STATE POPULATIONS

I. STATES WITH POPULATIONS OF 3,500,000 OR GREATER

Arizona
California
Florida
Georgia
! Illinois
. . Indiana
; Kentucky
' ~ Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts |
Michigan
Minnesota .
Missouri :
New Jersey . !
New York , :
North Carolina
Chio
Pennsylvania
: Tennessee
. Texas
| Virginia
Washington
Wisconsin

ALSO

Puerto Rico



II. STATES WITH POPULATIONS OF LESS THAN 3,500,000

Alabama
Alaska
Arkansas
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Hawaii

Idaho

Iowa

Kansas

Maine

New Mexico -
Mississippi
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
North Dakota
Oklahoma
Oregon

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Utah

Vermont

West Virginia
Wyoming

ALSO

District of Columbia

Guam

American Samoa

Virgin Islands

Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas Islands
Palau

Republic of the Marshall Islands
‘Federated States of Micronesia
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

|
Education Flexibility Partnership'Demcnetration Program
AGENCY: Department of Education | f
ACTIon- - Notice inviting applications under the Education
. Flexibility Partnership Demonstratlcn Program. |
lSUMMARY. The Secretary invites applications from State
educational agencies (SEAs) under the Education Flexibility
Partnership Demonstration program (Ed-Flex program),:which.is
authorized by section 311(e) of the Goals 2000: Educate America
Act (Pub. L. 103-227) (the Act). To help foster comﬁrehensivep
5'educaticm improvement in a State, the Secretary will: grant up to -
six SEAs with approved Goals 2000 State improvement plans the

Q authority to waive certain Federal statutory or regulatory
‘requirements for the SEA or for any local educatlonal agency
(LEA) or school within the State. SEAs de51ring to partic1pate
“in the Ed-Flex program must submit to the Secretary an
application that meets the requirements of Section 311(e) of the
Act. - | ‘ | o | ‘

f ADEADLI&E FbR TkANSMITTAL OF APPLICATIONS: ' There is no specific
deadline for transmittal of,applicaticns. However, because the
Secretary is authorized to grant Ed-Flex status to ohly a limited
number of States, SEAs are encouraged-to submit their Ed-Flex
appliCaticns as soon as pcssible. The Secretary wila review
applicaticns as they are received in accordance with the criteria
set forth in the Act. _vv f

ADDRESSES: Applications should be sent to Richard W. Riley,

Secretary, U.S. Department of Education, Education Flexibility
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&

|

Partnership Demonstration Program, 600 Independence Kvenue, S.W.,

Room 6300, Washington, D.C. 20202.

j'FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Thomas W. Fagan, U{S.

“ .Department'of Education, 600’Independence Avenue, S.W., Portals

Building, Room 4000, Washington, D.C. 20202-2110. Telephone:
(202) 401-0039. | ' i
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

The Ed-Flex‘program is an educational flexibility

E demonstration program under which the Secretary may grant up to
. six SEAs the authority to waive certain Federal statutory or
f fegulatory requirements applicable to one or mote of the

z following programs_dr~Acts:

(1) Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act

- of 1965 (ESEA) -- Helping Disadvahtaged_Children Meet High

Standards.

(2) Title II of the ESEA -- Eisenhower Professional

' Development.

(3) Title IV of the ESEA -- Safe and Drug-Free'Schcols and

" Communities.

(4) Title VI of the ESEA -~ Innovative Education Program

. Strategies.

(5) Part C of Title VII of the ESEA -- Emergency Immigrant

' Education.

(6) the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology

a~



T Education Act.1

The waiver authority is intended to assist SEAs and affected
LEAs and schools in 1mp1ementing State and local school
1mprovement plans designed to help all chlldren reach challenging
academic standards. | o ‘ | ' | 5

To be eligible to apply under the Ed-Flex program, an SEA
E must serve'an "eligible State." Section‘311(e)(3) of the Act
' defines an “eligible State" as one that: (1) has developed a.
%'State improvement plan under Goals 2000 that is approved by the
; Secretary; and (2) waives State statutory or regulatory
requirements relating to education, while holding LEAs orrschools
f within the State that;are affected by the waivers acdountable for
" the performance of their,students. | \
The Secretary will select for patticipation in the Ed-Flex.
' program three States with a population of 3,500,000 or greater,
. and thtee States with a population of less than 3,504,000, as
determined by the lgéo,decennialvcensus. For the purbose of this
f.program, section 3(3)(14) of the Act defines "State" to.include )
'; the 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, ‘Guam,

. American Samoa, the - Virgln Islands, the Commonwealth of the .

: Northern.Marianas Islands, the Republlc of the Marshall Islands,

1 The recently enacted Improving America's Schools Act of
1994 (P.L. 103-382) contains conforming amendments that were

. intended to replace the program references in the Goals 2000

* legislation with the appropriate references in the reauthorized
{ ESEA. However, in a technical drafting error, certain provisions
_ of the ESEA bill were reorganized after the conforming amendments
. were drafted, without corresponding changes to the conforming ‘
" amendments. The references above refer to the programs for which
" Congress 1ntended waivers . to be authorized.

3
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and the’Federated States of Micronesia.

. h -2
APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS AND CRITERIA'
I. When May an §§A Submit Its Ed—Flex Aggllcatlon°

An SEA serv1ng an "eligible State® may submit its
‘appllcation at any time. The Secretary is prepared to review Ed-
Flex applicationsfas'econ'asAthey~are received and te grant Ed-

| Flex waiver authority to an SEA whose application denonstrates'a
subStantial promise of assisting the SEA and affected LEAs and
schools in the State in,carrying out comprehensiveteducation
reform and otherwise meeting the purpoees of fhe Goals 2000:
'Edncate America Act; An SEA that serves anA"eligible'State“ and
‘de51res to partlcipate in the program.is encouraged to submit its

d-Flex applicatlon as soon as possible because only six

 applicants may receive the Secretary's delegated waiver

aﬁthority. :
II. what Information Should Be Included in an SEA'g Eg-Flex
Apgllcation° : R ' 4 N

To be ccnsidered for participation in the Ed-Flex‘program;'
an SEA must serve an "eligible State" and submit to the Secretary
an applicatlon demonstrating that the State has adopted an
educational flexlbllity (Ea- Flex) ‘plan that meets the
requirements of section 311(e) (4) of the Act. Speclflcally, the'
‘A Ed-Flex plan must: (1) describe the process the SEA will use to
| evaluate applications from LEAs or schools requesting waivers of
Federal etatutory or regulatory requirements for covered
programs, as well as State statutory or regulatory requirements
relating to education} and.(z) describe . in detail the State

4.
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statntory and-regulatory requirements relating totedncafion that
the SEA will waive.‘zan applicant must nave the legai authority
;:to grant waivers of the State'requirement8~that it prOQOees to
waive and agree to grant these waivers when it is appropriate to
do so. , - o ' o : E

" The Ed-?lex,waiver authority is designed to facilitate a
State's systemic reform\effortsvby giving the SEA the authority
to waive certain Federal reqﬁirements‘that impede the ability of -
- the SEA, .or any LEA or school withln the State, from: carrying out
State or local improvement plans developed under Tltle III of
Goals 2000. Therefore, theAEd-Flex,plan should be 1ntegrated»
"with the State's improvement plan under‘Coals 2000. ;When
developing its Ed-Flex plan, an SEA is encouraged to;consult with
.Eatne State panel that developed the State;e'Goale 2006 State
imnrovement plan. An SEA that obtains approval of aépre-existiné
plan under section 306(q) of the Act is encouraged to consult
| with those responsible for developing the preeexistingvplan;
III. What Criteria Will Be Used by the Sec'reta;y to iEvaluate Ed-

i Flex Applications? ’ E
In accordance with section 311(e) (4) (B) of the Act, the

- Secretary will approve an Ed—Flex application only if he‘

~ determines that the application demonstrates substantial promise
. of assisting the SEA and affected LEAsrand'schools within the

. State in carrying out COmprehensive reform and meeting the

i purposes of the Act. Section 311(e)(4)(B) ‘also provides that the
5 Secretary will consider the followlng criteria in evaluating Ed--
% Flex partnership applications: (1) the comprehensiveness and

5

|
'
i
i



f~ qualityrdf‘the State's Ed-Flex ﬁlan: (2) the abilitg%of the pian
to. ensure accountabilit& for théhactivities and geale described

" in the plan; (3) the significance of the State etatutory or
regqulatory requirements relating to education that t£e State will
waive; and (4) the quality of the SEA's process‘for approving
applications for-waivers of the covered Federalrstat?tory or
regulatory requirements and for monitoring and evaluating-the
results of the wai&ers. As stated previoasly, to be'eligible'to
’apply, an SEA must serve an "eligible State" -- thatiis, a State
" that (1) has developed a State improvement plan under Goals 2000
that is approved by~theVSeeretary; and (2) waives State statutory
. or regulatory requirements relating to education, whlle holding
LEAs or schools within the State that are affected by the waivers

accountable for the performance of their students. y

In preparing appllcatlons that.address these statutory
criteria, SEAs are encouraged to examine earefully the following
questions: ,l | ; A.

o Did the SEA condact effeetive public'hearinge or provide
other meane for broad—based public involvement in the development
of the Ed-Flex plan? How has the SEA inveived LEAs,éschools;
parents, cemmuaity groups, and advocacy and civil'riéhts groupsl»
inAthe development of the plan?' Is there widespread;commitment'
within the State'for'the Ed-Flex plan? | |

o To what extent would the Ed-Flex plan enhance the State's
abillty to carry out its Goals 2000 State 1mprovement plan? How\
would waivers under the. Ed—Flex plan reduce or ellmlnate barriers
to the reform ofvteachlag and learning and assist al; children in'i

\ . : b

6.



- reaching challenging academictstandards? Has the Stite.
demonstrated that it would extend to LEAs and schoole, to the
greatest extent possible, the flexihility provided uhder‘the Ed-
Flex program to help foster local systemic refornm efforts?

o What is the likelihood that the SEA's pro‘ceSs", for
granting waivers of  Federal requirements to LEAs end;echools will
assiet'them in reaching soecific; measurable educatiénal goals?

” o What State statutory and regulatory requirements relating
to education would be waived, and why’ What is the relationship
between the State and Federal requirements for which the SEA
. might grant waxvers’ | : §

© How would the implementation of the Ed-Flex olan i
facilitate bottom-up refofm in LEAs and schools? Whet'LEAs,

. schools, and student populations would be affected by the Ed-Flex
‘i.plan° If some LEAs or schools would not be covered by the Ed-

' Flex plan, why not?:eWhat role would an LEA have in the waiver

é process if an individual school requests a waiver from,the SEA?
o How would the SEA provide LEAe, patent organizations, |
% advocacy or civil rights groups, and other intereste& parties in
E the State with notice and an opportunity to comment on proposed
5 waivers of Federal zz'equirements‘>
0 How would the SEA's processes for monitoring iEAs end‘
. schools that have beeh granted waivers under the Ed-Fiex
i authority and for evaluatlng the results of these walvers ensure
; that the LEAs and schools will be held accountable for the

!
!
o



performance of all students affectgd by the waivers?f
© To what extent do the timelines and benchmar#s for

iﬁplementing the~$d-F1ex plan, monitoring LEAs and séhools that
have been granted waivers, and evaluating the fesults of the
waivers granﬁed provide a réésonable‘basis'for'measu;ing the
progréss of the SEA in échieving the goals of the Ed%Flex plan?

| An SEA is not'required to answer specifically eéch of these‘
questions in its application. Rather, the questions . have been
provided as guidance to assist SEAs in the pfeparatién of Ed-Flex
applicatidns that Addréss‘the statutory criteria. Tﬁe Secfétary
{“encourages:SEAs to consider these issues or any pthef factors
. that may demonstrate that the conditions of section 311(e) of the
| Act have been met. Thére is nét‘a particular app;icétion form
that must be coﬁpleted for this program. ; ’
IV. ' What Federal Statutory and Regulatory Reggirémeﬁ;s May an
Ed-Flex Partnership State Waive? ' | -

© Section 311(e) (2) (A) of the Act provides that an Ed-Flex
Partnership State may waive certain statutory and'reéulatory |
.requireménts applicable to the folldwing programs oriActs:

(1) Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Ed@cation Act

i of 19654(ESEA) -- Helping DisadvantagedrChildren Meeé'nigh
‘Standards. | ( \ _ |
(2) Title II of the ESEA -- Eisenhdwer ?rofessional

-

) Development. . : E

(3). Title IV of the ESEA -- Safe and Drungreef5chools and
' Communities. ~‘ '
(4) Title VI of the ESEA -~ Innovative Education Program

i
H

8 !



Strategies.
(5) Part C of Title VII of the ESEA -- Emergenoy‘lmmigrant

Education. o | | o

(6) the Carl D. Perklns Vocatlonal and Applled Technology

’ Educatlon Act. :

The Ed-Flex Partnership State will not be authorized to
‘ﬁaive any Federal statutory or regulatory requirement of the
above-referenced ptograms or‘Actsvfelating to: (1) malntenance of
effort:; (Z)tcomparability of eervices: (3) the equitable
participation of students ahd professional staff in private
schools; (4) parental participation and involvement:'eod (5) the
distribﬁtion‘of fonds to States or to locaiteducatioﬁal agencies.
i'In addition, Ed-Flex States will not be permitted to;waive
ikFederal civil rights requirements or Federal health %nd safety
fequirements. | _ ' | '

V. What’is the Duration of the Ed-Flex Waivet Authoritx?

The Secretary will approve an SEA's Ed-Flex waiver authorlty
for up to five years. The period ‘may be extended if the SEA'
. authority to grant waivers has been effective in enapling the
© State or affected LEAs or schools to carry out their?refofm '

| plans. 1In addition, the Secretary may terminate the waiver

. authority at any time if he determines, after notice and



|

~ . ! . i
. : ' |

l

oppertunity for hearing, that an SEA’s performance has been
inadequate to justify thé contintration of the waivef%authority.
" paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 | '

This notice involves inforﬁation collection reqdiremente,v
As required by the-Paper&ork Reduction Act of 1980, the
Department of ﬁducation‘will submit a copy of the apélication
requirements and selecﬁion criteria to the Office oszanagement

and Budget (OMB) for its review. (44 u.s.c. 3504 () :
SEAs are eligible to apply for the waiver authb%ity under
this program. The Departmentvneeds and uses the inférmation in
defermining which States will be designated as Ed-Flex
Partnershiﬁ'states under this program. The public reporting
burden for this collection of information is estimated to average
80 hours per response for approximately 50 respondents, including
the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data
sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, end
completing and';eviewing the collection of informatidn.
Organizatiohs and individuals desiring to submiﬁ commente’on
the 1nformation collection requirements should direcé them to the
Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, OMB, Room 10325,
New Executive OfficeyBuilding, Washington, D.C. 26505; Attention:
Daniel J. Chenok.

Dated: JAN | 3 1995

Mw44

Richard W. Riley,
Secretary of Education.




. TO

" FROM

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
' WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202

October 17, 1994 ;

. MEMORANDUM , ,

Goals 2000 Management Council

Dennis Koeppel % W

SUBJECT: Ed-Flex Waiver Notice |
|

I'Attached for your review is a copy of a draft notice of proposed

application requirements and selection criteria for the Education-
Flexibility Partnership Demonstration Program (Ed-Flex Program)
authorized by section 311(e) of the Goals 2000: Educate America
Act. :

As you will note, the draft notice indicates that the Secretary
intends to conduct two separate Ed-Flex competitions. The first
competition would be held in the Spring of 1995 and would result in
the designation of no more than three States as Ed-Flex States.
The second competition would be held in the Spring of 1996 and
would result in the designation of the remaining'Ed-glex States.

