeting. [A group within Education, in consultation with DPC, is 
beginning to put together a range of options for broader flexibility in use of program funds that 
will include both current authority and new legislation specifically connected to the Education 
Opportunity Zones, but will also include other options such as expansion of state Ed-Flex.] 

A suggestion also was made that the proposal should require flexibility on the part of state and 
local funds as well. 

Authority. There is general agreement that we should seek to carry out this initiative, to the 
extent possible, under existing legislative authority, perhaps with some minor appropriations 
language. One option discussed as likely to work best was the Title I demonstration authority 
that is being used for Obey-Porter. Once this memo has been circulated. Education will review 
possible options in light of agreements on the initiative to date. 



Strengthening Public Schools By Raising Standards, Expanding Opportunity, and 
Requiring Accountability 

December 3,1997 

OPPORTUNITY AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR REACHING CHALLENGING 
ACADEMIC STANDARDS. The Administration is developing an Education Opportimity 
Zones initiative. This competitive challenge grants program is aimed at demonsfrating 
comprehensive, coordinated and effective approaches to expanding opportunities for students in 
high poverty m-ban and rural school districts, coupled with a balanced approach to increased 
responsibility for results for schools, educators and students themselves. High-poverty school 
districts will be eligible for additional Federal funding / / ( I ) they now adopt tough reform 
measiu:es ~ like those adopted in Chicago ~ that make administrators, principals, teachers, and 
students tmly accountable for success or failure, and (2) in time, show real improvements in 
student achievement. 

To receive funds, local school districts will demonstrate how they will: 
• provide students and parents with choice within the public school system; 

• hold schools accountable for helping students reach academic standards, including 
rewarding schools that succeed and intervening in schools that fail to make progress; 

• hold teachers and principals accountable for quality, including rewarding outstanding 
teachers, and implementing processes for fairly and quickly removing ineffective 
teachers. 

• require students to meet academic standards at key transition points in their academic 
careers. 

School districts can use Education Opportunity Zone funds to: 

• provide extra help to students in need it in order to meet challenging standards, through 
after-school or Saturday tutoring programs and/or summer school. 

• provide bonuses to schools that make significant gains in student achievement, and tum 
around failing schools by implementing proven reform models, providing intensive 
teacher training, building stronger partnerships between schools and parents, businesses 
and community-based organizations, or closing down failing schools and reopening them 
as charter schools. 

• provide needed training to teachers and principals; reward outstanding teachers by 
helping them eam certification as master teachers from the National Board for 
Professional Teaching standards and providing them with financial incentives when they 
do; and implement programs to identify low performing teachers, providing them help to 



improve, and removing them fairly and quickly if they don't. 

Examples of Local School Districts Using These Approaches. (See Attachment) 

Spreading Practices Nationwide. These are the kinds of approaches that must be replicated 
everywhere in order to strengthen public schools. The President's Education Opportunity Zones 
challenge grants will help demonstrate how they can work and spread them to cities and rural 
communities with students that can benefit from them the most. They will help make sure that 
our most disadvantaged students are held to high academic standards and helped to reach them. 
They will help make siue that disadvantaged students can choose among good public schools, 
and are not trapped in failing schools. They will help reach the President's goal of having at least 
one Master Teacher in every school, which is particularly important for students in high poverty 
schools, because these schools often have the least well prepared teachers. 

Budget. This initiative has not yet been finalized. Consultation with the education community, 
state and local officials, higher education, community groups and others is still underway. Final 
budget numbers will not be determined until the FY 1999 budget process is completed. 



CHALLENGE GRANTS FOR URBAN AND RURAL EDUCATION 
OPPORTUNITY ZONES - EXAMPLES OF ACTIVITIES THAT COULD 

BE SUPPORTED UNDER THE PROPOSAL 
Proposed FY 99 Budget Initiative 
DRAFT - November 29, 1997 

Student Assistance and Accountability: 

• In Chicago, many students participate in the district's Lighthouse after-school program, 
which features intense reading/math instmction, social other enrichment activities, and a 
meal. Students in the district who perform below minimum standards at key transition 
grades (3, 6, 8 and 9) are required to participate in a seven-week "SummerBridge" 
program and pass a test before moving on to the next grade. Over 45,000 students were 
served in the SummerBridge program in 1997, and over 144,000 students participated in 
some form of smnmer activity. 

• This simimer Denver served approximately 2,400 students in grades 3,5, and 8 who were 
required to attend summer school to address subpar reading scores. 

• The Long Beach school district required 1,600 third graders who had not attained reading 
proficiency by the end of the year to attend five-week tutorial sessions. 

• In Cincinnati, student promotion is now based on specific standards that define what 
students must know and be able to do. The standards are designed to prepare students to 
pass the state's ninth-grade proficiency test. 

• As part of the superintendent's focus on reading, the Houston school district is hiring 150 
reading coaches. The coaches, mainly college students tutor about 1,000 children on a 
one-to-one basis at $10 an hour. Designed by the University of Texas at Dallas, the 
program will use an intensive approach. The university is training the tutors and the 
district is funding the program from the general budget. 

Staff Effectiveness and Accountability: 

• Charlotte-Mecklenburg's Benchmark Goals program gives cash awards of $750 to 
$ 1,000 to teachers in schools when their students meet a range of goals based on their 
previous perfomiance. The goals are stmctured so that schools have an incentive to raise 
the achievement of their lowest performing students. It also focuses on goals for African 
American students, who historically have been under-achievers in the Charlotte school 
system, ensuring that schools work to close the achievement gap with white students. 

• In Cincinnati, school district administrators' pay raises are now linked to job 
performance, with automatic cost-of-living adjustments and salary rates being replaced 



with new criteria, including performance on several measures such as student test scores 
and graduation rates. The district is also preparing a system for providing financial 
rewards to schools based on student achievement, to take effect in 1998-99. 

• In St. Paul, die school district is collaborating with the teachers' union and die University 
of Minnesota on Project 20/20 to support teachers dirough the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) certification process. The district pays die 
application fees and die university and other partoers develop and conduct professional 
support programs for the candidates. 

• States like North Carolina and Kentucky, and school districts like Los Angeles, are 
providing significant salary increases to reward National Board Certified Master 
Teachers. 

• Peer review and assistance programs help beginning teachers leam to teach and help 
veterans who are having difficulty improve their teaching or leave the classroom without 
union grievances or delays. In Cincinnati, for example, low-performing teachers can be 
assigned to an intervention program where they gain assistance from colleagues and 
administrators, and if unable to improve, are counseled out of the profession or removed. 
In Cincirmati, as well as Toledo, while most teachers improve their performance, roughly 
one-third of the teachers referred to intervention have left teaching by the end of the year, 
through resignation, retirement or dismissal. 

In Rochester, expert, experienced teachers can be selected through a rigorous evaluation 
process as "lead teachers" and given significant salary stipends to become involved with 
peer counseling, or to take on other reform-related priorities such as consulting with new 
teachers, accepting positions in "intervention" schools, and developing curricula. 
Columbus and Seattle also have aggressive peer review programs. 

• New York City's Community District 2 places an unusually strong emphasis on providing 
ongoing opportunities for teachers to build skills and leam from one another. For example, 
the district enables visiting teachers to observe and practice with a highly accomplished 
teacher for three weeks while their classrooms are taught by another experienced teacher. 
District 2 registered the second highest standardized test scores in madi and reading in die 
city. 

• In 1996, Memphis opened its new Teaching and Leaming Academy, which coordinates 
professional development opportunities for all teachers in the district. The Academy 
offers workshops in all major areas of school reform including leadership, core content, 
performance assessment, and uses of technology. 

School Improvement and Accountability: 

• The San Francisco Unified School District places low-performing schools on a one-year 
probationary period, during which they are expected to improve student performance. If 
there is no improvement, the school is reconstituted. All staff must reapply for jobs at 



their school, and the Board hires a new principal, who in timi hires a new teaching staff 
and support staff. The new team must then put together an improvement plan to raise 
student achievement. Since the 1993-94 school year, ten schools have been reconstituted. 

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg school system distributes to parents easy-to-read student 
leaming goals at the beginning of the school year. The district then follows up with 
school report cards on student attendance and performance that are distributed to parents 
and every household in the district, and are published in the newspaper, in part to help 
inform parents' decisions about the district's magnet schools. 

In Chicago, schools can be placed on probation due to low student achievement. These 
schools will be targeted for aggressive intervention strategies by the district, such as 
providing intensive help and training from expert teams of educators, or, where 
necessary, replacing ineffective principals and teachers. In the event of persistent failure, 
the district may shut down and reorganize the schools. Seven high schools were 
reconstituted between the 1996-97 and 1997-98 school years. 

Chicago also recognizes a number of exemplary schools, providing financial rewards of 
$5,000 and $10,000 to the wirmers to become professional development centers for other 
schools. Seventeen schools were awarded exemplary status in the first year. 

As part of Kentucky's school accountability program under the Kentucky Education 
Reform Act, schools that do not reach academic and non-academic (attendance, retention, 
dropout, transition to the next level of schools or the job market) accountability targets 
must develop their own school improvement plan. If a school fails to improve over the 
next two years, the state assigns a distinguished educator to provide support and advice to 
the school. If the school's performance continues to decline, the state can assume control. 
Although the state has yet to take over a school, 88 schools were recently identified as 
being in decline and nine have been placed in the "crisis" category. The state also 
rewardsschools that have demonstrated substantial progress by distributing $27 million to 
502 schools in 1997. 

Late last summer, Cleveland reconstituted two elementary schools that had failed to meet 
district-mandated school performance indicators and where there had been significant 
intemal strife among staff members. The district reassigned the schools' principals and 
asked all teaching staff to reapply for their positions. As a result, about two-thirds of 
teachers at the reconstituted schools are new to the buildings this year. And earlier this 
year Denver, working closely with the teacher's union there, reconstituted two 
elementary schools, replacing nearly the entire staff at each. 

New York City also has a union-district negotiated process for "redesigning" schools 
identified by the state as failing. Such schools can replace approximately half the 
incumbent teaching faculty. 

In Memphis, since 1995, about half of all schools have adopted a "break-the-mold" 



reform model, including several of the models developed by the New American Schools 
Development Corporation. 

Public School Choice: 

• In Boston, all parents choose dieir child's public school, and have a wide array of options 
ranging from neighborhood schools, magnet schools, and pilot and public charter schools 
which operate under performance contracts diat provide them with greater autonomy and 
accountability for results. 

• The Houston Independent School District recently instituted an open choice program. 
Parents may send their children to any of the district's 258 schools provided the school is 
enrolled at 95 percent of capacity or below. The district is currently analyzing available 
space and plans to publish the information in the near future; parents will apply to the 
district transfer office to change schools. HISD will not transport students to schools 
outside their attendance area. In addition to this choice program, the district has launched 
an aggressive effort to support in-district charter schools. 

• Cambridge allows every family to choose a public school for dieir child. The school 
district provides information on every school and has created parent centers to help parents 
learn about and choose a public school for dieir child. More dian 90% of parents get their 
first choice of kindergarten for tiieir child, and most get one of tiieir top picks at all grade 
levels. 

• The San Diego school district has helped parents, teachers, and principals create more than 
a dozen public charter schools that stay open only as long as tiiey do a good job. These are 
all schools of choice, publicly accountable and open to smdents from around die school 
district. 

• In August 1997, Denver opened its first charter school as the Pioneer Charter School 
(PCS). PCS is a joint effort of the school district and the University of Denver (DU), 
enrolling 320 students from throughout Denver in grades Pre-K-5, with priority given to 
students residing in specific economically depressed communities. The school is to serve 
as an incubator for practices to support high achievement for urban students. The school 
features a personalized instmction plan for each student; a year-round calendar (an 
additional 20 days each year and 45-day instmctional periods with 15-day intersession 
breaks); an extended day that begins at 7:30 AM and ends at 6 PM; and access to basic 
health care, community and social and education services for students and their families. 



Options for Carrying Out Challenge Grants Aspect of 
Education Opportunity Zones Under Existing Authority 

DRAFT — December 10, 1997 

Two most likely options: 

Title I Demo — § 1502(a) 

• Already used for Obey/Porter Comprehensive Reform — but with the help of 
appropriations report language. 

• How likely that we can squeeze in another initiative under this? 

• Regulations/notice to further define scope? 

ESEA Title X-J ~ § 10951 et seq — Urban and Rural Education Demonstration Grants 

• Two separate subsections — urban and rural each get 50% of funds. No separate set-
aside for Native American schools. 

• If more than $50 million goes into the rural half, apparently requires an award to every 
state. 

• Eligibility provisions, sec. 10952(5) would exclude some smaller urban LEAs; e.g., a 
district like New Haven would probably be excluded, because it is under 25,000 in 
enrollment and is not the largest central city in the state; same could be true of Kansas 
City, Kansas. Could not address through regulation, nor through waivers — maybe 
approps. 

• Would have to issue priority notices for grants, substantially narrowing and defining the 
range of allowable activities. (For example, one of the current allowable activities is 
increasing voter participation among eligible students). Doing this would entail 
opportunity to comment from the field. Could use new exception for first year 
competition — but this could draw flak. 

• Appears that authorization for approps would expire after FY 99; appears would need 
extension language in approps bill (or through some other avenue) for 00 and beyond. 
Not clear that GEPA would cover this kind of thing. 



Long shots: 

FIE 

Would be very unusual to fund something this large in FIE, and would be an even bigger 
problem in light of the national tests controversy, but if could get general approp, could 
issue priority notices defining the program. 

Unlike with ESEA program, could have to define class of eligible applicants through 
regulation. 

A such sums authorization. 

Goals 2000 Urban/Rural — §314(b)(l) 

• Highly unlikely option, for a variety of reasons. 

• Would have to get approps into Goals 2000 national activities on a large scale, something 
the Hill is very unlikely to do. 

• Getting proper focus for the program would likely require first f^egulationsH under 
Goals 2000 (but not the main Goals 2000 state grant program). 

• Overall, Goals authorization is for such sums, but with a maximum reservation for 
national activities of 5%. If cap held, would only provide tens of millions of dollars for 
this effort — far too little. Also, existing language prohibits awards to urban and rural 
districts already getting Goals money through their state, but could override with approps 
language. 



Strengthening Public Schools By Raising Standards, Expanding Opportunity, and 
Requiring Accountability 

December 3,1997 

OPPORTUNITY AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR REACHING CHALLENGING 
ACADEMIC STANDARDS. The Administration is developing an Education Opportunity 
Zones initiative. This competitive challenge grants program is aimed at demonstrating 
comprehensive, coordinated and efifective approaches to expanding opportunities for students in 
high poverty m-ban and rural school districts, coupled with a balanced approach to increased 
responsibility for results for schools, educators and students themselves. High-poverty school 
districts will be eligible for additional Federal fimding if (I) they now adopt tough reform 
measures ~ like those adopted in Chicago ~ that make administrators, principals, teachers, and 
students truly accountable for success or failure, and (2) in time, show real improvements in 
student achievement. 

To receive fimds, local school districts will demonstrate how they will: 
• provide students and parents with choice within the public school system; 

• hold schools accoimtable for helping students reach academic standards, including 
rewarding schools that succeed and intervening in schools that fail to make progress; 

• hold teachers and principals accountable for quality, including rewarding outstanding 
teachers, and implementing processes for fairly and quickly removing ineffective 
teachers. 

• require students to meet academic standards at key transition points in their academic 
careers. 

School districts can use Education Opportunity Zone fimds to: 

• provide extra help to students in need it in order to meet challenging standards, through 
after-school or Saturday tutoring programs and/or summer school. 

• provide bonuses to schools that make significant gains in student achievement, and tum 
around failing schools by implementing proven reform models, providing intensive 
teacher training, building stronger partaerships between schools and parents, businesses 
and commvmity-based organizations, or closing down failing schools and reopening them 
as charter schools. 

• provide needed training to teachers and principals; reward outstanding teachers by 
helping them eam certification as master teachers from the National Board for 
Professional Teaching standards and providing them with financial incentives when they 
do; and implement programs to identify low performing teachers, providing them help to 



improve, and removing them fairly and quickly if they don't. 

Examples of Local School Districts Using These Approaches. (See Attachment) 

Spreading Practices Nationwide. These are the kinds of approaches that must be replicated 
everywhere in order to strengthen public schools. The President's Education Opportumty Zones 
challenge grants will help demonstrate how they can work and spread them to cities and rural 
communities with students that can benefit from them the most. They will help make sure that 
our most disadvantaged students are held to high academic standards and helped to reach them. 
They will help make siure that disadvantaged students can choose among good public schools, 
and are not trapped in failing schools. They will help reach the President's goal of having at least 
one Master Teacher in every school, which is particularly important for students in high poverty 
schools, because these schools often have the least well prepared teachers. 

Budget. This initiative has not yet been finalized. Consultation with the education community, 
state and local ofificials, higher education, community groups and others is still underway. Final 
budget numbers will not be determined until the FY 1999 budget process is completed. 



CHALLENGE GRANTS FOR URBAN AND RURAL EDUCATION 
OPPORTUNITY ZONES - EXAMPLES OF ACTIVITIES THAT COULD 

BE SUPPORTED UNDER THE PROPOSAL 
Proposed FY 99 Budget Initiative 
DRAFT ~ November 29,1997 

Student Assistance and Accountability: 

• In Chicago, many students participate in the district's Lighthouse after-school program, 
which features intense reading/math instmction, social other enrichment activities, and a 
meal. Students in the district who perform below minimum standards at key transition 
grades (3,6, 8 and 9) are required to participate in a seven-week "SummerBridge" 
program and pass a test before moving on to the next grade. Over 45,000 students were 
served in the SummerBridge program in 1997, and over 144,000 students participated in 
some form of summer activity. 

• This summer Denver served approximately 2,400 students in grades 3, 5, and 8 who were 
required to attend summer school to address subpar reading scores. 

• The Long Beach school district required 1,600 third graders who had not attained reading 
proficiency by the end of the year to attend five-week tutorial sessions. 

• In Cincinnati, student promotion is now based on specific standards that define what 
students must know and be able to do. The standards are designed to prepare students to 
pass the state's ninth-grade proficiency test. 

• As part of the superintendent's focus on reading, the Houston school district is hiring 150 
reading coaches. The coaches, mainly college students tutor about 1,000 children on a 
one-to-one basis at $10 an hour. Designed by the University of Texas at Dallas, the 
program will use an intensive approach. The university is training the tutors and the 
district is fimding the program from the general budget. 

Staff Effectiveness and Accountability: 

• Charlotte-Mecklenburg's Benchmark Goals program gives cash awards of $750 to 
$ 1,000 to teachers in schools when their students meet a range of goals based on their 
previous performance. The goals are stmctured so that schools have an incentive to raise 
the achievement of their lowest performing students. It also focuses on goals for African 
American students, who historically have been under-achievers in the Charlotte school 
system, ensuring that schools work to close the achievement gap with white students. 

• In Cincinnati, school district administrators'pay raises are now linked to job 
performance, with automatic cost-of-living adjustments and salary rates being replaced 



with new criteria, including performance on several measures such as student test scores 
and graduation rates. The district is also preparing a system for providing financial 
rewards to schools based on student achievement, to take effect in 1998-99. 

• In St. Paul, the school district is coUaboratmg with the teachers' union and the University 
of Miimesota on Project 20/20 to support teachers through the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) certification process. The district pays die 
application fees and the university and other partoers develop and conduct professional 
support programs for die candidates. 

• States like North Carolina and Kentucky, and school districts like Los Angeles, are 
providing significant salary increases to reward National Board Certified Master 
Teachers. 

• Peer review and assistance programs help beginning teachers leam to teach and help 
veterans who are having difficulty improve their teaching or leave the classroom without 
union grievances or delays. In Cincinnati, for example, low-performing teachers can be 
assigned to an intervention program where they gain assistance from colleagues and 
adminisfrators, and if unable to improve, are counseled out of the profession or removed. 
In Cincinnati, as well as Toledo, while most teachers improve their performance, roughly 
one-third of the teachers referred to intervention have left teaching by the end of the year, 
through resignation, retirement or dismissal. 

In Rochester, expert, experienced teachers can be selected through a rigorous evaluation 
process as "lead teachers" and given significant salary stipends to become involved with 
peer counseling, or to take on other reform-related priorities such as consulting with new 
teachers, accepting positions in "intervention" schools, and developing curricula. 
Columbus and Seattle also have aggressive peer review programs. 

• New York City's Community District 2 places an unusually strong emphasis on providing 
ongoing opportonities for teachers to build skills and leam from one another. For example, 
the district enables visiting teachers to observe and practice with a highly accomplished 
teacher for three weeks while tiieir classrooms are taught by another experienced teacher. 
District 2 registered die second highest standardized test scores in math and readuig in die 
city. 

• In 1996, Memphis opened its new Teaching and Leaming Academy, which coordinates 
professional development opportunities for all teachers in the district. The Academy 
offers workshops in all major areas of school reform including leadership, core content, 
performance assessment, and uses of technology. 

School Improvement and Accountability: 

• The San Francisco Unified School District places low-performing schools on a one-year 
probationary period, during which they are expected to improve student performance. If 
there is no improvement, the school is reconstituted. All staff must reapply for jobs at 



their school, and the Board hires a new principal, who in tum hires a new teaching staff 
and support staff. The new team must then put together an improvement plan to raise 
student achievement. Since the 1993-94 school year, ten schools have been reconstituted. 

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg school system distributes to parents easy-to-read student 
leaming goals at the beginning of the school year. The distiict then follows up with 
school report cards on student attendance and performance that are distributed to parents 
and every household m the district, and are published in the newspaper, in part to help 
inform parents' decisions about the district's magnet schools. 

In Chicago, schools can be placed on probation due to low student achievement. These 
schools will be targeted for aggressive intervention strategies by the district, such as 
providing intensive help and training from expert teams of educators, or, where 
necessary, replacing mefifective principals and teachers. In the event of persistent failure, 
the district may shut down and reorganize the schools. Seven high schools were 
reconstituted between die 1996-97 and 1997-98 school years. 

Chicago also recognizes a number of exemplary schools, providing financial rewards of 
$5,000 and $10,000 to the wiimers to become professional development centers for other 
schools. Seventeen schools were awarded exemplary statos in the first year. 

As part of Kentucky's school accountability program under the Kentucky Education 
Reform Act, schools that do not reach academic and non-academic (attendance, retention, 
dropout, transition to the next level of schools or the job market) accountability targets 
must develop their own school improvement plan. If a school fails to improve over the 
next two years, the state assigns a distinguished educator to provide support and advice to 
the school. If the school's performance continues to decline, the state can assume control. 
Although the state has yet to take over a school, 88 schools were recently identified as 
being in decline and nine have been placed in the "crisis" category. The state also 
rewardsschools that have demonsfrated substantial progress by distributing $27 million to 
502 schools in 1997. 

Late last summer, Cleveland reconstituted two elementary schools that had failed to meet 
district-mandated school performance indicators and where there had been significant 
intemal strife among staff members. The district reassigned the schools' principals and 
asked all teaching staff to reapply for their positions. As a result, about two-thirds of 
teachers at the reconstituted schools are new to the buildings this year. And earlier this 
year Denver, working closely with the teacher's union there, reconstituted two 
elementary schools, replacing nearly the entire staff at each. 

New York City also has a union-district negotiated process for "redesigning" schools 
identified by the state as failing. Such schools can replace approximately half the 
incumbent teaching faculty. 

In Memphis, since 1995, about half of all schools have adopted a "break-the-mold" 



reform model, including several of the models developed by the New American Schools 
Development Corporation. 

Public School Choice: 

• In Boston, all parents choose their child's public school, and have a wide array of options 
ranging from neighborhood schools, magnet schools, and pilot and public charter schools 
which operate under performance contracts diat provide them with greater autonomy and 
accountability for results. 

• The Houston Independent School District recently instituted an open choice program. 
Parents may send their children to any of the distiict's 258 schools provided die school is 
enrolled at 95 percent of capacity or below. The district is currentiy analyzing available 
space and plans to publish the infonnation in the near futiu-e; parents will apply to the 
district fransfer office to change schools. HISD will not fransport students to schools 
outside their attendance area. In addition to this choice program, the district has launched 
an aggressive effort to support in-district charter schools. 

• Cambridge allows every family to choose a public school for tiieir child. The school 
district provides information on every school and has created parent centers to help parents 
leam about and choose a public school for tiiefr child. More than 90% of parents get their 
first choice of kindergarten for tiieir child, and most get one of tiieir top picks at all grade 
levels. 

• The San Diego school district has helped parents, teachers, and prmcipals create more than 
a dozen public charter schools that stay open only as long as they do a good job. These are 
all schools of choice, publicly accountable and open to smdents from around die school 
district. 

• In August 1997, Denver opened its first charter school as the Pioneer Charter School 
(PCS). PCS is a joint effort of the school district and the University of Denver (DU), 
enrolling 320 stodents from throughout Denver in grades Pre-K-5, with priority given to 
students residing in specific economically depressed communities. The school is to serve 
as an incubator for practices to support high achievement for urban students. The school 
features a personalized instmction plan for each stodent; a year-round calendar (an 
additional 20 days each year and 45-day instmctional periods with 15-day intersession 
breaks); an extended day that begins at 7:30 AM and ends at 6 PM; and access to basic 
health care, community and social and education services for students and their families. 



Michael Cohen 
12/16/97 09:52:54 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: William R. Kincaid/OPD/EOP 

cc: 
Subject: Re: revised urban paper jjf] 

• 
URB9712.977 

I've made a few changes and am sending the document back. Overall, I think its quite good. One more 
thing—we need a greater emphasis on evaluation in here. Could you relabel the dissemination section to 
emphasize evaluation in the title, and include a few sentences that indicate that there will be a strong, 
independent evalution effort in order to determine which districts qualify for the years 4 and 5 grants, and 
to learn what works. Districts will also be required to have their own accountability system, in order to 
encourge them to be data-driven, and to contribute to the overall evaluation. 

My 10:00am appointment showed up early. I'm going to try to deal with them as quickly as possible, and 
then get back to you. 

Once you've made the above changes, go ahead and send to Wayne and Barry. 

Thanks 



EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES 
December 15, 1997 Meeting 

I . Budget Scenario 

II. Relation to Obey-Porter 

III. Legislative Authority 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 
(Akron, Ohio) 

For Immediate Release 
December 3, 1997 

OPENING STATEMENT OF THE PRESIDENT 
AT "ONE AMERICA: PRESIDENT CLINTON'S 

INITIATIVE ON RACE" TOWN MEETING 

E.J. Thomas Performing Arts Hall 
University of Akron 

Akron, Ohio 

12:00 P.M. EST 

Again, let me say that this dialogue to me is an 
important part of where we're going. Now, we have 
responsibilities in Washington, too. There is an economic 
responsibility. There is an education responsibility. A few 
weeks ago I announced that we were going to support scholarships 
for people who would go out and teach in educationally-deprived 
areas where we needed more teachers. Today, we are releasing a 
proposal to create educational opportunity zones to reward school 
districts in poor urban and rural areas who undertake the kind of 
sweeping reform that Chicago has embraced in the last couple of 
years ~ closing down failing schools, promoting public school 
choice, holding students and teachers accountable, involving 
parents more, providing opportunities for students who have 
learning problems to learn, but ending automatic social promotion 
and giving people high school diplomas that don't mean anything. 





