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Education Opportunity ~~ year Budget - DRAFT 1/11/98 
*Funding Path: 70/100 8 
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FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 FY 2003 Total 
Round 1 Number . Average 
Urban 14 17.5 171.5 245 . 196 171.5 122.5 906.5 
Rural 20 1.25 17.5 25 20 17.5 12.5 92.5 
Total 34 18.75 189 270 216 189 135 999 

Round 2 
Urban 9 110.25 157.5 126 393.75 
Rural 13 11.375 16.25 13 40.625 
Tot~1 22 121.625 173.75 139 434.375 

Combined 56 	 189 270 337.625 362.75 274 1433.375 

National 10 15 20 15 15 75 
Activities 

Grand Total 	 199 285 357.625 377.75 289 1508.375 . 

. 	*NOTE: This scenario presumes that grantees receive the maximum one-year amount of funds 
(100%) in year 2 of the grant. The year 1 amount would be smaller (70% of the maximum) to 
allow for phase-in. In years 3, 4, and 5 the size of the grant gradually declines (to 80%,70%, and 50% 
of the maximum) as we assume districts will ultimately sustain reform activities with other 
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Education Opportunity Zones 
Draft Revised Policy --1/11/98 

Year Spendout rate: BA 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
1997 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
1998 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
1999 ""0.05 0.65 0.25 0.05 200.000 " 10.000 130.000 50.000 10.000 
2000 0.05 0.65 0.25 0.05 285.000 14.250 185.250 71.250 14.250 
2001 0.05 0.65 0.25 0.05 358.000 17.900 232.700 89.500 
2002 0.05 0.65 0.25 0.05 378.000 18.900 245.700 
2003 0.05 0.65 0.25 0.05 "289.000 

Total 1510.000 
TOTAL: 0.000 0.000 10,000 144.250 253.150 332.850 349.450 
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Bere are some initial cOlmllent's on your 'discussion' of existing V (w,,;.... • h 
authority options. 

v'if ~ 

~ Jb4- .... rTITLE I DEMOS 

The main advantage of the Title I authority is that it's a pretty P~'+U 
blank slate on 'iihich we c~ write just about anything. We'll have to , fII f Sf A­
do the writing thrClugh regs/application notices, but I think we could v/~,frvr~
structure the kind of program we want under this type of authority, 

oph~­
The law requires that the a.uthority support "demonstration projects 
~hat shoW the most promise of enabling children served by this title ~. 
[Title IJ to meet challenging State content standards and challenging 
i?tate student performance standa.rds." That may sound. more like ,~ 
demonstrations of classroom instructional practices, as opposed to 
demos of methods, of fixing management systems at the school board 
office, but' a number of the examples ot demos listed in the statute 
are not directly tied to classroom instruction. so I don't t.hink we 
need to worry about that. But I do think we would have to maintain a 
focus on improving the education of disadvantaged children. 

On the likelihood of funding another initiative under Title I demos, 

in addition to Obey-porter, I know that Obey didn't want anything else 

funded. under the authority in '98. (i.e .• He said No on America 

Reads.) ,I don't know if he would feel the same way in '99, now that 

the Obey-Porter program is getting underway. Obey and Porcer seem to 

have initiated the practice of authorizing a new program through the 

appropriations proceesj we would be following in their footsteope. 


As I noted, we would need regs, because we will want to l'imit 

eligibility to certain'types of LEAs, because we will want to limit 

the uses of funds to certain purposes, and because we will want to 

place grantees under certain accountability requirements; we couldn't 

rely on report language, since we won't be able to control that 

language. 


TITLE X-J 

I continue to think this is ill really bad option 'because her'e you have 

a pretty detailed statute, and we would have eo overrid.e, somehow or 

other. quite a number of things, including: (1) ehe definition of an 

eligible urban LEA. and maybe the rural definition as well; (2) the 

50-50 split between Urban and rural grants; (3) the special 

considerations in sect-ion 10964; and (4) the rural allocation rules in 

section l0973(a). t don'c see how we could do this, except by 

proposing appropriations language that basically overrides the entire 

,statute. ,which the appropriators woul.d never want to do. ' 

On some of your other bullets: 

mailto:willia.m_R~_Kincaid@oa.eop.gov
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, The requirement to make. rural award Co every State aFplies if the 


appropria~ion for ~he rural portion is LESS than $50 million. The 

people who write these authorizations have a way of forgetting that DC 

is a S~ate unaer ESEA. States like Connecticut and NJ don't have the 

types of poor l:Ural areas we are concerned wi'Ch either. 


··As you note, we would have to regUlate (even after overriding the 

statute), but that is true under the other options as well. However, 

we should be able.to issue rules for.public comme~t on a,timely basis, 

since (unlike with Obey) we should be able to get started early. 


The au~horization does run out after '99.' The GEPA extension would 

aFply. The same 'is ~rue of all t.he other ESEA authorizations (Title I 

demos. FIE, ete.). 


FIE 

FIE is broad and general enough to do about anything (in el-see 

education} under. We would have issue regs to define the eligible 

aFplicants, and Frobably On other issues, but ·...ould have to do that 

under the other authorities as well. 


FIE is an ESEA program (ae are Title I demos and Title X-J). It has a 

such sums authorization for '99, but so. do the other ESEA authorities. 


GOALS 2000 URBAN/RURAL 

Issues with this one are: 

The name (which will make. it a problem to some people) i' 

-- The fact ehat the Goals authorization only goes through FY 98 

{and ies future, at this point, is uncerea:in) i 


~- As you noted, the prohibition on making awards to LEAs that 

receive subgrants under the Goals Seate Grants program (which I guess 

we could try to override). 


Otherwise, it seems like a compatible authority. Its pu~ose is eo 

assist urban and rural LEAs in "develoFing and implementing local 

school improvement plans," which I guess would be reasonably 

comFatible with the FUIpoees of the initiative. 


The funding cap would not be a problem if we receive a specific 

appropriation for the ini'CiativE!. ruId, as you noted, we would have to 

do regs.' 


I have not had a chance eo run ~ny of this by OGe; will try to do it 

in the next day or 50. 


Torn 
~____________________________ Reply Separator ____~________~__________________~ 

Subject: Existing Authority Options 
Author: William_R._Kincaid@oa.eop.gov a.t: Int:.ern@e· 
Date: 12/~0/9i 12:42 PM 

Message Creation Date wae at lO-CEC-~9~7 12:42:00 

Tom-­

Following up on Friday's discu~5ion on the Education OODortunirv 7.~"0~ 
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attached is a r9ugh draft of a paper discussing the existing authority options 
carrying out this program. This is a slight fixing up ot something we drafted 
last year for. Mike Smith (I think Patsy looked at this), but that never really 
got finalized. Could you please work with OOC to' get this into a form that we 
could discuss at tomorrow afternQon's meeting on the zonee? 

By now you should have received a separate e-mail from me with a memo 
summarizing last Friday'S meeting, and you have (I believe!) a copy of the press 
paper outlining some major a,spectsof the initiative. This particular 
options paper should be concerned mostly wlth the grants aspect of this, and 

.. not. the waivers aspect I have shared' some preliminary thoughts on. that with 
Steve Winnick and hope t.o follow up with him later today. 