The draft notice also announces the criteria by which the Secretary
intends to select Ed-Flex participants. The criteria would be
presented as a series of questions that each appllcant would be
asked to address. The questions would not 'be weighted

" individually. Rather, the Secretary would evaluate the Ed-Flex

applications on the basis of how well the crlterla, considered as
a whole, are met.

After the Management Council has approved the draft notice, the
package will be circulated throughout the Department for final
clearance before being transmitted to the Office of Management and
Budget. We hope to have the notice published in the Federal
Register by early December 1994.

|
1
i
i

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Attachment
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DRAFT -- OCTOBER 17,'1594
4000-01-P , | '
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION : ' i
Education Flexibility Partnership Demonstration Progﬁam
' AGENCY: Department of Education : : o
ACTION: Nofice of proposed application requirements!and

. selection criteria for the Education Flexibility Partnership

Demonstration Program (Ed-Flex Program)

SUMMARY: The Secretary proposes application requirements and
.

selection criteria for the Ed-Flex Program, which isiauthorized,
under section 311(e) of the GOALS 2000: Educate America Act’
: ' Co

(Pub. L. 103-227) (the "Act"). The program is a special waiver

demonstration program under which the Secretary may éutho:ize six
State educational agencies (SEAs) serving eligible States to

- ) | | _
waive certain Federal statutory or regulatory requirements for

' the SEA, or for any local educational agency (LEA) or school

within the State.

i

DATES: Comments must be received on or before (inseit_the 30th

day from the date of publication in the FEDERAL REGISTER).

ADDRESSES: All comments concerning this notice should be

addressed to Thomas W. Fagan, U.S. Department of,Edubatibn,‘soo.
Independence Avenue, S.W., Portals Building,,Roqm 40@0,' /

Washington, D.C. 20202-2110. : o -

A copy of any comments that concern information;collection

requirements should also be sent to the Office of Mahagement and

Budget at the address listed in the Paperwork Reduction Act

section of this preamble. ‘;
.
N
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| SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: . o

| FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Thomas W. Fagan. Telephone:

i

(202) 401-0039. Individuals who use a telecommunications device

. for the deaf (TDD) may call the Federal Information Relay Service

(FIRS) at' 1-800-877-8339 between 8 a.m. and 8 p.m., E?stern time.

t
!

The Ed-Flex program is a special waiver demonstration

1

f program under which the Secretary.may grant to six SEAs the

: authority to waive certain Federal statutory or regulétory

i requirements applicable to one or more of the followiﬁg programs
i or Acts: (1} Title I of.the Elementary and Secondary iducation

' Act of 1965; (2) Part A of title II of the Elementary and
‘ f

Secondary Education.Act of 1965; (3) Part A of title V of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965; (4)ATitle VIII of
the Elementary and Sécondary Education Act of 1965; (5) Part B of
title IX of the Elementary and Secondafy Education Aéﬁ of 1965;
and (6) the Carl D. Pefkins Vocational and Applied Téchnology
Education Act. The waiver authority is intended to qssist SEAs
and affected LEAs and schools in implementing State ;ndAlocal
school improvement_plans designed to help all childrén reach
challenging academic standards. i

To be eliéible to apply under the Ed-Flex progr&m, an SEA

. must serve an "eligible State". Section 311(e) (3) oﬁ the Act

defines an "eligible State" as one that (1) has deveyoped a State
improvement plan under Goals 2000 that is aﬁproved b§ the
Secretary, and (2) waives State stétutory and regulaéory
requirements relating to education while holding LEAs or schools

i

within the State that are affected by the waivers accountable for



i
|

i
H

'~ the performance of the students who are affected by ﬁhe waivers.

The Secretary will select for participation in the Ed-Flex

program three States with a population of'3,500,000.Qr greater,

|

'and three States with a population of less than 3,500,000, as

determined by the 1990 decennial census. For purposes of this

: X !
© program, Section (3)(a)(14) of the Act defines "State" to include

' the 50 States, the District of Columbia, Guam, American Samoa,

. the Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas

- Description of the Ed-Flex Program

Islands, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, and the Federated

States of Micronesia. : ' !

t
[

I. How Many Competitions Does the Secretary Intend ﬁo Conduct?

The Secretary recognizes that States are at various stages

in the development of their Goals 2000 State(improveﬁent plans.

" A number of States have made éubstantial progress toward

i

compléting their plans; other States are in the earlf stages of
plan development. ' In order to provide as many SEAs 55 possible '
the opportunity to apply for the Ed-Flex waiver‘authdrity, while
accommodating the needs of States that are further aiong in theif
systemic reform effdrts, the Secretary proposes to cénduct two
separate Ed-Flex competitions. The first competitioﬁ would be
conducted in the Spring of 1995 and would result in ﬁhe
‘designation of no more than three States as Ed-Flex Partnership
States, with no more than two States designated in either one of
the poﬁulatioh categories referred to above. The seéond

: |
competition would be conducted in the Spring of 1996§and would

-3 -
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result in the designation of the remaining Ed-Flex Paftnership

3 States. |
. An: SEA that does not have an abproved State 1mprovement plan
. before the first competition is conducted would be ellglble to

; apply in. the second competltlon if its plan has been approved by

i that time. 1In addition, an SEA that applles in the flrst

] competition, but is not’ selected, would be permitted to apply in

~ The Secretary is partlcularly interested in comants on this
|

. the subsequent competitioh.

ﬁ proposal to conduct two separate competitions.

? II. Wwhat Information Would Be Included in an SEA's EdéFlex
‘f Aggllcatlon° : '.‘ i

| Each SEA de51r1ng to part1c1pate in the Ed- Flex trogram must
: submlt to the Secretary an appllcatlon demonstratlng that the

? State has adopted an educational flex1b111ty (Ed-Flexg plan that
¥ meets the requiremehtshor:Section 311(e) (4) of theAc%.
Vg‘specifically,cthe Ed-Flex plan must (1) describe the‘broceSS the
| SEA will use.to evaluate applications from LEAs or schools

", requesting waivers of Federal statutory or regulatory

{

' requirements for covered programs, as well as State statutory or

i

; regulatory requirements relating to education; and (2) describe

_ in detail the State statutory and regulatory requiremehts

: relating to education that the SEA willfwaive. The Secretary

© would require each Ed-Flex applicant to provide an assurance that
' it has the legal authority to grant waivers of the State

. requirements that it proposes to waive and that it will grant

- - e |



. these waivers where it is appropriate toédo so.
The Ed-Flex plan should be integrally related to?the State's
: improvementkplan under Goals 2000. The Ed-Flex waive% authority
is desighed.to facilitate arstate’é systemic reform ekforts by

' giving the SEA the'aﬁthorityvto waive certain Federai
; requirements that impede the ability of the SEA, or a%y LEA or

- school within the State,; from carrying out State or l?cal

% improvement plans developed under Title IIi of Goals ;000. A

i State imﬁrovement plan is developéd by a broad-based ?tate panel

i that is responsible for conducting‘a statewide'grassgoots

f outreach process. 1In order to ensure that the Ed-Flgx plan is

? appropriately linked to the State improvement plan, the Secretary
; would require the SEA to include in its Ed-Flex appllcatlon
information demonstrating that it has gonsulted wlthfthe State

5 panel in the dévelopment of iﬁs Ed-Flex plan and to Submit any

| comments the Panel may have had concerning the Ed- Flex plan. If
an SEA has obtained approval of a pre-ex1st1ng plan under Section
306(q) of‘the Actq<£pe consultation would be with thgse
responsible for deveioping the pre-existing planj) %

i

III. What Selection Criteria Does the Secretary Use to Evaluate
i

!
H

Ed-Flex Applications?

In accordance with Section 311 (e) (4) (B) of the Act, the
Secretary will approvéyan Ed-Flex application only ig he
determines that the application demonstrates substanﬁial promise
i‘of assisting the SEA and affécted LEAs and schools within the

State in carrying comprehensive reform and meeting tﬁekpurposes



' of the Act. Section 311(e)(4)(B) also provides that the

~§ evaluating Ed-Flex partnership applications: (1) the

. evaluating: the results of the waivers.

|

. % : :
- following criteria are to be qonsidered by the Secretary in

i

H
comprehensiveness and quality of the Ed-Flex plan; (2) the

; ability of the plan to ensure accountability for the activities

i
i

; and goals described in the plan; (3) the significancefef‘the

. State statutory or reguletory requirements relatingkté education
. that will be waived; and (4) the quality of the SEA's'process for
| approving applicaiions for‘&aivers of the covered Fedéral \

- statutory or regulatéry requirements and for monitoripg and

i

The Secretary believes that these statutory criteria are

i interrelated and, taken as a whole, provide a reasonable basis
| for judging the gquality of the Ed-Flex appllcatlons submltted for
. review. Given the nature of these criterla, the Secretary does

| not intend to welght the criteria individually. Rather, the

- Secretary propeses‘that the Ed-Flex applications be evaluated on

E the basis of how well the criteria, considered together, are met.

!

. The Secretary proposes to include these statutory considerations

in a series of questlons that would be used by rev1ewers for

. evaluating appllcatlons. These questlons are as followe.

o Did the SEA conduct effective public hearings: or provide

' other means. for broad-based public involvement in thefdevelopment
i of the Ed-Flex plan? How has the SEA involved LEAs, echools,
" parents, community gfoups, and advocacy and civil rig@ts groups

| in the development of the plan? Does the SEA's Ed-Flex

i



' application contain an adequate summary of the comments received

l

on the Ed-Flex plan? To what degree does the Ed-Flex*plan‘

‘%reflect the comments recelved or prov1de ratlonale for the SEA's

fdec181on<not~to incorporate particular comments? Is there

awidespresd commitment wiﬁhin the State for the Ed-Flex plan?

" might grant waivers? How would the SEA ensure that the

o To what extent would the Ed-Flex plan enhance the State's
. . i 1 ‘

‘;ebility to carry out its Goals 2000 State improvementiplan? How

|
!

' would waivers under the Ed-Flex plan reduce or eliminate barriers

c i
to systemic reform and assist all children in reaching

challenglng academic standards?

o What State statutory and regulatory requlrements relating
R

to education would be waived, and why? What is the relatlonsh1p

: —_— V Lo
. between the State and Federal requirements for which ‘the SEA

i

underlying purposes of the Federal requifements for'wﬁich~s

' waiver is granted would continue to be met?

o What is the likelihood that the SEA's process?for
T :

. granting waivers of Federal requirements to LEAs and schools
. , e Subay

: N . . . " v " ! »
. would assist them in reaching specific, measurable educational

‘goals? What LEAs, schools, and student populations would be

faffected by the Ed-Flex plan? If some LEAs or schools would not

be covered by the Ed-Flex plan, why nop?‘ What role would an LEA

“have in the waiver process if an individual school requests a

waiver from the SEA? : !

!
|
|

‘0 How would the SEA provide LEAs, parent organisations,

. advocacy or civil rights groups, and other interestedfparties in



o

I

|

the State with notlce and an opportunlty to comment on proposed

" waivers of Federal requlrements?

© How would the SEA's processes for monitoring LEAs and
|

Eschools that have been granted waivers under the Ed-Fiex.

fauthority ahd for evaluating the results of these waivers ensure

" that the LEAs and schools will be held accountable for the

§performance of all students affected by the waivers?

' improvement plan? : §$§}a¢3

o To what extent do the timelines and benchmarks for
implementing the Ed-Flex plan, monitoring LEAs and sc#ools that
have been: granted waivers, and evaluating the resultsécf the
waivers granted provide a reasonable basis for measuréng the

progress of the SEA in achieving the goals set forth #n its State

The quality of an SEA's Ed-Flex application woulc be z“}
~evaluated on the basis of how well these particular i%sues are %wﬁiﬂ:
: addressed in the apélication. % ‘ QM»&i?K
: IV.. What Federal Statutory and Regqulatory Re iremenrs May an »O(p
Ed-Flex Partnershig State Waive? i ?;ji{iﬁ
Section 311(e) (2) (A) of the Act provides that an. Ed-Flex ijyﬁb
Partnership State may waive certain statutory and regplatory Q&} ’
frequirements applicable to the following programs or écts: (1) wﬁQQP
| Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act?of'1965: Q\y“ d
1(2) Part A of title II of the Elementary and Secondary Education OFwV
;Act of 1965, (3) Part A of title V of the Elementary and véi

Secondary Education Act of 1965. (4) Tltle VIII of the Elementary §{

P

\

fand Secondary Education Act of 1965; (5) Part B of tltle IX of )@k\

a 4
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' the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965; ahd'(s) the
. ) . |

- Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Edu?ation Act.

The Ed-Flex Partnership State will not be authorized to waive any

: statutory and regulatory requirement of the above-refereﬁCed

_ programs or Acts relating to (1) maintenance of efforﬁ} (2)

: |
i comparability of services; (3) the equitable participation of

. students and professional staff in private schools; (i) parental

© participation and involvement; and (5) the distribution of funds

' 'to States or to local educational agencies. |

V. What is the Duration of the Ed-Flex Waiver Authority?

The Secretary would approve an SEA's Ed-Flex waiver

" authority for no more than five years. The period may be-

., extended if the SEA's authority to grant waivers has been

~ effective in enabling the State or affected LEAs or sbhools to
3 : . : '

. - . I
; carry out their local reform plans. In addition, this authority

. may be terminated at any time if it is determined, after notice

~and opportunity for hearing, that an SEA's performance has been‘

. inadequate to justify the continuation of the Waiver'éuthority.
. ' e

; Executive Order 12866 o ‘ ‘ i

i

1. Assessment of costs and benefits

This notice has been reviewed in accordance with Executive

L

- Order 12866. Under the terms of the 6rder the Secret?ry has

i

. assessed the potential costs and benefits of this reg%latofy

‘ action.

The potential costs associated are those resulting from

, statutory requirements and those determined by the Se?retary to

i
{
-G - ‘



i
|
)
i

|

: ) ' ‘ !
be necessary for administering this program effectively and
o . . ) |

%efficiently. Burdens specifically associated with information

;collectionzrequireﬁents, if any, are identified and ekplained

!

' | elsewhere' in this preamble under the heading Paperwork Reduction
. : : ; ‘ | .

' Act of 1980. , ;

In assessing the potential costs and benefits --fboth

?quantitative and qualitative -- of these ptoposed,appiication

[

requirements and selection criteria, the Secretary has determined

that the benefits justify the costs.

To assist the Department in complying with the sﬁecific

:requirements'ofﬂExecutive Order 12866, the Secretary invites

:comments on whether there may be further opportunities to reduce

', any potential costs or increase potential benefits resulting from

'fthe proposed application réquiremehts and selection criteria

. without impeding the effective and efficient administration of

_the program. | ' o

' (use of headings, paragraphing, etc.) aid or reduce their

2. Clarity of the.noticé‘

Executive Order 12866 requires each agency to write
regulations that are easy to understand.