Strengthening Public Schools By Raising Standards, Expanding Opportunity, and 
Requiring Accountability 

December 3,1997 

OPPORTUNITY AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR REACHING CHALLENGING 
ACADEMIC STANDARDS. The Admmisfration is developing an Education Opportunity 
Zones initiative. This competitive challenge grants program is aimed at demonstrating 
comprehensive, coordinated and efifective approaches to expanding opportunities for students in 
high poverty lurban and rural school districts, coupled with a balanced approach to increased 
responsibility for results for schools, educators and students themselves. High-poverty school 
districts will be eligible for additional Federal fimding if (I) they now adopt tough refonn 
measures ~ like those adopted in Chicago ~ that make adminisfrators, principals, teachers, and 
students truly accountable for success or failure, and (2) in time, show real improvements in 
student achievement. 

To receive fimds, local school districts will demonsfrate how they will: 
• provide students and parents with choice within the public school system; 

• hold schools accountable for helping students reach academic standards, including 
rewarding schools that succeed and intervening in schools that fail to make progress; 

• hold teachers and principals accountable for quality, including rewarding outstanding 
teachers, and implementing processes for fairly and quickly removing ineffective 
teachers. 

• require students to meet academic standards at key fransition points in their academic 
careers. 

School districts can use Education Opportunity Zone fimds to: 

• provide exfra help to stodents in need it in order to meet challenging standards, through 
after-school or Saturday totoring programs and/or summer school. 

• provide bonuses to schools that make significant gains in stodent achievement, and tum 
around failing schools by implementing proven reform models, providing intensive 
teacher training, building stronger partnerships between schools and parents, businesses 
and community-based organizations, or closing down failing schools and reopening them 
as charter schools. 

• provide needed training to teachers and principals; reward outstanding teachers by 
helping them eam certification as master teachers from the National Board for 
Professional Teaching standards and providing them with financial incentives when they 
do; and implement programs to identify low performing teachers, providing them help to 



improve, and removing them fairly and quickly if they don't. 

Examples of Local School Districts Using These Approaches. (See Attachment) 

Spreading Practices Nationwide. These are the kinds of approaches that must be replicated 
everywhere in order to sfrengthen public schools. The President's Education Opportunity Zones 
challenge grants will help demonstirate how they can work and spread them to cities and rural 
communities with stodents that can benefit from them the most. They will help make siure that 
our most disadvantaged stodents are held to high academic standards and helped to reach them. 
They will help make sure that disadvantaged stodents can choose among good public schools, 
and are not trapped in failing schools. They will help reach the President's goal of having at least 
one Master Teacher in every school, which is particularly important for stodents in high poverty 
schools, because these schools often have the least well prepared teachers. 

Budget. This initiative has not yet been finalized. Consultation with the education community, 
state and local ofificials, higher education, community groups and others is still underway. Final 
budget numbers will not be determined until the FY 1999 budget process is completed. 



CHALLENGE GRANTS FOR URBAN AND RURAL EDUCATION 
OPPORTUNITY ZONES - EXAMPLES OF ACTIVITIES THAT COULD 

BE SUPPORTED UNDER THE PROPOSAL 
Proposed FY 99 Budget Initiative 
DRAFT ~ November 29,1997 

Student Assistance and Accountability: 

• In Chicago, many students participate in the district's Lighthouse after-school program, 
which features intense reading/math instmction, social other enrichment activities, and a 
meal. Stodents in the district who perform below minimum standards at key fransition 
grades (3,6, 8 and 9) are required to participate in a seven-week "SummerBridge" 
program and pass a test before moving on to the next grade. Over 45,000 stodents were 
served in the SummerBridge program in 1997, and over 144,000 stodents participated in 
some form of summer activity. 

• This summer Denver served approximately 2,400 stodents in grades 3,5, and 8 who were 
required to attend summer school to address subpar reading scores. 

• The Long Beach school district required 1,600 third graders who had not attained reading 
proficiency by the end of the year to attend five-week totorial sessions. 

• In Cincinnati, stodent promotion is now based on specific standards that define what 
stodents must know and be able to do. The standards are designed to prepare stodents to 
pass the state's ninth-grade proficiency test. 

• As part of the superintendent's focus on reading, the Houston school district is hiring 150 
reading coaches. The coaches, mainly college stodents tutor about 1,000 children on a 
one-to-one basis at $10 an hour. Designed by the University of Texas at Dallas, the 
program will use an intensive approach. The university is fraining the totors and the 
district is fimding the program from the general budget. 

Staff Effectiveness and Accountability: 

• Charlotte-Mecklenburg's Benchmark Goals program gives cash awards of $750 to 
$1,000 to teachers in schools when their stodents meet a range of goals based on their 
previous performance. The goals are stmctured so that schools have an incentive to raise 
the achievement of their lowest performing stodents. It also focuses on goals for African 
American stodents, who historically have been under-achievers in the Charlotte school 
system, ensuring that schools work to close the achievement gap with white students. 

• In Cincinnati, school district administrators' pay raises are now linked to job 
performance, with automatic cost-of-living adjustments and salary rates being replaced 



widi new criteria, including performance on several measures such as stodent test scores 
and graduation rates. The district is also preparing a system for providing fmancial 
rewards to schools based on stodent achievement, to take effect in 1998-99. 

• In St. Paul, the school district is collaborating witii the teachers' union and die University 
of Mmnesota on Project 20/20 to support teachers tiu-ough ttie National Board for 
Professional Teachmg Standards (NBPTS) certification process. The disttict pays die 
application fees and the university and other partoers develop and conduct professional 
support programs for the candidates. 

• States like North Carolina and KentuclQ', and school distiicts like Los Angeles, are 
providmg significant salary increases to reward National Board Certified Master 
Teachers. 

• Peer review and assistance programs help beginning teachers leam to teach and help 
veterans who are having difficulty improve their teaching or leave the classroom without 
union grievances or delays. In Cincinnati, for example, low-performing teachers can be 
assigned to an intervention program where they gain assistance from colleagues and 
adminisfrators, and if unable to improve, are counseled out of the profession or removed. 
In Cincinnati, as well as Toledo, while most teachers improve their performance, roughly 
one-third of the teachers referred to intervention have left teaching by the end of the year, 
through resignation, retirement or dismissal. 

In Rochester, expert, experienced teachers can be selected through a rigorous evaluation 
process as "lead teachers" and given significant salary stipends to become involved with 
peer counseling, or to take on other reform-related priorities such as consulting with new 
teachers, accepting positions in "intervention" schools, and developing curricula. 
Columbus and Seattle also have aggressive peer review programs. 

• New York City's Community District 2 places an unusually strong emphasis on providing 
ongoing opportunities for teachers to build skills and leam from one another. For example, 
the district enables visiting teachers to observe and practice with a highly accomplished 
teacher for three weeks while their classrooms are taught by another experienced teacher. 
District 2 registered the second highest standardized test scores in math and reading m the 
city. 

• In 1996, Memphis opened its new Teaching and Leaming Academy, which coordinates 
professional development opportunities for all teachers in the district. The Academy 
offers workshops in all major areas of school reform including leadership, core content, 
performance assessment, and uses of technology. 

School Improvement and Accountability: 

• The San Francisco Unified School District places low-performing schools on a one-year 
probationary period, during which they are expected to improve stodent performance. If 
there is no improvement, the school is reconstitoted. All staff must reapply for jobs at 



thefr school, and the Board hires a new principal, who in tum hires a new teaching staff 
and support staff. The new team must tiien put together an improvement plan to raise 
stodent achievement. Since the 1993-94 school year, ten schools have been reconstitoted. 

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg school system distributes to parents easy-to-read stodent 
leammg goals at the beginning of the school year. The distiict then follows up with 
school report cards on stodent attendance and performance that are distributed to parents 
and every household in the district, and are published in the newspaper, in part to help 
inform parents' decisions about the distiict's magnet schools. 

In Chicago, schools can be placed on probation due to low stodent achievement. These 
schools will be targeted for aggressive intervention sfrategies by tiie distiict, such as 
providing intensive help and fraining from expert teams of educators, or, where 
necessary, replacing ineffective prmcipals and teachers, hi the event of persistent failure, 
the district may shut down and reorganize the schools. Seven high schools were 
reconstitoted between the 1996-97 and 1997-98 school years. 

Chicago also recognizes a number of exemplary schools, providing financial rewards of 
$5,000 and $10,000 to the wirmers to become professional development centers for other 
schools. Seventeen schools were awarded exemplary status in the first year. 

As part of Kentucky's school accountability program under the Kentocky Education 
Reform Act, schools that do not reach academic and non-academic (attendance, retention, 
dropout, transition to the next level of schools or the job market) accountability targets 
must develop their own school improvement plan. If a school fails to improve over the 
next two years, the state assigns a distinguished educator to provide support and advice to 
the school. If the school's performance continues to decline, the state can assume control. 
Although the state has yet to take over a school, 88 schools were recently identified as 
being in decline and nine have been placed in the "crisis" category. The state also 
rewardsschools that have demonstrated substantial progress by distributing $27 million to 
502 schools in 1997. 

Late last summer, Cleveland reconstitoted two elementary schools that had failed to meet 
district-mandated school performance indicators and where there had been significant 
intemal strife among staff members. The district reassigned the schools' principals and 
asked all teaching staff to reapply for their positions. As a result, about two-thirds of 
teachers at the reconstituted schools are new to the buildings this year. And earlier this 
year Denver, working closely with the teacher's union there, reconstitoted two 
elementary schools, replacing nearly the entire staff at each. 

New York City also has a union-distiict negotiated process for "redesigning" schools 
identified by the state as failing. Such schools can replace approximately half the 
incumbent teaching faculty. 

In Memphis, since 1995, about half of all schools have adopted a "break-the-mold" 



reform model, including several of the models developed by the New American Schools 
Development Corporation. 

Public School Choice: 

• In Boston, all parents choose tiiefr child's public school, and have a wide array of options 
ranging from neighborhood schools, magnet schools, and pilot and public charter schools 
which operate under performance contracts that provide diem with greater autonomy and 
accountability for results. 

• The Houston Independent School District recently institoted an open choice program. 
Parents may send their children to any of the distiict's 258 schools provided the school is 
enrolled at 95 percent of capacity or below. The district is currentiy analyzing available 
space and plans to publish the information in tiie near future; parents will apply to the 
distiict transfer office to change schools. HISD will not transport stodents to schools 
outside their attendance area. In addition to this choice program, the district has launched 
an aggressive effort to support in-distiict charter schools. 

• Cambridge allows every family to choose a public school for tiieir child. The school 
district provides information on every school and has created parent centers to help parents 
leam about and choose a public school for tiieir child. More tiian 90% of parents get tiieir 
first choice of kindergarten for tiieir child, and most get one of tiieir top picks at all grade 
levels. 

• The San Diego school district has helped parents, teachers, and prmcipals create more tiian 
a dozen public charter schools that stay open only as long as they do a good job. These are 
all schools of choice, publicly accountable and open to stodents from around die school 
district. 

• In August 1997, Denver opened its first charter school as the Pioneer Charter School 
(PCS). PCS is a joint effort of tiie school distiict and tiie University of Denver (DU), 
enrolling 320 stodents from throughout Denver in grades Pre-K-5, with priority given to 
stodents residing in specific economically depressed communities. The school is to serve 
as an incubator for practices to support high achievement for urban stodents. The school 
features a personalized instmction plan for each stodent; a year-round calendar (an 
additional 20 days each year and 45-day instmctional periods with 15-day intersession 
breaks); an extended day that begins at 7:30 AM and ends at 6 PM; and access to basic 
healtii care, community and social and education services for students and their families. 



William R. Kincaid 
12/10/97 10:20:13 AM 

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: Re: Urban Education Meeting ^ 

• 
EOZMTG12.5SN 

Attached is a memo summarizing last week's meeting on the Education Opportunity Zones. Our 
next meeting will be tomorrow at 5 p.m. in 211 OEOB. Folks at the Department: if you have trouble 
opening the attachment, please call or e-mail Allison Balderston at 456-5543 and she can fax you a 
copy. 

Thanks. 

Message Sent To: 

Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP 
Tanya E. Martin/OPD/EOP 
Robert M. Shireman/OPD/EOP 
Barry White/OMB/EOP 
Wayne Upshaw/OMB/EOP 
Mary I. Cassell/OMB/EOP 
Jonathan h. schnur/ovp @ ovp 
gerald_n._tirozzi @ ed.gov @ inet 
judithjohnson @ ed.gov @ inet 
catherinejovicich @ ed.gov @ inet 
thomas_corwin @ ed.gov @ inet 
valena_plisko @ ed.gov @ inet 
terry_peterson @ ed.gov @ inet 
jackie_c.Jackson @ ed.gov @ inet 
jill_riemer @ ed.gov @ inet 

Message Copied To: 

Sonyia Matthews/OPD/EOP 
Iratha H. Waters/OMB/EOP 
beverly_coney @ ed.gov @ inet 
beth_redman @ ed.gov @ inet 
lidice_rivas @ ed.gov @ inet 
yvonne_briscoe @ ed.gov @ inet 
Allison Balderston/OPD/EOP 



Mike/B arbara/ Jerry: 

There are at least five issues to address: defining a Clinton thing that relates to but is different 
from Obey/Porter; creating a programmatic linkage; relating to current major programs so as not 
to imply that they are failing; involving district level management; money and phasing. 

1. The Clinton difference: Address biggest Problems: Reward success. Stick with the leaked 
notion of a significant money-in-return-for-accountability offer to the larger, low-income and low-
achieving school districts, urban and mral, but with emphasis on the district showing how its 
commitments to process (the tough reforms) and to accountability (real improvement in student 
achievement) is played out in its schools with the biggest problems. But, 

Make Clinton grants in two parts: 

(i) Part A. Supplements to Districts with the neediest Obey grant winners, taking into 
account greater demonstration of worst problems and thus the need for extra help. 
District role is required to qualify for the new grant. The District must:(a) use some of the 
money to add to support in the Obey-winning school, (b) use most money for similar 
improvements in other schools in trouble in that district, and (c) must include District level 
implementation of the Cohen reforms (End social promotion, fix failing schools, weed out 
incompetent teachers and administrators). 

(ii) Part B. Rewards to Districts with Obey grants that most significantly raise student 
achievement. Districts with Obey winners and Part A winners compete for who can 
demonstrate the most significant progress from where they were in 1994 [the enactment of 
the Administration's Improving America's Schools Act and the Goals 2000 Act; also 
stress gains for children with disabilities to link to the IDEA reforms just enacted] to the 
time of the competition. 

Stmcture the Part B Rewards into two competitions: (i) Big systems/big problems (big 
defined differently for urban vs. Rural); (ii) smaller systems/smaller problems — perhaps most of 
the Obey winners. Part B grants would be much larger on average than the Obey awards, as they 
should be, since they should reward performance, not plans. 

This approach lets there be a plethora of Obey grants (we still think 1,000 is a wasteful 
diflfijsion of efifort; prefer around 500], and lots of hurrahs around their accomplishments, but 
maintains the focus on places with the biggest problems and the most payoff for students. In the 
competition for rewards, all Districts with Obey winners could compete. 

Call the Clinton program, in its entirety: "Comprehensive School Achievement Rewards" 
so it sounds like the natural follow on to Obey's Comprehensive School Reform Program.. 

2. Programmatic linkage. Stmcture the Febmary guidance for Obey so that in order to get their 
grants from ED, the States must set up three priority conditions for their competitions for the 
Obey grants: 



(A) Highest priority for quality applications from schools with lowest achievement (as 
measured however the State so measures), regardless of income level, whose proposals 
give promise of raising achievement. This should pick up virtually all the poor districts 
with any interest in improvement. 

(B) After (A), priority for schools with the strongest commitment to the Cohen reforms. 

(C) After (A) and (B), priority for schools with the most ambitious proposals to raise 
achievement. This achievement focus will be the programmatic link to the Comprehensive 
School Achievement Rewards. 

3. Relating to current major programs. This is accomplished by benchmarking the achievement 
measure since 1994, and for disabled kids, since IDEA reforms. Technical assistance to title 1 and 
IDEA programs may also focus on successes in Obey grant sites as ways of achieving those 
statutes' program goals better. Link the evaluation of Obey grants to the evaluation of title 1 and, 
eventually, IDEA: Obey grant winners should be those who are best using title 1 fiinds if they are, 
in fact, raising achievement. 

4. Involving district level management. In the Obey grant guidance, make States give extra credit 
for schools that come in with the strongest district-level commitment to support the school itself 
and to use the school as a test bed for other schools in the district. 

Then the Rewards program, as above, has as its eligible applicants, districts with at least 
one Obey award winner, which has demonstrated the achievement growth since 1994 and whose 
example the District commits to spread to other schools. 

5. Money and phasing. Considerations: The best time to do the Rewards Part B grants (the 
actual rewards) would be in FY 2000 — 5 years since enactment of the big school reform bills. If 
we can lower the amount for Rewards spending in FY 1999, we can get the program started with 
less crowding out of other initiatives, and reserve the big payoflFs for FY 2000. Option: 

($ in millions) 
FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 (etc.) 

1. Obey grants 145 175 175 175 
2. Rewards grants Part A — 150 200 200 
3. Rewards grants Part B — — 300 300 

total 145 325 675 675 

1. Obey grants for up to three years annually in FY 1998 to 500 schools (around $300,000 each). 
In FY 1999, continuation grants, plus about 100 new schools. FY 2000, continuations to years 1 
and 2 grants, and any left over for new schools (some will attrit out; States can give some schools 
one or two years of funding if their plans would work that way). FY 2001 and thereafter, new 
schools as 1st year schools end. 

2. Rewards Part A grants — supplements to Obey winners with lowest achievement/highest 



poverty. Two year grants with a third year option. Assume 100 grants @ average of $1.5 
million, with larger grants for the half that are Urban; smaller for the half that are mral, based on 
diflferences in population. 

3. Rewards Part B grants ~ Rewards for actual achievement gains. One time rewards for 50 
winners each year starting in FY 2000, half mral, half urban. Average of $6 million, though again, 
larger for urban than for mral. Grants to be used for any school improvements the district desires. 
No judgement by Feds of use of fijnds as long as used for the school system. 



^ Michael Cohen 
12/10/97 09:17:31 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: William R. Kincaid/OPD/EOP 

cc: 
Subject: Urban/rural 

I haven't read any of this yet, but thought you ought to see it right away. Let me know what you think. 
Forwarded by Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP on 12/10/97 09:19 AM 

Barry White 
12/09/97 07:40:05 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Barbara Chow/OMB/EOP, Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP 

cc: Wayne Upshaw/OMB/EOP, Mary I. Cassell/OMB/EOP 
Subject: Urban/rural 

Here are two emails that together are some grist for the Obey/Cohen linkages. The first is a draft 1 did; 
the second some comments from Mary and Wayne. On one quick pass, I like Mary's comments. I just 
don't have time or energy tonight to merge them, the morning is shot on appeals and such, and don't 
know Mike's timetable, so here they both are for whatever good they may offer. 

Fonvarded by Barry White/OMB/EOP on 12/09/97 07:37 PM 

Barry White 
12/09/97 12:13:48 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Wayne Upshaw/OMB/EOP@EOP, Mary I. Cassell/OMB/EOP@EOP 

cc: 
Subject: Urban/rural 

I'd like to get some thoughts to Cohen and Chow and Tirrozzi today. See the attached. Mark up as you 
wish or talk to me about it before 5 pm today. All ideas welcome. 

It is clear by the way, that Cheryl is worried about the new thing competing for dollars with her 
program, though her bouquet suggesting that if the President supports the new thing, the Obey 



showing promise of raising student achievement — although A also focuses on schools that start off with 
low achievement. Instead of C, I would propose adding a condition along the following lines: C) Districts 

.where the Obey school-based plans fit into a broader district reform plan, in particular a districts plan for 
\fixing failing schools 

Here are some other possible programmatic links: 
'SI 

n 

|y6 Link the guidance with a description of the EOZ proposal. Release the Obey guidance and a thorough 
y discription of the EOZs at the same time. While the Obey guidance is about an extant program and the 

1 EOZ is still a twinkle in Mike Cohen's eye, releasing them together may help districts plan to use the 
money together. 

0 Link the plans. Districts should be allowed to submit the same plan for the EOZs next year as they 
submit for the Obey plan this year. That way districts would be encouraged to think about the two 
together. Another link that could be made is to the consolidated State and local plans. To apply for 
Obey, States, and districts could simply amend their consolidated plans (48 of 50 States submit 
consolidated plans and these have been peer reviewed, so they are not too bad — 1 don't know how 
many LEAs submit consolidated plans to States) 

Section 3 

0 under "Relating to current major programs", I'm not sure what you mean in saying "This is 
accomplished by benchmarking the achievement measure since 1994" Does this mean, it's 
accomplished by rewarding achievement gains? 

Section 4 

0 I like the "extra credit" for district-level commitment — as suggested above, you may want to add 
something on this to Section 2 on priority conditions for State competitions. 

o In the second paragraph in this section, do you mean that districts would simply need to show gains in 
Obey schools, or in other schools as well? (I would support the latter) 

Section 5 

0 On money and phasing, as Mike described the current DPC proposal at yesterday's meeting, he would 
like to reward performance by making the last two years of a possible 5-year grant contingent upon 
improvements in student achievement. His argument is that it takes a while for gains to occur — but, I've 
seen schools make a lot of progress in two years. As a compromise between the two positions, you 
could award the reward money beginning in 2001. 



thing will lose out was more than a tad disingenuous — witness the fate of America Reads. 
Still, the opening is there. 

m NEWURBAN.WPI 

Mary I. Cassell m m 65:SS:̂ S PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Barry White/OMB/EOP@EOP, Wayne Upshaw/OMB/EOP@EOP 

cc: 
Subject: Urban/rural 

There are a lot of interesting and good ideas in this proposal — it's a promising structure and I 
particularly like the ideas on programmatic links and involving the district. In general, I think the best 
outcome would be for districts to be able to plan how they would use these two pots of money in 
'conjunction with each other, as well as with existing funds — all pointed toward the ultimate goal of 
district-wide achievement gains. Here are a couple of comments, plus a few ideas to augment your 

proposal: 

Section 1 

0 In point 1 (the description of the leaked version of the proposal) Cohen has accepted and incorporated 
some of our ideas on rewarding performance. Specifically, districts would only be eligible for the 
Economic Opportunity Zone (EOZ) grants if they show improvements in student achievement in at least 
some schools, or possibly show they have changed district-wide behavior in a way that holds real 
promise of improving achievement (we told him you would only like the first half of his formulation). You 
may want to change your description to reflect this by changing the sentence slightly to read something 
like: "Stick with the leaked notion...urban and rural, once the district shows its commitment to process 
(the tough reforms) and accountability (real improvement in studen achievement) in its schools with the 
biggest problems." 

\ A On the Part A grants — could these be expanded to include other districts that want to implement 
^Obey -s ty le reforms? That way, if States don't award Obey grants to all the districts that we hope would 

be eligible, they wouldn't be locked out of the EOZ grants. 

0 A clarifying question on the Part A and B reward grants — do you expect these to go to both Title I 
and non-Title I schools, since the Obey money goes to both? I think the grants should only be for Title I 
schools, and ideally for Title I schools that are failing and are therefore in school improvement (or districts 
with schools in school improvement). 

0 In the last paragraph on the first page, you mention that we think 1,000 is a wasteful diffusion of effort 
— actually. Obey expects his grants to go to about 3,000 schools (even worse than you thought, huh?). 

Section 2 

0 Under Programmatic links, I'm not sure why you need condition C, since both A and C have to do with 



December 11, 1997 

MEMORANDUM TO WORKING GROUP PARTICIPANTS 

FROM: Gerry Tirozzi 

SUBJECT: Connecting Obey-Porter to the Education Zones Initiative 

In preparation for the December 11 meeting, staff and leadership at the Department of Education 
re-examined both the Obey-Porter program for comprehensive school reform and the Education 
Opportimity Zones initiative for urban and mral school districts. After careful consideration, we 
strongly believe that these initiatives complement and support one another, and both are critical. 

The Obey-Porter program naturally leads into a focused, district-wide program for urban 
and rural areas plagued by concentrated poverty. 

The Obey-Porter program sets the stage for some deeper, more ambitious reform activities in a 
small number of high poverty urban and rural school districts. We expect that most, if not all, of 
the urban districts will receive some fimds under Obey-Porter. This will, however, be targeted in 
a few schools and not provide the disfrict level reform necessary to sustain school reform efforts 
once the Obey-Porter funds are gone and bring reform to scale throughout the district. The 
Obey-Porter money should work in conjunction with other critical federal fimds such as Title I 
and Goals 2000 and local fimds to launch and implement comprehensive school reforms -
school by school - that help all students reach high standards. We recognize, however, that in 
order to institutionalize and scale up such reforms, district level commitment and investment will 
be necessary. 

The urban-mral Education Opportunity Zones initiative provides an opportunity to demonstrate 
that communities with concentrated poverty can Uim around their schools and help all students 
achieve high standards. These grants would go to districts that have demonstrated their 
commitment to improving their schools. These districts will be tiie types of districts that utilize 
Obey-Porter fiinds to get some of their school programs up and mnning. A larger, more systemic 
grant would allow these districts to build the accotmtability, public school choice, technical 
assistance, and professional development programs that will help institutionalize, broaden, and 
deepen the reform activities begun imder Obey-Porter. 

District experience shows that successful school-by-school reform efforts can stall and even 
disappear without some district level support and commitment. For example, the New American 
Schools Development Corporation began with a school-by-school approach and is now working 
with districts because it found that district barriers to comprehensive reform activities needed to 
be addressed. NAS is now focusing on several school districts that have committed to 
implementing comprehensive school reforms in a significant number of schools. Other research 
supports this conclusion, including work by such researchers as Dick Elmore and Susan 
Fuhrman. In effect, comprehensive school reform is not realized by celebrating "victory 
gardens." 



Steps to link the two initiatives: 

• Discuss the initiatives as related activities to support the achievement of high standards. 
Emphasize their common goal of helping improve student achievement. Discuss Obey-
Porter fimds as leading into deeper district-wide reform activities. 

• Reference the urban-mral Education Opportunity Zones initiative in the Obey-Porter 
guidance. 

• Strongly encourage states to give priority to districts that plan to use Obey-Porter funds 
for schools in school improvement. 

• Give priority in the Education Zones competition to districts that can demonstrate their 
commitment to school reform. One option would be to give a preference to districts that 
competed for and received fiinds under Obey-Porter. 

• Require districts to focus on research-based, comprehensive approaches to tuming around 
low performing schools in the Education Zones program. Obey-Porter fimds would be 
one source for accessing these programs. We could use the criteria for research-based 
comprehensive reform being developed under Obey-Porter as the guide to reform in the 
Education Zones Initiative. 

• Encourage Education Zone recipients to use models fimded under Obey-Porter. 