Also, .have you every heard anything more from.NCES on.this? 

Thanks a lot. 

-- Bill 
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"SEC. 10907. AUTBORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. . 
"There are authorized to be appropriated $20,000,000 for fiscal 

year 1995, and such sums as may be necessary for each of the four 
succeeding fiscal years, to carry out this part. 

r'!ART"J~AND.n~!D-US:ATlO1LJ 
.. ':. LASSISTANCE J 

"SEC. 10961. AUTBORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
"(a) DEMONSTRATioN GRANTS.­
. . "(1) IN GENER.AL.~There are authorized to be appropriated 
$125,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, and· such sums as may be 
necessary for each of the four succeeding fiscal years, to carry 
out subparts 1 and 2 (other than section 10975). ' 

"(2) RESERVATION FOR SUBPART 1.-The Secretary shall re­
serve 50 percent of the amount appropriated under paragraph
(1) to carry out subpart 1. ..... . . . . 

"(3) RESERVATION FOR' SUBPART 2.-.The Secretary shall re­
serve 50 percent of the amount appropriated·under paragraph 

. (1) to carry out subpart 2 (other than section. 10975). 
"(b) HIGHER EDUCATION GRANTS.-There are authorized to be. 

appropriated $25,000,000 for fiscal year 1995 and such sums as 
may be necessary for each of the four succeeding fiscal years to carry 
out section 10975. 

"(c) FEDERALFrfNDs To SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT NON-FED­
ERAL FUNDS.-An eligible local educational agency may use funds 
'received under this part only to supplement and, to the extent prac­
ticable, increase the level of funds .that would, in the absence of such 
Federql funds, be made available from non-Federal sources for the 
education of students participating in activities assisted· under this 
part, and in no such case may such funds be used to supplant funds 
from non-Federal sour.Ces. . . . 
"'SEC. 10962. DEFINmONS. 

"Except as otherwise provided, for the purposes ofthis part: 
"(1) CENTRAL ClTY.-.The. term 'central city' has the same 

. meaning used by·the Bureau of the Census. .'. . . 
"(2) METROPOUTAN STATISTICAL AREA.-The term 'metro­

politan statistical area' has the .same meaning used by the Bu­
reau ofthe Census. 

"(3) POVERTY LEVEL.-The term 'poverty level'· means the 
criteria ofpoverty used by the Bureau. of the Census in'compil­
ing the most recent decennial census.·· . 

. "(4) RURAL EUGIBLE UJCAL EDUCATIONAL· AGENCY.-The 
.term 'rural eligible local educational agency' means a local edu­

- cational '¥ki!in which at least 15 percent of the children en­
rolled in the schools served by such agency are eligible to 
be counted under part A oftitle 1; and . 

"(ii) which is not in a mitropolitan statistical area; or 
"(B) in which the total enrollment in the schools served 

by such agency is less than 2;500 students and that does 
not serve ~IB located in a metropolitan statistical area. 
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tI(5) URBAN EUGIBLE WCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.-The 
term .'urban eligible local educational agency' means a local 
educational agency that- . . 

. "(A) serves the largest central city in a State; 
"(B) enrolls more than 30,000 students and serves a 

central city with a population ofat least 200,000 in a met­
ropolitan statistical area; or . 

."(C) enrolls between 25,000 and' 30,000 students and 
serves a central city with a population of at least 140,000 
in a metropolitan statistical area. . . 

"Subpart l-Urban Education Demonstration' 
Grants 

"SBC. 10961. FINDINGS. 
"The Congress finds that- . 

"(1) the ability of the Nation's major urban public school 
systems to meet the Nation's educational goals will determine 
the country's economic competitiveness and academic standing 
in the world community; . . '. 

"(2) tlJ.e qUality of public education in the Nation's' major 
. urban areas has a direct effect on the econOmic development of 
the Nation's inner-cities; . . 

"(3) the success of urban public schools .in boosting the 
achievement of its minority youth attending such schools will 
determine the ability of the Nation to close the gap between the 
'haves and the have-nots' in society; . .. 

"(4) the cost to America's businesses to provide remedial 
education to high . school . graduates is approximately 
$21,000,000,000 per year; 

"(5) approximately one-third of the Nation's workforce will 
be members ofminority. groups by the year 2000: . .. 

"(6) urban .schools enroll a aisproportionately large share of 
the Nation's poor and 'at-risk' youth; . . 

"(7) urban schools enroll approximately one· third of Na­
tion's .poor, 40 percent of the Nation's African American chilo 
dren, and 30 percent of the Nation's Hispanic youth; 

"(8) nearly 20 percent of the Nation's limited·English pro­
ficient children and 15 percent of the Nation's disabled youth 
are enrolled in urban public schools: . 

"(9) the academic performance of students in the average 
inner-city public school system is below that of students in most· 
other kinds ofschool systems; . . . 

"(10) urban .public school systems have higher r/.,..,,71IlIUi 
rates, more problems with health care, and less parental 
ticipation than other kinds of school systems; 

"(11) urban preschoolers have one.half the access to 
childhood development programs as do other children; 

"(12) shortages of teachers in urban public school ..uOl'Ji!ml 

are 2.5 times, greater than such shortages in other 
school systems;' ' 

"(13) declining number.s .of urban minority high 
oraduates are pursuing postsecondary educational .nnl""rtUB 
nes; 
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. . '. "(14) urban public school systems have greater problems . 
with tee~e pr'ef/'UJ!'WY}discipline, drug abuse, and gangs than 
do other kinds Ofschool systems; . . 

"(15) 75 percent of urban public school buildings are over 
25 years olt4 38 percent of such buildings are over 50 years old, 
and such buildJngs are often in serious disrepair and create 
poor and demoralizing working and learning conditions; 

"(16) solving the challenges facing our Nation's urban' 
schools will require the concerted and collaborative efforts ofaU 
levels ofsovernment and all sectors ofthe community; 

"(17) Federal and State' funding of urban public schools 
has not adequately reflected need; and 

"(18) Federal funding that is well-targeted, flexible, and ac­
countable would con.tribute significantly to addressing the com­
prehensive needs ofinner-city public schools. " . . 

,-SEC. 1119a. PURPOSB. 
"It is the purpose of this subpart to provide financial assistance 

to- . 
. "(1) assist· urban public schools in meeting the National 

. Education Goals; . . . 
"(2) improve the educational and social well-being ofurban 

public school children; '.' . 
"(3) close. the achievement gap betWeen urban and non· 

urban public School children, while improving the achievement 
level Ofall children nationally; . 

"(4) conduct coordinated· research on urban public edu­
. cation problems, solutions, and promising practiceS; 

"(5) improve the Nation's global economic and educational 
competi#vene~ by improving the Nation's urban schools; and 

.. "(61 enco~e community, parental, and business collabo­
ration In the l.mprovement ofurban schools. . . 

. -SEC. 101H18. URBAN SCHOOL GBANTB. 
"(a) AUTHORlTY.-The Secretary is authorized to make grants to 

eligible local· educational agencies serving an urban area or State 
educational agencies in the case where the State educational aqency 
is the local educational agency for activities designed to ass'/.St in 

'UHXilschool improvement efforts and school reform; and to assist the 
',schools of such agencies in meeting the National Education Goals. 