The Secretary invites comments on how toumake thé proposed

application requirements and selection criteria easier to
’ '

"understand, including‘answers to questions such as thé following:

(1) Are the requirements in the notice clearly stated? (2) Does

the notice contain technical terms or other wording tﬁat

. interferes with its clafity? (3) Does the format of the notice

i

|
- 10 - | |
i

i



- clarity? (4) Is the description of the notice in the

§

é"Supplementary Information" section of this preamble helpful in
;understanding the notice? ;How'could this description%be more
Ehelpful in making fhe notice easier’to understand? (g) What else
'could’the Department do to make the notice easier to gnderstand?'
A copy of any comments that concern how the Depa?tment could
make the notice easier ﬁo understand should be sent t§ Stanley M.
;Cohen, Regulations Quality Officer, U.S. Department of Education,
,§600 Independence Avenue, S.W. (Room 5121, FB—;O), Was%ipgton,
D.C.. 20202-2241. / }
Requlatory Flexibility Act Certification . i
. The Secretary certifies that these proposed application
. requirements and selection criteria would not have axéignificant

economic impact on a substantial number of small entities.

;PaperWOrk‘Reducticn Act of 1980 o ' i
; The proposed application requirements and select#on criteria
icontain information collection requirements. As required by the
.EPaperwork Reduction Act of 1980, the Departmenﬁ of Edﬁcation will
?submit~a copy of the proposed application requirements and

' selection criteria to the Office of Management and Buéget (OMB)

I

for its review. (44 U.S.C. 3504(h)). . i<

States are eligibie to apply for the waiver authérity under

' this program. The Department needs and uses the information in
Edeterminingfwhich States would be designated as Ed-Fléx
. Partnership States under this program. Annual public?reporting

i

'burden for this collection of information is estimated to average

- 11 - ’
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i
i
I

[1 hours per response for [] respondents, including t?e time for

reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources,

¥

égathefing and maintaining the data needed, and compleﬁing»and

reviewing the collection of information.
!
Organizations and individuals desiring to submit comments on

. the information collection requirements should direct;them to the

. 0Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, OMB, Ro§m13002, New
o ~ o

- Executive Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20503; Attention:

§ A . . 1 -

' Daniel J. cChenok. |
INVITATION TO COMMENT: |

‘ Interested persohs are invited to submit comments and
':recommendations regarding this notice.

f All comments submitted in response to this noticé will be
‘;available for public inspection, during and after the;comment

period, in Room 3022, ROB-3, 7th and DgStreets, S.W., Washington,

*D.C., between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.n., M§nday

. . ) !
- through Friday of each week except Federal holidays.

|

|

i

Assessment of Educational Impact |
- i

i

The Secretary particularly requests comments on &hether this

!
{
notice would require transmission of information that'is being

fgathered by or is available from any other agency or éuthority of

the United States. | |
' Dated: :
‘ i

i

Richard W. Riley,
Secretary of Education.
. |

|

- 12 -
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|

' DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIbN

:AGENCY. Department of Edecatlon f

v;Educatlon Flexibility Partnershlp Demonstratlon Program

. | 9
ACTION: Notice inviting applications under the Education

:Flexlblllty Partnershlp Demonstration Program. '

. SUMMARY: The Secretary invites applications from State

E Act.

‘set forth in the Act. : S ' ]

educational agencies (SEAs) under the Education Flexipility

iPartnership Demonstration program (Ed~Flex program), %hich is
Eauthoriaed by section 311(e) of the Goals 2000: Educa&e America
. Act (Pub.. L.'103-227) (the Act). To help foster comgrehensiVe
;‘educatlon 1mprovement in a State, the Secretary will grant up to

six SEAs with approved Goals 2000 State 1mprovement plans the

Z

. authority to waive certaln Federal statutory or regu;atory

A » : : l
- requirements for the SEA, or for any local educational agency

i
(LEA) or school within the State. SEAs desiring to partlclpate

. in the Ed-Flex program must submit to the Secretary an

i appllcatlon that meets the requlrements cf Section 311(e) of the

|

'
!

g Drantxﬁs‘ren rRAnsaITTAL OF APPLICATIONS: There is no specific

% deadline for transmittal of applicatione." However, hecause the

| Secretary is’authorized to grant Ed-Flex status to‘oﬁly a limited
: number of States, SEAs are encouraged to submit their Ed-Flex

'i appllcatlons as soon as p0531ble. The Secretary w111 review

appllcatlons as they are recelved in accordance with! the crlterla

i
H

ADDRESSES: Applications should be sent to Richard wE Riley,
Secretary, u.s. Department of Educatlon, Education Flex1b111ty

i
|
|
¢
!



' Room 6300, Washington, D.C. 20202.

{
i
|
{

~Partnership Demonstration Program, 600 Independence Avenue, S.W.,

|

. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Thomas W. Fagan, U.S.

‘ o ) |
;Department of Education, 600 Independence Avenue, S.Wo, Portals

" Building, Room 4000, Washington, D.C. 20202-2110. Telephone:

{

(202) 401-0039. ‘ | , :

' SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: o

R i R
. : ‘ .
The Ed-Flex program is an educational flexibility

' demonstration program under which the Secretary may érant up to

, . | _
six SEAs the authority to waive certain Federal statutory or

requlatory requirements applicable to one or more of 'th
i . g X . [

:,foliowing programs or'Acts: B | o

- Standards. ' ‘ |

(1) Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Eddcation Act
of 1965 (ESEA) -- Helping Disadvantaged Children Meeé High
‘ i
- . ;
(2) Title II of the ESEA -- Eisenhower Professional
Development. - %
(3) Title IV of the ESEA —- safe and Dfug-free?Schools and
Communities. ' o - ‘ | :A

(4) Title VI of the ESEA -- Innovative ﬁducatién frogram
Strategies, | A ;
(5) Part C of Title VII of the ESEA -- Emergenéy‘lmmigrant
Education. | | %

(6) the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Appliedgrechnology

-~

|
!
N
i



+ Education Act.l, f!

The waiver authority is intended to assist SEAs 'and affected
_ ‘ int ‘ _ | |

. LEAS and schools in implementing State and local school
: |

? 1mprovement plans de51gned to help all children reach challenging
L academic standards. . o ;
 To be eligible to apply under the Ed-Flex program, an SEA
g must serve an “eligible State.“ Section 311(e)(5) o% the Act
' defines an "eligible State" as one that: (1) has developed a.
State improvement plan under Goals 2000 that is approved by the
Secretary; and (2) waives State statutory or regulatory
requirements relatlng to educatlon, while holding LEAs or schools
within the State that are affected by the waivers aceountable for
the performance of thelr students. ' ;
The Secretary will select for part1c1patlon in the Ed-Flex
program three States with a populatlon of 3,500,000 or greater,
and three States with a population of less than 3,50?,000, asv
determined by the l990 decennial census. For the purpose of this
program, section 3(a) (14) of the Act defines *State"gto include
the 50 States, the District of Columbia, Pﬁerte Riee; Guam,

v ' |
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth of the

Northern Marianas Islands, the Republic of the Marshhll Islands,
;

:
i

1 the recently enacted Improving America's- Schools Act of
1994 (P.L. 103-382) contains conforming amendments that were
intended to replace the program references 'in the Goals 2000
legislation with the appropriate references in the reauthorized
ESEA. However, in a technical drafting error, certaln provisions
of the ESEA bill were reorganized after the conformlng amendments
were drafted, without corresponding changes to the conformlng
amendments. The references above refer to the programs for which
Congress intended waivers to be authorized. |

[ R

3 |

i
i
|
|
y
i .
|



~and the Federated States of Micronesia.
. . | e

- APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS AND CRITERIA:

' I. When May an SEA Submit Its Ed-Flex Application?
An SEA serving an "eligible State" may submit its
;applicaticn at any time.‘ The‘Secretary‘is'prepared tb review Ed-

- Flex applications as soon as they are received and to grant Ed-

!
t
!
i
I

{
i

I

!

|
I
i

| Flex waiver authority to an SEA whose application demonstrates a

Q substantial promise of‘assisting the SEA and affected!LEAs and

%‘schocls in thevstate,in carrying out comprehensive edtcation
? reform andkotherwise~meeting the purposes of €he Goal% 2000:
E Educate America Act. An SEA that serves an “eligibleLState"'
j de51res to participate in the program is encouraged to submit its

» Ed-Flex application as soon as p0551b1e because only 51x

‘ applicants may receive the Secretary s delegated waiyer

" authority.

- II. Egat Information Should Be Included in an SEA‘std Flex

| Agglication

|

I

{
|
|

)
i
'

!

and

To be considered for participation in the Ed-Flex program,

' an SEA must serve an "eligible State" and submit to the Secretary

é an application demonstrating that the State has adopﬂed an

' educational flexibility (Ed-Flex) plan that meets thﬁ

. requirements of section 311(e) (4) of the Act.

Specifically, the

Ed-Flex plan must: (1) describe the process the SEA will use to

. * i
: P . g . ‘e | . )
evaluate applications from LEAs or schools requesting waivers of

Federal statutory or regulatory requirements for covered

!

" programs, as well as State statutory or regulatory requirements

relating to education; and (2) describe in detail the State

4

i

1

5
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|
g

fstatutory and regulatory requlrements relating to education that

|

fthe SEA wlll waive. an appllcant must have the legaliauthorlty

' to grant waivers of the State requirements that it proposes to

| ' g -

' waive and agree to grant these waivers when it is appFopriate to’
| \

The Ed-~Flex waiver authority is designed to facilitate a

- do so.

' State's systemic'reform efforts by giving the SEA thefauthority

é to waive certain Federal‘requirements-that'impede thegability of

' the SEA, or any LEA or school within the State, from %arrying out

: State or local 1mprovement plans developed under Tltle I1I of

: Goals 2000. Therefore, the Ed-Flex plan should be 1ntegrated

}'with the State's improvement plan under Goals 2000. When

; developlng its Ed-Flex plan, an SEA is encouraged to consult w1th
the State panel that developed the State's Goals 2000 State
improvement plan. An SEA that obtains approval of a;pre-exlsting

é plan under section 306(q) of the Aot is encouraged té consult

~ with those responsible for developing the pre-existing plan.

III. What Criteria Will Be Used by the Secretary toIEvaluate Ed-

Flex Applications?

‘ In accordance with section 311 (e) (4) (B) of the $ct, the
Secretary will approve an Ed-Flex application only i% he’
determines that the application demonstraﬁes substanéial pronmise
of assisting the SEA and affected LEAs and schools w%thin the
State in carrying out comprehensive reform and meeting the
purposes of the Act. Section 311(e)(4)(B) also prov1des that the
Secretary will consider the follow1ng criteria in evaluatlng Ed-

|

Flex partnership applications: (1) the comprehensiveness and

i

5

|
)
&
|
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!
!
i
[
!

quallty of the State's Ed-Flex plan; (2) the abillty of the plan
Eto ensure accountabllity for the activities and goals described
.in the plan, (3) the 51gn1ficance of the State statutory or
iregulatory req01rements relatlng to education that the State will

5waive. and (4) the quallty of the SEA s process for approvmng

;appllcatlons for waivers of the covered Federal statutory or

?regulatory requlrements and for monitoring and evaluating the

éresults of the waivers. As stated previously, to be‘eligible to

- apply, an SEA must serve an "eligible State" -- that is, a State

" that (1) has developed a State 1mprcvement plan under Goals 2000

that is approved by the Secretary, ‘and (2) waives . State statutory

or requlatory requirements relating to educatlon, while holding

:LEAs or schools within the State that are affected by the waivers

' accountable for the performance of their students.

" questions: o - : ‘

In preparing appllcatlons that address these statutory

nicriterla, SEAs are encouraged to examine carefully the following

t
I

o Did the SEA conduct effective public hearingsjor provide

f other means for broad-based public involvement in theadevelcpment

% of the Ed-Flex plan? How has the SEA involved LEAs, schools,

- parents, communlty groups, and advocacy and civil rlgPts groups

: in the development of the>p1an?. Is there widespread commltment

within the State for the Ed—Flex plan?

4

o To what extent would the Ed-Flex plan enhance the State! 's
ability to carry out its Goals 2000 State improvement plan? How
would~wa1vers under the Ed-Flex plan reduce or ellmlnFte barriers
to the reform of teaching'and learning and assist allgchildren in

6V



. : ‘!
Sreaching challenging academic standarde?_ Hae the Staﬁe:
f demonstrated that it Qould extend to LEAs and schoolsﬁ té the
? greatest extent possible, the flexibility provided unﬁer the Ed-
; Flex program to help foster local systemic reform eff?rts?
o What is the likelihood that the.SEA's proCeeé for
E granting waivers of Federal requirements to LEAs and{echools will
é aesiSt them in reaching séecific, measurable educatiqnel goals?
o What State‘statutory and regulatory requirem%nts relating
{ to education would be waived, and why? What is the'felationship_
f between the State and Federal requlrements for whlch]t he
might grant waivers? ' : ;
| o How would the\implementatioh of the Ed-Flex plan
| facilitate bottem-up reform in 1LEAs and schools’ Whgt\LEAs;
;‘schools, and student populations would be affected by the Ed-Flex
',? plan? If some LEAS or.schools would not be covered Qy the Ed-
Flex plan, why not? thatArcle would an LEA have in %he waiver
. process if an individual school requests a waiver fr%m the SEA?

o How would the SEA’provide LEAS,‘parent organizations,
advocacy or civil fights groups, and othef interested parties in
the Stateywith~notice,and en opportunity to comment on ptoposed
waivers of Federal requirements? ?
| o How would the SEA's processes for monltorlngELEAs and’
1’echools that have been granted waivers under the Ed—flex

authorlty and for evaluating the results of these waivers ensure

that the LEAs and schools will be held accountable for the

i
|
i
|
I
1

|
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ﬂperformance of all students affécted by the waivers?

~ that must be completed for this program. j

|
|
|
!
i
i

o To what extent do the timelines and benchmarks for

ilmplementlng the Ed-Flex plan, ‘monitoring LEAs and schools that

" have been granted yalvers, and evaluating the results-of the

; .

. waivers granted provide a reasonable basis for measuring the

i progress of the SEA in achieving the goals of the Ed-Flex plan?

An SEA ié‘ndt required to answer'specificélly eabh of these

. questions in its application. Rather, the questions have been

| provided as ggidahce to assist SEAs in the preparation of Ed-Flex

' applications that address the statutory criteria. The Secretary
' encourages SEAs to consider these issues or any other factors
. that may demonstrate that the conditions of section 311(e) of the

; Act have been met. There is not a particular applic%tion form

i

1
!

IV. What Federal Statutory and Requlatory Requirements May an
Ed-Flex Partnershln State Waive? !

Sectlon 311(e)(2)(A) of the Act prov1des that an Ed-Flex

Partnership State may waive certain statutory and'regulatory
: A ! ! ‘

requirements applicable to the following programs or{Acts:
(i) Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Edﬁcation Act

of 1965 (ESEA) =-- Helplng Dlsadvantaged Children Meet ngh
Standards. | S %

(2)’ Title II of the ESEA -- Eiseﬁhowe; Professional
Develqpment. | , | ,‘ ' | - g

(3) Titié IV of the ESEA -- Safe and Drug-FreeiSchpols and
Communities. ‘ ‘ . ‘ ‘ ; E

(4) Title VI of the ESEA -- Innovative EducatiFn Program
| s |

g

!
g
|
|
|



' Strategies.