• Fund both programs in FY 99. The Obey-Porter program serves a critical need of 
supporting school efforts, regardless of district capacity. The Education Zones initiative 
is much more focused on broadening reform activities in high poverty urban and mral 
districts that need extra help tuming around their low performing schools. 



CHALLENGE GRANTS FOR URBAN AND RURAL 
EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES 

Proposed FY 99 Budget Initiative 
OPEN ISSUES ~ November 24, 1997 

DPC/ED Proposal: 

Working Assumptions: 

• Competitive grants targeted to a fairly small number of inner city and poor rural districts 
(possibly 10 to 15 of each). 

• Grantees would agree to address standards-based school reform approaches advocated by the 
President: student, staff, and school accountability, promoting public school choice, 
and extra resources to help students, teachers, and schools succeed. 

• Flexible use of funds as long as key elements are addressed. 

• Applicants would have to show how will make use of all available resources in support 
of improvement strategy. 

• Selection via rigorous peer review with repeat participants. 

• Reward district success by extending grants. 

• Seek to use existing legislative authority. 

Unresolved Issues: 

• How best to stmcture incentives for most effective use of existing and new funds 
including Obey $ (designed to pay for individual school improvement plans)? 
• Is a clear application requirement enough? 
• Should there be a matching requirement? Cash or in-kind? 
• Should there be an annual review, or should the main focus be on whether to 

extend grants to a 4th and 5th year? 

• Should challenge grant funds be available for ongoing operating expenses, such as after-
school programs or teacher incentives? 

• Methods for providing greater flexibility in use of exising federal funds? Is expedited 
consideration under existing authorities enough? If not, what should we propose and is 
new legislation needed? 

• How to stmcture public school choice component? Should there be a relatively generic 
requirement that districts expand their offerings? Must districts ensure choice district-



wide? Should they focus on helping students escape low-achieving schools? If the focus is 
on low-achieving schools, how to address tension with fixing such schools? Should grant 
fiinds pay for transportation? Are there good ways to leverage sufficient high quality 
slots? 

OMB Alternative 

Working Assumptions 

• Funds targeted to high poverty districts that are beginning with low test scores. 

• Use FY 98 Obey school reform $, stretched over 2 years, in competitive grants to these 
districts to meet current needs for implementing reform. Seek additional school reform $ 
in FY 2000. 

• Use new $ as achievement awards to go to 50-100 highest performing districts (measured 
from FY 95) forward fiind to award beginning in FY 2000. 

• Set aside smaller pot of new $ to go to high poverty, high-achieving districts to partner 
with low-achieving districts and help them improve. 

• Flexible use of fiinds, which could include (but need not necessarily) addressing some of 
the accountability elements of DPC/ED proposal. Could condition participation in 
competition based on commitment to address social promotion. 

• Applicants for Obey money would have to ensure integration with existing federal S. 

Key Issues: 

• Would OMB approach try to accomplish too much with Obey fiinds? It seems as though 
those $ should be focused on specific school efiforts to implement reform models. 
ED/DPC approach would allow Obey S to be folded into a broader package of efforts that 
encompass both school-level and district-wide efforts. Also, Obey fiinds must be 
distributed to all states, and will likely go to multiple granees. $150 M spread over two 
years and to dozens of grantees will have a much less concentrated impact than ED reform 
$. 

• Would OMB approach do enough in the near term to spur districts to focus on the 
accountability and choice themes the President is pursuing? 

• Is there a way to integrate OMB focus on rewarding and highlighting achievement into 
DPC/ED proposal? 



Is there a common metric that would allow rewards based on achievement, as OMB 
proposes, measured from FY 95? DPC/ED approach would allow reward for progress 
Ijased on mutually negotiated benchmarks at time awards are initially granted. 



Education Opportunity Zones Meeting ~ Possible Issues to Cover 

• Relationship of EOZ's with Obey-Porter funds? 

• How to build in incentives for performance? 

• Funding options currently on the table 

• Option 1: (1 round) 15-15 

Option 2: (2 rounds) 10-10, 10-10 

• Discuss thinking on replication grants 

• Options for providing expanded flexibility to EOZ's? 

• Ability to use existing legislative authority? 

• Outreach strategy (if time) 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES 

This initiative, which you discussed in your Town Hall meeting eariier this week, would 
designate from 20 to 40 urban and mral school districts as Education Opportunity Zones. 
Education Opportunity Zones would have a strong focus on standards, accountability, and 
performance. High-poverty urban and mral school districts would be eligible for additional 
Federal funding, under this proposal, / / ( I ) they adopt tough reform measures ~ like those in 
Chicago ~ that make administrators, principals, teachers, and students accountable for success or 
failure, and (2) in time, show real improvements in student achievement. As proposed, the 
initiative would cost between $221 million and $250 million in FY 99 ($1.1 billion to $1.3 billion 
over five years). 

The purpose of this initiative is to demonstrate that a serious approach to high standards 
can work. Therefore, funds would be targeted to school systems that have already begun to make 
progress in raising student achievement, at least in some low-income portions of the district, or 
that can show that they have begun to put into place effective reform policies, so that local efforts 
can be expanded or accelerated. 

Conditions and Purposes of Funding 

To receive fijnds, local school districts would have to demonstrate how they will: 

• provide students and parents with expanded choice within public education; 

• hold schools accountable for helping students reach high academic standards, including 
rewarding schools that succeed and intervening in schools that fail to make progress; 

• hold teachers and principals accountable for quality, including rewarding outstanding 
teachers, and fairiy and quickly removing ineffective teachers; 

• require students to meet academic standards at key transition points in their academic 
careers. 

School districts could use Education Opportunity Zone funds to: 

• provide extra help to students who need it to meet challenging standards, through after-
school or Saturday tutoring programs and/or summer school; 

• provide bonuses to schools that make significant gains in student achievement; 

• turn around failing schools by implementing proven reform models, providing intensive 



teacher training, building stronger partnerships between schools and parents, businesses, 
and community-based organizations, or closing down failing schools and reopening them 
as charter schools. 

• provide needed training to teachers and principals; reward outstanding teachers by helping 
them earn certification as master teachers from the National Board for Professional 
Teaching standards and providing them with financial bonuses when they do; and 
implement programs to identify low performing teachers, assist them to improve, and 
remove them if they fail to do so. 

Funding Levels 

As proposed, the Department of Education would award 3-year competitive grants to 10-
20 urban school districts and 10-20 mral school districts or consortia (including districts serving 
Native American students) selected as Education Opportunity Zones. Each urban Education 
Opportunity Zone would receive approximately $10-25 million in its first year, and each mral 
zone would receive from $500,000 to $5 million (for consortia). 

The stream of federal support under these grants would be stmctured so as to ensure that 
reforms can be sustained over the long term. Continued support in years 4 and 5 would be 
contingent upon demonstrated success in raising student achievement and willingness to work 
with similar districts to help them replicate successful reforms. A total of $16 million would be 
available each year for national activities, such as providing technical assistance, documenting 
successes, and disseminating lessons learned to urban and mral communities across the U.S. 

We are currently considering two options for fijnding the initiative — one with a greater 
FY 99 cost, the other with a greater 5-year cost. 

• Option 1: The Department of Education would select only one group of zones — 
approximately 15 urban and 15 mral. FY 99 request: $250 million, with a five year cost 
(including national activities) of $1.07 billion. 

• Option 2: The Department of Education would select two groups of zones ~ 
approximately 10 urban and 10 mral zones beginning in year 1 (FY 99) and an additional 
10 urban and 10 mral zones beginning in year 3 (FY 2000). FY 99 request: $221 million, 
with a five year cost (including national activities) of $1.31 billion. 

Outstanding Issues 

We are still working with other offices and the Department of Education on some 
remaining issues with this initiative. First, we are developing a component that would give 
Education Opportunity Zones greater flexibility in the use of other federal education funds as long 
as they continue to meet agreed-upon performance goals. In addition, we are exploring whether 
we could flind this initiative under existing authority, rather than seek new legislative 
authorization. 



strengthening Public Schools By Raising Standards, Expanding Opportunity, and 
Requiring Accountability 

December 3,1997 

OPPORTUNITY AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR REACHING CHALLENGING 
ACADEMIC STANDARDS. The Administration is developing an Education Opportunity 
Zones imtiative. This competitive challenge grants program is aimed at demonstrating 
comprehensive, coordinated and effective approaches to expanding opportunities for students in 
high poverty urban and rural school distiicts, coupled with a balanced approach to increased 
responsibility for results for schools, educators and students themselves. High-poverty school 
districts will be eligible for additional Federal fimding if (I) they now adopt tough reform 
measures ~ like those adopted in Chicago ~ that make admmisfrators, principals, teachers, and 
students truly accountable for success or failure, and (2) in time, show real improvements in 
student achievement. 

To receive fimds, local school districts will demonsfrate how they will: 
• provide students and parents with choice within the public school system; 

• hold schools accountable for helping students reach academic standards, includmg 
rewardmg schools that succeed and intervening in schools that fail to make progress; 

• hold teachers and principals accountable for quality, including rewarding outstanding 
teachers, and implementing processes for fairly and quickly removing ineffective 
teachers. 

• require students to meet academic standards at key transition points in their academic 
careers. 

School districts can use Education Opportunity Zone fimds to: 

• provide extra help to students in need it in order to meet challenging standards, through 
after-school or Saturday tutoring programs and/or summer school. 

• provide bonuses to schools that make significant gains in student achievement, and tum 
around failing schools by implementing proven reform models, providing intensive 
teacher training, building stronger partnerships between schools and parents, businesses 
and community-based organizations, or closing down failing schools and reopening them 
as charter schools. 

• provide needed training to teachers and principals; reward outstanding teachers by 
helping them eam certification as master teachers from the National Board for 
Professional Teaching standards and providing them with financial incentives when they 
do; and implement programs to identify low performing teachers, providing them help to 



improve, and removing them fairly and quickly if they don't. 

Examples of Local School Districts Using These Approaches. (See Attachment) 

Spreading Practices Nationwide. These are the kinds of approaches that must be replicated 
everywhere in order to sfrengthen public schools. The President's Education Opportunity Zones 
challenge grants will help demonsfrate how they can work and spread them to cities and rural 
conununities with students that can benefit from them the most. They will help make sure that 
oiu: most disadvantaged students are held to high academic standards and helped to reach them. 
They will help make sure that disadvantaged students can choose among good public schools, 
and are not frapped m failing schools. They v^ill help reach the President's goal of having at least 
one Master Teacher in every school, which is particularly important for students in high poverty 
schools, because these schools often have the least well prepared teachers. 

Budget. This imtiative has not yet been fmalized. Consultation witii the education community, 
state and local officials, higher education, community groups and others is still underway. Final 
budget mmibers will not be determined until the FY 1999 budget process is completed. 



CHALLENGE GRANTS FOR URBAN AND RURAL EDUCATION 
OPPORTUNITY ZONES - EXAMPLES OF ACTIVITIES THAT COULD 

BE SUPPORTED UNDER THE PROPOSAL 
Proposed FY 99 Budget Initiative 
DRAFT ~ November 29,1997 

Student Assistance and Accountability: 

• In Chicago, many students participate in the district's Lighthouse after-school program, 
which features intense reading/math instmction, social other enrichment activities, and a 
meal. Students in the district who perform below minimum standards at key transition 
grades (3,6,8 and 9) are required to participate in a seven-week "SummerBridge" 
program and pass a test before moving on to the next grade. Over 45,000 students were 
served in the SummerBridge program in 1997, and over 144,000 students participated in 
some form of summer activity. 

• This summer Denver served approximately 2,400 students in grades 3, 5, and 8 who were 
required to attend summer school to address subpar reading scores. 

• The Long Beach school district required 1,600 third graders who had not attained reading 
proficiency by the end of the year to attend five-week tutorial sessions. 

• In Cincinnati, student promotion is now based on specific standards that define what 
students must know and be able to do. The standards are designed to prepare students to 
pass the state's ninth-grade proficiency test. 

• As part of the superintendent's focus on reading, the Houston school district is hiring 150 
reading coaches. The coaches, mainly college students tutor about 1,000 children on a 
one-to-one basis at $10 an hour. Designed by the University of Texas at Dallas, the 
program will use an intensive approach. The university is fraining the tutors and the 
district is funding the program from the general budget. 

Staff Effectiveness and Accountability: 

• Charlotte-Mecklenburg's Benchmark Goals program gives cash awards of $750 to 
$1,000 to teachers in schools when their students meet a range of goals based on their 
previous performance. The goals are stmctured so that schools have an incentive to raise 
the achievement of their lowest performing students. It also focuses on goals for African 
American students, who historically have been under-achievers in the Charlotte school 
system, ensuring that schools work to close the achievement gap with white students. 

• In Cincinnati, school district administrators' pay raises are now linked to job 
performance, with automatic cost-of-living adjustments and salary rates being replaced 



witii new criteria, including performance on several measures such as student test scores 
and graduation rates. The district is also preparing a system for providing financial 
rewards to schools based on student achievement, to take effect in 1998-99. 

• In St. Paul, die school district is collaborating with the teachers' union and the University 
of Minnesota on Project 20/20 to support teachers through the National Board for 
Professional Teachmg Standards (NBPTS) certification process. The disti-ict pays die 
application fees and the university and other partoers develop and conduct professional 
support programs for the candidates. 

• States like North Carolina and Kentucky, and school districts like Los Angeles, are 
providing significant salary increases to reward National Board Certified Master 
Teachers. 

• Peer review and assistance programs help beginning teachers leam to teach and help 
veterans who are having difficulty improve thefr teaching or leave the classroom without 
union grievances or delays. In Cincinnati, for example, low-performing teachers can be 
assigned to an intervention program where they gain assistance from colleagues and 
administrators, and if unable to improve, are counseled out of the profession or removed. 
In Cincirmati, as well as Toledo, while most teachers improve their performance, roughly 
one-third of the teachers referred to intervention have left teaching by the end of the year, 
through resignation, retirement or dismissal. 

In Rochester, expert, experienced teachers can be selected through a rigorous evaluation 
process as "lead teachers" and given significant salary stipends to become involved with 
peer counseling, or to take on other reform-related priorities such as consulting with new 
teachers, accepting positions in "intervention" schools, and developing curricula. 
Columbus and Seattle also have aggressive peer review programs. 

• New York City's Community District 2 places an unusually strong emphasis on providing 
ongoing oppormnities for teachers to build skills and leam from one another. For example, 
the district enables visiting teachers to observe and practice with a highly accomplished 
teacher for three weeks while their classrooms are taught by another experienced teacher. 
District 2 registered the second highest standardized test scores m math and readmg in the 
city. 

• In 1996, Memphis opened its new Teaching and Leaming Academy, which coordinates 
professional development opportunities for all teachers in the district. The Academy 
offers workshops in all major areas of school reform including leadership, core content, 
performance assessment, and uses of technology. 

School Improvement and Accountability: 

• The San Francisco Unified School District places low-performing schools on a one-year 
probationary period, during which they are expected to improve student performance. If 
there is no improvement, the school is reconstituted. All staff must reapply for jobs at 



their school, and the Board hires a new principal, who in tum hires a new teaching staff 
and support staff The new team must then put together an improvement plan to raise 
student achievement. Since the 1993-94 school year, ten schools have been reconstituted. 

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg school system distributes to parents easy-to-read student 
leaming goals at the beginning of the school year. The district then follows up with 
school report cards on student attendance and performance that are distributed to parents 
and every household in the district, and are published in the newspaper, in part to help 
inform parents' decisions about the district's magnet schools. 

In Chicago, schools can be placed on probation due to low student achievement. These 
schools will be targeted for aggressive intervention sfrategies by the district, such as 
providing intensive help and training from expert teams of educators, or, where 
necessary, replacing ineffective principals and teachers. In the event of persistent failure, 
the district may shut down and reorganize the schools. Seven high schools were 
reconstituted between the 1996-97 and 1997-98 school years. 

Chicago also recognizes a number of exemplary schools, providing financial rewards of 
$5,000 and $10,000 to the winners to become profession^ development centers for other 
schools. Seventeen schools were awarded exemplary status in the first year. 

As part of Kentucky's school accountability program under the Kentucky Education 
Reform Act, schools that do not reach academic and non-academic (attendance, retention, 
dropout, transition to the next level of schools or the job market) accountability targets 
must develop their own school improvement plan. If a school fails to improve over the 
next two years, the state assigns a distinguished educator to provide support and advice to 
the school. If the school's performance continues to decline, the state can assume confrol. 
Although the state has yet to take over a school, 88 schools were recently identified as 
being in decline and nine have been placed in the "crisis" category. The state also 
rewardsschools that have demonstrated substantial progress by distributmg $27 million to 
502 schools in 1997. 

Late last summer, Cleveland reconstituted two elementary schools that had failed to meet 
district-mandated school perfonnance indicators and where there had been significant 
intemal strife among staff members. The district reassigned the schools' principals and 
asked all teaching staff to reapply for their positions. As a result, about two-thirds of 
teachers at the reconstituted schools are new to the buildings this year. And earlier this 
year Denver, working closely with the teacher's union there, reconstituted two 
elementary schools, replacing nearly the entire staff at each. 

New York City also has a union-district negotiated process for "redesigning" schools 
identified by the state as failing. Such schools can replace approximately half the 
incumbent teaching faculty. 

In Memphis, since 1995, about half of all schools have adopted a "break-the-mold" 



reform model, including several of die models developed by the New American Schools 
Development Corporation. 

Public School Choice: 

• In Boston, all parents choose thefr child's public school, and have a wide array of options 
ranging from neighborhood schools, magnet schools, and pilot and public charter schools 
which operate under perfomiance contracts that provide them with greater autonomy and 
accountability for results. 

• The Houston Independent School District recently instituted an open choice program. 
Parents may send their children to any of the district's 258 schools provided tiie school is 
enrolled at 95 percent of capacity or below. The district is currently analyzing available 
space and plans to publish the information in the near fiiture; parents will apply to the 
district fransfer office to change schools. HISD will not fransport students to schools 
outside their attendance area. In addition to this choice program, the district has launched 
an aggressive effort to support in-district charter schools. 

• Cambridge allows every family to choose a public school for tiieir child. The school 
district provides information on every school and has created parent centers to help parents 
leam about and choose a public school for thefr child. More than 90% of parents get their 
first choice of kindergarten for dieir child, and most get one of their top picks at all grade 
levels. 

• The San Diego school district has helped parents, teachers, and principals create more dian 
a dozen public charter schools diat stay open only as long as they do a good job. These are 
all schools of choice, publicly accountable and open to smdents from around the school 
district. 

• In August 1997, Denver opened its first charter school as the Pioneer Charter School 
(PCS). PCS is a joint effort of the school distiict and the University of Denver (DU), 
enrolling 320 students from tiu-oughout Denver in grades Pre-K-5, with priority given to 
students residing in specific economically depressed communities. The school is to serve 
as an incubator for practices to support high achievement for urban students. The school 
features a personalized instmction plan for each student; a year-round calendar (an 
additional 20 days each year and 45-day instmctional periods with 15-day intersession 
breaks); an extended day that begins at 7:30 AM and ends at 6 PM; and access to basic 
health care, commimity and social and education services for students and their families. 



Strengthening Public Schools By Raising Standards, Expanding Opportunity, and 
Requiring Accountability 

December 3,1997 

OPPORTUNITY AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR REACHING CHALLENGING 
ACADEMIC STANDARDS. The Administration is developing an Education Opportunity 
Zones imtiative. This competitive challenge grants program is aimed at demonstrating 
comprehensive, coordinated and effective approaches to expanding opportunities for students in 
high poverty urban and rural school districts, coupled with a balanced approach to increased 
responsibility for results for schools, educators and students themselves. High-poverty school 
districts will be eligible for additional Federal fimding i f (I) they now adopt tough reform 
measures ~ like those adopted in Chicago ~ that make administrators, principals, teachers, and 
students truly accountable for success or failure, and (2) in time, show real improvements in 
student achievement. 

To receive fimds, local school districts will demonsfrate how they will: 
• provide students and parents with choice within the public school system; 

• hold schools accountable for helping students reach academic standards, including 
rewarding schools that succeed and intervening in schools that fail to make progress; 

• hold teachers and principals accountable for quality, including rewarding outstanding 
teachers, and implementing processes for fairly and quickly removing ineffective 
teachers. 

• require students to meet academic standards at key fransition points in their academic 
careers. 

School distiicts can use Education Opportunity Zone fimds to: 

• provide exfra help to students in need it in order to meet challenging standards, through 
after-school or Saturday tutoring programs and/or summer school. 

• provide bonuses to schools that make significant gains in student achievement, and tum 
around failing schools by implementing proven reform models, providing intensive 
teacher fraining, building stronger partnerships between schools and parents, businesses 
and community-based organizations, or closing down failing schools and reopening them 
as charter schools. 

• provide needed tiaining to teachers and principals; reward outstanding teachers by 
helping them eam certification as master teachers from the National Board for 
Professional Teaching standards and providing them with fmancial incentives when they 
do; and implement programs to identify low performing teachers, providing them help to 



improve, and removing them fairly and quickly if they don't. 

Examples of Local School Districts Using These Approaches. (See Attachment) 

Spreading Practices Nationwide. These are the kinds of approaches that must be replicated 
everywhere in order to sfrengthen public schools. The President's Education Opportunity Zones 
challenge grants will help demonsfrate how they can work and spread them to cities and rural 
communities with students that can benefit from them the most. They will help make sure that 
our most disadvantaged students are held to high academic standards and helped to reach them. 
They will help make sure that disadvantaged students can choose among good public schools, 
and are not frapped in failing schools. They will help reach the President's goal of having at least 
one Master Teacher in every school, which is particularly important for students in high poverty 
schools, because these schools often have the least well prepared teachers. 

Budget. This initiative has not yet been ffrialized. Consultation with the education community, 
state and local officials, higher education, commimity groups and others is still underway. Final 
budget numbers will not be determmed until the FY 1999 budget process is completed. 
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Student Assistance and Accountability: 

• In Chicago, many students participate in the distiict's Lighthouse after-school program, 
which features intense reading/math mstmction, social other enrichment activities, and a 
meal. Students in the district who perform below minimum standards at key transition 
grades (3, 6, 8 and 9) are requfred to participate m a seven-week "SummerBridge" 
program and pass a test before moving on to the next grade. Over 45,000 students were 
served in the SummerBridge program in 1997, and over 144,000 students participated in 
some form of summer activity. 

• This summer Denver served approximately 2,400 students in grades 3, 5, and 8 who were 
required to attend summer school to address subpar reading scores. 

• The Long Beach school district required 1,600 third graders who had not attained reading 
proficiency by the end of the year to attend five-week tutorial sessions. 

• In Cincinnati, student promotion is now based on specific standards that define what 
students must know and be able to do. The standards are designed to prepare students to 
pass the state's ninth-grade proficiency test. 

• As part of the superintendent's focus on reading, the Houston school district is hiring 150 
reading coaches. The coaches, mainly college students tutor about 1,000 children on a 
one-to-one basis at $10 an hour. Designed by the University of Texas at Dallas, the 
program will use an intensive approach. The university is fraining the tutors and the 
district is funding the program from the general budget. 

Staff Effectiveness and Accountability: 

• Charlotte-Mecklenburg's Benchmark Goals program gives cash awards of $750 to 
$1,000 to teachers in schools when their students meet a range of goals based on their 
previous performance. The goals are stmctured so that schools have an incentive to raise 
the achievement of their lowest performing students. It also focuses on goals for African 
American students, who historically have been under-achievers in the Charlotte school 
system, ensuring that schools work to close the achievement gap with white students. 

• In Cincinnati, school district administrators' pay raises are now linked to job 
performance, with automatic cost-of-living adjustments and salary rates being replaced 



witii new criteria, including performance on several measures such as student test scores 
and graduation rates. The district is also preparing a system for providing financial 
rewards to schools based on student achievement, to take effect in 1998-99. 

• In St. Paul, the school distiict is collaborating with the teachers' union and the University 
of Minnesota on Project 20/20 to support teachers tiirough die National Board for 
Professional Teachmg Standards (NBPTS) certification process. The distiict pays the 
application fees and the umversity and other partoers develop and conduct professional 
support programs for the candidates. 

• States like North Carolina and KentucI^, and school districts like Los Angeles, are 
providmg significant salary increases to reward National Board Certified Master 
Teachers. 

• Peer review and assistance programs help beginning teachers leam to teach and help 
veterans who are having difficulty improve thefr teaching or leave the classroom without 
union grievances or delays. In Cincinnati, for example, low-performing teachers can be 
assigned to an intervention program where they gain assistance from colleagues and 
administrators, and i f unable to improve, are counseled out of the profession or removed. 
In Cincirmati, as well as Toledo, while most teachers improve their performance, roughly 
one-third of the teachers referred to intervention have left teaching by the end of the year, 
through resignation, retirement or dismissal. 

In Rochester, expert, experienced teachers can be selected through a rigorous evaluation 
process as "lead teachers" and given significant salary stipends to become involved with 
peer counseling, or to take on other reform-related priorities such as consulting with new 
teachers, accepting positions in "intervention" schools, and developing curricula. 
Columbus and Seattle also have aggressive peer review programs. 

• New York City's Community District 2 places an unusually strong emphasis on providing 
ongoing opportunities for teachers to build skills and leam from one another. For example, 
the district enables visiting teachers to observe and practice with a highly accomplished 
teacher for three weeks while their classrooms are taught by another experienced teacher. 
Distiict 2 registered die second highest standardized test scores in math and reading in the 
city. 

• In 1996, Memphis opened its new Teaching and Leaming Academy, which coordinates 
professional development opportunities for all teachers in the district. The Academy 
offers workshops in all major areas of school reform including leadership, core content, 
performance assessment, and uses of technology. 

School Improvement and Accountability: 

• The San Francisco Unified School Distiict places low-performing schools on a one-year 
probationary period, during which they are expected to improve student performance. If 
there is no improvement, the school is reconstituted. All staff must reapply for jobs at 



their school, and the Board hires a new principal, who in tum hires a new teaching staff 
and support staff The new team must then put together an improvement plan to raise 
student achievement. Since tiie 1993-94 school year, ten schools have been reconstituted. 

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg school system distributes to parents easy-to-read student 
leaming goals at the beginmng of the school year. The district then follows up with 
school report cards on student attendance and performance that are distributed to parents 
and every household in the district, and are published in the newspaper, in part to help 
inform parents' decisions about the district's magnet schools. 

In Chicago, schools can be placed on probation due to low stodent achievement. These 
schools will be targeted for aggressive intervention strategies by the district, such as 
providing intensive help and training from expert teams of educators, or, where 
necessary, replacing ineffective principals and teachers. In the event of persistent failure, 
the district may shut down and reorganize the schools. Seven high schools were 
reconstitoted between the 1996-97 and 1997-98 school years. 

Chicago also recognizes a number of exemplary schools, providing financial rewards of 
$5,000 and $10,000 to the winners to become professional development centers for other 
schools. Seventeen schools were awarded exemplary statos in the first year. 