"(b) AUTHORIZED ACT1VITIES.-Funds under this section may be 
used to- ' . ..... .' . 

"(1) increase the academic achievement of urban public 
school children to at least the national average, such as­

. "(AJ effective public schools programs; . 
.. "(B) tUtoring, mentoring, and other activities to im­

. prove academic achievement directly; . 
"(e) ~ivities designed. to increase the rarticipation of 

minority and female students in entry leve and advanced 
courses in mathematics and science; . 

"(D) lUplementary academic instruction; 
"(E) e orts to improve problem-solving and' higher-

order thi ing skills; . ' 
. "(F) programs to increase student motivation for learn­

ing; and . 

http:ass'/.St
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"(G) efforts to lengthen the school day or school year, 
or to reduce class sizes; 
"(2) ensure the readiness ofall 'urban public school children 

for school, such as- " 
"(A) full workday, full calendar-year comprehensive 

early childhood development programs; , 
"(JJ) parenting classes and parent involvement activi­

i . ties; . 
"(C) activities designed' to coordinate prekindergarten 

and child care programs; .' 
"(D) efforts to integrate developmentally appropriate 

prekindergarten services into the overall public school pro­
gram; , 

"(B) upgrading .the qualifications of early childhood ' 
education staffand s.tandards for programs; 

"(F) collaborative efforts with health and social service 
agencies to provide comprehensive services and to fac.ilitate 
the transition from home to school; , . 
. "(G) establishment of comprehensive child care centers 

in public secondary schools for students who are parents 
and their children; and' . , . 

"(H) .augmenting early childhood development pro­
gramll to meet the. special educational and cultural needs 
?/.limited-English-proficient preschool children; 
(3) increase the graduation rate/ror urban public school 

students to at least the national average, such as- . 
"(A) dropout prevention activities and support services 

for public school, students at-risk of dropping out of school; 
"(B) reentry, outreach, and support activities to recruit 

,students who have dropped out. of school .to return to 
school; . 

"(C) .development of systemwide policies and practices 
that encourage students to stay in, school; .. 

"(D) efforts to provide individualized student support, 
such as mentoring programs; 

,"(B) collaborative activities between' schools, parents" 
community groups, agencies, and institutions of higher., 
education aimed at preventing individuals from dropping 
out of school; 

"(F) programs to increase student attendance; and ,'.. 
"(G) alternative programs for students, especially bilin­

gual and special education students, who have dropped out 
?lschool or are at .risk ofdropping out ofschool; 
(4) prepare urban public school students to enter higher 

education, pursue careers, and exercise their responsibilities as 
citizens, such as­

"(A) activities designed to increase the number and per­
centages of students, particularly minority students, enTall­
ing in postsecondary educational institutions after gradua- .. 
tion from public secondary schools; , 

. "(B) in-school youth employment, vocational edl~attol'" 
and career education programs that improve the UYJ.n"lll~w'· 
from school to work; 
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, "(e) activities designed in collaboration with colleges 
and universities to assist urban public school graduates in 
completing higher education; 

"(D) efforts to increase voter registration among eligible 
public secondary school students; 

"(E) activities designed to promote community service 
and volunteerism among students, parents, teachers, and 
the community; and 
, "(F) civic education and other programs designed to en­
hance responsible citizenship and understaiuling of the po­
litical process; , , ' . ' 
"(5) recruit and retain qualified teachers, such as":­

"(A) school-based 1'11:C'nclIlement projects and activities; 
"(B) programs designesl. to test efforts to increase' the 

profeBBioiaalization of teachers or to -6nng teachers up to 
national volunta? standtJrds; " . 

"(e) alternattve routes to certification for qualified in­
dividuals from business, the milit~, and other fields; , 

, '"(D) efforts to recruit ,and retain teachers, pa.rticularly 
minority teachers, specializing in critical shortage areas, 
including early childhood teachers, mathematics and 
science teachers, and special education and bilingual teach­
ers; , 

"(E) upgrading the skills of teacher aides and para­
professionidB 'to pennit such' individuals to become certified 
teachers; , ' , 
, "(F) activities specifically designed to increase the num­

ber otminority teachers in urban schools; 
, '(G) incentives for teachers to work in inner-city public 

schools;'and' , ' ~, 

"(H) collaborative activities with urban universities to 
~iSe and'upgrade teacher tTainingprograms; , 
"(6) provide for ongoing staff development to increase the 

professional capacities of the teaching staff and the skills of 
teacher aides and paraprofessionals; . ' 

. "(7) decrease the use of drugs and alcohol among urban 
public school students andenluuice the physical and emotional 

, health ofBuch students, such as- '. 
"(A) activities designed to improve the self-esteem and 

self-worth ofurban public school students; 
"(B) the provisIOn of health care services and other BO­

cial, services and the coordination of such services with 
other health care providers;. ' ",' ' 
. "(e) programs designed to improve safety' and dis­

cipline and reduce in-scliool violence, vandalism, and gang 

activ#li; activities that begin in the early grades and are 
designed to prevent drug and alcohol abuse and smoking 
amo1J1Lstudents and teachers; , 

, "(E) collaborative activities with other agencies, busi­
nesses, and community If'!'"Ps to discourage the advertise­
ment and q!orification Of drugs and alcohol; , 

"(F) effOrts to enhance health education and nutrition 
education; and " 
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"(G) alternatiVe public schools, and schools.-within­ . 
schools programs, includi!'8 bilinRUal and s~cial ed.u-,' 
cation programs for publu: schoof students Wl.th specwl 
needs; or nd' .. 
"(8) plan, develoIJ., operate, or 'expand J?rograms,~ actt,v'­

ties that are, designea. to assist urban public schools m meetl.ng 
the National Education Goals, including­

"(A) training of teachers and· other educational· person­
nel in subject areas, or in instryu:tionaltec~nol~ and 
methOds that will improve the dell.very of servu:e~ f,n urban 
settings and' assist in the achievement of the Natwnal Edu­
cation Goals including staff development efforts that em­
phasize multicultural and gender and dist:ibility bias-free ' 
curricula; .' . h he . .. 

"(B) coordination and colla.bon;stton w~ ot..r mumcf,­
pal agencies, child care organuatwns, UnlversltieS, or the 
private sector; 

"(C) parental involvement, and. outreach efforts, and 
other actwities ,designed to enhance.parental encourage­
ment ofstudent learning;, ..,' 

"(1J) pupil services and other support servu:es. that con­
tribute to progress in achieving National Educatwn Goals; 

"(E) efforts to acquire and improve access to edu­
cational technology; , ( . ' , 

"(F) assist the schools most in need of servu:es by. rep­ .' 
licating successful efforts of other urban local. ed!lCatwna.z 
aq,encies and expanding successful programs, wl.thm .the ell- / 

"(b) FLExIBILlTY.-Each uri 
shall have the flexibility to • 

'schools Undergoing desegregati, 
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subpart. ' 
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"'{b) FLExIilILrrY.-Each urban eligible local educational agency 
shall have the flexibility to serveho'I'IWless children, children in 
schools und.ergoing desegregation, immigrants, migrants, or other 
highly mobile populations within the program assisted und.er. this 
subpart. . 