;Education. : ‘ ' :

i A
" (5) Part C of Title VII of the ESEA -- Emergency Immigrant

|

(6) the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology

. I
Education Act. , - , y

The Ed-Flex Partnership State will not be authorized to
’ ]

waive any Federal statutory or requlatory requirement!of the

- above-referenced prograns or Acts relating to: (1),ma?ntenance of

effort; (2) comparability of services; (3) the'equitable
t

participation of students and professional staff in piiﬁate

P

schools; (4) parental participation and involvement; end (5) the

? distribution of funds to states or to local educationgl agenCies.

. requirements. . A : |

In addition, Ed-Flex States will not be permitted to waive

'f‘Federal civil rights requirements or Federal health a%d safety

|

? V. What is the Duration of the Ed-Flex Waiver Authof1ty° N

The Secretary will approve an SEA's Ed-Flex waiv%r authority

for up to five years. The period may be extended if Fhe SEA's

authority to grant waivers has been effective in enaﬁling the

' State or affected LEAs or schools to carry out their‘reform

- plans. 1In addztion, the Secretary may terminate the waiver

- authority at any time if he determines, after noticeiand

{
|
|
|
!
|
|
i
!
I
|
|
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opportunity for hearing, that an SEA’s'perfdrmahce has been
inadequate to justify the cohtinﬂation of the waiVef‘authority.

Pagerwork Reductlon Act of 1980

This notice. 1nvolves 1nformatlon collectlon‘requlrements,
As requ1red by the Paperwork Reductlan Act of 1980, the
Department of Edecatlon will submlt a copy of the apgllcatlon
requlrements and selectlon crlterla to the Offlce of Management'
and Budget (OMB) for its review. (44 U.s. C. 3504(h))

SEAs are ellglble to apply for the waiver authorlty under

this program. The Department needs and uses the 1nformat10n in

determining which States will be designated as<Ed-Flex
Partnership States‘under'this program. Thevpubiic‘reporting
burden for this collection of information-is estimated to average

80 hours per response for approximately 50 respondents, including

the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data

i eources, gathering"and maintaining the data needed, and

! completlng and rev1ew1ng the . collection of information.

Organlzatlons and individuals de31r1ng to submlt comments on

the information collection requirements should ‘direct| them to the

y Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, OMB, Room 10325,

E‘New Executive Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20503; Attention:

3'D‘:ﬂu'lis.-:'l.J. Chenok.

B Datﬁ;'ec‘i;i. "JAN 13105

Rlchard w Riley, <i(
Secretarv of Education.

10




4000-01-P

' DEPARTMENT OF‘EDUCATION

'Educatlon Flexxbillty Partnershlp Demonstratxon Progr

AG;NCY. Department of Educatlon

ACTION:‘ Notice 1nviting applicatlons under the Educa
Flexibility Partnershlp Demonstratlon Program. |
SUMMARY : The Secretary invites appllcations from Sta
educatlonal agen01es (SEAs) under the Education Flexi

Partnershlp Demonstratlon program (Ed-Flex program),

| authorlzed by section 311(e) of the Goals 2000: Educa

Act (Pub. L. 103-227) (the Act) To help foster comp

7educatlon 1mprovement in a State, the Secretary will

81x SEAs w1th approved Goals 2000 State 1mprovement P

'authorlty to walve-certaln Federal statutory or regul

requlrements for the SEA, or for any local educationa
(LEA) or school ‘within the State. SEAstdesirlng to p
in the Ed-Flex program nmust submlt to the Secretary a

appllcatlon that meets the requlrements of Sectlon 31

'ﬂghct.

1DEADLINE FOR'TRANSMITTAL OF APPLICATIONS: There is n

deadllne for transm1tta1 of appllcatlons., HoweVer, b

Secretary is authorlzed to grant. Ed-Flex status to on

i

' number of States, SEAs are»encouraged to submlt,thelr

applicatiens as soon as possible. The-Seeretary will

set forth in the Act.

., ADDRESSES: ‘Aéplications should be sent to Richard w.i

Secretary,,U.S;,Department of‘EducatiOn,'Educatien Fl

am
tion

te

b111ty
whlch is
te Amerlca
rehen51ve
grant up to -
aans the
atory

1 agency
art1c1pate

1(e) of the

arspecific
ecauseuthe
ly a limited
Ed?Flex\

review

applications as they are received in accordance with the criteria

|
Riley,;

exibility
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,jPartnershlp Demonstratlon Program,rsoo Independence Avenue,'s.wf,
" Room 6300, Washington, D. c. 20202, |
FOR FURTHER INFQRMATION CONTACT: Thomas W. Fagan, U.S.
Department of‘pducetion, 600.Independence‘Avenue, s.w,, Portals
Building, Roem 4000, Washington} D.C. 20202-2110; Telephene:

(202) 401-0039. ' o |

,%SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION‘

~ The Ed-Flex program is an educational flex1bllity’
demonstration program under whlch the Secretary may gLant up.to
six SEAsithe,author;tyvto waive certaln Federal statutory'or
]regulatory requirementsfappiicable to one or more of the
ifollow1ng programs or ‘Acts: | .
vi (1) Title.I of the Elementery;and Secondary Education Act
' of 1965 (ESEA) —-‘Helping‘Disadyantaged Children Meet~High“
istandards. | ' _. |
i . (2) Title II of the ESEA - Elsenhower Profe551onal
fDevelopment.

(3) Tltle v of the ESEA -~ Safe and Drug—Free'Schools and

COmmunitles. |

- (4) Tltle‘VI of the ESEA - Innovatlve Educatlon Program
k',strategies. o A ‘ |
[ (5) Part C. of Tltle VII of the ESEA -- Emergency iﬁmigrant
EEduéatien.' o ‘ ’ ‘_l
- (6) the.CarI,D; Perkins Vecationel and Applied Technology

~




. Education Act.

1 ' \

The waiver,authority‘is'intended_to assist SEAs and affected

5 LEAs and schools in implementing State and local schobl

;1mprovement plans desxgned to help all children reach challenging

Eacademlc standards.

|
|
To be eligible to apply under the Ed-Flex program, an SEA

must serve an "ellglble State." Section 311(e)(3) of,the Act

. defines -an "eligible State" as one that: (1) has developed a .

State 1mprovement plan under Goals 2000 that is approbed by the

Secretary, and (2) waives State statutory or regulatory

;requlrements relating to educatlon, while holding LEAs or schools -

|
' within the State that are affected by the waivers acc?untable for.

' the performance of their students.

The Secretary will select for participation in the'Ed-Flex :

‘program three,states,with,a population of 3,500,000 or greater,

|

and three States wlth a populatlon of less than 3, 500 000, as

determ;ned by the 1990 decenn1a1 census. For the purpose of this
I s i .

program, section 3(a)(14) of the Act defines "State" to include

, , , - ' | .
the 50 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,iGuam,

1Amer1can Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth of the

- Northern. Marianas" Islands, the’ Republlc of the Marshall Islands,

!
|
'

1 The recently enacted Improving America's Schools Act of
1994 (P.L. 103-382) contains conforming amendments that were
intended to replace the program references in the Goals 2000
legislation with the appropriate references in the reauthorlzed

i ESEA. However, in a technical draftlng error, certaln prov151ons'

of the ESEA bill were reorganized after the conforming amendments
were drafted, without corresponding changes to the conforming

' amendments. The references above refer to the programs for whlch

"' Congress intended waivers to be authorlzed \

3
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 APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS AND CRITERIA:

+ I. When May én SEA Submit Its Ed-Flex Application?

| and the Federated .States of Micronesia.

|
.

{

i
.
i
i
i
t
i
)
I

An SEA serving an "eligible State" may submit it?

. application at any time. The Secretary is prepared to review Ed-

iFlex applicationsAas‘séqn as'they are received and to| grant Ed-

. Flex waiver:authority to an SEA whose application demonstrates a

. substantial promise of assisting the SEA and affected LEAs and

1

i

- schools in the State in carrying out comprehensive edpcation

' reform and otherwise meeting the purposes of fhe Goals 2000:

Educate America Act. An SEA that serves an "eligiblegstaté“ and

~desires to participate in the program is encouraged t6~submit’its

. Ed-Flex application as soon as possible because only six

applicants may receive the Secretary's delegated waiver

jauthority. | ' ’

fII. What Information Should Be Included in an SEA's hd-Flex

- Application?

R ‘ :
To be considered for participation ‘in the Ed-Flex program,

i

' an SEA must serve an "eligiblé state" and submit to the Secretary

i

l

- an application demonétrating that the State has adoptéd an

educational flexibility (Ed-Flex) plan that meets the!

‘ » ‘ | : ,
requirements of sectiop 3;1(e)(4) of the Act. Specifically, the

' Ed-Flex plan ﬁust:’(i) describe the process the SEA will use to

|

.- evaluate applications from LEAs or schools requesting waivers of

- Federal statutory or regulatory requirements for cove&ed

- programs, as well as State statutory or regulatory rehuirements

;reléting to education; and (2) describe in detail the;State,

4.




statutory and;regulaﬁory requirements relating to(educatlon that

© the SEA will waive. An applicant must have the legaL authority

!

. to grant waivers of the State requirements that it proposes to

. do so.

waive and agree to grant these waivers when it is‘apﬁropriate to

The Ed-Flex wai&e: authority is designed to facilitate a

. State's systemic reform efforts by giving the SEA the authority

' to waive certain Federal requirements that impede fhe‘ability of

$

; the SEA, or any LEA or school within the state, from carryinq out

" State or local 1mprovement plans developed under Title III of

Goals 2000. Therefore, the Ed~-Flex plan should be 1ntegrated

"with the State's improvement plan under Goals 2000. When

- developing its Ed-Flex plan, an SEA is encouraged to consult with

: plah.under section 306(g) of the Act is encouraged to

the State panel that developed the State's Goals 2000 State

- improvement plan. An SEA that obtainsiapproval of a pre-existing

§consult

!

. with those responsible for developing the preéexisting‘plan.

" Flex Apgllcat;ons7 : ’ » o ;

' III. What Criteria Will Be Used by the Secretary to Evaluate Ed-

i

In accordance with section 311(&)(4)(8) of the AFt the

}.Secretary w111 approve an Ed-Flex application only if he

determines that the applicationvdemonstratés'SubstantPal promise
v ' S : ; P
of assisting the SEA and affected ' LEAs and schools wiﬁhin the
_ g o . |
State in carrying out comprehensive reform and meeting the

purposes of the Act. Section 311(e)(4)(8) also. proviaes that the

. Secretary will consider the follow1ng criteria in evaluatlng Ed-

" Flex partnership applications: (1) the comprehen51veness and

5

!
i
|
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: : t

~ . oo : |
' !

i

&

' 'quality of the State's Ed-Flex plan; (2) the ablllty of the plan
to ensure accountabilitﬁ for‘thégact1v1t1es and goals described
" in the plan; (3)‘the éignificance of the Stéte statuﬁory'or
% regﬁlatory requireﬁents relating to education that t@e State will
? waive; an&\(d) the quality of the SEA's process'for #pproving
' applications for ﬁaivers'of the covered Federal stat&tory or
regulatory requirements ana for monitoring andbevalu;ting the
. results of the waivers. As statearprevioﬁsly,‘to beieligiblé to
?'apply, an SEA mﬁst serve an Qeligible State" -- thatfis, a State
: that (1) has developed a State improvement p}éh undeé éoals 2000
that is approved‘by'the~Seﬁretary;vand (2) waiveststgte statutory
. or regulatory requi;ements relating to education, while hblding
LEAéAor schools within the State thaé are'affectedva’the waivers
‘ accountable for the performance‘of their students. :
In preparlng applications that address these st%tutory
i crlterla, SEAS are encouraged to examine carefully tﬁe follow1ng
; quest;ons. & R | - V !
6' Did the SEA conduct effective pubiic hearing% or provide
other means for broad-based public involvement ih thé development
: of the Ed-Flex‘plan? How haé the SEA ihvolved LEAs,ischopls,
| parents, community'groubs, and adVocaéy and civil rigpts groups‘
in the development of the plan? ~Is there widespread Fommitmént'
~ within the State for the Ed-Flex plan’ ‘
| o To what extent would the Ed-Flex plan enhancg the State's
‘g ability to carry out its Goals 2000 State 1mprovemen4 plan? How '
. would waivers under the Ed-Flex plan reduce or ellmlﬁate barriers

| to the reform of téaching and learning and assist alﬂ children in

6 |
|
N



|

|
| .

: reachlng challenging academlc standards? Has the State

f demonstrated that it would extend to LEAs and schools, to the

g greatest extent possible, the flexxblllty provxded uqder the Ed-
% Flex program to help foster local systemic reforh éf#orts?‘
o What is the likelihood that the SEA'B‘prOCesé for

| granting waivers of Federal reqﬁiremehts to LEAs énd!échools will
; assiSt them in reaChing-soécific,vmeasurable educational goals?
| o What étate statutory andoregulatory requiremgnts‘relatiﬁg
f to educatlon would be waived, and why? What is thé éelatioﬂship
; between the State and Federal requirements for which the SEA
) mlght grant waivers? .‘
o How would the'implementatign of the Ed-Flex plan
i facilitate bottom;up reform in LEAs and schools? tht LEAs,
;‘schools, and student populatlons would be affected by the Ed-Flex
:_plan7 If some LEAs or schools would not be covered by the Ed-
; Flex plan, why not? What role would an 'LEA have ;n ohe waiver
' process if an individuai school ;equests a waiverofrém the SEA?
0 How would the‘SEA provide LEAs, parent organfzations,
.-advocacy or civil rights groups, and other intereste% parties in
; the State Qith notice and an opportunity to comment on proposed
?‘waivers of Federal fequirements?
o .How would the SEA's.prOCeSSes‘for»monitorinéfLEAs and’
% schools that have been granted waivers under'the Ed-Flex

. R
' authorlty and for evaluatlng the results of these waivers ensure

i |

~ that the LEAs and schools will be held accountable fﬁr the
|
!

?' ;
|
i



. performance of all students affected by the waivers?

© To what extent do the timelines and benchmarks for
. . . i

implementing the;Ed-Flex plan, monitoring LEAs and schools that

I

ihave been granted waivers, and evaluating the results'of the

k

: - , {
. waivers granted provide a reasonable basis for measuring the

progress of the SEA in achieving the goals of the Ed-?lex.plan?

An SEA is not required to answer specifically eaéh of these

%questions'in its applieatioﬁ. Rather, the questions Tave been

}{provided as guidance to assist SEAs in the preparation of Ed-Flex

;applications that address the statutory criteria. The Secfefary

~encourages SEAs to consider these issues or any other, factors

;that may demonstrate that the conditions of section 311(e) of the

-

. Act have been met. There is not a particular application form
; ? :

. that must be completed for this program.

;
i
i
i

:IV. What Federal Statuto;y and Requlatory Requirements May an

- Ed-Flex Partnership State Waive? - : , ’

|

Section 311(e)(2)(A) of the Act prov1des that an| Ed-Flex

{Partnershlp State’maybwalve certalnvstatutory and regulatory

requirements applicable‘to the following programs or'Acte:

(1) Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act

rof 1965 (ESEA) =~ Helplnq Dlsadvantaged Chlldren Meet ngh

fstandards.

. Communities. ‘ ‘ :

-

(2) Title II of the ESEA -- Eisenhower Profe551¢nal
: | -
Development. }

(3) Title IV of the ESEA -- Safe and Drug-Free SchoolS'and
: : |

] |
(4) Title VI of the ESEA -- Innovative Education Program |

8




j Education Act.

Strategies.