As part of Kentucky's school accountability program under the Kentocky Education 
Reform Act, schools that do not reach academic and non-academic (attendance, retention, 
dropout, transition to the next level of schools or the job market) accountability targets 
must develop their own school improvement plan. If a school fails to improve over the 
next two years, the state assigns a distinguished educator to provide support and advice to 
the school. If the school's performance continues to decline, the state can assume confrol. 
Although the state has yet to take over a school, 88 schools were recentiy identified as 
being in decline and nine have been placed in the "crisis" category. The state also 
rewardsschools that have demonstrated substantial progress by distributing $27 million to 
502 schools in 1997. 

Late last summer, Cleveland reconstitoted two elementary schools that had failed to meet 
district-mandated school performance indicators and where there had been significant 
intemal strife among staff members. The district reassigned the schools' principals and 
asked all teaching staff to reapply for their positions. As a result, about two-thirds of 
teachers at the reconstituted schools are new to the buildings this year. And earlier this 
year Denver, working closely with the teacher's union there, reconstitoted two 
elementary schools, replacing nearly the entire staff at each. 

New York City also has a union-district negotiated process for "redesigning" schools 
identified by the state as failing. Such schools can replace approximately half the 
incumbent teaching faculty. 

In Memphis, since 1995, about half of all schools have adopted a "break-the-mold" 



reform model, including several of the models developed by the New American Schools 
Development Corporation. 

Public School Choice: 

• In Boston, all parents choose thefr child's public school, and have a wide array of options 
ranging from neighborhood schools, magnet schools, and pilot and public charter schools 
which operate under performance contracts that provide diem with greater autonomy and 
accountability for results. 

• The Houston Independent School Distiict recently institoted an open choice program. 
Parents may send their children to any of the district's 258 schools provided tiie school is 
enrolled at 95 percent of capacity or below. The distiict is currently analyzing available 
space and plans to publish the information in the near fiiture; parents will apply to the 
distiict transfer office to change schools. HISD will not tiansport stodents to schools 
outside their attendance area. In addition to this choice program, the district has launched 
an aggressive effort to support in-district charter schools. 

• Cambridge allows every family to choose a public school for their child. The school 
distiict provides information on every school and has created parent centers to help parents 
leam about and choose a public school for thefr child. More dian 90% of parents get their 
fu-st choice of kindergarten for their child, and most get one of dieir top picks at all grade 
levels. 

• The San Diego school distiict has helped parents, teachers, and prmcipals create more than 
a dozen public charter schools diat stay open only as long as they do a good job. These are 
all schools of choice, publicly accountable and open to students from around the school 
district. 

• In August 1997, Denver opened its first charter school as the Pioneer Charter School 
(PCS). PCS is a joint effort of the school district and die University of Denver (DU), 
eru-oUing 320 stodents from throughout Denver in grades Pre-K-5, with priority given to 
stodents residing in specific economically depressed communities. The school is to serve 
as an incubator for practices to support high achievement for urban stodents. The school 
features a personalized instmction plan for each stodent; a year-round calendar (an 
additional 20 days each year and 45-day instmctional periods with 15-day intersession 
breaks); an extended day that begins at 7:30 AM and ends at 6 PM; and access to basic 
health care, community and social and education services for stodents and their families. 



DRAFT 
FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY 

Strengthening Public Schools By Raising Standards, Expanding Opportunity, and 
Requiring Accountability 

OPPORTUNITY AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR REACHING CHALLENGING 
ACADEMIC STANDARDS. The Administration is developing an Education Opportunity 
Zones initiative. This competitive challenge grants program is aimed at demonstrating 
comprehensive, coordinated and effective approaches to expanding opportunities for stodents in 
high poverty urban and rural school districts, coupled with a balanced approach to increased 
responsibility for results for schools, educators and students themselves. High-poverty school 
districts will be eligible for additional Federal fimding i f (I) they now adopt tough reform 
measures ~ like those adopted in Chicago ~ that make administrators, principals, teachers, and 
stodents tmly accountable for success or failure, and (2) in time, show real improvements in 
stodent achievement.. 

To receive fimds, local school districts will demonstrate how they will: 
• provide students and parents with choice within the public school system; 

• hold schools accountable for helping students reach academic standards, including 
rewarding schools that succeed and intervening in schools that fail to make progress; 

• hold teachers and principals accountable for quality, including rewarding outstanding 
teachers, and implementing processes for fairly and quickly removing ineffective 
teachers. 

• require students to meet academic standards at key transition points in their academic 
Ciueers. 

School districts can use Education Opportunity Zone fimds to: 

• provide extra help to students in need it in order to meet challenging standards, through 
after-school or Saturday totoring programs and/or summer school. 

• provide bonuses to schools that make significant gains in student achievement, and tum 
around failing schools by implementing proven reform models, providing intensive 
teacher training, building stronger partnerships between schools and parents, businesses 
and community-based organizations, or closing down failing schools and reopening them 
as charter schools. 

• provide needed training to teachers and principals; reward outstanding teachers by 
helping them earn certification as master teachers from the National Board for 
Professional Teaching standards and providing them with financial incentives when they 



do; and implement programs to identify low performing teachers, providing them help to 
improve, and removing them fairly and quickly if they don't. 

Examples of Local School Districts Using These Approaches. (See Attachment) 

Spreading Practices Nationwide. These are the kinds of approaches that must be replicated 
everywhere in order to strengthen public schools. The President's Education Opportunity Zones 
challenge grants will help demonstrate how they can work and spread them to cities and rural 
communities with stodents that can benefit from them the most. They will help make sure that 
our most disadvantaged students are held to high academic standards and helped to reach them. 
They will help make sure that disadvantaged stodents can choose among good public schools, 
and are not trapped in failing schools. They will help reach the President's goal of having at least 
one Master Teacher in every school, which is particularly important for students in high poverty 
schools, because these schools often have the least well prepared teachers. 

Budget. No information to be provided at this time. These initiatives have not yet been 
finalized. Consultation with the education commimity, state and local officials, higher education, 
community groups and others is still underway. Final budget numbers will not be determined 
until the FY 1999 budget process is completed. 
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Student Assistance and Accountability: 

• In Chicago, many stodents participate in the district's Lighthouse after-school program, 
which features intense reading/math instmction, social other enrichment activities, and a 
meal. Stodents in the district who perform below minimum standards at key transition 
grades (3, 6, 8 and 9) are required to participate in a seven-week "SummerBridge" 
program and pass a test before moving on to the next grade. Over 45,000 students were 
served in the SummerBridge program in 1997, and over 144,000 stodents participated in 
some form of summer activity. 

• This summer Denver served approximately 2,400 students in grades 3,5, and 8 who were 
required to attend summer school to address subpar reading scores. 

• The Long Beach school district required 1,600 third graders who had not attained reading 
proficiency by the end of the year to attend five-week tutorial sessions. 

• In Cincinnati, stodent promotion is now based on specific standards that define what 
students must know and be able to do. The standards are designed to prepare students to 
pass the state's ninth-grade proficiency test. 

• As part of the superintendent's focus on reading, the Houston school district is hiring 150 
reading coaches. The coaches, mainly college students tutor about 1,000 children on a 
one-to-one basis at $10 an hour. Designed by the University of Texas at Dallas, the 
program will use an intensive approach. The university is training the tutors and the 
district is fimding the program from the general budget. 

Staff Effectiveness and Accountability: 

• Charlotte-Mecklenburg's Benchmark Goals program gives cash awards of $750 to 
$1,000 to teachers in schools when their students meet a range of goals based on their 
previous performance. The goals are stmctured so that schools have an incentive to raise 
the achievement of their lowest performing students. It also focuses on goals for African 
American students, who historically have been under-achievers in the Charlotte school 
system, ensuring that schools work to close the achievement gap with white students. 

• In Cincinnati, school district administrators' pay raises are now linked to job 
performance, with automatic cost-of-living adjustments and salary rates being replaced 



with new criteria, including performance on several measures such as student test scores 
and graduation rates. The distiict is also preparing a system for providing financial 
rewards to schools based on student achievement, to take effect in 1998-99. 

• In St. Paul, die school district is collaborating widi the teachers' union and die University 
of Mmnesota on Project 20/20 to support teachers du-ough die National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) certification process. The district pays die 
application fees and the university and other partoers develop and conduct professional 
support programs for die candidates. 

• States like North Carolina and Kentucky, and school districts like Los Angeles, are 
providing significant salary increases to reward National Board Certified Master 
Teachers. 

• Peer review and assistance programs help beginning teachers leam to teach and help 
veterans who are having difficulty improve their teaching or leave the classroom without 
union grievances or delays. In Cincinnati, for example, low-performing teachers can be 
assigned to an intervention program where they gain assistance from colleagues and 
administiators, and if unable to improve, are counseled out of the profession or removed. 
In Cincirmati, as well as Toledo, while most teachers improve their performance, roughly 
one-third of the teachers referred to intervention have left teaching by the end of the year, 
through resignation, retirement or dismissal. 

In Rochester, expert, experienced teachers can be selected through a rigorous evaluation 
process as "lead teachers" and given significant salary stipends to become involved with 
peer counseling, or to take on other reform-related priorities such as consulting with new 
teachers, accepting positions in "intervention" schools, and developing curricula. 
Columbus and Seattle also have aggressive peer review programs. 

• New York City's Community District 2 places an unusually strong emphasis on providing 
ongoing opportunities for teachers to build skills and leam from one another. For example, 
the district enables visiting teachers to observe and practice with a highly accomplished 
teacher for three weeks while their classrooms are taught by another experienced teacher. 
District 2 registered die second highest standardized test scores in madi and reading in the 
city. 

• In 1996, Memphis opened its new Teaching and Leaming Academy, which coordinates 
professional development opportunities for all teachers in the district. The Academy 
offers workshops in all major areas of school reform including leadership, core content, 
performance assessment, and uses of technology. 

School Improvement and Accountability: 

• The San Francisco Unified School District places low-performing schools on a one-year 
probationary period, during which they are expected to improve student performance. If 
there is no improvement, the school is reconstituted. All staff must reapply for jobs at 



their school, and the Board hires a new principal, who in tum hires a new teaching staff 
and support staff The new team must then put together an improvement plan to raise 
student achievement. Since the 1993-94 school year, ten schools have been reconstituted. 

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg school system distributes to parents easy-to-read student 
leaming goals at the beginning of the school year. The district then follows up with 
school report cards on student attendance and performance that are distributed to parents 
and every household in the district, and are published in the newspaper, in part to help 
inform parents' decisions about the district's magnet schools. 

In Chicago, schools can be placed on probation due to low student achievement. These 
schools will be targeted for aggressive intervention strategies by the district, such as 
providing intensive help and training from expert teams of educators, or, where 
necessary, replacing ineffective principals and teachers. In the event of persistent failure, 
the disfrict may shut down and reorganize the schools. Seven high schools were 
reconstituted between the 1996-97 and 1997-98 school years. 

Chicago also recognizes a number of exemplary schools, providing financial rewards of 
$5,000 and $10,000 to the winners to become professional development centers for other 
schools. Seventeen schools were awarded exemplary status in the first year. 

As part of Kentucky's school accountability program under the Kentucky Education 
Reform Act, schools that do not reach academic and non-academic (attendance, retention, 
dropout, transition to the next level of schools or the job market) accountability targets 
must develop their own school improvement plan. If a school fails to improve over the 
next two years, the state assigns a distinguished educator to provide support and advice to 
the school. If the school's performance continues to decline, the state can assume control. 
Although the state has yet to take over a school, 88 schools were recently identified as 
being in decline and nine have been placed in the "crisis" category. The state also 
rewardsschools that have demonstrated substantial progress by distributing $27 million to 
502 schools in 1997. 

Late last summer, Cleveland reconstituted two elementary schools that had failed to meet 
district-mandated school performance indicators and where there had been significant 
intemal strife among staff members. The district reassigned the schools' principals and 
asked all teaching staff to reapply for their positions. As a result, about two-thirds of 
teachers at the reconstituted schools are new to the buildings this year. And earlier this 
year Denver, working closely with the teacher's union there, reconstituted two 
elementary schools, replacing nearly the entire staff at each. 

New York City also has a union-district negotiated process for "redesigning" schools 
identified by the state as failing. Such schools can replace approximately half the 
incumbent teaching faculty. 

In Memphis, since 1995, about half of all schools have adopted a "break-the-mold" 



reform model, including several of the models developed by the New American Schools 
Development Corporation. 

Public School Choice: 

• In Boston, all parents choose dieir child's public school, and have a wide array of options 
ranging from neighborhood schools, magnet schools, and pilot and public charter schools 
which operate under performance contracts that provide them with greater autonomy and 
accountability for results. 

• The Houston Independent School District recently institoted an open choice program. 
Parents may send their children to any of the district's 258 schools provided the school is 
enrolled at 95 percent of capacity or below. The district is currently analyzing available 
space and plans to publish the information in the near fiiture; parents will apply to the 
district transfer office to change schools. HISD will not transport students to schools 
outside their attendance area. In addition to this choice program, the district has launched 
an aggressive effort to support in-district charter schools. 

• Cambridge allows every family to choose a public school for their child. The school 
district provides information on every school and has created parent centers to help parents 
learn about and choose a public school for their child. More than 90% of parents get their 
first choice of kindergarten for their child, and most get one of their top picks at all grade 
levels. 

• The San Diego school district has helped parents, teachers, and principals create more than 
a dozen public charter schools that stay open oidy as long as they do a good job. These are 
all schools of choice, publicly accountable and open to smdents from around the school 
district. 

• In August 1997, Denver opened its first charter school as the Pioneer Charter School 
(PCS). PCS is a joint effort of the school district and the University of Denver (DU), 
enrolling 320 stodents from throughout Denver in grades Pre-K-5, with priority given to 
students residing in specific economically depressed communities. The school is to serve 
as an incubator for practices to support high achievement for urban students. The school 
features a personalized instmction plan for each student; a year-round calendar (an 
additional 20 days each year and 45-day instmctional periods with 15-day intersession 
breaks); an extended day that begins at 7:30 AM and ends at 6 PM; and access to basic 
health care, community and social and education services for students and their families. 
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Urban/Rural High Poverty Area Educational AchicvemcDt Afvarda 

Premise: High poverty school districts, in which minorities are disproportionately represented, urban or rural, may have the greatest 
difGculty raising educational achievement, despite the significant sums of Federal motiies for this purpose which they 
receive. There are examples of high-poverty districts that have high-perfonn'mg, high-achieving schools. Reinforcing the 
importance of raising educational achievement throiigh small near (emi awards building toward a substantial money award 
for proven success could provide the impefris needed in more high poverty districts to use resources more effectively and 
reach the goal. 

Proptisal Summary: 

A. School Distrir.t Achievement Awards. The FY 1999 Budget would propose an advance appropriation in FY 1999 for use 
in FY 2000 of 3>50D million, with equal amounts in each outyear, to provide awards to high achieving eligible dlstricls. 

B. Funds to meet needs now. To give eligible districts new resources now so that they can better compete successfiilly for 
awards in FY 2000, in FY 1998 (he Education Department would use the fiinds appropriated for "Obey" comprehensive 
sdiool refomi projects to make giants covering a two year period to competitivcly-chosen applications from high poverty, 
high need disfricts, so that those districts can impleinent research-based models of proven effectiveness in helping poor 
and minority childrai reach high standaids and ruse their achievement levels. Winners would get a "running start" toward 
competing successfiilly for Achievement Awards. 

C. Partnering Awards for Districts that are afreadv high-povertv and hiph-achieving. $25 million, would be sought each year 
beginniag in FY 1999 for high-poverty, high-peiformance districts if they will serve as technical assistance partners to 
districts that hope to compete for the achievement awards. (An FY 1998 round might be available from re-directed school 
icfbim or other ED fimds.) This aspect would also keep these "success story" places from feeling that they were left out. 

Design eiemenls: 
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Eligible districts for school refonn grants and for Achievement Awards would be those in each State that nre in the highest -
quintile in terms of percentage of poverty, and, of those districts, ones that are in the lowest quintile in terms of scores on 
Slate assessments, [this needs refinement with real data lo see who is captured] 

Achievement Awards. Awards would be competitive grants to 50-100 eligible districts (or more), ranging fiom about $3-15 
million each, scaled to the size of the district. Awards would be made based on the most substantial or most significant 
demonstrated progress inade.since J 995 (the year of implementation of Title I reforms and Goals 2000) in raising student 
achievement, There would be rigorous non-Federal peer review panels to recommend the Award winners. 

Allowable uses oP Achievement Award.s. Subject only to the requirement to use the fimds to fiirther school improvement 
and continue progress in raising student achievement, districts would have complete flexibility in how lhey use the 
Achievement Awards they wm. 

Achievement Award duration: sueceiedinf cycles. Award winners would be eligible to receive payments for three years, 
with years 2 and 3 in declining amounts. (A match is possible but isn't necessaiy). There would be a new round of 
Achievement Awards each year with each year's new $500 milh'on covering both the declining amounts for years 2 and 3 
continuation Awards, and the first year of hew Awards. g 

o 
The uses of FY 1998 scboal refonn fimds could range across the known spectrum of successfiil techniques, including hfrlng M 
better qualified teachers and administrators, expedited removal of low perfoiming teachers and adminislralors, ^ 
implementing cuirricuium based oh high standards, involving parents in accountability and assessment systems, and the like. 
The focus will be on things known to raise student achievement. 

Ensure integration with existlrig Federal school improvement funds. School reform applicants would have to make clear 
how the new resources will complement and build upon Title I and IDEA resources in the district, and where applicable, 
Eisenhower, Goals, technology challenge grant. Even Start, and perhaps other Federal resources in the disfrict 

Ŝ tfiS would concur with school refonn grant applications, and would have to attest to how grant application further 
progress toward the State's Goals 2000 plan. States should also concur with Achievement Award applications. States could 
have to commit to not reducing their level of effort for school reform grant or Achievement Award winners. 

^ 
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p„h.r̂ «..linn1 refomi fimds. No FY 1999 fimds would sought for school reform grants, but fimds would be sought in FY 
2O0O and each succeeing year for successive rounds of two year grants (o continue the process of helpmg distncts|ompete 
for the su oceeding rounds of Achievement Awards. 

S S S m ^ l s and Achievement Awards could be demonsfrated progress toward eliminating social promoUons on 
a schedule consistent with achieving success in meeting high standards. 
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NOTE- TTie stahitory stmcture of school reform fiinds in the appropriation language paragraphs clearly allows the above ig 
p̂roâ h, but it is very different from the delaUed report language. Negotiations with Obey^ olhê would be Decessarŷ  ^ 

Skce il assures continued support for the program and makes it a key to larger suocessliaperamsTtte approac^tJflld ,^ 
besaleable. !g 

Social DramoUon The President is interested in moving against social promotion. A condiUon of consideration for both ;8 '01 
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School Improvement 
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State and focal education systemic Improvement 476.000 466.000 56O;000 476.000 
Parental asstslancs 15.000 25.000 25.000 25.000 

Subtotal, Goals 2000 '49T:OOO' 491.000 565.000 501.000 84.000 

School-To-Work - 200.000 200.000 125.000 125.000 

Technology Literacy Challenge Fund 200.000 425.000 500.000 500.000 
Technology Innovation Challenge Grants 58.965 106.(̂ 00 125:000 106,000 
Regional technology in education consortia (national acUvities) 10.000 10.000 10.000 10.000 
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Total, Education Reform BA 996.000 1,275.035 1,390.035 1,265,000 64.000 
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Basic Grants 
Concentration Grants 
Targeted Grants 
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Subtotal, grants to LEAs 7,295.232 7,375,232 7,B20.0QO 7,467.000 445.000 

dbcY Dam OS • 0.000 120.000 120.000 0,000 

Cap[tal.expenses for private school children 41,119 41.119 O.O0O 0.000 
Even Start 101.992 124.000 124.000 101.992 11.000 
Stata ag ency prog ra ms: 

N/igrant 305.473 303.473 330.000 305.000 25.000 
Neglected and delinquent 39.311 39,311 42.000 39.000 3.000 

Subtotal, Slate agency programs 344.764 344.784 372.000 344.000 28,000 

Slate School Improvement 0.000 0.000 8.000 0.000 8.000 
Evaluation 6.977 6.977 10.000 6.000 3.100 
Migrant Educatton: 

High School Equivalency program 7.441 7.634 7.900 7.600 0.300 
College assistance migrant program 2.029 2.081 2.200 2.100 O.1O0 

Subtotal, Migrant Education 9.469 9.715 10.100 9.700 O.4O0 

Total, Education for the Disadvantaged (currant) BA 6,501.187 6,723.441 7.115.714 8,461.206 495.500 

(permanent) BA 1,298.386 1,298.386 1,446.388 1,448.366 

TransiUor To School (HHS) 35.000 
TOTAL BA 7,799.573 8,021.627 6,564.100 7,964.592 495,506 

11/25/97 FY 1999 budget cycle 



DRAFT - December 5,1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES 

This initiative, which you discussed in your Town Hall meeting earlier this week, would 
designate from 20 to 40 urban and rural school districts as Education Opportunity Zones. 
Education Opportunity Zones would have a strong focus on standards, accountability, and 
performance. High-poverty urban and rural school districts would be eligible for additional 
Federal funding, under this proposal, / / ( I ) they adopt tough reform measures ~ like those in 
Chicago ~ that make administrators, principals, teachers, and students accountable for success or 
failure, and (2) in time, show real improvements in student achievement. As proposed, the 
initiative would cost between $221 million and $320 million in FY 99 ($1.1 billion to $1.3 billion 
over five years). 

Conditions and Purposes of Funding 

To receive funds, local school districts would have to demonstrate how they will: 

• provide students and parents with expanded choice within public education; 

• hold schools accountable for helping students reach high academic standards, including 
rewarding schools that succeed and intervening in schools that fail to make progress; 

• hold teachers and principals accountable for quality, including rewarding outstanding 
teachers, and fairly and quickly removing ineffective teachers; 

• require students to meet academic standards at key transition points in their academic 
careers. 

School districts could use Education Opportunity Zone funds to: 

• provide extra help to students who need it to meet challenging standards, through after-
school or Saturday tutoring programs and/or summer school; 

• provide bonuses to schools that make significant gains in student achievement; 

• tum around failing schools by implementing proven reform models, providing intensive 
teacher training, building stronger partnerships between schools and parents, businesses, 
and community-based organizations, or closing down failing schools and reopening them 
as charter schools. 



• provide needed training to teachers and principals; reward outstanding teachers by helping 
them eam certification as master teachers from the National Board for Professional 
Teaching standards and providing them with financial bonuses when they do; and 
implement programs to identify low performing teachers, assist them to improve, and 
remove them if they fail to do so. 

Funding Levels 

As proposed, the Department of Education would award 3-year competitive grants to 10-
20 urban school districts and 10-20 mral school districts or consortia (including districts serving 
Native American students) selected as Education Opportunity Zones. Each urban Education 
Opportunity Zone would receive approximately $10-25 million in its first year, and each mral 
zone would receive from $500,000 to $5 million (for consortia). 

Each participating district would receive a declining share of federal support in years 2 and 
3 to ensure that reforms can be sustained over the long term. Continued support in years 4 and 5 
would be contingent upon demonstrated success in raising student achievement and willingness to 
work with similar districts to help them replicate successfiil reforms. A total of $16 million would 
be available each year for national activities, such as providing technical assistance, documenting 
successes, and disseminating lessons leamed to urban and mral communities across the U.S. 

We are currently considering two options for funding the initiative ~ one with a greater 
FY 99 cost, the other with a greater 5-year cost. 

• Option 1: The Department of Education would select only one group of zones -
approximately 15 urban and 15 mral. FY 99 request: $320 million, with a five year cost 
(including national activities) of $1.07 billion. 

• Option 2: The Department of Education would select two groups of zones ~ 
approximately 10 urban and 10 mral zones beginning in year 1 (FY 99) and an additional 
10 urban and 10 mral zones beginning in year 2 (FY 00). FY 99 request: $205 million, 
with a five year cost (including national activities) of $1.31 billion. 

Outstanding Issues 

We are still working with other offices and the Department of Education on some 
remaining issues with this initiative. First, we are developing a component that would give 
Education Opportunity Zones greater flexibility in the use of other federal education funds as long 
as they continue to meet agreed-upon performance goals. In addition, we are exploring whether 
we could fijnd this initiative under existing authority, rather than seek new legislative 
authorization. 



DRAFT Dcccmfaei-47imr-^~^ 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: URDA>J A>JI[) RUPu\jL EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES CMMMW 

This initiative, which^y(5u discussed in your Town Hall meeting earlier this week, would / 
•V<M<uv(u>i>A designate from 20 lo 40 urban and mral school districts as Education Opportunity Zones. i\s 

proposed, the gorfoo would cost between $221 million and $320 million in FY 99 ($1.1 bimbn to 
$1.3 billion over five years)^ Education Opportunity Zones would have a strong focus on 
standards and accountabilitv^Hd would bo-ot4pib|£ fnr rcwfiirdn based on improv^^erformance. j 

Thc-initiative would fund i^ghprofii^dcmonstration^/of effective approaches to expanding T*^*-i!^*t̂  
oppefttiiiitie^ foi StudeiitsAcoupled with inereaocd rosponsibilit}^ for results for schools, educators 
anH stiiHpnt'i thcmirlvnil High-poverty urban and mral school districts would be eligible for 

• additional federal funding^//"(I) they adopt tough reform measures - like those in place in-t 
*̂Aî t>tu\ Chicago — that make administrators, principals, teachers, and students tFut^ccountable for 

success or failure, and (2) in time, show real improvements in student achievement. 

To receive funds, local school districts would/demonstrate how they will: 

• provide students and parents with expanded choice within public education; 

• hold schools accountable for helping students reach high academic standards, including 
rewarding schools that succeed and intervening in schools that fail to make progress; 

• hold teachers and principals accountable for quality, including rewarding outstanding 
teachersjand implementing processes for fairly and quickly removing ineffective 
teachers. 

• require students to meet academic standards at key transition points in their academic 
careers. 