· "Subpart 2--RuralEducation Demonstration 
Grants 

"BBC. 10911. FINDINGS. . ... 

"The C01lgre88li:ri.dstluit- ..' ...,......' 


. . "'(1) the ability ol.America's rural public school systems to 
meet the National Education Goals. will contribute to the eco­
nomic competitiveness arid accidemic standirig of the Nation in 

";, the world community; . . . '. . '..... 
. l2) approximat~ly 60 percen~ of the Nation's publw schOol 

diBtrwts are ru1'(1,l w,th a POpulatwn of less than 2,500,'. '. 
"(3) about lout of every 4 ofAmerica's rural schoolchil­

.'. dren are living· below the poverty line; ...... . 
"(4) the quality ofpublie education in the rural areas of the 

· .' Nation has a.~ direct effect on the economic development of the 
rural communities ofiheNation;. . 
". . ."(5) the suc~ss '?f rural public. schools. in boostinp the 

.,' 'achleveme1it of mlnonty youth attendlng such schools will de· 
termine the ability. of the' NatiOn to close the gap between the 
haves and the have-nots in society; .'.' . 

. ' ·"(6) theacademicperfomiance of students in the average 
rural school system is'below that of students in most other sub­
urban school systems; '., ."', ..... . '. . 

. "(7) the ave1'!lCeageof rural public school buildings is more 
than 45 years old and such buildings art? often .in seriowUiis­

. repair, creating poor and.demoralizing working and learning
conditions;" '. . ..... . 

· . "(8) shdrtages of teachers for rural public school 8ysteni8. is 

greater than in other ki,uls ofschool system.s; .... .., ... 


· ... "(9)sOlvingtlie challenges facing the NatiQn'srunil public 

schools will require the concerted and collaboratiVeeffor1s. ofall 
levels ofgovernment and aU sectors of the 'com,nunity;' . . .... ' . 
." "(10) additioiwl Federal fuiiding would cOntribute signi/i. 

· cantll to' addre8singthe comprehensive needs' of T:Ural schools; 
.' (11) rural'I?ublic schools en~ll a disproportionately, large 

share of the Natwn's poor and at-nsk youth;' . . ... ', .' 
"(12) a declining number of rural public secondary school 

'. '. graduates' are· pursu(ng postsecondary education opport!-,nities; 
'.:. ~(13) rural preschoolers have less access to early chlldhood 
development programs than other children; and . 

"(14) Federal and State funding of rural public schools has 
not adequately reflected need. 

""SEC. 10972. PURPOSE. 
"It is the.purpose of this subpart 10 provide financial assista~e 

to rural publw schools most in need, to encourage the comprehenslve 
restructuring ofAmerica's rUral schools, the appropriate use oltele· 
communications technologies for learning, and to support innovative 
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programs which improve performance through programs and 
projects designed t~ '. . .". . 

. "(1) assist rural public schools in meeting Natipnal' Edu­
cation Goals; .. . .' .. '. . .. " 

"(2) encourage' rural public schools to eng'agein school re­
form; '" , 

"(3) develop pilot projects that experiment with, innovative 
, ways to teach rural public ,school children more effectively; 

"(4) improve the educational and social well-being of rural 
public school children; , 

"(5) close the achievement gap between children. a.ttending 
rural public schools and other children, whi,le i1Tl.proving the 

. achievement level.of all children nationally;" .' . 
"(6) conduct coordinated researCh, on'ruraleducatiOn prob­

lems, solutions. promising practices,. and disttince,letirning tech­
nologies; , , '. . ' 

"(7) improve the Nation's global economic and educational 
competitiveness'by improving the Nation's rural,public schools; . 

"(8) encourage community, parentcil, and business collabo­
ration in the improvement ofrural public schools; , 

. "(9) encourage rural school consortia for the purpose of in­
creasing efficiency and course. offerings; . . ' 

,"(10) encourage a positive role for rural public schools in 
local rural entrepreneurship and the identification of rural . 
community economic development 'opportunities;' . . , . 

"(11) encourage community-as-school concepts, which in­
clude the role public tichools can play to assist with rural com­
munity economic revitalization; and ....____ 

"(12) provide for the recruitment and meaningful inservice 
opportunities for rural public school teachers.' . . 

"SEC. 1.0978. RURAL SCHOOL GRANTS. . 
'"(a) AUTHORlTY.-The Secretary is authorized to' make grants to 

rural.eligible local educational.agencies, or State educational agen­
. cies in the case where the State educational agency is, the local edu­
cational agency, for activitieS designed to assist in local school im­
provement efforts. ' . 


"(b) AWARD RuiEs.- . 

"(1) LEss 'THAN $6O,ooo,ooo.-If the amount made available 

to carry out. this. subpart for any fiscal :year is less than 
$50,000,000, the Secretary shall award grants under this sec­

, tion on a competitive basis. 
"(2) EQUAL TO OR GREATER THAN $6O,ooo,ooo.-If the amount 

made available to carry out this subpart for any fiscal year is , 
equal to or greater than $50,000,000, the Secretary shall award 
grants under this Section so that a rural eligible local edu­
cational agency in each State receives such a grant. 
"(c) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.-Not more than five percent of a 

grant awarded under section 10573 shall be used for administrative 

costs. " 


"(d) DURATION.-Each grant ,under this section shall be award­

ed.for a period ofnot more than five Years. 


"SEC. 1.0974. USES OF FUND~ 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-Gr 
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"SEC. 10974. USBS OF FUNDS, 
'"(aJ IN GENBRAL..-Grant funds made available under section 

10973 may be used by rural eligible local educational' 'agencies to 
meet the !,at~n.al Education Goals ,through programs designed to­

(l) ~ncrease the academu: achievement of rural public 

sch.oolphlldren to at least the national average of,such achieve­

ment, l.ncluding education reform initiatives, such as­

, "(A) effective public schools programs; 
"(B)' tutoring, mentoring, and other activities to im­

prove academic achievement directly; ',', , 
"(C) supplementary academie instructiOn; 'i 

, "(D) ,efforts to improve' problem-solving and higher-
order critical thinking skills; and " 
, "(E) efforts to lengthen the school day, schOOL year,' or 
reduce class sizes; " , ,,' , 

, , ' • "(2) developpilot,p~jects ,that experiment with innovative 

ways to teach roral publu: sch.ool children more effectively; 


, "(3) encourage the formation' of rural school consortia for 

the purpose of increasing efficiency and course offerings; , 


"(4) provide, meaningful inservice trdiningopportunities for 

rural public School teachers; " " , ' 

, '"(5) a4!siSt ':!lralschOols. ~naCqlfiring, and improving access 


",to educational technology~ l.ncludl.ng dlstance learning tech­
.nologies;' ' " ' 


, "(6) ensure' the readiness of all rural children for sch.ool,'

such as- , ," " ' , 


"(A), full workday, full calendar-year comprehensive 

early ch£ldhood development programS; 
 )

"(B) parenting clasSes, including parenting classes for ~Iteenage parents, and parent involvement activities; 
, "(C) ,aCtivities designed to coordinate prekindergarten 

, and child care programs; , ,'J, , 

~(D) efforts to i!'teCJ:O-te, developmentally appropriate 
preklndergarten servu:es mto the overall public sch.ool pro­
gram; 