(5) Part C of Title VII of the ESEA -- Emergency Immigrant

» Education. ‘ o I

i
(6) the Qarl,n. Perkins Vocational and AppliedTTechnology

The Ed-Flex Partnership State will not be authogized to

f waive any Federal statutory or regulatory requirement of the

|

52 above~referenced progfams or Acts felating to: (1) maintenance of

effort: (2): compérability of services; (3) the equltable

| partlcipation of students and professional staff in private

I

' schools; (4) parental partlclpatlon and involvement; and (5) the

: distributlon.of-funds to States or to local educational agencies.

‘ . !
In addltlon, Ed-Flex States will not be permitted to waive

‘ Federal civil rlghts requlrements or Federal health a%d safety

. requirements. v , i

AAV. What is the Duration of the Ed~Flex Walver Author1ty’

The Secretary. w111 approve an SEA‘S Ed-Flex walvFr authorlty

%for up to five years. The perlod may be extended if the SEA's

Zauthor1ty to grant waivers has been effectlve in enabllng the

istate or affected LEAs or schools to carry out thelr %eform

1
)
i
i

~authority at ény time if he determines, after notice and

» plans. 1In addition, the Secretary may terminate the waiver




and Budget (OMB) for its review. (44 U.S.C. 3504 (h)).

|
~ ' ) _ ]
|

opportunity for hearing, that an SEA’s perfdfmance has been
s ) ‘

inadequaté to justify thé continfration of the waivef%authority.

i

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980

.This notice involves information collection requirements.

'As required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, ghe
. ’ i

Department of Education will submit a copy of the application

requirements and selection criteria to the Office offManagement'

SEAs are eliQiblé to apply for the waiver authé%ity‘under.
this progfam. The Department ﬁéeds and‘uses ghe'inférmation in
determining which States Qill'be~designated.as EdeFléx
Partnership States under this program. The public'r%porting
burden for this collection of information is estimatéd to average
éo hours pér fespohse for‘approgimately.50,r§sponden§§, including
the time for reviewing instructions,.searching existihg.déta
sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, %nd
completing and reviewingAtheicollectibn of informatisn.

Organizationé and ‘individuals desiring to submié comments on
the'informatioh §ollection requiréménts should direcé them to the
Office of Information gnd Regulatory Affairsy‘OMB, Réom 10325,
New Executive Office Building,’Washington, D.C. 20505; Attention:

Daniel J. Chenok.

Dated: AN | 3 1995 R 1
|
|

Resi o @Sy

Richard W. Riley,
Secretary of Edugation.

i
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STATE POPULATIONS

I. STATES WITH POPULATIONS OF 3,500,000 OR GREATER

Arizona
california
Florida

Georgia
' " Illinois

i Indiana
3 Kentucky“oﬁ@h*}

Louisiana
Maryland*~wﬂ%mky 4’ 4.0
Massachusetts — i~ ="
Michigan

Minnesota

Missouri

New Jersey

New York

North Carolina

Ohio - W\A\,\{-‘k
Pennsylvania

Tennesse

Texas~wN?AAn%J

Virginia -
Washington

Wisconsin

ALSO

Puerto'Rico‘




STATES WITH POPULATIONS OF LESS THAN 3,500,000

Alabama
Alaska
Arkansas
ColoradowaM*LA
Connecticut
Delaware
Hawaii

Idaho

Iowa

Kansas

Maine

New Mexico
Mississippi
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
North Dakota
Oklahoma
G&seggn>

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota

Utah

Vermont L
West Virginia~WAM“ :
Wyoming

District of Columbia

Guam

American Samoa

Virgin Islands

Commonwealth of the Northern Marlanas Islands
Palau

Republic of the Marshall Islands

‘Federated States of Micronesia
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1. Eligibility

. The USED approved the Massachusetts Department of Education’s Goals 2000 State
Improvement Plan on May 10, 1995, fulfilling the requirement of Section 311 (e)(A).
The Plan, also considered the Commonwealth’s Five-Year Master Plan for education
reform, was approved by the Massachusetts Board of Education, Wthh serves as the
Goals 2000 State Panel, on March 1, 1995.

While Massachusetts state statutes are not in and of themselves waivable, they do not
contain specific restrictions or requirements as to how Local Education Agencies carry
out_educational programs and services to students in the Commonwealth. Rather, the
restrictions and requirements imposed on LEAs are found in the Board adopted

: " regulations, which the Commissioner and Board of Education have the authority to

; waive, while holding districts and schools within the State that are affected by such

‘ waivers accountable for the performance of the students. (Fulfilling the requirement of

Section 311 (e)(3)(B).) '

R

Three examples of broad state statutes and corresponding regulatory requirements are
included in the appendices, as they relate to: 1) physical education; 2) place of
attendance, discrimination; and 3) student learning time. (A full listing of all
Massachusetts regulations can be found in the appendices, as well.) |

. Massachusetts has greater than 3,500,000 in population and would qualify as one of
the three state educational agencies serving a population this size, that might be
selected as an Ed-Flex Partnership State.

II. . Educational Flexibility as Part of Systemic Statewide Education Reform

The Massachusetts Ed-Flex application fits into the broader context of statewidé: systemic
improvement initiated by the Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993, an? expanded in

'the Board of Education’s Five-Year Master Plan

The 1993 Reform Act established the statutory framework for a new type of relatlonshlp
among the state, school districts, and schools. The Act directed the Board of Educatxon and
Department of Education to develop state standards to hold every student, teac}}er
administrator, school, and school district accountable to high levels of performance While
the Act established new standard setting authority at the state level, it transfenred substantial
administrative authority from the district to the school-building level. E

By dividing standard-setting and administrative authority between the state and]schools
respectively, the Act made possible a fundamental shift in the state’s regulatory, environment.
Instead of traditional efforts to improve education through disjointed grants and regulations,
the Education Reform Act enacted deep structural changes to provide schools w1th
unprecedented flexibility so long as they achieve benchmark results.

i
|
|
|
|
{



. The Departmeﬁt of Education’s Fall 1993 Education Reform Implementation 'Plan set in

i

- And at the school level:

i

motion fifty-four initiatives that put in place the basic building blocks of this.,new system. A
* full account of what was accomplished during the first two years can be found in the First
~ Annual Education Reform Implementation Report. The critical accomphshments at the state

. level include:

1))

2)

D

2)

3)

I

Over 50,000 people participated statewide in the development 6f a Common
Core of Learning, defining what all students should know and be able to do;

Approximately 10,000 teachers are participating in a process m Wthh the
Common Core of Learning is being translated into curriculum frameworks in
each of the core subject areas. Each framework contams conteht standards for
grades 4, 8, and 10 which will form the basis for the new perf(lyrmance
standards embodied in the new statewide assessment system.

Educators at all levels participated in professional development|activities
regarding their new roles and responsibilities. The most fundamental changes
occurred for school principals who are no longer allowed to collcctlvcly
bargain, are given authority to hire and dismiss school personnel, and are
expected to lead school improvement efforts; [

School councils were established in every school providing teachers, parents,
community members, and, on the secondary level, students, a forum to work
with the principal and develop comprehensive school improvement plans;

‘ o
Applications were accepted for up to 25 public charter. schools (17 of which are
opening in September, 1995, and 8 more are scheduled to be oﬁened in '
September 1996). . | |

On March 1, 1995, the Board of Education adopted a Five-Year Master Plan t‘hat establishes a
"common structure to integrate Education Reform implementation with all other state and
‘federal programs, and projects the resulting eighty initiatives through the Year] 2000. The
‘Board’s Five-Year Plan is closely aligned with the USED’s three recent 1mt1at1ves Goals
2000, IASA, and School-to-Work. Significantly, the Five-Year Plan establishés a single
common planning framework for the Massachusetts Goals 2000 State Improveinent Plan, the
Consolidated State Plan, and the Ed-Flex Action Plan, as well as several other|state planning

and reporting requirements.




|
|

The Five-Year Master Plan was filed with USED as the Massachusetts Goals 2000 State
Improvement Plan on March 7, 1995, and the Goals 2000 Review Panel v1sxted Massachusetts
on March 30-31. The Plan was approved by Secretary Riley on May 10, 1995 Also in
May, the Department filed with USED two appendices to the Five-Year Plan, one which will
constitute the Preliminary Consolidated State Plan, and this document, the Maslsachusetts Ed-
Flex Action Plan. In July, the Five-Year Plan will be updated to reflect the final state
appropriations. , I|

In addition to establishing the general framework for the Board and Department to shift
emphasis from regulatory compliance to performance accountability, the Five-Year Plan
'outlines several specific initiatives that the Commonwealth will take over the next few years
that are directly related to the Massachusetts Ed-Flex Action Plan: ‘
T Initiative #38: Opportumty-to-Learn Standards, Regulations, and Comphance
' During the 1994-95 school year, the Board and the Department worked with the State
4 Commission on Regulatory Relief to conduct a comprehensive review ?f all state
education regulations. The initial results of this process will be to substantially reduce
redundant, obsolete, and extraneous regulations. A second phase will further
consolidate and streamline regulations and put in place a coordinated p'rocess to handle
all issues related to compliance, audits, complaint management, and waivers.

Initiative #24: School and District Improvement Plans: A major emphas1s of the
Five-Year Plan is to support school districts in the creation and 1mplementat10n of
comprehensive, school-based improvement plans. In much the same Wlfay that USED
encourages the creation of state improvement plans under Goals 2000, 'Massachusetts
will encourage school districts to develop comprehenswe plans to integrate initiatives
such as extended school time, elimination of general track, implementdtion of
Curriculum Frameworks, and introduction of educational technology iriito a single
planning framework. Massachusetts is piloting this effort this year with the seven
school districts that received Goals 2000 District Improvement Gram:s.i
In addition to supporting schools through incentive grants, connections tq_restructuring
nc:t(_\ygrﬁsz~ and technical assistance, the Department will encourage comprehenswe
planning through increased regulatory flexibility. In order for a school or a district to
be eligible for such regulatory relief, it will need to meet the followmg criteria

1) have a s d-improvement plan; 2) meet a base-level performanceg—/p

threshold; and 3) continue to make progress towatds state performance goals:




. Initiative #45: Charter Schools: The Massachusetts Reform Act of 1993 authorized
the state Secretary of Education to charter up to 25 new public schools (l)ut51de of the
purview of the district where the school is located. These 25 Charter Schools are to
be granted expanded regulatory relief to encourage innovation. Whereas other schools
will need to meet the above three criteria in order to be eligible for expémded
regulatory relief, the presumption will be to grant regulatory relief to charter schools
wherever possible.

A full descnptlon of each of these initiatives with annual objectives through the Year 2000
can be found in the body of the Five-Year Master Plan.

i
III. Massachusetts’ Contribution to Educational Fleleility JI

A. Authority to Regulate and to Waive Regulations ‘ ’

The Massachusetts General Laws define the powers and duties of the State Boz{u'ci of .
Education. Mass. Gen. Laws Chapter 69, Section 1B, as amended by the Educatlon Reform’
Act of 1993, authorizes the Board to "promulgate regulations as necessary" to fulﬁll the
purposes of the state education statutes. ‘Section 1B specifies that the Board’s regulatlons
"shall be promulgated so as to encourage innovation, flexibility and accountablhty in schools

émd school districts."

In keeping with this leglslatlve dlrecnve the Board’s regulations promote local initiative in
seekmg waivers from regulatory requirements, when the school district can det!nonstrate that
1ts proposal will be consistent with statutes and will provide students with the educatlonal
opportunities to which they are entitled. Waiver authority by the Board is mherent in all of
the regulations it promulgates. In some regulations, a specific waiver process 1s included.

I
For example, the Massachusetts special education regulations (603- CMR 28. OG at §204)
contain the following provision: —_—

i

Each school committee [school board] may submit in writing a proposél for
approval by the Department for the satisfaction of any requirement in these
regulations in a manner different from that specified in these regulations. The
P Department may approve such. proposal if it shows substantial promise of
' contributing to improvements. in the methods for meetlng the. goals of these
regulations and if such proposal does not conflict with any provision of law.
No such proposal shall be implemented until approved by the Department.

| ' : I be : ‘ |




Similarly, the Student Learning Time Regulations adopted by the Board in December 1994
state, at 603 CMR 27.06(a):

The Board of Education may, upon the written application of a school
committee [school board] and the recommendation of the Commissioner of
Education, grant a waiver of any requirements set forth in 603 CMR 27.00 for
good cause. School committees are encouraged to apply for waivers, as
needed, to permit the district to initiate mnovatwe programs or schedules
intended to 1mprove student learning. i

B. Regulatory Reform

The Massachusetts Board of Education has initiated several actions to reform and streamline
the state regulations affecting public schools in Massachusetts. ‘The Board’s g(!)al is to reduce
‘administrative burdens on schools by assuring that every regulation is necessary, clear,
current, and advances Education Reform for the benefit of students.

At its April 25, 1995 meeting, the Board of Education voted its intent to repeal eleven sets of

Tafions th . to consolidate what w four separafe sefs of regulafions on -
racxal imbalance and magnet school programs into one; and to amend the Massachusetts
Student Records Regulations to clarify and simplify them and make them consistent with
other laws. These proposed changes were disseminated for public comment, and ‘on June 20,
1995, the Board acted on the proposed repeal and amendment. ,

i

Over the next twelve months, working with the Commission on Regulatory Rehef appointed
by Governor William F. Weld under the Education Reform Act of 1993, the Board intends to] W M

review all other state education regulations to determine whether and how to amend simplify
and consolidate them, consistent with the goal stated above. The Commlssmn‘s first
prehmmary report is due out in the Summer of 1995.

C. Examples of Statewide Regulatory Flexibility and Local Interest

'1. (Special Education, Pursuant to the Provisions of Chapter 766, 603 CMR |28.00)

On June 22, 1994, the Williamstown Public Schools requested a waiver to permzt the school
district to organize the administration of special education in a manner dzﬁ’erent from the
requirements of the Massachusetts special education regulation which requzres a dedicated
position of "Administrator of Special Education". In its waiver request the district proposed
" creating a unified administrative structure through which the Superintendent would assume
the responsibility and accountability formerly assigned fo the Administrator of Special
Education. Those duties were proposed to be distributed among the Superzm‘endenr
Prznczpal Business Manager, Administrative Assistant for Special Education and Speech and

Language Pathologist.



http:CMR[28.00
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?The‘ proposal was based on the district’s belief that shared responsibility for s;lyecial education
leadership would promote a shared sense of accountability and ownersth for the educational
serv:ces of all children. |

v
4
i

“T he Department approved the waiver request on August 12, 1994, after compléting ‘an on-site

“visit to the district to validate the proposed design for the changed admznzstrm“zve leadership.
‘Ongoing monitoring of the district’s implementation of the waiver during the 1 994-95 school
year has focused upon the successful implementation of TEAM evaluation procedures
demonstration of public meetings held with all constituencies affected by the proposal.
Additionally, an internal evaluation plan was requested to document the effectiveness of the
alternative administrative arrangement. A summary of this evaluation will be reviewed during
‘a renewed on-site visit to the district on June 13, 1995, at which point the district will
propose a permanent approval of the waiver.