•t 
School districts could use Education Opportunity Zone funds to: 

• provide extra help to students mat'need it in-order to meet challenging standards, through 
after-school or Saturday tutoring programs and/or summer school,^' [M^ * 

provide bonuses to schools that make significant gains in student achievement/\jln4Jtum 
around failing schools by implementing proven reform models, providing intensive 
teacher training, building stronger partnerships between schools and parents, businesseŝ s, 
and community-based organizations, or closing down failing schools and reopening them 
as charter schools. 



improve, and remo^ 
them he^to 

provide needed training to teachers and principals; reward outstanding teachers by 
helping them eani certification as master teachers from the National Board f o r ^ 
Professional Teaching standards and providing them with financial iftccntive^when they 
do; and implen/ent programs to identify low performing teachers, arovidiqe 

them fairly and quickly if they danU^ ilc^ r̂o 

In ord(^ to succcssfulfly compete for'the challenge grants, districts would be required to ahow 
how they will URft all/avnibhlp! fnnHs. inrlnding nthrr frrl^rnl, 'itntynnfl Ivrnl fiin-li, in a-
OOmpr'i'hensive, ^^^m\n'=* '̂̂ '̂  mannf^r to rakp stuHpnt arhipvpmftntj F.Hiir..'itinn Opportunity Znnafr 

,j<'OUld bo allowed-tl 

Budgets As proposed,/3-year competitive grants would be awarded by the Department of— 
Educatierî to 10-20 urban school districts and 10-20 rural school districts or consortia (including 
districts serving Native American students) selected as Education Opportunity Zones. Each 
urban Education Opportunity Zone would receive approximately $10-25 million in its first year, 
and each mral zone would receive from $500,000 to $5 million (for consortia). 

use challenge grant fijnds for start-up and iiiitidl upeiaLiiig CApcuses 
cormected with refoims, but would be required to meet an increasing sliaie uf uuguiug costs with 
ctatp^ I n r a l anr i n t h f r fpHpra l f i i nHs n v p r t h p l i f e o f t hp g ran t^ 

Each participating district would receive a declining share of federal support in years 2 and 3 to 
ensure that reforms can be sustained over the long term. Continued support in years 4 and 5 
would be contingent upon demonstrated success in raising student achievement and willingness ^ ^vJi j j 
to work with similar districts to help them replicate successful reforms. fST6rnillion would be ^ 
available each year for national kadcrahip^ctivities,'such as supporting"tectinicai assistance, 
documenting successes, and disseminating lessons leamed to urban and mral communities across 
the U.S. ^ ^ . , 1 1 . ^ 

Option 1: l^nly one group of zones'v̂ â̂ d̂ be selected^ approximately 15 urban and 15 
rural. FY 99 request: $320 million, with a five year cost (including national activities) of 
1.07 billion. 

• Option 2: |Pwo groups of zones would be oclcfctc^ with approximately 10 urban and 10 
mral zones begirming in year 1 (FY 99)rand theg_an additional 10 urban and 10 mral 
zones beginning in year 2 (FY 00). This would give some pfomising districts a greater 
opportunity to partieipatef FY 99 request: $205 million, with a five year cost of $1.31 
billion (including national activities). 

C Outstanding Issuesi^^e are still working with other offices and the Department of Education 
on some remaining issues with this initiative. First, we are developing a component that would «p 
create performance partnerships to enable Education Opportunity Zones te4iav€̂ greater̂ ^ 
flexibility in the use of other federal education funds as long as participating districtg'continue to 
meet agreed-upon performance goals. In addition, wc arc working to determine the best way to-
provide rewards to districts that show significant gains-in-acbievemcnt. (As described above; one. 
pr»ggihlp apprnarh ig tn havp rpr.pipt nf <1th inrt 5th-y^ftf-^4if41e:n^ft^^ranHTinr1<; entimly Hqtp,n<4-nn • 

1 



we are exploring whethey this • ^ • .showing significant gain 
initiative could be accomplished under some combination ofexisting authorit>^under Title I and-
appropriatinns language, without rpquiring new legislative authority.^ ^ 



URBAN AND RURAL EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES 
DRAFT for Comment 

December 4,1997 

OPPORTUNITY AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR REACHING CHALLENGING 
ACADEMIC STANDARDS. While some urban and mral school districts are making significant 
strides, many more have yet to make the serious improvements needed to restore public 
confidence and provide a quality education to all students. DPC and the Department of 

Q \J ^ Education, working with OMB and NEC, are developing an Education Opportunity Zones 
initiative to encourage urban and mral public school systems to tackle some of their most pressing 
problems. This competitive challenge grants program would accelerate the boldest education 
reforms, supply fi-esh support and energy to districts prepared to turn around troubled public 
schools, and spur other communities to take up the challenge. 

The initiative would fund high profile demonstrations of effective approaches to expanding 
opportunities for students, coupled with increased responsibility for results for schools, educators 
and students themselves. High-poverty urban and mral school districts will be eligible for 
additional Federal funding / / ( I ) they now adopt tough reform measures — like those adopted in 
Chicago ~ that make administrators, principals, teachers, and students tmly accountable for 
success or failure, and (2) in time, show real improvements in student achievement. 

To receive funds, local school districts will demonstrate how they will: 

• provide students and parents with expanded choice within tWpubliclschool systeriî  

• hold schools accountable for helping students reach academic standards, including 
rewarding schools that succeed and intervening in schools that fail to make progress; 

• hold teachers and principals accountable for quality, including rewarding outstanding 
teachers, and implementing processes for fairly and quickly removing ineffective teachers. 

• require students to meet academic standards at key transition points in their academic 
careers. 

School districts can use Education Opportunity Zone ftinds to: 

• provide extra help to students in need it in order to meet challenging standards, through 
after-school or Saturday tutoring programs and/or summer school. 

• provide bonuses to schools that make significant gains in student achievement, and turn 
around failing schools by implementing proven reform models, providing intensive teacher 
training, building stronger partnerships between schools and parents, businesses and 
community-based organizations, or closing down failing schools and reopening them as 
charter schools. 



• provide needed training to teachers and principals; reward outstanding teachers by helping 
them earn certification as master teachers from the National Board for Professional 
Teaching standards and providing them with financial incentives when they do; and 
implement programs to identify low performing teachers, providing them help to improve, 
and removing them fairly and quickly if they don't. 

In order to successfiilly compete for the challenge grants, districts would be required to show how 
they will use all available funds, including other federal, state and local funds, in a comprehensive, 
coordinated manner to raise student achievement. Education Opportunity Zones will be allowed 
to use challenge grant fiinds for start-up and initial operating expenses connected with reforms, 
but would be required to meet an increasing share of ongoing costs with state, local, and other 
federal funds over the life of the grant. 

Spreading Practices Nationwide. Education Opportunity Zones challenge grants will help^ 
repli&ate effective aW)roaches ano^read therrN<)cities and mral communities across the country. 
They Vill help ensur^^re that our m^td^advanmfeed,sp<d^s are held to high academic 
standaros and assisted uSteach them. They will help make surê 'rijat disad^nta^eoS^udents can 
choose among good public schools, and are not trapped in failing scftODls. will help reach 
the President's goal of having at least one Master Teacher in every school, which is particularly 
important for students in high poverty schools, because these schools often have the least well 
prepared teachers. 

Budget. In the first year of the initiative, 3-year competitive grants will be awarded by the 
Department of Education to 10-20 urban school districts and 10-20 mral school districts or 

/ consortia (including districts serving Native American students) selected as Educational 
»K Opportunity Zones. Each urban Education Opportunity Zone would receive approximately $10-

25 millioi^ and each mral zone would receive from $500,000 to $5 million (for consortia). $16 
million would be available for national leadership activities, such as supporting technical 
assistance, documenting successes, and disseminating lessons learned across the U.S. 

• Option 1: Education Opportunity Zones would receive a declining share of federal 
support in years 2 and 3. Continued support in years 4 and 5 would be contingent upon 
demonstrated success in raising student achievement. Support would also be contingent 
upon a commitment for successful, "model" districts to partner with 2 to 4 similar districts 
that would be given smaller grants, beginning in years 4 and 5, to help them replicate 
successful reforms. FY 99 request is $320 million (including national activities), with a 
peak grant cost of $422 million in years 4 and 5. Six year grant cost: $1.8 billion. 

• Option 2: Same as Option 1, except that fewer challenge grants would be made in year 1 
and a second cohort of fiill-fledged Education Opportunity Zones would be added in year 
2. FY 99 request is $221 million, with peak grant cost of $565 in year 5. Seven year 
grant cost: $ 2.4 billion. 



Outstanding Issues. We are still working on some remaining issues with this initiative. First, we 
are working on a component that would create performance partnerships to enable Education 
Opportunity Zones to have greater flexibility in the use of other federal education fiinds as long as 
participating districts continue to meet agreed-upon performance goals. In addition, we are 
working to determine a way to provide rewards to districts that show significant gains in 
achievement. One possible approach is to have receipt of 4th- and 5th-year challenge grant fijnds 
entirely depend on showing significant gains in student achievement. Finally, we are exploring 
whether this initiative could be accomplished under some combination of existing authority under 
Title I and appropriations language, without requiring new legislative authority. 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES 

This initiative, which you discussed in your Town Hall meeting earlier this week, would 
designate from 20 to 40 urban and mral school districts as Education Opportunity Zones. 
Education Opportunity Zones would have a strong focus on standards, accountability, and 
performance. High-poverty urban and mral school districts would be eligible for additional 
Federal fiinding, under this proposal, if (I) they adopt tough reform measures ~ like those in 
Chicago — that make administrators, principals, teachers, and students accountable for success or 
failure, and (2) in time, show realintprovements in student achievement. As proposed, the 
initiative would cost between $176^million and $250 million in FY 99 ($1.1 billion to $1.3 billion 
over five years). ^-'^"'^ 

The purpose of this initiative is fbr the Education Opportunity Zonea to demonstrate that a 
serious approach to high standards can work. Therefore, funds would be targeted to school 
systems that have already begun to make progress in raising student achievement, at least in some 
low-income portions of the district, or that can show that they have begun to put into place 
effective reform policies, so that local efforts can be expanded or accelerated. 

Conditions and Purposes of Funding 

To receive fiinds, local school districts would have to demonstrate how they will: 

• provide students and parents with expanded choice within public education; 

• hold schools accountable for helping students reach high academic standards, including 
rewarding schools that succeed and intervening in schools that fail to make progress; 

• hold teachers and principals accountable for quality, including rewarding outstanding 
teachers, and fairly and quickly removing ineffective teachers; 

• require students to meet academic standards at key transition points in their academic 
careers. 

School districts could use Education Opportunity Zone ftinds to: 

• provide extra help to students who need it to meet challenging standards, through after-
school or Saturday tutoring programs and/or summer school; 

• provide bonuses to schools that make significant gains in student achievement; 

• turn around failing schools by implementing proven reform models, providing intensive 



teacher training, building stronger partnerships between schools and parents, businesses, 
and community-based organizations, or closing down failing schools and reopening them 
as charter schools. 

• provide needed training to teachers and principals; reward outstanding teachers by helping 
them earn certification as master teachers from the National Board for Professional 
Teaching standards and providing them with financial bonuses when they do; and 
implement programs to identify low performing teachers, assist them to improve, and 
remove them if they fail to do so. 

Funding Levels 

As proposed, the Department of Education would award 3-year competitive grants to 10-
20 urban school districts and 10-20 mral school districts or consortia (including districts serving 
Native American students) selected as Education Opportunity Zones. Each urban Education 
Opportunity Zone would receive approximately $10-25 million in its first year, and each mral 
zone would receive from $500,000 to $5 million (for consortia). 

The stream of federal support under these grants would be stmctured so as to ensure that 
reforms can be sustained over the long term. Continued support in years 4 and 5 would be 
contingent upon demonstrated success in raising student achievement and willingness to work 
with similar districts to help them replicate successfiil reforms. A total of $16 million would be 
available each year for national activities, such as providing technical assistance, documenting 
successes, and disseminating lessons learned to urban and mral communities across the U.S. 

We are currently considering two options for funding the initiative ~ one with a greater 
FY 99 cost, the other with a greater 5-year cost. 

• Option 1: The Department of Education would select only one group of zones — 
approximately 15 urban and 15 mral. FY 99 request: $250 million, with a five year cost 
(including nafional acfivifies) of $1.07 billion. 

• Option 2: The Department of Education would select two groups of zones ~ 
approximately 10 urban and 10 mral zones beginning in year 1 (FY 99) and anadditional 
10 urban and 10 mral zones beginning in year 3 (FY 2000). FY 99 requesl(^$176rp4llion, 
with a five year cost (including national activifies) of $1.31 billion. 

"7, ?.. / 
Outstanding Issues 

We are still working with other offices and the Department of Education on some 
remaining issues with this initiative. First, we are developing a component that would give 
Education Opportunity Zones greater flexibility in the use of other federal education fiinds as long 
as they continue to meet agreed-upon performance goals. In addition, we are exploring whether 
we could fiind this initiative under existing authority, rather than seek new legislative 
authorization. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT ^ ( ^ g ^ - / x ^ / ' A 

FROM: BRUCE REED /^/^*Jo ^ '>fi/-eJ<J> 

SUBJECT: EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES 

This initiative, which you discussed in your Town Hall meeting earlier this week, would 
designate from 20 to 40 urban and mral school districts as Education Opportunity Zones. 
Education Opportunity Zones would have a strong focus on standards, accountability, and 
performance. High-poverty urban and mral school districts would be eligible for additional 
Federal funding, under this proposal,;/(!) they adopt tough reform measures ~ like those in 
Chicago ~ that make administrators, principals, teachers, and students accountable for success or 

(^failure, and (2) in time, show real improvements in student achievement. As proposed.Jhe 
1 initiative would cost between $221 million and $320 million in FY 99 ($1.1 billion tq^|r3)i)illion 
\ over five years). 

Conditions and Purposes of Funding 

To receive funds, local school districts would have to demonstrate how they will: 

provide students and parents with expanded choice within public education; 

.11 
) ^^^"^ 

hold schools accountable for helping students reach high academic standards, including 
rewarding schools that succeed and intervening in schools that fail to make progress; 

hold teachers and principals accountable for quality, including rewarding outstanding 
teachers, and fairly and quickly removing ineffective teachers; 

require students to meet academic standards at key transition points in their academic 
careers. 

School districts could use Education Opportunity Zone fijnds to: 

provide extra help to students who need it to meet challenging standards, through after-
school or Saturday tutoring programs and/or summer school; 

provide bonuses to schools that make significant gains in student achievement, 

tum around failing schools by implementing proven reform models, providing intensive 
teacher training, building stronger partnerships between schools and parents, businesses, 
and community-based organizations, or closing down failing schools and reopening them 
as charter schools. 



• provide needed training to teachers and principals; reward outstanding teachers by helping 
them eam certification as master teachers from the National Board for Professional 
Teaching standards and providing them with financial bonuses when they do; and 
implement programs to identify low performing teachers, assist them to improve, and 
remove them if they fail to do so. 

Funding Levels 

As proposed, the Department of Education would award 3-year competitive grants to 10-
20 urban school districts and 10-20 mral school districts or consortia (including districts serving 
Native American students) selected as Education Opportunity Zones. Each urban Education 
Opportunity Zone would receive approximately $10-25 million in its first year, and each mral 
zone would receive from $500,000 to $5 million (for consortia). 

Each participating district would receive a declining share of federal support in years 2 and 
3 to ensure that reforms can be sustained over the long term. Continued support in years 4 and 5 
would be contingent upon demonstrated success in raising student achievement and willingness to 
work with similar districts to help them replicate successful reforms. A total of $16 million would 
be available each year for national activities, such as providing technical assistance, documenting 
successes, and disseminating lessons leamed to urban and mral communities across the U.S. 

We are currently considering two options for funding the initiative 
FY 99 cost, the other with a greater 5-year cost. 

one with a greater 

Option 1: The Department of Education would select only one group of zones 
approximately 15 urban and 15 mral. FY 99 request:(|320lTiinio^, with a five year cost 
(including nafional activifies) of $1.07 billion. 

Option 2: The Department of Education would select two groups of zones ~ 
approximately 10 urban and 10 mral zones beginning in year 1 (FY 992andanadditional 
10 urban and 10 mral zones beginning in yeai^XFYnJO^^jXSQ-requesT: $205 million, 
with a five year cost (including nafional activities) orSl .31 billion. 

Outstanding Issues 

We are still working with other offices and the Department of Education on some 
remaining issues with this initiative. First, we are developing a component that would give 
Education Opportunity Zones greater flexibility in the use of other federal education fiinds as long 

^ as they continue to meet agreed-upon performance goals. In addition, we are exploring whether 
1̂  we could fund this initiative under existing authority, rather than seek new legislative 

{V̂*̂  authorization. 

..V" 



DRAFT December 4,1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: URBAN AND RURAL EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES 

This initiative, which you discussed in your Town Hall meeting earlier this week, would designate 
from 20 to 40 urban and mral school districts as Education Opportunity Zones. As proposed, the 
zones would cost between $221 million and $320 million in FY 99 ($1.1 billion to $1.3 billion 
over five years). Education Opportunity Zones would have a strong focus on standards and 
accountability, and would be eligible for rewards based on improved performance. 

The initiative would fund high profile demonstrations of effective approaches to expanding 
opportunities for students, coupled with increased responsibility for results for schools, educators 
and students themselves. High-poverty urban and mral school districts would be eligible for 
additional Federal funding / / ( l ) they adopt tough reform measures — like those in place in 
Chicago — that make administrators, principals, teachers, and students tmly accountable for 
success or failure, and (2) in time, show real improvements in student achievement. 

To receive fiinds, local school districts would demonstrate how they will: 

• provide students and parents with expanded choice within public education; 

• hold schools accountable for helping students reach high academic standards, including 
rewarding schools that succeed and intervening in schools that fail to make progress; 

• hold teachers and principals accountable for quality, including rewarding outstanding 
teachers, and implementing processes for fairly and quickly removing ineffective teachers. 

• require students to meet academic standards at key transition points in their academic 
careers. 

School districts could use Educafion Opportunity Zone fiinds to: 

• provide extra help to students that need it in order to meet challenging standards, through 
after-school or Saturday tutoring programs and/or summer school. 

• provide bonuses to schools that make significant gains in student achievement, and turn 
around failing schools by implementing proven reform models, providing intensive teacher 
training, building stronger partnerships between schools and parents, businesses and 
community-based organizations, or closing down failing schools and reopening them as 
charter schools. 



• provide needed training to teachers and principals; reward outstanding teachers by helping 
them earn certification as master teachers from the National Board for Professional 
Teaching standards and providing them with financial incentives when they do; and 
implement programs to identify low performing teachers, providing them help to improve, 
and removing them fairly and quickly if they don't. 

In order to successfiilly compete for the challenge grants, districts would be required to show how 
they will use all available fiinds, including other federal, state and local ftinds, in a comprehensive, 
coordinated manner to raise student achievement. Education Opportunity Zones would be 
allowed to use challenge grant funds for start-up and initial operating expenses connected with 
reforms, but would be required to meet an increasing share of ongoing costs with state, local, and 
other federal funds over the life of the grant. 

Budget. As proposed, 3-year competitive grants would be awarded by the Department of 
Education to 10-20 urban school districts and 10-20 mral school districts or consortia (including 
districts serving Native American students) selected as Education Opportunity Zones. Each urban 
Education Opportunity Zone would receive approximately $10-25 million in its first year, and 
each mral zone would receive from $500,000 to $5 million (for consortia). 

Each participating district would receive a declining share of federal support in years 2 and 3 to 
ensure that reforms can be sustained over the long term. Continued support in years 4 and 5 
would be contingent upon demonstrated success in raising student achievement and willingness to 
work with similar districts to help them replicate successful reforms. $16 million would be 
available each year for national leadership activities, such as supporting technical assistance, 
documenting successes, and disseminating lessons learned to urban and mral communities across 
the U.S. 

• Option 1: Only one group of zones would be selected, approximately 15 urban and 15 
mral. FY 99 request: $320 million, with a five year cost (including national activities) of 
1.07 billion. 

• Option 2: Two groups of zones would be selected, with approximately 10 urban and 10 
mral zones beginning in year 1 (FY 99), and then an additional 10 urban and 10 mral 
zones beginning in year 2 (FY 00). This would give some promising districts a greater 
opportunity to participate. FY 99 request: $205 million, with a five year cost of $1.31 
billion (including national acfivities). 

Outstanding Issues. We are still working with other offices and the Department of Education on 
some remaining issues with this initiative. First, we are developing a component that would 
create performance partnerships to enable Education Opportunity Zones to have greater flexibility 
in the use of other federal education funds as long as participating districts continue to meet 
agreed-upon performance goals. In addition, we are working to determine the best way to 
provide rewards to districts that show significant gains in achievement. (As described above, one 
possible approach is to have receipt of 4th- and 5th-year challenge grant funds entirely depend on 
showing significant gains in student achievement). Finally, we are exploring whether this initiative 



could be accomplished under some combination of existing authority under Title I and 
appropriations language, without requiring new legislative authority. 



CHALLENGE GRANTS FOR URBAN AND RURAL 
EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES 

Proposed FY 99 Budget Initiative 
DRAFT - November 20, 1997 

This paper describes a new initiative to select a number of inner cities and poor rural areas as 
Educational Opportunity Zones, in which schools would receive special assistance in exchange for 
adopting policies such as extra help to students to master the basics, strengthening teaching and school 
leadership, no social promotion, removal of poorly performing teachers, fixing failing schools, and 
public school choice. Specifically, school districts competing for grants would be challenged to 
.show how they will hold students, staff and .schools accountable and use all available resources to 
help students reach high standards: 

• Student Accountability: To be selected as Education Opportunity Zones, participating 
districts must implement policies requiring students to meet challenging academic 
standards at key transition points before being promoted or graduating from high school. 
Districts would have to show how their regular instmctional program, together with extra 
help for students identified as needing such assistance, would combine to ensure the 
academic success of every child. Critical to these efforts would be how schools will 
identify kids at risk of failure and how they will use Title I funds and other federal, state 
and local resources to provide extra help to these students, such as extended day 
enrichment/tutoring programs, Saturday academies, and summer school. 

• Districts would use challenge grant funds, and other funds, to support expanded 
learning opportunities for students that need it. 

• Staff Accountability: Educational Opportunity Zones must clearly spell out how they will 
reward outstanding teaching, and also how they will identify poorly performing teachers 
and provide them with extra help or counsel them out of the classroom. Rewards and 
incentives should be offered to individuals or teams of teachers who meet high standards. 
For example, individual teachers should be assisted to attain certification by the National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards and should be rewarded when they do, and 
districts should develop strategies for using these teachers in schools where they are 
needed the most. At the same time, participating districts must develop aggressive 
approaches for identifying failing teachers, and getting extra help to those who can 
improve their performance, and counseling those who can't out of the profession quickly 
and fairly. 

Educational Improvement Zones must also show how they will recruit and build leadership 
capacity among the district's principals, and how they will develop rewards and sanctions 
for principals based on performance. 

• Districts would use challenge grant funds for such activities as rewarding effective 
teams of teachers, paying fees and bonuses for those seeking national certification 
or other rigorous advanced study, and designing and implementing effective 



approaches for identifying, counseling or removing chronically failing teachers. 
Districts could also use funds to design and implement principal leadership 
institutes, with a focus on effective curriculum and instmction. 

• School Accountability: Finally, Educational Opportunity Zones must show how they will 
develop clear criteria and hold individual schools accountable for high standards of 
discipline and achievement. Schools showing significant gains should be rewarded 
through such incentives as financial bonuses or recognition programs. Conversely, failing 
schools must be given high quality technical assistance and overhauled using proven 
reform models, or, if schools still don't improve, they should be shut down and 
reconstituted, perhaps as smaller schools-within-schools or independent public charter 
schools. Educational Opportunity Zones must also demonstrate how they will ensure that 
families have the opportunity to choose which public school their children will attend, or 
that families have a choice of designs for their neighborhood school, especially if the 
neighborhood school doesn't provide a safe and academically challenging environment. 

• Districts would use challenge grant fiinds to reward effective schools and to 
intervene in and, where necessary, close down and replace schools that are failing. 
This would include assisting with professional development and other expenses of 
implementing proven reform models. Funds could also be used to design and 
launch programs to improve information on public school choices for parents. 

Eligibility: Districts eligible for the competition would be a subset of those districts that qualify 
as underserved areas in the Administration's Teacher Recmitment and Preparation Initiative: 
those with at least 20% poor students, or with at least 20,000 poor students, or that are the three 
school districts in the state with the largest number of poor children, provided that the districts are 
located either in a central city or a non-metropolitan area. 

Grant Awards and Funding: In the first year of the initiative, 3-year competitive grants would 
be awarded by the Department of Education to 10-15 urban and 10-15 mral school districts 
(including districts serving Native American students) selected as Educational Opportunity Zones. 
Each urban grant would be worth approximately $10-25 million, and each mral grant would be 
worth up to $2 million, with a total FY 99 request of $320 million. 

Grantee Selection and Accountability for Results: Grantees would be selected through a 
rigorous peer review process. Distinguished peer reviewers would work with finalists to identify 
rigorous annual benchmarks of progress in implementing the district reform plan, as well as 
indicators of student achievement to be reached by the end of the third year. A consistent group 
of peer reviewers would reconvene each year to consider progress made by grantees and 
recommend to the Secretary whether funding should continue. At the end of three years, peer 
reviewers would carefiilly review measurable progress in student achievement to recommend 
whether the grant should be extended for an additional two years. 



Effective, Flexible Use of Other Resources: There would be no explicit matching requirement 
for the first three years of a grant, although applicants would be challenged to show (and given 
priority for showing) how the district will use all available resources ~ federal, state, and local, as 
well as any business or foundation funds ~ in order to carry out its reform strategy, and how it 
intends to maintain the reform effort once federal fund are no longer available. Applicants would 
also be invited to identify any barriers to carrying out the reform plan posed by existing federal 
education requirements. Successful applicants will be given expedited consideration for waivers 
under existing authorities. If grants are extended beyond three years, applicants would be 
required to meet a matching requirement phased in to 50%, encouraging institutionalization and 
stability of the initiative. 

Resources to Disseminate Lessons Learned. A small proportion of funds (no more than [5%]) 
would be set aside for national leadership activities, which would include: brokering technical 
assistance to meet the needs of successfiil grantees; using technology to establish a "virtual urban 
and mral office" at Education and help districts consult with each other on overcoming obstacles; 
and documenting success and lessons learned and disseminating that information nationwide. 

Legislative Authority: This initiative would likely utilize existing legislative authority, such as 
the Title I demonstration authority in ESEA §1502(a). 

Looking Ahead: This initiative should be viewed as testing out ideas for possible wider inclusion 
in the next ESEA reauthorization. 



URBAN/RURAL EDUCATION ZONES: 
OPTIONS FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE COMPONENT 

Revised Draft - November 21, 1997 

The current proposal for urban/mral educational opportunity zones stresses student, teacher, and 
school accountability. Although the proposal already addresses public school choice as an aspect 
of school accountability, public school choice could be made a more prominent feature of the 
proposal. There are at least two major options: 

Option 1: District-Wide Focus on Public School Choice 

• Whole-District Plans. In order to be selected as educational opportunity zones, school 
districts would be challenged to show how they will ensure that all parents, at least at 
selected grade levels, can choose the public school that their child will attend. 

• Variety of Strategies. Districts could pursue either system-wide or smaller scale (e.g., 
school cluster) public school choice strategies. These strategies could include open 
enrollment plans or charter schools, as well as schools-within-schools, magnet schools, or 
opportunities for postsecondary coursetaking/enrollment. 

• Use of Grant Funds: 

• Parental Information and Transportation. Educational opportunity zone 
districts could use ftinds to plan or start-up parent information and outreach 
centers. They could also use fiinds to design and start-up transportation plans to 
enable all students to take advantage of choice opportunities. 

• Opening More Slots in First-Rate Public Schools. Funds could be used to 
expand the best existing schools in a district, or to plan and start-up new public 
schools that would broaden the range of attractive choices for students and 
parents, such as charter schools and schools-within-schools. 