"(E) improving the skills of early childhood education 
staffand standards for programs; , 
" "(F) collaborative efforts with health and social service 

agencies to provide comprehensive servicesa1uI to facilitate 
the transitio.". from home to sch.ool; , 
" "(G) establishment of comprehensive child care centers 

, in public secondary schools for student parents and their 
. children; and ' , , ' " 

«(H) augmenting early, childhood development pro­
grams to meet the special educational and cultural needs 
of limited-English proficient children, children with dis­
abilities, and migrant preschool children; 
"(7) increase the graduation rates of rural public school 

,students to at least the national' average of such rate, when 

funds are used to serve secondary sch.ools, such as­

, "(A) dropout prevention activities and support services 

for students at-risk of dropping out of school; , 
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citizens, such as­

, 

"(H) encouraging a positive role for rural public schools 
in local rural entrepreneurship and the identification of 
rural community economic development opportunities; 
"(9) recruit and 'retain qualified teachers, such as­

"(A) school-based management projects and activities; 
"(B) programs designed to increase the status of the 

teaching profession; , 
"(C) alternative routes to certification for qualified in­

dividuals from business, the military, and other fields; 
"(D) efforts to recruit and retain teachers in critical 

shortage areas, including early childhood teachers, mathe­
matics and science teachers, foreign language teachers, and 
special education and bilingual teachers; , 

tion 10973 shall be of suf(ic 
rural school improvement. 
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"(B) reentry, outreach and support activities to recruit 
who have dropped out of school to retu~ to 

"(C) development of systemwide policies and practices 
that encourage students to stay in school; 

"(D) efforts to provide individualized student support; 
"(E) collaborative ,activities between, schools, parents, 

community groups, agencies, and inStitutions of higher 
education aimed at preventing individuals, from dropping 
out, of school; " 

, "(F) programs to increase student attendance; and 
"(G) alternative programiJ for students, especially bilin­

grial, special education,' and migrant students, who have 
out of school or are at risk of dropping out of 

, . , ' 
"(8) prepare rural public school students· to enter higher: 

education, pursue careers, and exercise their responsibilities as 
. ',', ' . 

"(A) activities designed to increase the number and per­
centages ofstudents, enrolling in postsecondary educational 
institutions after graduation from secondary schools; 

"(B) in-school youth employment, vocational education. 
and career education programs that improve the transition 
from school to work; , . 

"(C) ,activities designed in collaboration with colleges 
and universities to assist rural public school graduates in, 
completing higher education; 

"(D) activities designed in ,corVunction with community 
colleges to provide a kindergarten through grade 14 experi­
ence for rural public school secondary school students; 

"(E) efforts to increase voter registration among eligible 
public secondary school students attending schools served 
by rural eligible local educational agencies; 

"(F) activities designed to promote community service 
and volunteerism among students, parents. teachers,' and 
the community; " " 

"(G) civic educa#,on, law-related education, and other 
programs designed to enhance responsible citizenship and 

. understanding of the political process; and 

"(E) upgradi"
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"(E) upgrading the skills of existing classroom teachers 
through the use of year-round, systematic, comprehensive 
.inservice traininn programs; . 

"(F) uJJgrading the skills of teacher aides. and para­
professionals to assist such individuals in becoming cer­
tified teachers; .. 

"(G) efforts specifi,cp,lly designed to increase the number 
ofminority teachers in rural public schools; 

"(H) progra.ms designed to encourage parents and stu­
dents to enter the teaching profession; . 

"(1) incentives for teachers .to work in rural public 
schools; . 

"(J) collaborative activities with colleges anduniver~ 
sities to revise and upgrade teacher traimng programs to 
meet the needs orrural public school students; and 

"00 training activities for the purpose of incorporating 
'. distance learning technologies; or . 
. "(10) decrease the use of drugs and alcohol among rural 
public school students, and to enhance the physic(ll and emo­
tional health ofsuch students,· such as-.·. .. . 

"(AJ activities designed to improve the ,self-esteem and 
self-worth ofrural students; . . .. 

. "(B) the provision of health care services and other so­
cial services and the coordination of such services with 
other health care providers; . 

.arc) programs designed to improve safety and dis­
cipline and reduce· in-scliool violence and vandalism; 

. "(D) qctivities that begin i,." the early grades and are 
designed to prevent drug and alcohol abuse and smoking
amoTYL..students; .' . 

"(E) collaborative activities with other agencies, busi­
nesses, and community groups; .' . . 

"(F) efforts to enhance health education and nutrition 
education; and . . 

"(G) alternative public schools, and schools-within­
schools proprams, including bilingual, migrant, and spe­
cial education progra.ms for students with special needs. 

. "(b) APPUCATIONS.-Each eligible entity desiring a grant under 
section 10973 shall submit an application to the Secreta'.?' at such 
time, in such manner, and accompanied by such informatwn as the 
Secretary may reasonably. require. Each grant awarded under sec­
tion 10973 shall be ofsufficient size and scope to achieve significant 
rural school improvement. 
"SEC. 10916. HIGHER EDUCATION GRANTS. 

"(a) GRANTs.-The Secretary is authorized to make grants to in­
stitutions ofhigher equcation, consortia ofsuch institutions, or part­
nerships between institutions of higher education and local edu­
cational agencies to assist rural schools and rural eligible local edu­
cational agencies in undertaking local school improvement activi­
ties. ... .. 

".(b) AUTHORIZED ACTlVlTIES.~rant funds under this section 
may be used to­

"(1) assist rural schools in meeting National Education 
Goals; 
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tary JnC;'y collect such data, as 
nd .school levels. and conduct 

national studies and.evalua· 
fasis the effectiveness of pro­
port. on such effectiveness on a 
dl report not later than Decem­, )n Education and Labor of the 
the Committee on Labor and 
e on /wwschoolwide. p,rograms 
'& (rom migratory famllws. 
,-At a minimum, the Secretary 
~n the effect of programs under 
lement the ·data collected and re~ 
d (c); ..' ' 
PART A OF TITLE 1.- . 
retary shall carry out an !,ngO&"';II 
dsted u1uJ.er part A of tItle I .&n 
!heCongress, a~ educators &n­

. r.ccurate descriptIOn, of the .sho:'­
such program and to l!rovide .&n­
improve such program s effect&ve­
, . meet challenging State content 
,tate student performance stand­
l1'Y school, and make successful 
!ducation and work. Such evalua­

~inal' design that tracks cohort~ of 
of differing poverty concentrattons 
ohich, when the cohorts, are· ta~en 
,icture of such program s effectwe­
and secondary grades; 
l independent from State !ln4 local 
'ions as required under thlS t,tle;' 
~hest available content standards 
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"(D) Provide ,information on all. students. students 
. served .under. part A. a~. iffunds.a~ .• suflipie,nt, informa· 
, tion o,! students fro~ lo,!,~~ncomeft:mil,!s, l~'!'f.!ed-English­

proficwnt students, (lnd stiide11:tti ~it.hdJ8Q,bU&tw8j and 
. "(E) when feasible, col~ct.....,cf'Qss~tabulate, and· report 

data· by sex uiithinm~ or ethniCity ari.dsocioeconomic sta· 
tus. ......, ..,..... '. ,". . '. ' 

..•. . "(2) USE.-Thi Secretarysha;ll uiitt(the results o(the evalua­

tion described in. paragraph '(l);~part of,the natIOnal assess· 

ment required by.sitbsection (a) aniJ ~halrrepcirt the data from . 

such evaluation 'to ,tlui Congress aTid thel?ublic at .least as (re­

ljuently as reports areniade unll.er '8U1:!~ron (aJ(4). . 