2 (Transitional Bilingual Education, Pursuant to Chapter 714, 603 CMR 13.80)

Massachusetts was the first state in the country to enact legislation requiring Transitional
Bilingual Education (TBE) in any school district with twenty or more Limited English
Proficient (LEP) children who speak the same language. Under this legzs!atzoh such students
are entitled to receive a full-time program of instruction in all those courses or programs that
a child is required by law to receive, in both the native language as well as in; ‘ English. The
intent of the legislation is to transition LEP students into English-only classrooms within three
years. In'the past, school districts were required to maintain a TBE program even if the
number of LEP students in that language group dipped below twenty. E B
On December 1 9, 1994, an urban school district in metropolitan Boston requested a waiver to
- .- permit the district to discontinue its Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) pr‘ogmm for
- Limited English Proficient Vietnamese students. The district stated that "the enrollment of

" Vietnamese students declined to 14 and there were indications that the number would further
decrease for the 1994-1995 school year." The request stated that "should the number of
Vietnamese Limited English Proficient students increase to 20 or more" the district would
once again implement a TBE program for this language group. Further, the dzstmct offered
to provide the state with progress reports documenting how the needs of the Vietnamese LEP
students are being met. ;

Based on thz's informatz‘oh the waiver was granted by the Commissioner on lezrch 1, 1995.

3. On March 31 1995 Commissioner Robert V. Antonucci lssued a notice to all
supermtendents prmclpals and other educational leaders throughout the state regardmg the
Department’s intention to apply to the USED for "Ed-Flex" status. In this notice, the -
Commissioner invited school and district leaders to offer suggestions regarding: specific
regulations that might be useful to have waived. The notice made clear what statutory or
regulatory requirements could not be wa1ved A copy of this notice can be found in the
appendices.




In addition to the notice, throughout the months of April and May, Deputy Commissioner
Dav1d Driscoll met with each of the Goals 2000 Advisory Councils. The purpose of these
‘meetings was to invite substantive feedback across constituency groups for the. Department’s
Five-Year Master Plan, as well as to continue and strengthen the dialogue regarding enhanced
flexibility and accountability in implementing local change. ' |

‘The responses the Department has received, both through written corresponderlce and public
‘meetings, clearly indicates a strong climate of interest in the educational comrriunity for
regulatory flexibility, while maintaining the respon51b111ty to be held accountable for
‘measurable results. ‘

D. Buxldmg Greater Capacity for Integration and FleXIblhty
The Massachusetts Department of Education has becn moving forward to wor1‘< with school
districts in an integrated fashion, encouraging both local and state-level educat?rs to view
students, schools and districts as a whole, rather than as a disjointed group of separate clients,
.programs, and funding sources. Key components of this initiative are: g

- Five-Year Master Plan -- The Five-Year Master Plan, approved by the State Board
of Education, is the blueprint for implementing education reform in Massachusetts.
For the first time, Massachusetts has established a common planning st:ructure for all
-state and federal programs related to early childhood, primary, secondary, vocational,
and adult basic education. This commen planning structure, which w1ll be updated
each year, allows the Department of Education to consolidate, pr1or1t1ze, and project
into the future all state and federal programs as they relate to xmprovmg student
learning. Further, because this document strongly illustrates the parallels between the
National Education Goals and state education reform, it has been approved by the
USED as the Massachusetts Goals 2000 State Improvement Plan |

- Consolidated State Plan -- In May, 1995, the Massachusetts Department of
Education submitted to the USED its Preliminary Consolidated State Plan as
authorized by the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994. Over the course of the
next several months, the Massachusetts Department of Education will work to develop
l
a Final Consolidated State Plan. The fortuitous opportunity to coordinate state and
federal appropriations with programmatic priorities will become a key étrategy for
implementing education reform in the Commonwealth.
. i
- Unified Grants Process -- As the Department of Education continues to streamline
its own grant application process, it provides local districts with the samne opportunity,
through one unified grants process. This process allows each district t@ access the
majority of its entitlement, allocation, continuation, and other noncompetltlve grants by

responding to one Unified Request for Proposal (RFP).
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- School Improvement and District Change Teams -- The Massachusetts Education
Reform Act of 1993 provides for a comprehensive strengthening of local school
system leadership for school improvement. Every school in the Commonwealth s
required to establish a school council that includes teachers, parents, and non-parent
community members, who work with the school principal to develop school
improvement plans. Such plans address improved student performance,,lmproved
teacher effectiveness, and improved school effectiveness. |

During the 1994-95 school year, the Commonwealth used Goals 2000 fanding to pilot
comprehensive district improvement planning in seven districts. Over the next four
years, a major focus of Department resources and technical assistance v\%ill be placed
on supporting districts in developing comprehensive improvement plans that strengthen

. the collaboration necessary for substantial school-based improvement.

To support the implementation of school-based innovation and change, this summer
the Department is promoting the establishment .of District Change Teams. These
leadership teams will be made up of superintendents, school committee members
program administrators,. principals, teachers, school council members, and community
partners. Through intensive summer institutes, these teams will: 1) explore the
components of the Education Reform Act; 2) expand their understanding of the
learning, teaching and assessment approaches of the curriculum frameworks and their
implications for system-wide change in districts; and 3) work to align dlStI‘lCt and
school improvement planning.

E. Process for Integrating State and Federal Regulatory Waivers Under Ed-Flex

As the Department continues to build the infrastructure for ongoing mnovatlomand systemlc

change, it is mtegratmg its process for granting waivers of state and federal regulatlons under
: Ed-Flex ' ‘

Slmllar to the eligibility requirement that only state’s with an approved State Improvement
Plan apply for Ed-Flex status, the Massachusetts Department of Education will; grant federal
walvers to only those schools and districts with approved Improvement Plans. |Further,
preference will be given to such schools and districts for all waiver requests, both state and

federal.

Schools or districts will request waivers for a one, three, or five year period.

i
N —— . i
|




'Should Massachusetts be designated to help pilot the Educational Flexibility P

|artnership

:Demonstration Site Program, the process for considering requests will work as follows:

1.

~ district liaisons to review the waiver request.

The Deputy Commissioner will have responsibility on waivers :for outreach
(e.g., outreach to school districts to encourage them to seek waivers that will
enhance flexibility, educational innovation, and improved studexl\lt outcomes),
and for intake (i.e., all waiver requests involving state or federal program
regulations will be channeled through the Deputy Comm1ssmner s office).
(See appendices for waiver appllcatlon )} 11

|
Working closely with the Associate Commissioners and the General Counsel,
the Deputy Commissioner will conduct the initial review of a wlaxver request, to
determine its nature and scope.

Based on that determination, the Deputy Commissioner will convene a meeting
of an "Ed-Flex Team" made up of key administrators, program staff, and/or

This "Ed-Flex Team" shall include individuals who are familiar with all state
and federal statutory and regulatory requirements, thus ensuring that granted
waivers do not impede the progress or success of other state or federally funded
programs. -

The Deputy and team will prepare a recommendation (including'a suggested
monitoring plan and timetable) for the Commlssmner who will xlnake the final
decision on the waiver request. |

Monitoring takes on two purposes: 1) On an annual basis, schools or districts
that have been granted waivers will be required to submit an annual report.
(See appendices.) When deemed appropriate by the Deputy Com'mlssmner
additional forms of assessment will also be used to measure the klaeneﬁts of the
waiver;-and 2) The Department of Education will track all requests for waivers,
assessing statewide trends and results, including an assessment of whether
waiver trends indicate that certain regulations are obsolete or need to be

amended. : i
1

|
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IV. Summary

Throughout this proposal, the Massachusetts Department of Education has aimed to
demonstrate that educational flexibility is not an end in itself. Rather, ﬂex1b111ty but must be
an integral part of an overall sustained effort and partnership among stakeholders in public
education to set the conditions that allow for improved performance among students and
educators.

Since the enactment of Education Reform two years ago, substantial work has been done
throughout Massachusetts to change the paradigm of what it means to educate i’dl children and -
youth, and to build the structures for implementing and supporting this vision. The Education
Reform Act, as described in Part II, will lead to a complete restructuring in how the state,
school districts, and schools conduct business in Massachusetts. Through standard -setting and
accountability, the Act has made possible a fundamental shift in the state’s regulatory
environment, providing schools and districts with unprecedented flexibility so long as they

.. +achieve benchmark results. - ‘ 1

. Becoming an Educational Flex1b111ty Par’mershlp Demonstration Site, as authorlzed by the

" Goals 2000: Educate America Act, not only fits into the broader context of systemic change
in Massachusetts, but maintains the promise of becoming a key pilot for educatlonal
innovation and flexibility nationwide. In many respects, Massachusetts is ahead of the game
in terms of standard setting, flexibility, and accountability. Designating Massachusetts an

- "Ed-Flex" state, combined with models of more traditionally regulated states, would offer a
variety of perspectives from which all states could gain better knowledge as to| the ongoing
educational innovation necessary for systemic change.

V. Appendices

» Massachusetts Board of Education’s Five-Year Master Plan

+ March 31, 1995 Ed-Flex Notice to School and District Leader;s
« First Annual Education Reform Implementation Report |
« Waiver Application

« Waiver Annual Report Form

» Massachusetts Regulations as of June 20, 1995

« Examples of State Statutes and Corresponding Regulations
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MEMORANDUM
To: Superintendents, Principals, and other Interested Parties

Ffom: ~ Robert V. Antonucci,
Commissioner of Education

Date: March 31, 1995

|
Re: Ed-Flex Partnership States . ;
|
|

I am writing to ask your assistance in a new initiative the Department is
undertaking. We plan to submit an application to the U.S. Department of
Education's (USED) Educational Flexibility Demonstration Program (Ed-Flex) in
May. Under this program, U.S. Secretary of Education Riley can grant u‘p to six state
Departments of Education the authority to waive certain federal statutory or
regulatory requirements. In essence, the Secretary will be transferring his authority
to grant waivers to the state.

Specifically, the federal programs included in this initiative are:

Title 1 (formerly Chapter 1)

Title II (Eisenhower Professional Development)

Title IV (Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities)
Title VI (formerly Chapter 2)

Part C of Title VII (Emergency Immigrant Education)
Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Act

The waiver authority is intended to assist states and local school| districts in
implementing state and local school improvement plans. de51gned to help all
students reach challenging academic standards.

It is important to note that Ed-Flex Partnership states will not be authorized to
waive the following statuary or regulatory requirements:

Maintenance of effort;

Comparability of services;
Equitable participation of students and professional staff in prl‘vate schools;
Parental participation and involvement, and '
The distribution of funds to local school districts.

S-"PP’!\’E“




In order to apply to be an Ed-Flex Partnership, a state must first have an approved
Goals 2000 State Improvement Plan. Massachusetts submitted as its Goals 2000 State
Plan, the Five Year Master Plan which is enclosed with this maﬂmg This Plan is
currently under review by USED and we ant1c1pate recelvmg approvaliin April.

As part of our apphcatlon for Ed-Flex status we would like to include concrete.
examples of regulations school districts would like waived. For example, Secretary
Riley recently granted Florida's Palm Beach County Schools a one year waiver of a
provision in the new Title I law that requires a school district to serve all schools
with percentages of poverty at or above 75 percent, including middle and hlgh
schools, before serving schools with lower poverty rates.

1
|

I am asking that you let us know of specific regulations in the program areas listed
above that you would find useful to have waived. Please" send s your
recommendations, including the specific federal program area, the regulatron and
how a waiver would help you improve teaching and learning in your school or

school district. Please send these recommendations by April 20 to:

David Driscoll, Deputy Commissioner ]
Massachusetts Department of Education
350 Main Street
‘Malden, MA 02148

If you have questions regarding this initiative, please call Jane Thomas at (617)
388-3300 ext. 380. ‘




|
|
|

Goals 2000 1
Education Flexibility Partnership Demonstration Slte

Waiver Application

‘Please respond to each of the following sections. For each category, restate tﬁe question at
-the top of the page. Responses must be no more than one page per section. |

1.  WAIVER(S):
Describe the. State, or Federal regulatory requirement(s) which must be modified or

waived as a means towards improving student learning at your site.
Indicate whether the request is for a one, three, or five year period.

!

2. RATIONALE: |

Explain the rationale behind the waiver request, and how and why modifying or
waiving such statutory or regulatory requirement(s) will assist your school or district in
achieving measurable goals towards improved student learning. This sectzon should
include how the waiver’s overall intent fits into school or district 1mprqvement plans.

3.  CONSTITUENCY SUPPORT:

. Describe the processes used to build constituency support for this imtiative, and how
, such support shall be maintained.

4. STRATEGIES:

Describe how waiving such requirement(s) will serve as a strategy for helping students
reach higher learning standards, and what other annual strategies or actiyities would
supplement a granted waiver. }

| | -
5. - ASSESSMENT: ‘ v‘
Explain how, on an annual basis your site will monitor the effect of thel waiver on

student learning. Provide the major indicators of student learning and educatlonal
performance that will be used on an annual basis. |

|
|
|
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. Goals 2000
Educational Flexibility Partnership Demonstration Sllte
; y |
i
|
|

- Annual Report

‘Please respond to each of the following sections. For each category, restate the question at

;the top of the page. Responses must be no more than one page per section.

1.

STRATEGIES: , | |

|

|
WAIVER(S): |
, [ ‘
Indicate the State or Federal regulatory requirement(s) that were waive'éi by the
Massachusetts Department of Education in order for your site to work towards

improved student learning.
|
ABSTRACT: : !
Provide an overview of the conditions at your site (school or district) at the time the
request for waiver(s) was granted, and how those conditions have or have not changed
over the course of the past year, as they relate to the waiver.

!
l
i
CONSTITUENCY SUPPORT: §
| |

How has public support for the conditions affected by the waiver char{ged or not
changed over the course of the past year? What measurable. indicators of support has

your site employed? ‘ ;

. . - |
Describe how and why the waiver has served (or not served) as a strategy towards
improved student learning at your site. Include strategies and act1v1txes that were
initiated to supplement the waiver.

|
: |
ASSESSMENT: |

~ What are the measurable indicators of student learning your site has ulsed to determine

the success of the Ed-Flex pilot? Are the outcomes of the pilot in lme with the
expectations? How or how not?
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8.
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Vocational Education
Certification of Educational Personnel
Regulations for Kindergarten

Physical Education

School Finance Regulations

: 1
Certification of Supervisors of Attendance

l

Transitional Bilingual Education 3

Racial Imbalance and Magnet School Proirams

‘ I
Approval of Private Special Education Schools that
Serve Publicly-Funded Students

Regulations Governing Payment of Spec1al Education

Costs for Metco Students ]

b
t

Regulations Pertaining to Student Recor?s

Access to Equal Educational Opportunity&
|

Student Learning Time ‘ , |
Chapter 766 - Comprehensive Special Edu%ationA
Nutrition Education and -School Food Ser#ices

Massachusetts Testing Program
Fiscal Accountability for Grant Programé
Anti-Hazing Reporting
Evaluation of Teachers and Administratofs'
.School Construction |
School Distr%ct Reorganization i
School Employees Collective Bargaining

School Choice Transportation Reimbursement

Recertification
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: Kansas State Board of Education
Request for Educational Flex Waivers Authority

Purpose:
The Kansas State Board of Education submits the following request for Ed-Flcx Waiver
authority as a means of assisting local schools and districts implement the Kansas

improvement plan. !

Backeround-Kansas Educational Improvement Plan |
' |
Kansas has a history of educational reform efforts which date back more than ten years.
The Kansas State Board of Education has been involved in strategic planning,
development of curriculum reform measures, development of interactive
telecommunications systems, revision of cerification procedures and requirements and
- implementation of a statewide continuing mpmvemcnt process for all schools These
measures have occurred within'a cooperative partnership under the leadership of the
Kansas State Board of Education and the Commissioner of Education with the support,

commitment and involvement of legislators, state education organizations, business
groups, parents, community groups and other interested individuals and groups.