Option 2: Choice to Escape Persistently Failing Schools 

• First, Work to Fix Failing Schools. In order to be selected as educafional opportunity 
zones, all participating districts would be challenged to intervene in and fix failing schools. 
Grant funds could be used to reconstitute schools with new staff", including the possibility 
of reopening as schools-within-schools or as charter schools. 

• But For the Worst Schools, Kids Should Have the Choice to Leave. Kids who attend 
the district's most ineffective, or unsafe schools would be guaranteed an opportunity to 
transfer to a different school altogether. If a student attends a school that consistently 
ranks at the bottom of the district in terms of student achievement, that student would be 
given the option to enroll in either an existing public school with a successftil performance 
record or a promising, newly-formed school, such as a charter school. 



• Students attending schools in the lowest 5% - 20% of the district's schools would 
be eligible, with the percentage varying according to the size of the district. 

• For existing schools to receive choice students, they must be in the top 25% of a 
district's performers. Otherwise, districts would have to provide charters or other 
new school options. 

• Students would have this option even though school they attend is being totally 
reconstituted ~ students should stay at these schools because they can get a good 
education there, not because they're forced to. 

Basic Funds Follow the Student. All federal, state and local formula fiinds would follow 
the student. 

Use of Grant Funds: 

• Public School Choice Premium. A student interested in transferring would also 
carry with him or her a "public school choice premium," worth $500 to $1,500, 
that the receiving school could use to provide transitional/supplemental services or 
upgrade the academic program to help choice students succeed. 

• Parental Information and Transportation. As in Opfion 1, educafional 
opportunity zone districts could use funds to plan or start-up parent information 
and outreach centers, or transportation plans, to enable students and their families 
to take maximum advantage of choice opportunities. 

• Opening More Slots in First-Rate Public Schools. For a choice option to be 
meaningflil, space must be available in good public schools. Districts applying to 
be educational opportunity zones would be challenged to address, in detail, how 
they will ensure that openings in successful public schools are actually available for 
students who wish to transfer. To this end, grant fijnds could be used to plan and 
start-up new public schools, or expand the capacity of good existing schools, using 
approaches that could include: 

• Start new charter schools in place of reconstituted schools, or in unused 
building space elsewhere in the district. 

• Start mulfiple new schools-within-schools in place of reconstituted 
schools, or in unused building space elsewhere in the district. 

• Invite leaders from the most effective, existing charter schools or other 
public schools in the district to expand, or create "franchise" or 
"satellite" schools 



• Arrange with postsecondary institutions to offer classes on campus or at 
secondary schools — or take an extra step and start new charter schools. 

Rewarding Parental Involvement. Applicants would be required to address how 
they would support and reward innovative, grass-roots efforts by parents in 
shaping the choice options open to students. For example, if parents can reach a 
consensus on an approach such as bringing in New American Schools design teams 
to develop new schools-within-schools in a reconstituted school, or to develop a 
new independent charter school, the district could provide grant funds to support 
that vision.. 



CHALLENGE GRANTS FOR URBAN AND RURAL 
EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES 

Proposed FY 99 Budget Initiative 
STATUS ~ November 24, 1997 

People 

WH: Mike Cohen, Bill Kincaid, Jon Schnur, Tanya Martin (Bob Shireman, Andy Blocker) 

ED: Mike Smith, Gerry Tirozzi, Judith Johnson, Catherine Jovicich, Tom Corwin (Terry 
Peterson, Susan Frost, Scott Fleming, Val Plisko, Jackie Jackson) 

OMB: Barry White (Mary Cassell?) 

Resolved Issues: 

• Competitive grants 

• Targeted on inner city and poor rural districts areas (Title Vproposal plus must be in central 
city or non-metro area) 

• Focus on holding students, staff, and schools accountable and using all available resources 
to help students to reach high standards: 

• Rigorous peer review with repeat players 

Unresolved Issues: 

• How to reward districts for effective use of ftinds (existing, Obey, and new challenge 
grant)? 

• How prominent should this be as an aspect of the proposal (OMB proposal)? 

• How could OMB's approach be squared with DPC/ED focus on promoting 
approaches to accountabiliy? 

• Give grants as reward for success vs. Extend grants as a reward for success 
(peer reviewers consider annual progress; at 3 years whether should 
extend) 

• Use of matching (beyond three years, phased in to 50%) 

• More detail on allowable use of challenge grant funds. 

• Addressing concern about use of funds for operating budget (math phase-in fer 



4th and 5th years). 

• After school and other extra help for kids? 

• Rewards/incentives for teachers/schools; professional development. 

• Other possible uses. 

More detail on components of budget estimates. 

Methods for providing greater flexibility (expedited consideration for waivers under 
existing authorities). 

Include separate school choice component? 

• District-wide model? 

• Addressing failing schools model? 

• How to resolve tension between fixing failing schools and giving kids a 
road out? 

• Dangers involved in paying per student "premium". 

• Pay for transport costs? 

• Better answer on supply issue. 

National activities/dissemination ftinds ( up to 5%) 

Existing authority (ESEA §1502(a). 



CHALLENGE GRANTS FOR URBAN AND RURAL EDUCATION 
OPPORTUNITY ZONES - USE OF FUNDS/COST COMPONENTS 

Proposed FY 99 Budget Initiative 
DRAFT - November 25, 1997 

Challenge grant fijnds could be spent on the following types of activities, in conjunction with Title 
I , Goals 2000, and other federal, state, and local funds. Estimates of costs are provided, where 
possible: 

Student Accountability: 

• Start-up/expand extra learning opportunities, such as extended day enrichment/tutoring 
programs, Saturday academies, and summer school. 

• Chicago estimates 

Summer bridge: $4500/teacher, 20 students per teacher, $50 per kid in materials 

• Establish individual student accountability systems, including useful information for 
parents and teachers (some districts may need to upgrade/rework existing school report 
card systems or the like) 

Staff Accountability: 

• Reward effective teams of teachers. 

• Pay fees and bonuses for those seeking/attaining national certification/other rigorous 
advanced study. 

• Leverage/fill gaps in teacher professional development. 

• Design/implement/upgrade/expand systems to identify chronically failing teachers, get 
them intensive counseling/assistance to improve, and, if they don't counsel them out or 
remove them expeditiously and fairly. 

• Design and implement principal leadership institutes and recmitment strategies. 

• Develop and implement system of rewards and sanctions for principals based on 
performance. 

School Accountability: 

• Design and start-up/upgrade school accountability system. 



• Peformance awards for effective schools. 

• Support turnaround efforts at near-failing schools. 

• Support reconstitution of failing schools. 

See estimates from this summer. 

• Adoption/tailoring of proven reform models. 

• Staff" professional development. 

• Design and start-up programs to improve information on public school choices for 
parents. 

• Design and start-up of public school choice programs. 

See estimates from yesterday. 

• Grants to start/expand new/effective schools. 

Grant Awards and Funding: In the first year of the initiative, 3-year competitive grants would 
be awarded by the Department of Education to 10-15 urban and 10-15 mral school districts 
(including districts serving Native American students) selected as Educational Opportunity Zones. 
Each urban grant would be worth approximately $10-25 million, and each mral grant would be 
worth up to $2 million, with a total FY 99 request of $320 million. 

Matching: If grants are extended beyond three years, applicants would be required to meet a 
matching requirement phased in to 50%, encouraging institutionalization and stability of the 
initiative. 

National Activities (up to 5% of total). 

• Broker technical assistance to successful grantees. 

• Use technology to establish a "virtual urban and mral office" and help districts consult 
with each other on overcoming obstacles. 

• Document and disseminate successes. 



. . ^ Barry White 
* 1 1 / 2 2 / 9 7 05:57:24 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP, Jacob J. Lew/OMB/EOP, William R. Kincaid/OPD/EOP 

cc: Wayne Upshaw/OMB/EOP, Mary I. Cassell/OMB/EOP, Janet Himler/OMB/EOP, Robert M. 
Shireman/OPD/EOP 

Subject: Alternative to the Urban Initiative 

I mentioned in Gene's office the other day an alternative approach to addressing the struggle to raise 
educational achievement in high poverty areas (urban or rural in my formulation); this came out of the 
Education Branch's consideration of the Education Department FY 1999 Budget submission. I had 
discussed this some with Mike Cohen earlier, and I had the benefit of attending one meeting with Mike 
and ED's Tirozzi and Johnson. Attached is a two-page draft summary of the OMB staff proposal. It 
would: 

reinforce and support current programs, like Title I, by mainly providing sizable money awards for 
demonstrated progress in raising student achievement, not just providing more money for more plans 
for the same things schools are supposed to be doing with Goals and title I and IDEA, etc.; 

reach 50-100 districts or more, depending on award size; 

for current needs money, incorporate the now free-standing Obey grants in a way that supports base 
program goals, without generating a separate program unconnected to the Administration's flagship 
efforts. 

pick up some ideas from the DPC/Education discussions. 

We propose to discuss this approach with Education next week as part of Passback as an item for the 
Presidential Priorities Reserve. We would appreciate the chance to go over it with you first to see how it 
looks to you compared to what you have been working on with Education. 

I am also sharing this draft with Mike Smith, since we seem to be chatting collectively about the education 
initiatives these days. 

ACHIEVE2.WP: 



DRAFT November 22, 1997 

Urban/Rural High Poverty Area Educational Achievement Awards 

Premise: High poverty school districts, in which minorities are disproportionately represented, 
urban or mral, may have the greatest difficulty raising educational achievement, despite the 
significant sums of Federal monies for this purpose which they receive. There are examples of 
high-poverty districts that have high-performing, high-achieving schools. Reinforcing the 
importance of raising educational achievement through small near term awards building toward a 
substantial money award for proven success could provide the impetus needed in more high 
poverty districts to use resources more effectively and reach the goal. 

Proposal Summary: 

A. School District Achievement Awards. The FY 1999 Budget would propose an advance 
appropriaUon in FY 1999 for use in FY 2000 of $500 million, with equal amounts in each 
outyear, to provide awards to high achieving eligible districts. 

B. Funds to meet needs now. To give eligible districts new resources now so that they can 
better compete successfijlly for awards in FY 2000, in FY 1998 the Education Department 
would use the $145 million appropriated for "Obey" school reform projects to make 
grants covering a two year period to competitively-chosen applications from high poverty, 
high need districts, so that those districts can implement research-based models of proven 
effectiveness in helping poor and minority children reach high standards and raise their 
achievement levels. Winners would get a "mnning start" toward competing successfully 
for Achievement Awards. 

C. Partnering Awards for Districts that are already high-poverty and high-achieving. $25 
million, would be sought each year beginning in FY 1999 for high-poverty, high-
performance districts if they will serve as technical assistance partners to districts that 
hope to compete for the achievement awards. (An FY 1998 round might be available 
from re-directed school reform or other ED funds.) This aspect would also keep these 
"success story" places from feeling that they were left out. 

Design elements: 

• Eligible districts for school reform grants and for Achievement Awards would be those in 
each State that are in the highest quintile in terms of percentage of poverty, and, of those 
districts, ones that are in the lowest quintile in terms of scores on State assessments, [this 
needs refinement with real data to see who is captured] 

• Achievement Awards. Awards would be competitive grants to 50-100 eligible districts (or 
more), ranging from about $3-15 million each, scaled to the size of the district. Awards 
would be made based on the most substantial or most significant demonstrated progress 
made since 1995 (the year of implementation of Title I reforms and Goals 2000) in raising 



student achievement. There would be rigorous non-Federal peer review panels to 
recommend the Award winners. 

Allowable uses of Achievement Awards. Subject only to the requirement to use the fijnds 
to further school improvement and continue progress in raising student achievement, 
districts would have complete flexibility in how they use the Achievement Awards they 
win. 

Achievement Award duration: succeeding cycles. Award winners would be eligible to 
receive payments for three years, with years 2 and 3 in declining amounts. (A match is 
possible but isn't necessary). There would be a new round of Achievement Awards each 
year with each year's new $500 million covering both the declining amounts for years 2 
and 3 continuation Awards, and the first year of new Awards. 

The uses of FY 1998 school reform funds could range across the known spectmm of 
successful techniques, including hiring better qualified teachers and administrators, 
expedited removal of low performing teachers and administrators, implementing 
curriculum based on high standards, involving parents in accountability and assessment 
systems, and the like. The focus will be on things known to raise student achievement. 

Ensure integration with existing Federal school improvement fijnds. School reform 
applicants would have to make clear how the new resources will complement and build 
upon Title I and IDEA resources in the district, and where applicable, Eisenhower, Goals, 
technology challenge grant. Even Start, and perhaps other Federal resources in the district. 

States would concur with school reform grant applications, and would have to attest to 
how grant application further progress toward the State's Goals 2000 plan. States should 
also concur with Achievement Award applications. States could have to commit to not 
reducing their level of effort for school reform grant or Achievement Award winners. 

Future school reform funds. No FY 1999 funds would sought for school reform grants, 
but funds would be sought in FY 2000 and each succeeding year for successive rounds of 
two year grants to continue the process of helping districts compete for the succeeding 
rounds of Achievement Awards. 

NOTE: The statutory stmcture of school reform fijnds in the appropriation language 
paragraphs clearly allows the above approach, but it is very different from the detailed 
report language. Negotiations with Obey and others would be necessary. Since it assures 
continued support for the program and makes it a key to larger successful programs, the 
approach should be saleable. 

Social promotion. The President is interested in moving against social promotion. A 
condition of consideration for both school reform grants and Achievement Awards could 
be demonstrated progress toward eliminating social promotions on a schedule consistent 
with achieving success in meeting high standards. 



Mike_Smith @ ed.gov 
11/23/97 11:16:00 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: William R. kincaid 

cc: 
Subject: Re: Urban-Rural initiative: school choice 

These are good questions — these and other issues like them need to be fully 
thought trhough before they reach the Secretary or higher. This means some 
careful analysis of the issues taht Tom has raised and of the various 
inceritives/disincenti\i,es that are implied. Moreover, the politics of providing 
core'EOperatihgJfunds f̂brirefqrn^^^^ and then pulling out are very 
difficult — this smacks of an "unfuhdedJî maridat'e and will surely be nailed by 
the opposition. Finally, in the choice context the critical^factor^is'real a 
usuabievinforTrriatioMor^lJarehfs^ This is tricky but needs to be 
carefully addressed. Mike 

Reply Separator 
Subject: Urban-Rural initiative: school choice 
Author: Thomas Corwin at wdct02 
Date: 11/22/97 03:43 PM 

This is in response to Bill's request for a "costing out" of the 
school choice options, but I'll also take this opportunity to comment 
on the choice proposals in general. 

First of all, I don't think I have enough idea, yet, of the overall 
scale of what we're getting into, or enough data on some of the key 
elements, to provide confident cost estimates. For example, I know 
that transpbirtation^c^^^ be an extremely costly item for school systems, 
but this varies considerably from district to district depending on the 
geographical compactness (or lack of compactness) of the district, the 
availability of public transportation, and other factors. Both of 
Bill's choice options seem to envision districfi^wideJifioiGei^at^ 
atfcertainjgrade leyelsi^'Rresumably^he district would'pay for" 
Students' transportation costs in such a system, or the choices won't 
be very meaningful. Whether the Federal grant would be used to pay 
those costs isn't real clear in the writeup. (It talks about districts 
using the funds for'-'design^and'istarti^up^of transportation plans.t" 
Presumably "start-up" means actually transporting kids.)'Slvquestibn^ 
thejVaiueiQfiasprograrnFiOn^ 

transportation^for?a-j.ewAvearstand^theOtPull-tOut.ft,Note that recipients 
of our MagnetjSeh^po^̂  using those funds for 
transportation (because'of fears that traifi'spbrtation would drain away 
all the money from the program), and that transportation is not an 



explicitly allowable activity under Charter Schools, either (although I 
think the statutory language for that program is probably broad enough 
to allow some funds to be used for transportation). 

Becau se ̂ ransportatjo^i], 
educational choice component of the initiative, it might be worthwhile 
to have someone undertake a 2^3:daiyiresearch'pTO]ec\'̂ ^^^ whatJ" 
data.arjB;,ayailable;,andiwhether!i^^ 
4under4he'initiative. NCES data, from either the Schools and 
Stafffing Survey or the Common Core of Data, may provide information 
on the typical per-student transportation costs in different types of 
districts. Individual districts that have implemented district-wide 
choice may also have data (although the only one I know of is CSD #4 
in New York, and I understand that New York doesn't pay transportation 
costs). 

The second major cost item that I see in the writeup is the*"public^ 
school chojee.p.remiurn'" that students who change schools would bring to 
their new schools. Here the cost depends on the assumptions we make 
about the number of students who would be eligible to change schools 
and then the number who would do so. Take an^Urblh^istrict'with 
1;00,000'i5fudehts (pretty good size, but not in the NY/LA/Chicago 
range). Say^5?percent^f their schools are declared "bankrupt" and 
that those schools enroll 5 percent of the district's students. Now 
assume thatjone-quarter of'the'thoseTstudentSfelectto'change'sehools 
and that we give their new schoolsi$500^cti6i^'pnB'miS?n^ Then the 
premiums will eat-up $625,000 of the district's grant — a significant 
share, but maybe not too much. But 5 percent and $500 are Bill's 
low-end options. If we take his high-end options (205percenttof'the 
schpolSfand5$.15 î0^per,stud^ fo '̂$7:5 rfiiilTon, 
which could be most of their grant, and the number would be higher if 
we want to assume that more than 25 percent of the kids will move. 

As an aside, I kind of question authorizing payments of up to $1500 
per student (which could be as much as 24*percent-of the'per-student 
experiditures^iii'tR^e^distnct)*'for something as vague as 
"transitional/supplemental services" connected with receiving 
additional students. 

Finally, I agree with the people in OESE that Option 2 seems 
inconsistent with the thrust of the rest of the initiative. We want 
to provide districts with funds to make a serious effort to turn 
around their failing schools. We recognize that this will be 
difficult, so we'll give them quite large grants to do it, and that it 
will take several years, so we'll let the grants go for five years so 
long as they make good progress each year. But with Option 2 we would 
allow the districts to give up on the failing schools immediately and 
let everyone bail out of them, which would seem to undermine the 
emphasis on fixing them. I also question, as Catherine did, whether 
thecisiippilyfof places in successful schools and new charter schools 
will be sufficient to absorb the demand from students leaving failing 
ones. Limitations in physical space will make this difficult, and I 



don't know if there are any models to indicate that successful schools 
can "franchise out" their services and maintain quality. 

Tom 
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CHALLENGE GRANTS FOR URBAN AND RURAL EDUCATIO~ZONES 
Proposed FY 99 Budget Initiative 
DRAFT-- November 19, 1997 

An important complement to this Administration's campaign to raise standards is a program of 
school reform that fosters a new ethic of education involving high expectations, accountabiUty and· 
publfo school choice. The school refom1 effort :should incorporate sustained advocacy for publicly 
accountable charter schools nationwide, and includes the President's proposals for recruiting and 

1---fl':!lmt' ing-good teachers. Another impcttuit fe~e ef this eif~u:t 9ketthl be a new inldative to select a 
number of inner cities and poor rural areas as Educational Opportunity Zones, in which schools would 
receive special assistance in exchange for adoptin& policies such as no social promotion, public school 
choice, reconstitution of failing schools, and removal of bad teachers. Specifically. school districts 
~mpetjnz for grants would be cballeng:ed to show bow they will hold students, staff and schools 
~ountable and Use all availible resources to help kids reach high standards· 

1lloo2 

t""'tl .. ~ f"~<-l>- ~1w'~ \_ .. 
• S~u~cnt Ace ntability: To b~ selected as Edu£!lanal Opportunity ~ones, parti~ipating "\"IP\J J 

d1stncts must hew her..v they vAll tAS.Uf.e tJta•stGaents '-meet challenging academic ~~~ Vt". 
~·before · .li9m li~biaol lei•el to s&heel le·1el. IA effect, disiFK:t1 wtlllldllaYe_ . ~ ~ 

~ '.'.'.:= .. · . Criti~ to these efforts would be how schools will identify ~idsat ~~ Y,J 
~ ~ 'f~ I of failure and how they will use Title I funds and other federal. state and local ~ ~,,.p"' 

~"" resources to provide extra help to these students, such as extended day J. i' ~~ \.}. \( / 
)\~ _ enrichment/tutoring programs, Saturday academies, and summer school. J'Y, ~ 

or"'~ \ t~ . 
1¥ '~ 
. Y-''<' 
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Districts would use challenge grant funds, and other funds, to support expanded 
learning opportunities for students that need it. 

Staff Accountability: Educational OpportunilY Zones must clearly spell out how they will 
reward outstanding teaching, and also how they will identify and add1 es' iucompotMt er 
poorly performin tea h . Rewards and incentives should be offered to individuals or 
earns o teachers who meet high standards. For example, individual teachers should be 

assisted to attain certification by the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
, ~ .~ and should be rewarded when they do, and districts should develop strategies for using 

: it- '\Y' .;-- these teachers jn schools where they are needed the most. At the same time, participating 
,k -~\ ¥ ~ districts must develop aggressive approaches for identifying failing teachers, and getting 
(JI"'~ extra help to those who can improve, and counseling those who can't out of the 

. ~ ~i.> 1 profession quickly and fairly. Educational Improvement Zones must also show how they 
!) , . ~~ · ~ ~ will build leadership capacity among the district's principals, and how they will develop 
~ ~ ) \{V rewards and sanctions for principal• based on performance. 

• 1qlt-t- · • Districts would use challenge grant funds for such activities as rewarding effective 
~ ~ - - . teams of teachers, paying fees and bonuses for those seeking national certification, 

OJ' and designing and implementing effective approaches for counseling or removing 
chronically failing teachers. Districts could also use "f' to design and implement 

(~~~J 
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principal leadership institutes. 

• School Accountability: FiMlly, Educan.onal Opportunity Zones must show how they will 
develop clear criteria and hold individual schools accountable for high standards of 
discipline and achievement. Schools showing significant gains should be rewarded. 
Conversely, failing schools must be given high quality technical assistance and overhauled 
using proven refonn models, or, if schools still don't improve, they should be shut down 
and reconstituted, perhaps as smaller schools-within-schools or independent public charter 
schools. Educational Opportunity Zones must also demonstrate how they will ensure that 
families have the opportunity to choose which public school their children will attend, 
especially if the neighborhood school doesn't provide a safe and acaderrrically challenging 
environment. 

• Districts would use challenge grant funds to reward effective schools and to 
intervene in and, where necessary, close down and replace schools that are failing. 
This would include assisting with professional development and other expenses of 
implementing proven reform models. Funds could also be used to design and 
launch programs to improve infonnation on public school choices for parents. 

Eligibility: Districts eligible for the competition would be those districts that qualify as 
underserved areas in the Administration's Teacher Recruitment and Preparation Initiative: those 
with at least 20% poor students, or with at least 20,000 poor students, or that are the three school 
districts in the state with the largest number of poor children. 

Grant Awards and Funding: In the first year of the initiative, 3-year competitive grants wouJd 
be awarded by the Department of Education to l 0-15 urban and 10-15 rural school districts 
(including districts serving Native American students) selected as Educational Opportunity Zones 
Each urban grant woulo be worth approximately $10-25 million, and each rural grant would be 
worth up to $4 million, with a total FY 99 request of $320 million. 

Grantee Selection and Accountability for Results: Grantees would be selected through a 
rigorous peer review process. Distinguished peer reviewers would work with finalists to identify 
rigorous annual benchmarks of progress in implementing the district refonn plan, as well as 
indicators of student achievement to be reached by the end of the third year. A consistent group 
of peer reviewers would reconvene each year to consider progress ma.de by grantees and 
recommend to the Secretary whether funding should continue. At the end of three years, peer 
reviewers would carefully review measurable progress in student achievement to recommend 
whether the grant should be extended for an additional two years. 

Eft'cctive, Flexible Use of Other Resoun:cs: There would be no explicit matching requirement 
for the program, although applicants would be challenged to show how the district will use all 
available resources -- federal, state, and local, as well as any business or foundation funds -- in 
order to carry out its reform !ltrategy, and how it intends to maintain the reform effort once 

141003 
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federal fund are no longer available. Applicants would also be invited to identify any barriers to 
carrying out the refonn plan posed by existing fedem.l education requirements. Successful 
applicants will be given expedited consideration for waivers under existing authorities. 

3 

Resourtes to Disseminate Lessons Learned. A small proportion of funds (no more than [5%]) 
would be set aside for national leadership activities, which would include: brokering technical 
assistarice to meet the needs of successful grantees; usins technology to est.ab Ii sh a "virtual urban 
and rural office" at Education and help districts consult with each other on overcoming obstacles; 
and documenting success and lessons learned and disseminating that information nationwide. 

Legislative Authority: This initiative would likely utilize existing legislative authority, such as 
the Title I demonstration authority in ESEA § 1502(a). 

Looking Ahead: This initiative should be viewed as testing out ideas for possible wider inclusion 
· in the next ESEA reauthorization. 

14100-l 



• NOV 20 '97 02=49PM ED/OESE/QRS 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Date: J // 'l-0 

Office o£Elemenwy and Secondary Education 
600 Independence Avenue, S. W. - Portals 

Washington, 0.C. 20202-6100 

Telephone: 202-401-0113 Fax: 202·205·0303 
.-. 

·FAX TRANSMITTAL 

I 
Number of Pages, IncludiLlg Cover Sheet:_·. __ t_j_ _____ 

P. l/4 

.·1~ 
T~lephone Number of Receiving Fax Machine: __ ----'·. i;_;;S-=---:(p_..,_~_.:;J.......:S=--·· T"------
ADDRESSEE: 

Organization: --------------

Telephone#:_ -------------

FROM: fafltvi'riL JDJ1-~ 
Organization: _ ..... ~....;;;&_5.....;;[°:;..._ ________ _ 

Telephone#: 

MESSAGE M .---: tf151/ov.Ji03 <P<i DtW ~,"11f Pd if 
l beLf 11 JU~ 'M / &ftt.vtN. at ~)"' · .PfaK 

Cl:l f). ~ 1t1A rcwc f&i-<di ~as, }q cl '/111 ~ o._ 

YtOrwJ (Jl'{tl. 4j. ~vi .fo-< flk,..)_ Mgu12 (f /'f : S1J e_,'of 

f'fdlOhM. Ca~d LMA Juckj ! . 



P.2/4. --

Staff Accountability: Educational Opportunity Zones mu~ clearly spell out how they 'Will 
reward outstanding teaching, and also how they 'Will identify and address incompetent or 
poorly performing teachers. Rewards and incentives should be offered to individuals or 
teams of teachers who meet high standards. For example, individual teachers should be 
assisted to attain certification by the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
and should be rewardt.d when they do, and districts should develop strategies for using 
these teachers in sdools where they are needed the most. At the same time,. participating 
districts must develop aggressive approaches for identifying failing teachm, and getting 
extra help to those ""Nho can improve, and counseling those who can't out of the 
profession quickly and fairly. Educational hnprovemcnt Zones musL also shuw how they 
will build leadership capacity among the distri~' i prlni;ipals, and how they will develop 
rewards and sanctions f'or pr.inoipals based on performance. 