. (d) DEVEWPMENTALLyA,pPROPI,UA'TE ·MEASURES.-In conduct· 


ing t!&e natio~ assessmenfimde.r'ii~~sectio1i·(aJ .and the national 
ongomgevaluatio~·.·un4er 8,ubsectionJc~~t'Y!Se~re,tary shall use de­.. 
velopmentallyappropnate 'measures '·toasse88· stUdent. performance ,and·e/'Odtess:\.· <:"~"~'>.·.:.. l";· r:;,":··':·' .{.:, .. 3"~'l~';'\':'.", c',,' '\":'. .'.·.i ", 

' ... (e)PAREN7'AL INVOLVE/tiENT/SrrfrjY,'REJioR7', AND :DISSEMINA-
; 
j

TION.-· . ; '.'., ;,c.:.:::.·::·;': ........., >.. ,·.·.:.!lnt:';,",·r:·, :.,:.-.' .... ,r" ....:' , ",.\ 


... ' .'!(lJIN ·GENERAL.'~The&iieiriry/·throUgh ". the'Office ~i 

Education Research' and Jmprove1rtl;nt;'shallcoriduct a 'study to 

identify 'and describe..:...'y.,! ,,: '.:' ~:\.: ,. ·::·".il.'; :':: .•l ;'.' ::. :..;:', ;. " .." ,. . 

.,.':., '. !<l(AJ common barriers toeffective:pareTitalinvolvement 


in the educatiOn ofJKirticipq,tUtg ·chi.ldiren; and', '. '.' '. '. 

, :""(B). SUccessfUl:iloCaljJolicies and progfaTnIJ .which im­


prove'parental involvement lCnd the perrormance ·()f partici·. 


fYijifr#:;:r;:';SECRin'ARY.o-TiU! Secretary. shcdl~ .'. . 

'. "(AJ complete such'.study~by:l)ecember3.1, 1996; .' ". 


. .' '. "(B) report the ./indings,ofsuCh.study .to. the. Commi!tee 

on EducatIOn and Labor...ot.,the House of Representatwes 

and to the Committie 01JJ"tlJ,Ot, and HU11J4n Resources of 

the Senate;. and , ....:, '.l:~:C;' ;:':'. . .' . 

. '" ,. ·...(C)4iSsem.i~,tl&e/i:iulings, ..relating to the· s~ssfu.l 

. .'. ·local· Po.'licies.' and. .:propram!J' 'tJ)hichim,f'7ove'parental in­
. . ... .voli1em.enl.and·.thepeiforman(:eofparJ.iclpating children, to 


',,_."".cJ~.u~~~~~~~~jmSa,li~l!.9,\;:~:l.\<;~!:H"-.f;)·!~~~-\\ ".
t-SEC.,l_ DBMfJNS'l'RM'lONS!;jj'~iJ!iiJ!:tAf'iVIi:"BA(JJJCB$,;.J/~.U:· '.:' '. 
"-'·-"(a)::-DEMoNSTRATION:::PROORAMS'.Z'O 'lMPROVE·ACHlEVEMENT.-+, 


' .. '. "(1) IN GENERAL.~JtrollJ':the;fp.ndB appropi!i.ated for. anyfis~ 

cal year under section l002(GJ(2), . the Secretary, 'may lnake 


.. .	grantsto .state· educational agenc;p,'local educa.tionalagencies, 

other public aq~ncies,. nonprofi,t.O.rga,ziz4tions, p~lic or private 

partnerships '. &1'1-vo1vilig .' ;busineSs .,.'and. .industt:Y :qrganizations," 

and consortia: of such "entities·.tocarry ;·0t4. demonstration· 


. projects that show the most promise ofenabling children served. 

under this title to meet c/:&allenging State content standards and 

challenging State student. performance standards. Such projects 

shaD include promising strate/1ie!J.such as­

"(AJ accelerated curricula, the application of new tech­
nologies to improve teaching and learning, extended learn· 
ing time, and a safe and enriched full·day environment for 
children to provide children the opportunity ~o reach such 

fed as national' in scope; 	
standards; . 

" 

, 

\ 

1 
"l 

.,
:r 
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"(B) integratiDn Dfeducation services with each Dther 
and with health, family, and Dther social services such as 
mentoring programs, particularly in emPowerment ZDnes 
and enterprise communities; ' 

98 

Start l!rogram, or' similar preiJ 
educatl.On and other services in e 

. . "(2) PURPOSES OF PROJECT!j, 
" <t(e) effective approaches to. whDle school refDrm; , 

, tI(D) prDgrams that have' been especially effective, with 
limited-English-prDficient children, migratDry children and 
'Dther highly mDbile s'tudents, children leaving institutiDns 
fDr neglected", Dr delinquent children and returning ,to' 
school, and hDineless'children and YDuth;" . 

"(E) programs 'which are ,especially effective in recruit­
ing, inducting ,and retaining highly qualified teachers fDr 
service in schools with low student achievement; and 

«(F) programs that are built upon partnerships devel­
Dped between elementary and middle schools, employers~ 
and the cDmmunity, which emphasize the, integratiDn of 
high quality aca.demi,c ,and vocational learning, stress excel­
lence and high expectatiDns for success in academic sub~ , 
jects, instill responsibility, decision making, problem solv­

__.,u.... 

Use 

ing, interperso.nal skills, and. Dther cDmpentencies in stu­
dents, and make school relevant to. the wDrkplace and the 
cDmmunity, through applied and interactive teaching meth­
odDIDgies, team teaching' strategies, learning Dpportunities 
cDnnecting school, the workplace, and, tke community, and 
car~e~ exploration, awareness, and career guidance Dppor­
tumtus., " ' 
«(2) EVALUATION.~The Secretary shall evaluate the dem­

DnstratiDn prDjects suppDrted under this title,usingrigDrous 

methodolDgical designs and techniques, including contrDI 

grDUps and randDm assignment, to. the ex~ent feaSible, to', 

pTPduce reliable evidence Dfeffectiveness. " 

"(bJPARTNERSHIPs.-From funds appropriated under sectiDn 


loo2(g)(2) for any fiscal year, the Secretary may, directly Dr through 
grants or cDntracts, work in partnership with State educational 
agencies, local educatiDnal agencies, Dther public agencies, and nDn­
profit organizations to disseminate and use the highest quality re­
search and knowledge about effective practices to improve the qual-' 
ity of teaching and learning in schools assisted under this title. 
"SEC. 1608. INNOVATIVE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TRANSITION 

PROJECTS. ' 
fI(a) IN GENERAL-From the amDunt apprDpriatedunder sec­

tiDn 1002(g)(2), the Secretary shall provide' not less than 
$10,000,000, but not mDre than $40,000,000 to SUPPDrt innDvative 
transitiDn projects in elementary schools authorized under this sec­
tion.' " ' , ' , 