The basic foundation for Kansas education reform rests on two important perspectives.
First, the future well-being of Kansas citizens rests on the state's ability to engage in
economic development, workforce development and educational reform. The state must
promote a more diversified and values-added economy. Workforce development must
focus on career planning, career preparation and career development for youth and adults
to provide a high-skills, productive, high-wage workforce. Central to the attamment of
the economic goals is the reform of educational and training institutions whlch can
prepare youth and adults with high levels of academic, workplace, thinking, knowlcdge-
application and knowledge-development skills. In short, the preparation of world-class
people is an essential task for the present and the future of individuals and the conditions
of Kansas.

A related perspective of the Kansas educational reform effort is the need for contmuous
learning organizations and learning communities. Schools must be dynamic
organizations which not only provide all students with excellence in teaching and
learning, but also are involved in assessing progress, identifying problems, and
developing and implementing plans which improve the conditions for ch11drcn and youth
in schools and communities. 1
These two perspectives of the needs for high levels of human resource development or
human capital and the need for continuous collaborative learning and improvement
provide the foundation for Kansas educational improvement efforts. f
. : i
Components of Kansas Educational Reform |
; - |
- The major premise of the Kansas State Board of Education's philosophy is that all
citizens must be involved in their own learning and development and the lcarmng of
others. The Board's mission for educational reform, developed in 1989, is:
To prepare each person with the living, learning, and working skills and values
necessary for caring, productive, and fulfi Ilmg participation in our evolving,
global soczety




i

Thc mission is supported by seven Strategic Dxrecuons which are similar to

e National
Education Goals. They include the following. : :

Kansas Strategic Directions

— B

* Support families and young chlldren through quahty early chlldhood
programs for all children |
+ Strengthen parental involvement in schools and communities - |
+ Implement results-oriented curriculum and instruction which focus | ‘
on learner outcomes
* Provide safe, nurturing, and technologlcally-advanced learning environments
which meet the needs of all diverse groups ||
Provide quality staff and orgamzatlonal development J }'
i
|

Create learning communities -
Strengthen involvement of business and industry.in education

: |

The process developed for the achievement of these directions is known as the Quality
Performance Accreditation process. The major focus of the Quality Performance
Accreditation process is the improvement of student learning and achlcvcment The
Kansas improvement plan is also designed to provide an operational framcwork for the
management and implementation of activity which will lead to the contmuous
improvement of education of all Kansas students. The philosophy of continuous
improvement is actualized as schools assess their needs, develop goals and plans
implement plans, and assess their levels of progress. State teams work with districts to
assist their improvement efforts. !

. 1

Impact of Is2 ;

A number of reform activities were in place pnor to the receipt of the Goals 2000
Planning Grant. A first set of content standards had been developed, four state
assessments had been designed and given (mathematics, reading, science, and writing),
cluster sites for interactive telecommunications were in place, integration of ‘academic
and occupational curriculum was underway, and many state policies and actions which
supported educational reform efforts had been adopted. ||

The implementation of Goals 2000 provided an opportunity for further spcafym g and
refining reform activities, for extcndmg the involvement of educators, busmcss pcrsons
parents, community groups and citizens in the planning process and for developmg
information and technical assistance materials which can support educational reform.

Goals 2000 has strengthened and extended educational reform. The goals of the Goals
2000 program fit within the existing state reform efforts and provide some coherence to
the overall program. These include the following. ! )

Goal 1 - Development of an active reform program for i 1mprov1ng and cxtcndmg thc
teaching leaming process. . ‘ |
|

Implementation Objective 1.1 To continue to develop and monitor a statewide consensus

as to challenging content standards and benchmarks I
' ‘ |

Implementation Objective 1.2 To continue to refine and disseminate Kan sa:s content

- standards

Implementation Ob_]ccuvc 1.3 To continue to develop and 1mp1cmcnt mstmcuonal
strategies which can increase and extend the quality and power of instructional methods
and programs. 2



|
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Implementation Objective 1.4 To expand and refine the Kansas state assessments and
procedures . , |

Implementation Objective 1.5  To implement SCANS standards and skills standards in
K-14 educational programs, integrating academic, career, and vocauona}/techmcal
education {

o
Goal 2; The implementation of leadership and management change orientation systems

Implementation Objective 2.1 To improve and extend area and local professional
development programs 1'
Implementation Objective 2.2 To involve higher education institutions and
teacher/administrator preparation programs in preservice and advanced education which
prepares educators for professional excellence in teaching and learning- (standards,
curriculum development, instruction and assessment); managing and leadin g
(organizational excellence); and community outreach (systems excellence) |

, { _
Implementation Objective 2.3 To continue the implementation of Kansas Quality
Performance Accreditation in all schools as a means of planning, unplcmcnung, and
evaluating continuous improvement ' : ,

Goal 3: The development of community outreach and learning cornmunitie%

Implementation Objective 3.1 To expand the fiber optic networks and interﬁactive
learning opportunities with Kansas, accessing the United States and the world

Implernentatioh Objective 3.2 To continue the professional development ofjteachers in
the use of technologies for improving and extending learning opportunities

Implementanon Objective 3.3 To strengthen collaboration among Kansas health, social
service, justice, other relevant entities ( e.g. Bureau of Indian Affairs), and employment
systems in providing quality services for children and youth : i

Implementation Objective 3.4 To expand the Parents as Teachers Programs implement
the early childhood education standards, expand early childhood education programs
through collaboration and multiple funding opportunities, and continue to support parent
involvement initiatives that strengthen the teaching/learning process of you? g children.

The Goals 2000 plan has provided focus to and extension of the Kansas xmprovemcnt or .
educational reform plan. The primary need at this time is to focus on cfforts and -
activities which support the implementation of the Kansas Improvement plan The focus
of effort and activities can be supported by the state process which could grant waivers to
requirements which may not support the achlcvemcnt of Kansas rcfoxm goals as directly
as would be desirable.




School Improvement Process
Through the Quality Performance Accreditation process the State has established:
» Three school and district process outcomes
« Five student performance outcomes

+ Twenty six standards related to the process and student outcomes. -

+ Twenty one non-duplicative state, as well as locally~dcveloped mchcators to measure
progress . . ,

The school i 1rnprovement process is the basis for i 1mprov1ng Kansas schools under the
Quality Performance Accreditation system. Local education agencies have the latitude to
investigate a variety of systems/models and to adopt/adapt/create one that ﬁts]thcu
unique needs. This process is to focus on the academic achievement of Kansas students,
ensuring equitable, individualized learning opportunities that meet both the umque and
shared needs of all students, including all students of diverse population groups

Quality Performance Accrcd1tauon addresses school unprovement accountablhty, and
individual performance at the building level.

Quality Performance Accreditation requires schools to develop improvement plans. This
includes a needs assessment, a plan for improving weak areas, evaluation of the progress
toward meeting the plan, and a report to the local and state boards on progress made in

accomplishing what was planned.

Quality Performance Accreditation is structured around five focus areas:

1. School and district outcomes related to the process of continuous
improvement. :

2. Community-based programs/the learning community concept. §

3. Human resource development/staff training and retraining.

4. World class standards of academic performance through rnastcry o{f essenual
~ skills.

5. World class standards of academic performance through an mtcgrzited
curricular approach.

Within each of the five focus areas, outcome measures of student success have been
designated by the Kansas State Board of Education. Standards of acceptable levcls of
excellence and indicators of the standard's status have been identified for each state -
outcome or goal. In addition to the state standards and indicators for each outcome,
Kansas districts and schools must identify and work toward locally-determined standards
and indicators, as needed, to support a comprehensive school program. The combination
of state and local indicators assure accountability to the community and parents of each
respective school system, the Kansas State Board of Education, and the Legislature.
Student data are analyzed and reported, both locally and statewide, in a disaggregated
format (that is, according to race, gender, socioeconomic status, and any other

4 1
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appropriate category representative of the schoolfcommumty profile). Pcnochc on-site
auditng systematically checks progress toward achieving both school and student
improvement and progress toward state identified outcomes and results.

Writine the School I Pl

The school improvement plan rests on a foundation provided by thc mission statement,
the district learner exit outcornes and the school profile. The school improvement plan
serves as an action plan, or blueprint, for improving student performance. It‘must be
research-based and it must address the outcomes and standards for Quality Performance
Accreditation. The following questions will be useful in writing the school improvement
plan:

|

« What data were identified in the school profile that mdlcated a need for improvement
or maintenance? . t

« What outcome(s) is targeted for improvement or maintenance? |
i

+ How will the targeted outcome(s) be evaluated to determine if unprovcmcnt has taken
place? | ‘

+ How will the outcome(s) be cvaiuated if performance is to be maintained?é
» Were multiple asséssmcnts used to provide Uiangulatcd dam?

+ What population has reached a maintcnaﬁcc level in an outcome(s)?

« What evidence will be collected to dctcrrmnc if the strategies or mtcrvcnuons have
resulted in improved student performance or have resulted in maintaining student
performance? -

» Whois respons:blc for 1mplementmg the strategles or 1ntcrvcnn0ns and for reporting

results for accreditation purposes?
{

» What resources (human, material, monetary, time) are needed to cffcctively implement
the strategies or interventions?

+ What are the timelines for implementing and evaluating the strategies or interventions?

» What specific strategies or interventions have been selected to improve the|targeted
outcome(s)? . ;

« What specific population(s) has been identified as needing improvement?

+ Each school must develop and submit to the local and State boards of educauon
specific plans for achlevm g its improvement plan outcomes. The improvement plan will

include:

- statement of the i 1mprovcment plan outcomes pursucd and their relat:onshlp to State
Board outcomes and local outcomes

- strategies to achieve the improvement plan outcomes

- person(s) responsible for implement each action

S
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|

- timeline for achieving the improvement plan outcomes f
|

- ways to measure progress toward the improvement plan outcomes ‘ _

- staff development plans which address the improvement plan outcomes related to
student exit outcomes ‘ 1

- resources (ime and money) needed, as well as those a.ntmxpated for sch'ool
improvement plan implementation and staff development

+ Each school will solicit faculty, communlty and school site councﬂ endorsement of
the draft school improvement plan. : o @ A

Writing a school improvement plan is not a short-term process nor does it guarantee an
overnight resolution of problems faced by a school and its community. The plan evolves
from a lengthy process based on using local data and national research, and tht: school
community must solicit faculty, community, parents, and school site councﬂ endorsement
of the school improvement plan. Once the plan is in place, it is essential that a reasonable
time be allowed for achieving the improved student performance. If revisions are
needed, the changes should be based on updated or new data neﬂected in thelrevised
school profile. v 1
{
. . : !
for th nsas Ed-Flex Proposal ;

The Kansas Improvement plan outlined above has been in stages of development and is
moving toward installation in the 300 plus Kansas districts. While the i intent of Federal
and State regulations is generally supportive of the educational reform plan,.there are
some cases where regulations do not permit the utilization of resources to maxnmze and
coordinate efforts to ensure that all students are provided with the opportunities necessary
for higher levels of learning and achievement. . !

The priorities of Kansas educational reform remain on the following activities:

« The continued implementation of the Kansas Quality Performance Accreditation
process as a means of achlevmg systemic change in districts. |

!
« The continued refinement and dissemination of content standards and their integration

into the curriculum scope and sequence of districts. : ]
]

+ The development of more targeted, systemic professional development which can
increase teachers curriculum and instructional excellence, :

o

+ The continued development of curriculum and acnvmes whxch integrate SCANS skills
and career planning and exploranon into the K-12 curriculum for all students

+ The continued efforts to 1ntegrate academlc occuparxonal and knowledge? apphcauon
skills in secondary education programs. 1
f
» - - " . . [
+ The expansion of the fiber optic networks and learning opportunities for Kansas
students and communities.

+ The continued-professional development of teachers in the use of information
technologies for,improving and extending learning opportunities.

6
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+ The strengthening of collaboration among Kansas health, social service, justice,
employment systems and other relevant groups in providing quality services for children
and youth

» The expansion of the involvement of Parents as Teachers, carly childhood education,
and other ways of supporting the learning of young children.

The above listing provides examples of purposes which would need to be met in the
granting of waivers to LEAs. ) ; z

|
The Kansas Ed-Flex Proposal has been discussed with the State Board of Education, and
all superintendents were notified of the State's intention to seek waiver authority under
Ed-Flex and asked for their input and comments. The State Goals 2000 Panel, which
includes parents and parent organization mprescntanvcs, has also endorsed the waiver

process.

The SEA waiver process is dcmgncd to grant individual waivers on a case-by-case basis
to districts that demonstrate the Federal or State regulation/statutes create barriers to
carrying out the education reform plan in an effective way. Waivers will not be granted
which would reduce or eliminate maintenance of effort; comparability; equltablc
participation of students and teachers in private schools; distribution of funds!to States,
Title X/Part C Charter School requirement; safety requirements; prohibition of use of
State aid funds for religious worship or instruction; prohibition of restrictions -regarding
construction; or rcquuemcnts relaung the basic purposes or goals of programs

Wmvcrs would be granted in those cases where the 1mplcmentat10n of the Kansas
Educational Improvement plan is supported by allowing greater flexibility in cheral and
State requirements. Examples of barriers which might be waived are (1) allc:swmg
schools greater flexibility in the design and impleimentation of schoolwide programs of
ESEA Tide I, (2) providing services to only pre-selected student groups, (3) usmg ESEA
Tide II funds to support general curriculum and instructional needs and content areas
other than mathematics and science, (4) extending Drug Free Schools programs to a
broader student and staff audience, (5) the expanding of Tech Prep programs; to lower
grade levels to benefit students at a earlier age, (6) supporting joint funding and services
for early childhood education programs, (7) expanding the Emerging Imnngrant
Education program to rural areas, and (8) other Federal program requuements related to
funding equipment purchase and reporting which would enable Kansas schools to better
meet the established high performance standards that drive the state reform efforts.

The Kansas Quality Performance Accreditation process provides a method of% monitoring
the value and use of waivers to meet measurable goals. It requires that schools develop
improvement plans, which irclude a needs assessment, a plan for improving | weak areas,

- evaluation of progress toward meeting the plan, and a yearly report to local and state

- boards on progress made in accomplishing what was planned.

Quality Pcrformancc Accreditation is structured around five focus areas:

1. School and district outcomes related to the proccss of continuous
1rnprovcment

2. Community—bascd programs/the learning community concept.
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3. Human resource development/staff training and retraining. -

4 World class standards of acadermc pczfonnancc through mastcry of essential
skills. ,

5. World class standards of academic performance through an mtegrated
curricular approach. .

Within each of the ﬁve focus areas, outcome measures of student success have been
designated by the Kansas State Board of Education. Standards of acceptable levels of
excellence and indicators of the standard's status have been designated for cach state
outcome or goal. In addition to the state standards and indicators for each outcomc
Kansas districts and schools must identify and work toward locally-dctermmcd standards
and indicators, as needed, to support a comprehensive school program. The combination
of state and local indicators assure accountability to the community and parents of each
respective school system, the Kansas State Board of Education, and the Leglslature

Accountability is further ensured by the development of individual School Improvement
Plans and a requirement of a yearly report to the State Board of Education. The annual
report requires annually updated information regarding the required state indicator data.
Each school makes public disclosure at least once a year to the community inthe primary
languages of the community. In addition, state accountability data, which include
samples of school records, student dropout data, state assessment results; norm-
referenced and criterion-referenced assessments; and performance-based assessmcnts
(portfolios, direct writing, work samples, mathematics, and science fair pmJects teachers'
observations, and interviews) provide a relatively strong indication as to whether
improvement goals have been reached. I

State regulatory requirements would aiso be cons1dered for wa1ver on the same basis that
Federal requirements might be waived. When a school or district demonsrrates that a
requirement presents a barrier not related to the areas of non-waiver provision, state
regulations would be waived. .