. I 

Districts would use challenge grant fUnds for such activities as reiil/arding effective ~ ~~ 
teams of teachers., paying tees and bonuses for those seeking national certification/ Irtvt • 

and designing and implementing etfec.tive approaches for cowiseling or removing ( J 
chronically fil.iling teachers. Districts could also use funds to design and impleinent a. ()111 
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principal leadenbip instil.ut ... - ,) '-~ ~ f1J IJAR tJYl ~ 1 II J}tuf/c.,thv, 

• School Ac.countability: F"mally. f.du.catjonal Opponuaity Zanes must show how they will 
develop clear criteiia and hold lndMdua1 aaols accountable for high standards of 
discipline and ~anent. Si:hools showing si.graificant gains should be rewarded, ff1('i)I).~ Ut~ 
Conversely I failing schools must be given high quality .technical asast~ and overhauled ' /]~~ /f/ ._(\ 
using provenre!onn models, or. if schools still don't improve, they should b~ shut down cJ ~ndJ{!J.f.J! 
and reconstirutcd, perhaps as smaller schools..within·schoob or independent public chaner rf)JiYfdJ1 
sehools. Bducarional Oppommity Zones nwst also demonstrate how they ,:a.ill ensure that j;r? riu~5 
families have the opportunity to choose which public school their childreica will attend, {)-/ .. 
e.spec;ially if the neighborhood school doesn't provide a safe and academically ~ !ePtft?'~~fi 
environment. f>t1Y(()1fl1' 

0 Districts would use challenge graitt funds to reward effective schools and to 
intervene in and. where necessary, close down and replace schools that are failing. 
This would indude assistins with professional development and other expenses of 
implementing proven refonn models. Funds could also be used to design and 
launch programs to improve information on public school choices for parents. \.r }' 

Eligibility: Districts eligible for the cnmpetition would be those districts that qualify as ~\ / ~ 
underserved areas in the Administration's Teacher Recruitment and Preparation Initiative: those if 
with at least 20% poor srudents, or witlt at least 20,000 poor stu.d~ts, or that are the three school 
. districts in the state with the largest number of poor children. 

Grant. Awards and FundiDg: In the first year of the initiative, 3-year cor:npetiti•.re grants would 
be awarded by the Department of Education to 10-l S urban and l O· l S rural school districts 
(io.cluding districts serving Native American students) selected as Educational Opportunity Zones. 
Each urban 8f'&nt would be wonh approximately $10.25 million, and eaeh rural grant would be 
worth up to $/million. with a total FY 99 request of S320 million. . '-A_ 

~ ~ b/'I wt11fl,r' -l'tJiJ~pvl, ~1,,,,,·11 ~,,,cir .:fzn /v.""dV'-
Grantec Selection and Accountability for Results: Grantees would be selected through a 
rigorous peer review process. DistiJJauished peer reviewers would work with finalists to identify 
rigorous umual benchmarks of progress in implemCDting the district reform plan. as well as 
indicators of student a.chievemcat to be reached by the end of the third year. A consistent gtoup 
of peer reviewers would rec:oavene each year to consider progress EDade by grantees and 
recommend to the Secretary whether funding should continue. At the ci1d of Lhr~e years, peer 
reviewers would carefully review rneawrable progress in student achievement to recommend 
whether the grant should be extended for an additional two years. . oJ 
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EfTective.i Flexible U"c or Other Resources: There would be no explicit matching requirement t\'-
for the program, although applicants would be c.ballen.ge4 te shew how the distri0::t will use all 1fi 1'J i,J, 'l { 
available resources - federal, state, and loc:aJ, as well t.Y business or foundation funds -- in f Ja/..f 1r 
order to cany out its refonn strategy, and how it intend to maintain the retbrm effort once ~1
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fedfral fund are no longer available. Applicants would also be invited to identii)· any barriers to 
carzijng out the reform plan pose£! by existing federal education. requirements. Successful 
npif~ts "Will be given eq>edited consideration for 'Wlivers Wider =sting authorities. 
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~urea to Disseminate Lessons Learned. A small proportion offimds (no more than [5%]) 
woqld be set aside for national leadership activilies. which would illelude: brokering technical 
assi,mnce to meet the needs of sw:ce&sful grantees; using teclmology to establish a "virtual urban 
and rural office" at ~w:ation and help distriets eonsult with each other on overcoming obst.acles; 
and documenting ~s and lessons learned and dissemh1ating tbat information nationwide. 

\ 
Legislative Authori~: This initiative would likely utilize existing legislative authority. such as 
the Title I dem.onst9tion aut1'ority in ESB.A §1S02(a). 

Looking _Ahead; ~ initiative should be viewed as testing out ideas for posiib1e wider illcll.lsion 
in the next ESEA reauthorization. . 
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URBAN/RURAL EDUCATION ZONES: 
OPTIONS FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE COMPONENT 

Draft -- November 19, 1997 

Option 1: District-Wide Focus on Public School Choice 

• Beyond student, teacher, and school accountability, in order to be selected as educational 
opportunity zones, urban [and rural] school districts would be challenged to show how 
they will ensure that all parents [, at least at selected grade levels,] can choose the public 
school that their child will attend. 

• Districts could pursue either system-wide or smaller scale (e.g., school cluster-wide) 
public school choice strategies. These strategies could include open enrollment plans or 
charter schools, as well as schools-within-schools, magnet schools, or opportunities for 
postsecondary coursetaking/enrollment for high school students. 

• Educational opportunity zone districts could use funds to plan or start-up parent 
information and outreach centers. They could also use funds to design and start-up 
transportation plans to enable all students to take advantage of choice opportunities. 

• Finally, funds could be used to plan and start-up new public schools that would expand the 
range of attractive choices for students and parents, such as charter schools and schools­
within-schools. 

Option 2: Choice to Escape Persistently Failing Schools 

• This option would focus on guaranteeing an opportunity to transfer to a good school for 
students who attend the district's most ineffective[, or unsafe] schools. 

• In order to be selected as educational opportunity zones, urban [and rural] school districts 
would already be challenged to intervene in and fix failing schools, and grant funds could 
be used to reconstitute the school with new staff, including the possibility of reopening the 
school as multiple schools-within-a school or as a charter school. 

• In addition, all students who attend a school that consistently performs in the lowest 5% 
to 20% of a district's schools (in terms of the proportion of students meeting state/district 
standards) would be given the option to enroll in an existing public school in the district 
with a successful performance record [in the highest 25% of schools], or alternately, in a 
newly-formed school, such as a charter school. 

• All federal, state and local formula funds would follow the student. 

• The student would also carry with him or her a "public school choice premium" or "public 
school choice bonus," worth $500 to $1,500, that the receiving school could use to help 
provide transitional/supplemental services to choice students or upgrade the academic 



program generally in ways that would benefit these students. 

• Applicants would be challenged to address how they will ensure that attractive alternatives 
are available for students and families who want to try a different school. To this end, 
grant funds could be used to plan and start-up new public schools, or expand the 
reach/capacity of good existing schools, using approaches that could include:. 

• Starting new charter schools in place of reconstituted schools, or in unused 
building space elsewhere in the district. 

• Starting multiple new, smaller schools-within-schools in place of reconstituted 
schools, or in unused building space elsewhere in the district. 

• Inviting leaders from the most effective, existing charter schools or other public 
schools in the district to create "franchise" or "satellite" schools that would have a 
relationship with and seek to emulate the existing school. 

• Making arrangements with community postsecondary institutions to offer classes 
to high school students either on the postsecondary campus or on secondary 
school campuses, or to develop on-campus charters. 

• As in option 1, educational opportunity zone districts could use funds to plan or start-up 
parent information and outreach centers. They could also use funds to design and start-up 
transportation plans to enable participating students to take advantage of choice 
opportunities. 

• Applicants would be required to address how they would support and reward innovative, 
grass-roots efforts by parents in shaping the choice options open to students, such as 
through working with the district to bring in New American Schools design teams to 
develop new schools-within-schools in a reconstituted school. 



PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE OPTIONS 

Option 1: All-District Public School Choice 

• Educational enterprise zone districts could use funds to design and implement strategies to 
ensure that all parents at any selected grade levels can choose the public school that their 
child will attend. 

• Districts might pursue either system-wide or neighborhood-/school cluster-wide public 
school choice strategies, involving open enrollment, charter schools, magnet schools, 
schools-within-schools, and postsecondary options for high school students. 

• Educational enterprise zone districts could use funds to plan or start up parent information 
and outreach centers, transportation, and other systems needed to effectuate public school 
choice. They could also use funds to plan and start-up new public schools, like charter 
schools and schools-within-schools. 

General principles: 

• Provide more family choice of schools within broader efforts to raise academic 
standards and improve a district's entire public educational system. 

• Let all parents choose what public school their child attends. 

• Provide parents with the information and assistance needed to make informed 
choices about what school and after-school program their child will attend. 

• Ensure adequate transportation for students. 

• Provide opportunities for teachers and others to start new public schools, such as 
charter schools or schools-within-schools with accountability for results. 

• Maintain open and fair admissions policies, and full compliance with civil rights 
requirements and other guarantees of equal educational opportunity. 

Additional considerations: 

• Full district-wide choice less realistic in very large urban districts (Houston, New 
York) or rural districts. 

• School choice less likely to be used in lower grades. 

• How to make this more powerful than existing plans in some districts like Boston? 

• How many places realistically will want to do away altogether with presumption of 



neighborhood schools, especially at elementry grades? 

• Somewhat easier to imagine this option being proposed separately from 
opportunity zones initiative because has less of a direct focus on dealing with 
failing schools. 

Option 2: Escape persistently failing schools 

• Give all students who attend a school that consistently performs below a certain cut-off 
(i.e. lowest 5%-20% of schools in terms of meeting state/district standards) the option to 
enroll in any public school in the district ~ the cut-off 

• All federal, state and local funds would follow the student. 

• Grant funds would provide an additional $500 - $1,000 to receiving school, making it 
more attractive and easier to serve the newcomers. 

• As in option I, establish in-depth mechanism for getting information to parents. 

Additional considerations: 

• How does this fit with rest of accountability package, either in our urban initiative, or 
under Title I accountability generally? Is the objective to fix failing schools or to get kids 
out of those schools altogether? Do we want to say fix the school, and if that doesn't 
work, move the kids out? ls this to be offered in the alternative, so some kids might keep 
going to a reconstituted school while other kids transfer? 

• What if best-performing schools are already oversubscribed? Could require that every 
school -- or top 5% to 10% of schools -- leave 5% - 10% of seats open for these students. 

• Would you keep pulling kids out of/closing the lowest Xo/o of schools? Could you 
actually close down that many each year? If not, this seems to suggest a situation in which 
the worst schools stay open, despite student deparatures. 

• If get critical masses of students transferring to specific schools, use school transport 
system. Otherwise, use public transport. 

• Use additonal funds to make sure students adapt well to situation -- transitional 
progams/Saturday academies, etc. 

• Hard to imagine doing this separately form opportunity zones initiative, given focus of the 
zone initiative on accountability. 

• How to avoid incentive problems (incentives for students to fail so they can get a ticket 



out)? 

• What if very few schools in the district are performing at an acceptable level, so there 
aren't many attractive options for transferring? 



FOSTERING A NEW ETHIC OF EDUCATION: 
CHALLENGE GRANTS FOR URBAN AND RURAL EDUCATION ZONES 

Proposed FY 99 Budget Initiative 
DRAFT-- November 19, 1997 

An·important complement to this Administration's campaign to raise standards is a program of 
school reform that fosters a new ethic of education involving high expectations, accountability and 
public school choice. The school reform effort should incorporate sustained advocacy for publicly 
accountable charter schools nationwide, and includes the President's proposals for recruiting and 
training good teachers. Another important feature of this effort should be a new initiative to select a 
number of inner cities and poor rural areas as Educational Opportunity Zones, in which schools would 
receive special assistance in exchange for adopting policies such as no social promotion, public school 
choice, reconstitution of failing schools, and removal of bad teachers. Specifically, school districts 
competing for grants would be challenged to show how they will hold students. staff. and schools 
accountable and use all available resources to help kids reach high standards: 

• Student Accountability: To be selected as Educational Opportunity Zones, participating 
districts must show how they will ensure that students meet challenging academic 
standards before moving from school level to school level. In effect, districts would have 
to create conditions under which the whole school feels accountable for the academic 
success of every child. Critical to these efforts would be how sc ools will identify kids at 
risk of failure and how they will use Title I funds and other feder I, state and local 
resources to provide extra help to these students, such as extend d day 
enrichment/tutoring programs, Saturday academies, and summe school. 

• Districts would use challenge grant funds, and other funds, to support expanded 
learning opportunities for students that need it. 

• Staff Accountability: Educational Opportunity Zones must clearly spell out how they will 
reward outstanding teaching, and also how they will identify and address incompetent or 
poorly performing teachers. Rewards and incentives should be offered to individuals or 
teams of teachers who meet high standards. For example, individual teachers should be 
assisted to attain certification by the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
and should be rewarded when they do, and districts should develop strategies for using 
these teachers in schools where they are needed the most. At the same time, participating 
districts must develop aggressive approaches for identifying failing teachers, and getting 
extra help to those who can improve, and counseling those who can't out of the 
profession quickly and fairly. Educational Improvement Zones must also show how they 
will build leadership capacity among the district's principals, and how they will develop 
rewards and sanctions for principals based on performance. 

• 

- . ' 

Districts would use challenge grant funds for such activities as rewarding effective 
teams of teachers, paying fees and bonuses for those seeking national certification, 

. and designing and implementing effective approaches for counseling or removing 
: chronically failing teachers. Districts could also use funds to design and implement 
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principal leadership institutes. 

• School Accountability: Finally, Educational Opportunity Zones must show how they will 
develop clear criteria and hold individual schools accountable for high standards of 
discipline and achievement. Schools showing significant gains should be rewarded. 
Conversely, failing schools must be given high quality technical assistance and overhauled 
using proven reform models, or, if schools still don't improve, they should be shut down 
and reconstituted, perhaps as smaller schools-within-schools or independent public charter 
schools. Educational Opportunity Zones must also demonstrate how they will ensure that 
families have the opportunity to choose which public school their children will attend, 
especially if the neighborhood school doesn't provide a safe and academically challenging 
environment. 

• Districts would use challenge grant funds to reward effective schools and to 
intervene in and, where necessary, close down and replace schools that are failing. 
This would include assisting with professional development and other expenses of 
implementing proven reform models. Funds could also be used to design and 
launch programs to improve information on public school choices for parents. 

Eligibility: Districts eligible for the competition would be those districts that qualify as 
underserved areas in the Administration's Teacher Recruitment and Preparation Initiative: those 
with at least 20% poor students, or with at least 20,000 poor students, or that are the three school 
districts in the state with the largest number of poor children. 

Grant Awards and Funding: In the first year of the initiative, 3-year competitive grants would 
be awarded by the Department of Education to 10-15 urban and 10-15 rural school districts 
(including districts serving Native American students) selected as Educational Opportunity Zones. 
Each urban grant would be worth approximately $10-25 million, and each rural grant would be 
worth up to $4 million, with a total FY 99 request of $320 million. 

Grantee Selection and Accountability for Results: Grantees would be selected through a 
rigorous peer review process. Distinguished peer reviewers would work with finalists to identify 
rigorous annual benchmarks of progress in implementing the district reform plan, as well as 
indicators of student achievement to be reached by the end of the third year. A consistent group 
of peer reviewers would reconvene each year to consider progress made by grantees and 
recommend to the Secretary whether funding should continue. At the end of three years, peer 
reviewers would carefully review measurable progress in student achievement to recommend 
whether the grant should be extended for an additional two years. 

Effective, Flexible Use of Other Resources: There would be no explicit matching requirement 
for the program, although applicants would be challenged to show how the district will use all 
available resources -- federal, state, and local, as well as any business or foundation funds -- in 
order to carry out its reform strategy, and how it intends to maintain the reform effort once 



federal fund are no longer available. Applicants would also be invited to identify any barriers to 
carrying out the refonn plan posed by existing federal education requirements. Successful 
applicants will be given expedited consideration for waivers under existing authorities. 
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Resources to Disseminate Lessons Learned. A small proportion of funds (no more than [5%]) 
would be set aside for national leadership activities, which would include: brokering technical 
assistance to meet the needs of successful grantees; using technology to establish a "virtual urban 
and rural office" at Education and help districts consult with each other on overcoming obstacles; 
and documenting success and lessons learned and disseminating that infonnation nationwide. 

Legislative Authority: This initiative would likely utilize existing legislative authority, such as 
the Title I demonstration authority in ESEA §1502(a). 

Looking Ahead: This initiative should be viewed as testing out ideas for possible wider inclusion 
in the next ESEA reauthorization. 



URBAN/RURAL EDUCATION ZONES: 
OPTIONS FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE COMPONENT 

Revised Draft -- November 19, 1997 

The current proposal for urban/rural educational opportunity zones stresses student, teacher, and 
school accountability. Although the proposal already addresses public school choice as an aspect 
of school accountability, public school choice could be made a more prominent feature of the 
proposal. There are at least two major options: 

Option 1: District-Wide Focus on Public School Choice 

• Whole-District Plans. In order to be selected as educational opportunity zones, school 
districts would be challenged to show how they will ensure that all parents, at least at 
selected grade levels, can choose the public school that their child will attend. 

• Variety of Strategies. Districts could pursue either system-wide or smaller scale (e.g., 
school cluster) public school choice strategies. These strategies could include open 
enrollment plans or charter schools, as well as schools-within-schools, magnet schools, or 
opportunities for postsecondary coursetaking/enrollment. 

• Use of Grant Funds: 

• Parental Information and Transportation. Educational opportunity zone 
districts could use funds to plan or start-up parent information and outreach 
centers. They could also use funds to design and start-up transportation plans to 
enable all students to take advantage of choice opportunities. 

• Opening More Slots in First-Rate Public Schools. Funds could be used to 
expand the best existing schools in a district, or to plan and start-up new public 
schools that would broaden the range of attractive choices for students and . 
parents, such as charter schools and schools-within-schools. 

Option 2: Choice to Escape Persistently Failing Schools 

• First, Work to Fix Failing Schools. In order to be selected as educational opportunity 
zones, all participating districts would be challenged to intervene in and fix failing schools. 
Grant funds could be used to reconstitute schools with new staff, including the possibility 
of reopening as schools-within-schools or as charter schools. 

• But For the Worst Schools, Kids Should Have the Choice to Leave. Kids who attend 
the district's most ineffective, or unsafe schools would be guaranteed an opportunity to 
transfer to a different school altogether. If a student attends a school that consistently 
ranks at the bottom of the district in terms of student achievement, that student would be 
given the option to enroll in either an existing public school with a successful performance 
record or a promising, newly-formed school, such as a charter school. 



• Students attending schools in the lowest 5% - 20% of the district's schools would 
be eligible, with the percentage varying according to the size of the district. 
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• For existing schools to receive choice students, they must be in the top 25% of a 
district's performers. Otherwise, districts would have to provide charters or other 
new school options. 

• Students would have this option even though school they attend is being totally 
reconstituted -- students should stay at these schools because they can get a good 
education there, not because they're forced to. 

• Basic Funds Follow the Student. All federal, state and local formula funds would follow 
the student. 

• Use of Grant Funds: 

• Public School Choice Premium. A student interested in transferring would also 
carry with him or her a "public school choice premium," worth $500 to $1,500, 
that the receiving school could use to provide transitional/supplemental services or 
upgrade the academic program to help choice students succeed. 

• Parental Information and Transportation. As in Option 1, educational 
opportunity zone districts could use funds to plan or start-up parent information 
and outreach centers, or transportation plans, to enable students and their families 
to take maximum advantage of choice opportunities. 

• Opening More Slots in First-Rate Public Schools. For a choice option to be 
meaningful, space must be available in good public schools. Districts applying to 
be educational opportunity zones would be challenged to address, in detail, how 
they will ensure that openings in successful public schools are actually available for 
students who wish to transfer. To this end, grant funds could be used to plan and 
start-up new public schools, or expand the capacity of good existing schools, using 
approaches that could include: 

• Start new charter schools in place of reconstituted schools, or in unused 
building space elsewhere in the district. 

• Start multiple new schools-within-schools in place of reconstituted 
schools, or in unused building space elsewhere in the district. 

• Invite leaders from the most effective, existing charter schools or other 
public schools in the district to expand, or create "franchise" or 
"satellite" schools. 



• Arrange with postsecondary institutions to offer classes on campus or at 
secondary schools -- or take an extra step and start new charter schools. 
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• Rewarding Parental Involvement. Applicants would be required to address how 
they would support and reward innovative, grass-roots efforts by parents in 
shaping the choice options open to students. For example, if parents can reach a 
consensus on an approach such as bringing in New American Schools design teams 
to develop new schools-within-schools in a reconstituted school, or to develop a 
new independent charter school, the district could provide grant funds to support 
that vision .. 



.. ~ Catherine Jovicich @ed.gov 
C~-:•::~;';>' 11/21/97 01~11:00 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: William R Kincaid 

cc: 
Subject: Urban-Rural Choice Option 

Bill, 

Those of us at OESE (Gerry Tirozzi, Judith Johnson, Jim Kohlmoos, 
Jackie Jackson, Catherine Jovicich) have reviewed the options you 
outlined for adding a public school choice component to the 
urban-rural grant program, 

Overall, we want to be sure that adding this option does not water 
down the focus on fixing failing schools, Strengthening public school 
choice is a good idea that we support. Our principle is that public 
school choice can be pursued with a variety of strategies that should 
be selected at the local leveL 

We recommend option 1 with a few modifications. 
- "Whole district plans: In order to be selected as educational 
opportunity zones, school districts would be challenged to demonstrate 
strategies for promoting fair and equitable public school choice 
options that give all parents an opportunity to choose the public 
school that their child will attend." 

you may not want to use the above language, but our main points 
are: 
* we want to emphasize an equity component in this 
* replace the qualifier that parents *can Choose* to 

"have an opportunity to choose* because some parents simply 
may not be accommodated in a school choice program. 

- Variety of Strategies: add "controlled parent choice programs" to 
the list of possible strategies. 

We do not agree with the second option. We feel that it opens up a 
dangerous door to vouchers for private schools. It also detracts from 
efforts to turn around failing schools. 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. Please call if you have 
questions. 

Catherine 



Title I Demo -- § 1502(a) 

• Already used for Obey/Porter Comprehensive Reform -- but with appropriations report 
language. 

• How likely that we can squeeze in another initiative under this? 

• Regulations/notice to further define scope? 

• Going to get report language on Obey/Porter from Budget Service. 

ESEA Title X-J -- § 10951 et seq -- Urban and Rural Education Demonstration Grants 

• Two separate subsections -- urban and rural each get 50% of funds. No separate set­
aside for Native American schools. 

• Would have to issue priority notices for both first-round and second-round grants, 
substantially narrowing and defining the range of allowable activities. Would entail 
opportunity to comment from the field. Could use new exception for first year 
competition -- but this could draw flak. 

• Eligibility provisions, sec. 10952(5) would exclude some smaller urban LEAs; e.g., a 
district like New Haven would probably be excluded, because it is under 25,000 in 
enrollment and is not the largest central city in the state; same could be true of Kansas 
City, Kansas. Could not address through regulation, nor (probably) through waivers -­
maybe approps. 

• Appears that authorization for approps would expire after FY 99; appears would need 
extension language in approps bill (or through some other avenue) for 00 and beyond. 
Not clear that GEPA would cover this kind of thing. Should check with OGC. 

• Would be unusual to fund something this large in FIE, but if could get general approp, 
could issue priority notices defining the program. 

• Unlike with ESEA program, could have to define class of eligible applicants through 
regulation. 

• A such sums authorization. 



Goals 2000 Urban/Rural -- §314(b)(l) 

• General sense that this could be done (if we get approps into Goals 2000 national 
activities). 

• Getting proper focus for the program would likely require first •egulations• under 
Goals 2000 -- although could still retain our record of not regulating under the main 
Goals 2000 state grant program. 

• Overall, Goals authorization is for such sums, but with a maximum reservation for 
national activities of 5%. If cap held, would only provide tens of millions of dollars for 
this effort -- far too little. Also, existing language prohibits awards to urban and rural 
districts already getting Goals money through their state, but could override with approps 
language. 



FOSTERING A NEW ETHIC OF EDUCATION: 
CHALLENGE GRANTS FOR URBAN AND RURAL EDUCATION ZONES 

Proposed FY 99 Budget Initiative 
DRAFT-- November 19, 1997 

An important complement to this Administration's campaign to raise standards is a program of 
school reform that fosters a new ethic of education involving high expectations, accountability and 
public school choice. The school reform effort should incorporate sustained advocacy for publicly 
accountable charter schools nationwide, and includes the President's proposals for recruiting and 
training good teachers. Another important feature of this effort should be a new initiative to select a 
number of inner cities and poor rural areas as Educational Opportunity Zones, in which schools would 
receive special assistance in exchange for adopting policies such as no social promotion, public school 
choice, reconstitution of failing schools, and removal of bad teachers. Specifically. school districts 
competing for grants would be challenged to show how they will hold students. staff and schools 
accountable and use all available resources to help kids reach high· standards: 

• Student Accountability: To be selected as Educational Opportunity Zones, participating 
districts must show how they will ensure that students meet challenging academic 
standards before moving from school level to school level. In effect, districts would have 
to create conditions under which the whole school feels accountable for the academic 
success of every child. Critical to these efforts would be how schools will identify kids at 
risk of failure and how they will use Title I funds and other federal, state and local 
resources to provide extra help to these students, such as extended day 
enrichment/tutoring programs, Saturday academies, and summer school. 

• Districts would use challenge grant funds, and other funds, to support expanded 
learning opportunities for students that need it. 

• Staff Accountability: Educational Opportunity Zones must clearly spell out how they will 
reward outstanding teaching, and also how they will identify and address incompetent or 
poorly performing teachers. Rewards and incentives should be offered to individuals or 
teams of teachers who meet high standards. For example, individual teachers should be 
assisted to attain certification by the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
and should be rewarded when they do, and districts should develop strategies for using 
these teachers in schools where they are needed the most. At the same time, participating 
districts must develop aggressive approaches for identifying failing teachers, and getting 
extra help to those who can improve, and counseling those who can't out of the 
profession quickly and fairly. Educational Improvement Zones must also show how they 
will build leadership capacity among the district's principals, and how they will develop 
rewards and sanctions for principals based on performance. 

• Districts would use challenge grant funds for such activities as rewarding effective 
teams of teachers, paying fees and bonuses for those seeking national certification, 
and designing and implementing effective approaches for counseling or removing 
chronically failing teachers. Districts could also use funds to design and implement 
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principal leadership institutes. 

• School Accountability: Finally, Educational Opportunity Zones must show how they will 
develop clear criteria and hold individual schools accountable for high standards of 
discipline and achievement. Schools showing significant gains should be rewarded. 
Conversely, failing schools must be given high quality technical assistance and overhauled 
using proven reform models, or, if schools still don't improve, they should be shut down 
and reconstituted, perhaps as smaller schools-within-schools or independent public charter 
schools. Educational Opportunity Zones must also demonstrate how they will ensure that 
families have the opportunity to choose which public school their children will attend, 
especially if the neighborhood school doesn't provide a safe and academically challenging 
environment. 