"(b) GRANTS.- ' " 
<t(1) LOCAL PROGRAMs.-The Secretary shall award grants, 


to local educational agencies (including such agencies that Dper­

ate FollDW ThrDugh programs, Even Start, and. other com-' 

parable prDgrams) that have fDrmed COnsDrtia with early child­

hood programs (including Head Start, where available) for the,' 

purpose of supporting projects, fDr children from low-income, 

families, who. previDusly attended a Head Start'program, Even 


7 

slBted under this section are to­
o "(A) assist eligible child 
lng a successful transition fr 
elementary grades; , 

, ~(B) enable eligible child 
de,!,lC s.tandards through a 
pnate, lnstructional program 
, , "(CP support the active 

educatl.On of their children 
. "(3) eOMPONENTS.-A pr~g,

sectlon- , 
. . :(A) shall provide transi 

tlvltuS, such as- ' 
. "(i) dev~lop'ment ofa 

whlch provides for instr,. 
through the third grade. 
, <tail tra'nsfer ofeach. ( 

elem:;,!~~ry school (with p. 
(ni) formal meetings 

school teacher, and kinde;
and, ' " ' 
.. ~(iv)kindergarten vis 

,tWltuS forpreschool child: 
~ntary school;., ' '. 

, (B) shall use an instrUc~ 
" «(i) has been shown 

tranSition seroices' or,' 
, ."(ii) shows p,.{,miseof 
servrees" , " 
"(e)s~ll provide for tlu 

parents.ofsuch children in the 
eval'f/ltwn of such program; ". 

, (D~shall provide directl 
prehenslve. eduCational, heali 
D~her se~lces that aid in the .c, 
gibl~tch'ldren to their full poter. 

(E)shaU ensure that each 
velDped pursuant'to subsection 
number of {amily serviCe coor, 
the ~eeds ofeligible children an 

(F) may prDvide for the Ii 
ondary school students to assis; 
~udentswho were formerly enn 

"(c) j;rt prDgrams. , 
(b) /i;;;/fATIONs.-An applicatior. 

:fM 'fteSCri.be the gpals which the 
nd hescnbe thelnstructional a 

such a, t manner in which the 
approach;. 
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education services with each other 
, and other social services such as 
~rticularly in empowerment zones 
ties; 
:ekes to whole school reform; 
have been especially effective with 

11 children, migrato? ch.ild~en ~nd 
dents children leavmg mstJtutwns 
.quent children and returning to 
ildren and youth; ., . 
'h are. especially effectwe m recruJt­
;ining ,highly. ~qualified teachers for 
'w student achievement; and 
are built upon partne1"!1hips devel­

ry and middle schools, employers, 
'hich emphasize the integration of 
'nd vocational learning, stress excel­
tions for success in academic sub­
Uy decisionmaking, problem salv­
J ~nd, other compentencies in, stu­
" relevant to the workplace and .the 
"ied a'nd interactive teaching meth­
g strategies, learning opporyunities 
!Jork'place, and the communJty, and 
reness,and career guidance oppor-

Secretary shall evaluate the dem­
!d under this title, using rigorous 
1d 'techniques including control 
nment, to th~ exfent feasible, to 
effectiveness. 
funds appropriat~d under section 

e Secretary may, dlrectly or thN?ugh
tartnership with· StateeducatJonal 
:ies, other public aqencies" an4 non-' 
ate and use the hrghest quabty re­
!dive practices to improve the qual­
'!hoois assisted under this title. 
UfENTARY SCl;lOOL TRANSITION 

te amount appropriated under sec­

)' shall' provide,' not ~ess th~n 

$40,000,000 to. support mno~tlVe 


I schools authonzedunder thJS sec­

-The Secretary shall award grants 
: (including such agencies that oper­
2ms Even Start, and other com­
! fo;med consortia with early child­
lead Start where available) for the 
ects, for dhildren from low,-income 
!nded a Head Start program, Even 
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Start program, or similar preschool program, which provide 
education and other services in early elementary grades. 

"(2) PURPOSES OF PROJECTS'7"""The pur-poses of projects as­
sisted under this section are to­

"(A) assist eligible children and th:eir families in mak­
ing a successful transition from preschool through the early 
elementary grades; . 

"(B) enable eligible children to achieve challenging aca­
demic standards through a model, developmentally appro­
priate, instructional program; and. . , " 

"(e) support the active involvement· of parents in the 
, education of their children. 

"(3) eOMPONENTS.,-:-A program assisted under this sub· 
section~' . . 

"(A) .shall provide transition to. elementary school ac­
tivities, such as-..' " ,. , ' , ' 

. "(i)development ,of a transition plan lor each child, . 
which provides for instruction, support, and assistance 
through the third grade;' " '.' . "" 
" "ai) transfer of~ch child's preschoQl records to the 
elementary'lJchool (wl.thparental consent); , ' 
. ' "(iii) formal' meetings between a child.'s parent, pre­
schoolteacher, and kindergarten or {irst grade teacher; 
and ' '. ,. ". , , ' .. ' 
. ,', "(ivYkindergarten visits and other ,orientation' ac­i 

tivities for preschool children prior to enrollment' in ele,­
mentary school.·.. '. ,',.' , . 
"(B) shall use an instructional, approach which­

, . "(i) has' been ,show!, to be effective in providing· 
transition services; or '.' . ' ." ", .' 
. "(ti) shows promise ofproviding effective transition 
services; ..' . .' '. . , , 
"(e) shall provide for ,the direct participation of the 

parents ofsuch children in th:e development. operation, and 
evaluation of sucll,program; ,,'. . " , 

"(D) . shall provide directly or through referral com-, 
prehensive educational, health, nutritional, social,. and ' 
other services, that aid in the .continued development of eli­
gible children to' their full pote~tial; . 

"fE) shall ensure. that each supportive services team de- . 
veloped pursuant' to subsectiOn (c)(8) includes a sufficient' 
number of family service coordinators to adequately meet 
the needs ofeligib.le children and their families; and 

"(F) may. provide for the Use of mentors who' are sec­
ondary school students toassistelementarj and secondary 
students who were formerly enrolled. in Head Start or Even 

:':: Start programs. . 

;~~' .: .. "(c) APPLlCATIONS.-An applicatwn for ci grant under sub­


! -: ::~,':: section (b) shall­
. "(I) describe the 'goals which the applicant plans to achieve; :, l.

.'i 

"(2) describe the .instruc(ional approach the applicant will 
use, and the manner in which the applicant will implement 
such approach; . 

http:eligib.le


"(£) assist families, administrators, and teachers to 
.' respond to health, immunization, mental health, nutri­

tion, social service, and educational needs of. eligible 
students; . .... . 

"(ii)conduct home visits and help students and 
their families to obtain health, immunization, mental 
health, .nutrition~ parenting education, 'literacy, edu­
cation (including tutoring and remedial services), and' , 
social services (including substance abuse ·treatment, . 
edUcation, ,and prevention), for which students and 
their i,amilies are eligible; . 