Public Involvement
The SEA sought public input through the followm g activities:

» All LEAs were notified of the waiver provisions and input was rcquestcd through a
survey. _

» Presentation and discussions were conducted with the State Board of Education to‘ seek
their input, and approval to pursue an Ed-Flex Plan. ,

 Presentation and discussions were also conducted with the State Goals 2000 Panel to
seek their input and how waivers are related to the Goals 2000 Plan.

* A series of workshops were conducted throughout the State involving over 700 local
school personnel in which waiver provisions were discussed and input reccxved
The various committees, panels, and boards all consisted of parents, community
representation, and advocacy groups. ‘




The Kansas Supreme Court has establxshed “ The adoption by the people of this State of the 1966
amendment to Amcle 6 of the Kansas Constitution vested broad powers of supewlslon in the state
board of education.” These broad powers of supervision are self-executing. I

“A self-executing provision of a constitution is a prowsmn requiring no supplcrncmary lchSIathI] to
make it effective and leaving nothing to be done by the legislature to put it in operation.” State ex

relv, Board of Education, 212 Kan.482(1973). ,

Based upon the broad powers granted to the Kansas State Board of EducatioA by the state
constitution the State Board of Education has the authority to adopt rules and regulations regarding
accreditation of schools and the certification of school personnel. The State Board of Education
clearly has the constitutional authonty to grant waivers from these regulauons It also is granted
the authority to waive statutory provxsmns rcgardmg altemanvc schools and charter schools.

The local boards of education in Kansas are to provide for the development, operanon and
nmaintenance of the public schools, subject to general supervision by the state board. Current
accreditation regulations contain the major provisions governing local schools, and which the State
Board can waive, such as: »

procedures for accrediting schools l
policies and programs . !
organization |
special, exemplary or 1nnovat1ve programs: waivers of regulations |
distance learning
summer school programs
administration

staff : } ;
guidance i’
special education

library media programs

the granting credit
independent study programs
work experience programs
adult education

graduation

interscholastic activities

i
|
I
i
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New regulations are currently being dcvelopcd by the State Board of Education to implement a
new method of accrediting schools in Kansas, known as Quality Performance Accreditation. This
new school improvement process is based on state standards, student outconfes and state/local
indicators. Schools will be accredited based on increased student pcrformancc and other
state/local indicators. Also, included are rewards and sanctions established by the State Board of
Education. A

SEA Waiver Process

The SEA waiver authority process will consist of notifying all LEAs of state gand federal
provisions included in the authorizing statues. LEAs that wish to participate in the
waiver application process will be sent appropriate materials for completion and
submxssxon to the SEA Waiver Committee for action. The SEA Waiver Committee will

!
I
i
\
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grant waivers on a by case by case basis with final approval by the State Board of
Education. The SEA will not grant a statewide waiver for all LEAs. Ind1v1dual LEAs

must specify in their apphcauon which federal and state provision(s) waiver authorlty is
being requested. o ‘ ,

The SEA may, in some cases, provide waivers to LEAs regarding the pmvxsléns in
GEPA and EDGAR if they are deemed to inhibit local improvement efforts needed to
implement state and local reform efforts. ,

The Kansas State Department of Education will establish a waiver cormmttee' consisting
of the following: ,

+ Assistant Cornmissioner}of Leaming Sefvices
+ Assistant Commissioner of Lifelong Learning S
+ Team Leader, Progfam Support Services | : ,

» Team Leadef, Outcomes Education. '

+ Team Leader, Planning, Research, and Evaluation

Other SEA staff will provide input and recommendations to the comrmttee as needed
related to specific issues, such as certification, early childhood education, bilingual
education, special education, vocational and technical education, etc. The Walver
Committee will meet monthly to act on waivers and submit recormncndauonsl to the
Commissioner for final action. The Waiver Comnnttee will also ccnsuier requests for
waivers from state regulations.

|

. ﬁiten’a which will be used to consider waivers include the following: i

. . i
* Are the waivers requested needed to implement state/local reform initiativesl?

» Does the request contribute to helping all students reach high standards and include the
needs of high-risk populations?

/ To what extent will the‘ waiver enhance the local educational agency's ability to
implement activities directed toward their school improvement plan as deveIOped
through Goals 2000 and Quality Performance Accreditation? i

» To what extent do the waivers relate to the outcomes and mdxcators set fonh in Quality
Performance Accreditation document?

Evaluat ] A bil

LEAs receiving waiver authority will be held accountable primarily through the results
from state assessments. Student results from the content areas will be analyzed for

positive growth for all students affected IS not demonstrating the

State Board's esiablished annual benchmarks for progress within a two yéar period witl

not be granted continued waiver authority. ; -
[ . | |
. Inaddidon to Sta ments, schools will select two locally determined indicators and
.~ speciy expected levels of improvement for each indicator to demonstrate i 1mpact on

: . A ! .
1
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students affected by the waivers. Local 1nd1cators might mcludc but are not! limited, to

thz following:

improvement plan;

= graduation rate;

i

_~+ dropout rate;
» attendance rate;

_= low or declining number of violent acts against teachers and students;

T continuous studcnt improvement in areas targeted in each school’s locally-developed

- -« student performance on locally-developed tests in communications, math science,

and social studies;

. -~ + number of students passing advanced math and science in mgh school

~« student mastery of algebraic concepts

These indicators will be included in Lea’s request for a waiver and also used by the SEA
as a criteria for awarding waivers. !

The SEA has established a monitoring process for Quality Performance Accrednauon
which includes two on-site visits within a four year cycle. The waiver process would be
included as a part of the on-site review. I

Timeli

|

I
i

The following activities, products, and timelines are provided as a general schedule of
activities, but is recognized that some modlﬁcauons may be necdcd }

Dates

May 1995

June 1995
Aug. 1995 to Feb. 1996

Sept. 1995 to Mar. 1996
April 1995 to May 1996

June 1995 to July 1996

Activities

SEA waiver committee
meetings

SEA waiver committee
meetng

Waiver committee mtg.

Submit waiver request.
with recommendation
to State Board for action

Follow-up on short term
evaluation of waiver
impact

A

Review and analysis

" of local evaluation

of waivers

Comments and Involvement
The Goals 2000 Panel and the State Tearns 1rnplcrnentmg Quahty Performancc
Accreditation hold hearmg and briefings ‘or site visits ‘around the state on a regular basis.

11

Products i

Development of local
waiver apphcauon and
procedures i

" Notification to all schools

of SEA waiver f)rocedures

: Wawcr request | {

from LEA/schm’ols
Monthly list to iState Board

|
1‘

Development of evaluation
feedback form to be '
submitted by grlantces

Report to State Board on

“ year one of Ed-Flex

results,frecomrm;tnda'tions
‘ !
|
|

i
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Notices of these hearings or visits w111 include the announcement that 1nd1v1duals or
groups wishing to comment on the waivers are invited to do so. An announicemcnt will
also be made that comments wﬂl be received at any time by the Kansas State Board of
Education. . j

Programs or Acts Covered by Ed-Flex
The Kansas State Board understands that waivers may be applied only té the following.

(1) Title 1 of the Elementary and Sccondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) ‘
Disadvantaged Children

(2) Title II of the ESEA - Professional Development .
(3) Title IV of the ESEA - Safe and Drug-Free Schools

(4) Title VI of the ESEA - Innovative Education Program Strategies

(5) Part Cof Title VII of the ESEA - Emergency Immigrant Education
: ; !
(6) The Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act

12
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» Note to Mike S.. Mike C.. and Gerry T. . ;
; - . , |

I just wanted to call to your attention the attached article on' Ed-Flex that wa% in the 2/23/96
! edition of Ed Daily. -
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Specter Seeks Money To Boost Educatlon (Cont. from pii)

While finding $3. 3 billion is thkely to pmtect
ED from all losses, it is the ] Iugh-water mark in
recent Cap1tol H111 talks to ease cuts proposed
for ED s

* for ED than the. Senate’s, 80 any extra fundmg
the Senate ﬁnds ceuld be bargamed away ina
. eompronnse ,

Specter’s- letter sald‘he plans to ask Education .
Secretary Richard Riley and his counterparts-

in Labor and HHS for suggestions on where to
spend any extra money avallable for th1s year.’

ED ofﬁmals yesterday dechned oomment on’
- where they would like to see extra money go.

‘ Specter-canoeled -a hearing scheduled for
Wednesday in which Cabinet members would
have spelled out their recommendations, but

told Panetta he would reschedule it once OMB

has found the savings.

“It made no sense having a hearing '1f we didn’t
have a solution,” a Specter spokesman saxd
yesterday

I R

' “The [$]3 3 bllhon [for the three departments]

is the largest number I've heard thrown out

~  there,” said Violet Boyer, president of the Com-
mittee for Education Funding and assistant

vice president for congressional relations for
the National Association of Independent Col-
leges and Universities. “It’s not restoring -
everything to [fiscal 19]95 levels, but 1t’s mov-

‘ing in the right direction.”

Specter and other appmpriétors are trying to
finalize spending for fiscal 1996, which started

Oct. 1,1995. ED and etherlagenmes without

1996 spendmg laws are operatmg through
March 15 under a stopgap. Ilneasure (ED,

- Jan. 26) -—-Dav1d Hoff

QEd Flex Off To Slow Start, As Schools Test New Muscle

Pilot states have granted few schools’ requests
with new authority to waive federal rules, but
they expect to shift into a higher gear soon.

" The five states in the Education Flexibility (Ed

'Flex) Partnership Demonstration program had

granted only eight waivers as of last ‘week, but . -

state officials say the numbers will rise once
schools see the potential.

“The tradltmn of schools is to follow the rules,
not to try to find a way to break them,” said
Alan Safran, chief of staff for Massachusetts’
education commissioner. Once school officizls
see how they can use the waivers, “we’ll get a
ﬂood of” requests

! Fmdmg Flex1b1hty : ,
Even with the lack of waivers, Ed Flex is en-
couraging schools to stretch administrative
muscle they dxdn’t realize they had.,

Oregon told 16 school districts that applied

they did not need waivers to make the changes

they sought. Many of the school officials still
assumed that former federal policies remained
intact, such as the requirement that schools
have poverty rates exceeding 90 percent before
they could become a schoolwide program under
’I‘ltle L ‘

That meets ¥Ed Flex’s ultimate goal—helping

~ far—and is expecting. more
-March 1 deadline for the third round of

dlstncts operate with. fewerl constraints—fed-
eral officials coordinating the effort say.

“Whether or not this is somet;hmg that leads to

- lots and lots of waivers, it does focus on the

fact there is a lot of ﬂexxblhty there” that peo-
ple don’t know about, said Bill Kincaid, a spe-
cial assistant to Edur'atxon Undersecretary
Mike Smlth . : ?

~Ed Flex allows Massachusetts Oregon, Ohio,
-Kansas and Texasto walve rules for federal K—
12 programs, such as Title I, professional de-

velopment and vocational educatmn

* The Education Department is reviewing Ver-
. mont’s applica‘tion for the last of six Ed Flex

spots created in the Goals 2000 school reform

law (ED, Feb. 13).

Gettmg Started
Kansas has awarded five W;*alvers—the most so
applications by a

awards.

Four of Kansas’ waivers went to"I‘ltle I schools
that wanted to become schoolwide projects,
which lets principals blend K-12 money to up-

grade their cumculum R
I {more)

!
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Ed Flex Off To Slow Start As Schools Test New Muscle (Cont) *

The waiver recipients had poverty rates that -
put them close to qualifying for the status this
year and would have been eligible when criter-
ia broaden in the 1996-97 school year, said
Ken Gentry, the Kansas official coordmatmg
the walvers

The ﬁﬁ:h Kansas waiver allowed a school to
spend federal professional development money
meant for mathematics and science teachers
on training for reading teachers, Gentry said.

‘Oregon, which won the first spot a year ago,
has granted only one waiver, according to the -
state official coordmatmg the effort. She also
is predicting an increase, as districts write a
system-wide reform plan required to be in

place by state law in the 1997-98 school year..

" “Districts are really trymg to figure out how .-
they are going to change,” said Joyce Benja—
mln Oregon S assoclate superintendent.

Presidential Panel Advises Technology Link In Grants

In its final report, a premdentxal panel says
federal, state and local education grants should
require that projects feature technology links.

The National Information Infrastructure Advi-
sory Council’s (NIIAC) report also urges initia-
tives to integrate technology resources into

‘ teacher training and certification programs.

“All educators should be able to .. gulde stu-
dents in the use of the Informatlon Superhigh-
way [and] integrate Information Superhigh-
way technologies into the design and imple-
mentation of their curriculum plans,” says the
report, released last week. ,
- Among other recommendations, it says:

e The federal government and pnvate com-
 panies should offer funds to schools that ef-
fectwely use technology in educatlon and

. State and local govemments, through :

* school boards, should test and reward stu-
dents’ knowledge of technology, such as an
“Information Superhighway Driver’s Li-
cense” that would require students to pass
an exam of technical competence and know
their rights and responsibilities.

. —David Hoff

" Ohio—the only partlcxpatmg state not to use. .

its Ed Flex powers—is still outhmng the pro- :

cess it wﬂl use to review and approve requests.
|

' So far, waiver requests states thave granted are

s1m1lar to those ED ofﬁclals prev:lously okayed.

Massachusetts a]lowed the Fxltchburg School
District to circumvent the formula distributing -
Title I money that Congress rewrote in the
1994 Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA).

§ N
Because of the law, Fitchburg had to eliminate
Title I services at three schools last fall. Buta
waiver the state education board okayed in

- December allowed eight Fltchburg teachers to

return this year.

l
Likewise, Oregon s waiver wﬂl allow a county
school district to spend the current year plan-
ning to move Title I into its hlgh school, which
IASA required it to do thls year

1
i
i

It also urges the creation of nonprofit resource
centers, or “greenhouses,” to gather informa-

 tion on using technology in education, and to
- offer support for educators, such as technology

consultmg services. .
-]
An earlier NIIAC report urged schools to de-

vote 2 percent of their budgets to putting all
students onhne by 2000 (ED, Dec. 15, 1995)

The 36~member group of educators, technology'

-specialists and business leaders, created two

years ago to advise the admunstratxon on a na-
tional strategy for promoting technology de-

'velopment will now ofﬁcxally disband.

!
But through the Benton Foundatmn in Wash-
ington, D.C., NIIAC wiil maintain an Internet
site for mformatmn exchanges with educators.

Lzmtted copws of “A Nation of Opportunity:
Realizing the Promise of the Infornmtwn Su-
perhighway,” are free from National Telecom-
munications and Information' Administration,
Openness Center, Commerce Department, 14th
Street and Constitution Avenue NW, Room
1609, Washington, D.C. 20230 (202)482-3999.
To receive the report online, access the Benton

. Foundation site at: http:// wz’uw benton org.

—LKhela Cuccaro !
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