• Districts would use challenge grant funds to reward effective schools and to 
intervene in and, where necessary, close down and replace schools that are failing. 
This would include assisting with professional development and other expenses of 
implementing proven reform models. Funds could also be used to design and 
launch programs to improve information on public school choices for parents. 

Eligibility: Districts eligible for the competition would be those districts that qualify as 
underserved areas in the Administration's Teacher Recruitment and Preparation Initiative: those 
with at least 20% poor students, or with at least 20,000 poor students, or that are the three school 
districts in the state with the largest number of poor children. 

Grant Awards and Funding: In the first year of the initiative, 3-year competitive grants would 
be awarded by the Department of Education to 10-15 urban and 10-15 rural school districts 
(including districts serving Native American students) selected as Educational Opportunity Zones. 
Each urban grant would be worth approximately $10-25 million, and each rural grant would be 
worth up to $4 million, with a total FY 99 request of $320 million. 

Grantee Selection and Accountability for Results: Grantees would be selected through a 
rigorous peer review process. Distinguished peer reviewers would work with finalists to identify 
rigorous annual benchmarks of progress in implementing the district reform plan, as well as 
indicators of student achievement to be reached by the end of the third year. A consistent group 
of peer reviewers would reconvene each year to consider progress made by grantees and 
recommend to the Secretary whether funding should continue. At the end of three years, peer 
reviewers would carefully review measurable progress in student achievement to recommend 
whether the grant should be extended for an additional two years. 

Effective, Flexible Use of Other Resources: There would be no explicit matching requirement 
for the program, although applicants would be challenged to show how the district will use all 
available resources -- federal, state, and local, as well as any business or foundation funds -- in 
order to carry out its reform strategy, and how it intends to maintain the reform effort once 

------------- -------



federal fund are no longer available. Applicants would also be invited to identify any barriers to 
carrying out the refonn plan posed by existing federal education requirements. Successful 
applicants will be given expedited consideration for waivers under existing authorities. 
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Resources to Disseminate Lessons Learned. A small proportion of funds (no more than [5%]) 
would be set aside for national leadership activities, which would include: brokering technical 
assistance to meet the needs of successful grantees; using technology to establish a "virtual urban 
and rural office" at Education and help districts consult with each other on overcoming obstacles; 
and documenting success and lessons learned and disseminating that infonnation nationwide. 

Legislative Authority: This initiative would likely utilize existing legislative authority, such as 
the Title I demonstration authority in ESEA §1502(a). 

Looking Ahead: This initiative should be viewed as testing out ideas for possible wider inclusion 
in the next ESEA reauthorization. 



Comments on the 11 /14 OESE and DPC draft· 

Here are some points that we should discuss in deciding how to move forward on this tonight: 

I. Neither one of our papers addresses an excellent point that Barry White made last week, which 
is that this initiative should be framed as the leading edge of the ESEA reauthorization -- testing 
out ideas for the next round of strengthening this legislation, rather than an indication that 
Goals/IASA aren't working. 

Acknowledge ESEA framework. Leading edge -- concepts. Need to test, if it works well, put 
something in. 

Have proposed. 

2. Whatever paper we use should be presented in a fairly direct manner -- the first page of the 
OESE paper does a good job of"painting a picture" of the kind of district we would like to 
encourage, but for discussion purposes in the budget process something more compact will 
probably work better. 

3. We need to say something about targeting -- probably should use basically the same formula as 
Title V, except for something more explicit on Native American kids. 

• Title V Proposal -- Recruiting teacher for underserved areas -- LEAs that have at least 
20%, or 10,000 poor kids, or any of the 3 LEAs in the state with the highest numer. 

• High numbers or percentages of poor kids. 

4. Mike C. has asked that we present two options with respect to district accountability for 
effective use of grant funds: 

• Get 3 year grant, but have to show progress each year to keep getting the money. 

• Get 3 year grant, but if you show good progress eligible for extension of 2 (or 3) years. 

Likes option 2, but contingent on showing progress in meeting benchmarks each year, look for 
student outcomes at 3 years. 

Pierce Hammond -- hired to be head ofORAD. 

5. Connected issue, especially for first option: having a real, consistent set of peer reviewers. 

6. What are assumptions about match levels over time? 

Significant in-kind. 



NOT> Maybe 10-15%, and aske them how they will institutionalize. Need to show district 
commitment and community support and strategies for how it will be reach out to community for 
support, and how will existing resource generally. 

7. Both papers need to do a better job of addressing how will use existing funds, and neither holds 
open the possibility of greater flexibility in the use of such funds. 

Promise could handle expeditiously, but would need new legislation to do more district Ed-Flex. 
And could work with existing EF states. 

8. Some issues are probably presented in slightly more detail in the OESE paper than needed for 
purposes (and tastes) of the budget process over here. For example, detail on multiple types, 
purposes of assessments. 

9. We have gotten signals that while "strengthened management" infuses the strong accountability 
approach we are advocating, it should not be held out as one of the "headlines" as it is in the 
OESE paper (and as it had been in our FY 98 proposal). It comes across as too bureaucratic. 

10. Use of funds for turning around failing schools. 

Deal with lowest-performing schools -- say 20% or 20 schools. 

11. How do the numbers add up? 

10 to 15 of each, urban and rural 

Urban 10 - 25 million 

Rural up to 4 million 

Importance of national activities 



~ Thomas_Corwin@ed.gov 
_....,, ........ > ~-!~';-~'.'•"' 11 /20/97 10:37:00 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Mary I. Cassell, William R. Kincaid 

cc: 
Subject: Urban-Rural initiative 

Quick comments--

I think the new draft discussion piece (11/19 -- faxed here at 
11 :25pm!) summarizes the proposal quite effectively. It does an 
excellent job of blending the philosophical points and the more 
tangible information on how the program would work and how the 
recipient districts would use the money. 

I've been thinking a little more about LEA eligibility. The Title V 
rules (20% poor/10,000 poor kids/top 3 LEAs) would make eligible about 
28 percent of all LEAs. I think that may be too many, and a lot of 
them won't be either major urban LEAs or poor rural ones. They'll be 
suburban, or big county districts, which have their own problems but 
don't need to be pulled into an urban-rural initiative. 

As a first cut -- I think this needs some more work -- I suggest 
limiting eligibility to LEAs that (1) meet the Title V criteria and 
(2) serve all or part of a "central city" (as defined by Census) or 
are located outside an metropolitan area (again according to the 
Census definition). This would make our urban-rural initiative pretty 
much truly urban-rural. If people are interested in this idea, I may 
be able to get NCES to do a run showing who would be eligible. 

Also have thought a little more about the Indian issue. I think the 
language (of regs, or however we promulgate this thing) should say 
something like, "The Secretary will ensure that there is equitable 
distribution of grants to urban and rural districts, including rural 
districts that serve high concentrations of Indian students." That 
would give us to authority to make 1,2 or 3 grants to Indian 
districts, so long as we receive quality applications from those 
districts, even if they are not among the top rated. The general 
language in ESEA treats BIA schools as LEAs in programs where the BIA 
does not receive its own set-aside, so the BIA schools, in addition to 
"Indian LEAs," would be eligible to apply. 

Tom 



DRAFT 11114/97 

Th.is grant proposal targets urban and rural communities committed to making substantial 
investments and fundamental changes in their systems in order to greatly improve student \/ 

) 

achievement. At the core of this proposal is the notion that a fundamental shift is necessary in ) 
the incentives that motivate the work ethic of all members in the school system, a shift that holds 
people accountable for outcomes with rewards for success and consequences for failure. lli othing 
in this proposal is useful unless it results in changed behavior -- in students, and their parents, 
teachers, and administrator~22Hcants will be asked to describe:· 

1) 

2) 

How the district will holdTschoiiN accountable for student performance and how it will · 
interve1ze infl.ailing schoo13. A successful applicant will describe plans to design and 
implement an effective school accmmtability syste!D-, including d~trict and school repGft 
~ in order to hold teachers, principals, and schools accountable for student 
achievement. Systems should be anchored on challenging academic standards and 
aligned assessments and easily accessed and widerstood by all participants in the system. 

(§uch a system should be data-driven and used to show evidence of progress for the whole 
school, disaggregated by studentpapulation, including students with special need°Ll The 
accountability system should include clear interventions or sanctions for low perfonningj 
schools, such as targeted supports, persormel changes, technical assistance, and 
reconstitution. " 

The bulk of these grant funds should be used to intervene in failing schools ... We expect ( 
districts to cqpcentrate these grant funds in the lowest performing scbo9ls (our estimate is 
that funds will serve the lowest 20% of schools or the 20 lowest performing schools in 
the district). Districts could use grant sup~ort to provide technical assistance to failing 
schools or to newly reconstituted schools ~ issYe9 S:YGR Bi tonduttiag tfl:eir needs 
~meat, selecting research-based instructional programs for their schools, and 
providing intensive professional development and cuniculum improvements. Grant funds 
could go to schools that are implementin-g{tomprefienstve school refOrm programyfor the 
start-up costs of these efforts (current estimates are approximately $50,000 per school for 
the first year). Grant funds could also be used for the start-up ofPharter schooli that can 

~
rovide alternatives for students who currently attend failing schools. Applicants must { , / 

demonstrate how this grant will work in conjunction with other funds to improve student V 
cademic performance in the most troubled schools. 

How the district will implement an i tive tem - using rewards and consequences 
- that will ensure eac ers and princi als ot:J!ing in failing schools are equipJ!E1.withj / 
the knowled e ands ills to all students and are held accountable for their work4 
A system of incentives and consequences should e eve ope at ~rom 
teachers, principals, conununity, business. and parent groups. This includes proviCllng---­
ongoing professional development opportunities to improve the knowledge and skills of ./ t ~ 
teachers, and strengthening instructional leadership through such activities as the 

2 
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3) 

development of academies for principals. It also means developing an accountability 
system for principals and teachers that can accurately monitor the quality of their work, 
provide rewards, and counsel out those who are not perfonning. 

\/ 
How the district will implement an incentive system - using rewards and consequences 
- that will motivate'aiudenfjto be accountable/or their achievement. Students need to 
know the academic standards that they are expected to reach. They also need effective \ / 
instructional programs to ensure that they have an opportunity to reach challenging \/ · 
standards. But students also have a responsibility for learning and must be motivated to 
perform. 

We know that classroom life is complex and dynamic and that successful instructional 
practices build upon the cultural resources children bring to their classrooms. In f 
culturally diverse classrooms the task of evaluating students is especially complex. The ~ 

district must show how{!!iultiple measures for .evaluation and assessmeni]will be used lt\"\ . n 
periodically to identify both achievement and the need for additional or different ~ f\\J. 

instructional resources. The student assessment system must be aligned to academic ) ~ J 
standards, allow students to demonstrate progress using a variety of measurable r . ~' 
assessment methods (all aligned to standards), and distinguish between two kinds of uses: ~c•'f. 
1) high stakes data to determine promotion; and 2) informative diagnostic methods that ~ ~ 
trigier additional support. ~ ~ rl 
How the district will create a high performance management system. The grant 
proposal should include information about the district's strategic plan for school 
improvement across the district and include research-based strategies for school 
improvement. The plan should be based on challenging academic standards and align 
assessments that produce current, reliable data on students' academic performance and 
that provide accurate "1d timely school-based indicators in such areas as attendance, 
discipline, and drop-J>out rates. Districts will be required to track school progress, and 
their applications should include detailed goals and timelines for intervening in their 
failing schools. Proposals must also demonstrate widespread commitment to educatio 
reform and include commitments from the mayor, parent associations, community 
groups, business, and the local teachers' union~ 

Applicants should be able to demonstrate concrete actions taken as a result of this grant, and 
justify where they are in implementation based upon their timelines and mileposts of progress. / 

(~
We expect grants to last three years, but grant renewal after the first year will be contingent upon\ v' *" 
demonstrating progress toward meeting the goals and timelines outlined in the proposal. 
Successful applicants will show measurable student achievement for the baseline year used to 

~ launch this work. 

~ oJ ~fl\./l , 
1,- O~\V'" - 3 
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Our grant proposal outlines several options for making grant awards under this program: 

1. create a model of a challenge grant (modeled after the technology challenge grant): 
provide 50% of funding in year one to school districts that can match the allocation with 
local funds and who can show after year one demonstrable progress in order to be eligible 
for future funding. Rewards and sanctions would look something like the Urban 
Systemic Initiative model. Districts that set annual milestones for achievement and meet 
or exceed them will receive bonus incentives to encourage expansion of their work. 

2. provide a maximwn of 10 urban districts 25 million dollars each and 10 rural and tribal 
communities with S million dollars each to become lighthouse districts; 

Finally, this grant proposal includes ideas for national leadership activities. If districts can 
succeed in their most difficult schools, then they will offer lessons and inspiration to schools 
everywhere in the country. Our proposal includes setting aside funds for providing substantial 
technical assistance tailored to meet the unique needs of each grante~. Also, we propose using 
technology to create a "virtual offic.e" to help districts consult with each other and with experts 
about overcoming obstacles. A final component of national leadership is documenting progress 
and lessons learned from these grantees and disseminating that infonnation nationwi®. 

4 
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A STANDARDS-BASED REFORM INITIATIVE 

~vision with us if you wd9a school district with high concentrations of poor kids 
who may be living in urban centers, rural areas, or in tribal communities. 'Ftre­
•~'49els the}' flffelfd:Jhare t"emarlazbiysimtlat mis:Ji8196 919J~9al?Afl students are 
encouraged and expected to achieve to high standards. Challenging academic 
performance standards inform and guide curriculum decisions. There exists a set of J 
rewards for everyone in this enterprise able to demonstrate success against pre- .,/ 
established milestones. In these schools there are consequences for failure to 
achieve measurable progress. 

This school district set standards, measures progress ii'ofrng a vattezy vfasses:nnent-
lti u11:g;t--and uses data from these measures to both inform instructional decisions 
and establisJlthj_gh stake'SJorfib,Jden"igthat include decisions about when they move 
on to the next level and what additional support they may need to be successful. Its 
work is framed by a clear vision, explicit understanding about what students should 
mow and be able to do, ~ml an atcountabilzl)I system w1tf1 mcenlzves and sanctions V ~ -"'"'""' 
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@is district has a set of performance standards that provide clear guidance about I / 
what is to be taught and how progress is to be assesse<!] These standards ltave been 
disseminated widely to parents, staff, students and the community at large. 

'((!. 
Standardf(or the foundation/or accountability in this district. There is a set of 
procedures for identifying, supporting, and intervening i sc oo s in decline and 
fixing failing schools. There is a reward system/or school acu 'es who fl!.~_gble to \ ~ 
demonstrate pro ess a ainst a set o mi estones they se ased on t1fi(ii;:rega};D 
student achievement dat!J There are consequences for sc ools that do not meet their l 
milestones, ranging.from academic probation to reconstitution. There is also a set ./ 
of explicit criteria for i!_udent achieyeme;u}hat includes rewards for achieving and 
excelling and consequences for failure to demonstrate progress. The conquences 
may range from extended schooling to delayed promotio_n. These incentives are I 
intended to motivate students to achieve and motivate staff to provide instructional 
programs characterized by high expectations for all students. 

While direct accountability for a student in these systems resides at the building 
level, individual schools are monitored. guided, and assisted at the district level. 

The notion of ex licit eanin l accountabl" ea coupled with a system of 
rewards, incentives, and consequences is not new. What we are learning since the 
reauthorization of the ~ is that systems ~ansform themselves into 1 
high performance managemenr systems offer the best promise for influencing and re- • 8 
directing the nature and character of teaching and learning in every school in the 
district. . · h<\ V\VU? / . 
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CHALLENGE GRANTS FOR URBAN AND RURAL 
EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES 

Proposed FY 99 Budget Initiative 
DRAFT -- November 20, 1997 

This paper describes a new initiative to select a number of inner cities and poor rural areas as 
Educational Opportunity Zones, in which schools would receive special assistance in exchange for 
adopting policies such as no social promotion, public school choice, reconstitution of failing schools, 
and removal of poorly performing teachers. Specifically. school districts competing for grants 
would be challenged to show how they will hold students, staff. and schools accountable and use 
all available resources to help students reach high standards: 

• Student Accountability: To be selected as Education Opportunity Zones, participating 
districts must implement policies requiring students to meet challenging academic 
standards at key transition points before being promoted or graduating from high school. 
Districts would have to show how their regular instructional program, together with extra 
help for students identified as needing such assistance, would combine to ensure the 
academic success of every child. Critical to these efforts would be how schools will 
identify kids at risk of failure and how they will use Title I funds and other federal, state 
and local resources to provide extra help to these students, such as extended day 
enrichment/tutoring programs, Saturday academies, and summer school. 

• Districts would use challenge grant funds, and other funds, to support expanded 
learning opportunities for students that need it. 

• Staff Accountability: Educational Opportunity Zones must clearly spell out how they will 
reward outstanding teaching, and also how they will identify poorly performing teachers 
and provide them with extra help or counselfthem out of the classroom. Rewards and 
incentives should be offered to individuals or teams of teachers who meet high standards. 
For example, individual teachers should be assisted to attain certification by the National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards and should be rewarded when they do, and 
districts should develop strategies for using these teachers in schools where they are 
needed the most. At the same time, participating districts must develop aggressive 
approaches for identifying failing teachers, and getting extra help to those who can 
improve their performance, and counseling those who can't out of the profession quickly 
and fairly. Educational Improvement Zones must also show how they will build leadership 
capacity among the district's principals, and how they will develop rewards and sanctions 
for principals based on performance. 

• Districts would use challenge grant funds for such activities as rewarding effective 
teams of teachers, paying fees and bonuses for those seeking national certification 
or other rigorous advanced study, and designing and implementing effective 
approaches for identifying, counseling or removing chronically failing teachers. 
Districts could also use funds to design and implement principal leadership 
institutes, with a focus on effective curriculum and instruction. 
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• School Accountability: Finally, Educational Opportunity Zones must show how they will 
develop clear criteria and hold individual schools accountable for high standards of 
discipline and achievement. Schools showing significant gains should be rewarded 
through such incentives as financial bonuses or recognition programs. Conversely, failing 
schools must be given high quality technical assistance and overhauled using proven 
reform models, or, if schools still don't improve, they should be shut down and 
reconstituted, perhaps as smaller schools-within-schools or independent public charter 
schools. Educational Opportunity Zones must also demonstrate how they will ensure that 
families have the opportunity to choose which public school their children will attend, 
especially ifthe neighborhood school doesn't provide a safe and academically challenging 
environment. 

• Districts would use challenge grant funds to reward effective schools and to 
intervene in and, where necessary, close down and replace schools that are failing. 
This would include assisting with professional development and other expenses of 
implementing proven reform models. Funds could also be used to design and 
launch programs to improve information on public school choices for parents. 

Eligibility: Districts eligible for the competition would be a subset of those districts that qualify 
as underserved areas in the Administration's Teacher Recruitment and Preparation Initiative: 
those with at least 20% poor students, or with at least 20,000 poor students, or that are the three 
school districts in the state with the largest number of poor children, provided that the districts are 
located either in a central city or a non-metropolitan area. 

Grant Awards and Funding: In the first year of the initiative, 3-year competitive grants would 
be awarded by the Department of Education to 10-15 urban and 10-15 rural school districts 
(including districts serving Native American students) selected as Educational Opportunity Zones. 
Each urban grant would be worth approximately $10-25 million, and each rural grant would be 
worth up to $2 million, with a total FY 99 request of $320 million. 

Grantee Selection and Accountability for Results: Grantees would be selected through a 
rigorous peer review process. Distinguished peer reviewers would work with finalists to identify 
rigorous annual benchmarks of progress in implementing the district reform plan, as well as 
indicators of student achievement to be reached by the end of the third year. A consistent group 
of peer reviewers would reconvene each year to consider progress made by grantees and 
recommend to the Secretary whether funding should continue. At the end of three years, peer 
reviewers would carefully review measurable progress in student achievement to recommend 
whether the grant should be extended for an additional two years. 

Effective, Flexible Use of Other Resources: There would be no explicit matching requirement 
for the first three years of a grant, although applicants would be challenged to show (and given 
priority for showing) how the district will use all available resources -- federal, state, and local, as 
well as any business or foundation funds -- in order to carry out its reform strategy, and how it 



intends to maintain the reform effort once federal fund are no longer available. Applicants would 
also be invited to identify any barriers to carrying out the reform plan posed by existing federal 
education requirements. Successful applicants will be given expedited consideration for waivers 
under existing authorities. If grants are extended beyond three years, applicants would be 
required to meet a matching requirement phased in to 50%, encouraging institutionalization and 
stability of the initiative. 
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Resources to Disseminate Lessons Learned. A small proportion of funds (no more than [5%]) 
would be set aside for national leadership activities, which would include: brokering technical 
assistance to meet the needs of successful grantees; using technology to establish a "virtual urban 
and rural office" at Education and help districts consult with each other on overcoming obstacles; 
and documenting success and lessons learned and disseminating that information nationwide. 

Legislative Authority: This initiative would likely utilize existing legislative authority, such as 
the Title I demonstration authority in ESEA § l 502(a). 

Looking Ahead: This initiative should be viewed as testing out ideas for possible wider inclusion 
in the next ESEA reauthorization. 
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This paper describes a n w 1mt1ative to select a num er o mner cities and poor rural areas as g 
Educational Opportunity Zones, in which schools would receive special assistance in exchange for 2'-'1-1 ' 

adopting policies such no social promotion, public school choice, ~constitutiofilof failing schools, 
and removal of poorly performing teachers. Specifically. school districts competing for grants 
would be challenged to show how they will hold students. staff. and schools accountable and use 
all available resources to help students reach high standards: 

• Student Accountability: To be selected as Education Opportunity Zones, participating 
districts must implement policies requiring students to meet challenging academic 
standards at key transition points before being promoted or graduating from high school. 
Districts would have to show how their regular instructional program, together with extra 
help for students identified as needing such assistance, would combine to ensure the 
academic success of every child. Critical to these efforts would be how schools will 
identify kids at risk of failure and how they will use Title I funds and other federal, state 
and local resources to provide extra help to these students, such as extended day 
enrichment/tutoring programs, Saturday academies, and summer school. 

• Districts would use challenge grant funds, and other funds, to support expanded 
learning opportunities for students that need it. 

• Staff Accountability: Educational Opportunity Zones must clearly spell out how they will 
reward outstanding teaching, and also how they will identify poorly performin teachers 
and provide them with extra help or counself them out of the classroom. Rewards an 
incentives should be offered to individuals or teams of teachers who meet high standards. 
For example, individual teachers should be assisted to attain certification by the National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards and should be rewarded when they do, and 
districts should develop strategies for using these teachers in schools where they are 
needed the most. At the same time, participating districts must develop aggressive 
approaches for identifying failing teachers, and getting extra help to those who c 
improve their performance, and counseling those who can't out of the pro e 'on quickly 
a cl(altl0(tucafionaHmprovementZones_must-also-showhowtney will -mid leadership . 
capacity among the district's principals, and how they will develop rewards and sanctions 
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• Districts would use challenge grant funds for such activities as rewarding effective 
teams of teachers, paying fees and bonuses for those seeking national certification 
or other rigorous advanced study, and designing and implementing effective 
approaches for identifying, counseling or removing chronically failing teachers. 
Districts could also use funds to design and implement principal leadership 
institutes, with a focus on effective curriculum and instruction. 
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• School Accountability: Finally, Educational Opportunity Zones must show how they will 

develop clear criteria and hold individual schools accountable for high standards of 
discipline and achievement. Schools showing significant gains should be rewarded 
through such incentives as financial bonuses or recognition programs. Conversely, failing 
schools must be given high quality technical assistance and overhauled using proven 
reform models, or, if schools still don't improve, they should be shut down and 
reconstituted, perhaps as smaller schools-within-schools or independent public charter 
schools. Educational Opportunity Zones must also demonstrate how they will ensure that Q_ 
families have the opportunity to choose which public school their children will attend, 8r ~ · 
esp~cially if the neighborhood school doesn't provide a safe and academically challenging ~~ \~ e. , 
enVIronment. ~ 4-c-

• Districts would use challenge grant funds to reward effective schools and to 
intervene in and, where necessary, close down and replace schools that are failing. 
This would include assisting with professional development and other expenses of 
implementing proven reform models. Funds could also be used to design and 
launch programs to improve information on public school choices for parents. 

Eligibility: Districts eligible for the competition would be a subset of those districts that qualify 
as underserved areas in the Administration's Teacher Recruitment and Preparation Initiative: 
those with at least 20% poor students, or with at least 20,000 poor students, or that are the three 
school districts in the state with the largest number of poor children, provided that the districts are 
located either in a central city or a non-metropolitan area. 

Grant Awards and Funding: In the first year of the initiative, 3-year competitive grants would 
be awarded by the Department of Education to 10-15 urban and 10-15 rural school districts 
(including districts serving Native American students) selected as Educational Opportunity Zones. 
Each urban grant would be worth approximately $10-25 million, and each rural grant would be 
worth up to $2 million, with a total FY 99 request of $320 million. 

Grantee Selection and Accountability for Results: Grantees would be selected through a 
rigorous peer review process. Distinguished peer reviewers would work with finalists to identify 
rigorous annual benchmarks of progress in implementing the district reform plan, as well as 
indicators of student achievement to be reached by the end of the third year. A consistent group 
of peer reviewers would reconvene each year to consider progress made by grantees and 
recommend to the Secretary whether funding should continue. At the end of three years, peer 
reviewers would carefully review measurable progress in student achievement to recommend 
whether the grant should be extended for an additional two years. 

Effective, Flexible Use of Other Resources: There would be no explicit matching requirement 
for the first three years of a grant, although applicants would be challenged to show (and given 
priority for showing) how the district will use all available resources -- federal, state, and local, as 
well as any business or foundation funds -- in order to carry out its reform strategy, and how it 
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intends to maintain the refonn effort once federal fund are no longer available. Applicants would 
also be invited to identify any barriers to carrying out the refonn plan posed by existing federal 
education requirements. Successful applicants will be given expedited consideration for waivers 
under existing authorities. If grants are extended beyond three years, applicants would be 
required to meet a matching requirement phased in to 50%, encouraging institutionalization and 
stability of the initiative. 
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Resources to Disseminate Lessons Learned. A small proportion of funds (no more than [5%]) 
would be set aside for national leadership activities, which would include: brokering technical 
assistance to meet the needs of successful grantees; using technology to establish a "virtual urban 
and rural office" at Education and help districts consult with each other on overcoming obstacles; 
and documenting success and lessons learned and disseminating that infonnation nationwide. 

Legislative Authority: This initiative would likely utilize existing legislative authority, such as 
the Title I demonstration authority in ESEA § 1502(a). 

Looking Ahead: This initiative should be viewed as testing out ideas for possible wider inclusion 
in the next ESEA reauthorization. 