. (iii) coordinate ci family outreach and support 
program, including a plan for involving parents in the 
management of the program under subsection (b), in 

. cooperation wzth parental involvement efforts under­
taken pursuant to this part, the Head Start Act, and 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, in­
cluding school-parent compacts, parent .volunteer ac­
tivities, parent education services and training such as 
the services. and training provided through the Even 

, Start program, and regular meetings; and ' 
"(ivY assist families, administrators, and teachers 

in enhancing developmental continuity between the 
programs assisted·· under the Head Start Act, other 

. , early childhood def!(!lopment programs, and elementaryk 
school classes; or 
«(B) a description of the comprehensive, coordinated 

services currently provided to children eligible for services 
under this section;. I . 

"(9) designate a member of the support services team de­
scribed ,in paragraph (8) who will serve as the supervisor of 
such support services team; " ' 

.~(16) include a plaTI
under this section wUl 
under part A or other Fel 
after the grant, has expirt 

."(17) contain such 0 
reasonably require. 
"(d) NATIONAL ACTIVITIE; 

"(1) IN GENERAL.~ 
section (a) to carry out t, 
less than $3,000,000 but 

. tional activities. to. evalu. 
transition programs. 
. . "(2) .. 'TECHNICAL A.S 

,amount reserved under J 
not. less than $3,000,000 
nonprofit agencies, institl 
CO!Ulortia which receive I 
the extent feasible, to se 
programs under section 1 

. . . "(A) technical as: 
panded use of moe: 
prooches, including t 
to increase parental 
coor,dinated services; 

"(B) traini1ifJ in 
and operation of such 

, 1'(3) COORDINATION A 
cooperation with the Secl 
may promote coordinatiol 
tion with the projects fur. 
Projects Act, including a J 
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"(3) describe the transition to elementary school activities 
for which assistance is sought;

"(4) describe the members of the consortium required by 
subsection (b)(1);

"(5) shall include evidence that the consortium members 
each have performed assessments of their programs to ensure 
that such members have the capacity to address the health, im­
munization, mental. health, nutrition, parenting education, lit­
eracy, social service (including substance abuse, education, and 
prevention), and educational needs of low-income students and 
their families whom the consortium members plan to serve; 

"(6) describe how the project will be coordinated with title 
I, title VII, and other programs under this Act; 

"(7) provide evidence that the proposed transition activities, 
instruction, and other services to be provided by the applicant 
have been specifically designed to build upon, and coordinate 
with, the services provided to eligible children and theirparents 
by local Heat Start, Even Start, and other similar preschool 
programs; . 

"(8) include- , 
U(A) a plan for the development of a support services 

team, including a family service coordinator, t~ . 

. "(10) contain assure 
and community-based c 
ices to low-income stUt 
agency consortium have 

. plan described in paragi 
"(11) contain assurlJ 

,!nd c0111munity-based 0 
lces to' low-income stw 
agency consortium will (
a liaison to the sup,nnrt
(8);' z-~ 

"(12) describe the ta, 
port services team descr 
lies previously served u; 
other comparable early c 

"(13) describe the Sl 
or through referral; 

. "(14) describe the F 
. will be used to carry out 

"(15) contain assura 
in paragraph (8) will be 
lies with limited-English 



to elementary. school activities 
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"(10) contain assurances that State agencies, local agencies, 
and community-based organizations that provide support serv­
ices to 10w-incof!1.e students served by the local educational 
agency consortium have been consulted in the preparation of the 
plan described in paragraph '(8); . 

"(11) contain assurances that State agencies, local agencies, 
and community-based organizations that provide support serv­
ices to low-income students served by the local educational 
agency consortium will designate an individual who will act as 
a liaison to the support services team· described in paragraph
(8); , " '. 

"(12) describe the target population to be served by the sup­
port services team described in paragraph (8), including fami­
lies previously served under part C of the Head Start Act, or 
other comparable early childhood development program; 

"(13) describe the support services' to be provided, directly 
or through referral; , . 

, ' "(14) describe the Federal and non-Federal resources that' 
will be used.to carry out the program; " ".", ' 

"(15) contain assurances that the support services described 
in paragraph (8) will be equipped to assist children and fami­
lies with limited-English proficiency or with disabilities; 

~(16) include a plan describing how the program assisted 
under this section, will be sustained, with funding received 

'under part A or other. Federal and non-Federal funding sources, 
after the grant, has expired; and . 

"(17) contain such other info171Wtion as the Secretary may 
.reasonably require. ' 
"(d) NATIONAL ACTNITIES.­

"(1) IN GENERAL.-Of the amount provided under sub­
section (a) to carry out this section, the. Secretary shall use not 
less than $3,000,000 but not more $5,000,000 to carry out na­
tional activities, to evaluate and. improve the use of innovative 
transition programs. . ',' 

"(2) ,TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND TRAlNING.- Of the 
amount reserved under paragraph (1), the Secretary sh(z.ll use 
not less than $3,000,000 to award grants to public and private 
nonprofit agencies, institutions, and organizations to provide to 
consortia which receive grants under subsection (b)(l) and, to 
the extent feasible, to sch.Qt;JIs that are designated schoolwide 
programs under section 1~14.:...:­

"(A) technical Q.$sistance in the implementation and,ex­
panded use of model transition. and ·instructional, ap~ 
proaches, including the use ofappropriate pedagogy, efforts 
to increase parental involvement and providing access to 
coordinated services; and 

"(B) training in conjunction with the implementation 
and operation ofsuch model approaches. " 
"(3) COORDINATION AND DISSEMlNATION.--The Secretary, in 

cooperation with the Secretary of Health and Human Services, , 
may promote coordination of activities assisted under this sec­
tion with' the projects funded under the Head Start Transition 
Projects Act, including a process to­

83"-289 0 - 94 - 4 
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"(A) collect information on program activities and. re­
sults; and 

"(B) disseminate information on succe88ful transition 
programs., ... . 

. "(4) EVALUATION.~A) The Secretary, m cooperatIon wIth 

. the Secretary of Hecilth and Human Services, is authorized to . 

award grants, or enter into contracts or cooperative agreements, 


. to provide for the evaluation of the programs assisted under 
this section. ' .. . . . , 

"(B) To the extent· practicable, such evaluations shall be 
conducted jointly with evaluations of Heael Start Transition 
Projects. 

"(5) OTHER ACTlVITIES.-The Secretary· may undertake 
other activities to promote the replication of successful transi­
tion programs. ' .. 
(f(e) COORDINATION OF REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall work 

with the Secretary ofHealth and Human Services to coordinate reg­
ulations promulgated under this section with regulations promul­
gated under the Head Start Act Amendments of 1994. ' 

n 

. "(f) GENERAL PROVISIONS.­
"(1) PRIOR.ITY.-In awarding grants wider subsection (b)(l), 

the Secretary shall give priority to applicants that­
"(A) will operate a project under this section at a school 

designated as a schoolwide program und~r section 1114; 
"(B) serve local educational agencles that have the 

highest numbers or percentall.es ofpoor. children; and 
"(C) demonstrate a significant commitment by the com­

munity to the proposed program, as evidenced by the level 
of resources, both cash and in-kind, from other public and 
private sources available to the consortium. ~..:; ,
"(2) SUPPLEMENT....:....An application for a88istance under 

this section may not be approved unless the Secretary is satis­
" 

fied that the services to be provided by the applicant will sup­
plement, and not supplant, .services that. previously provided 
other Federal a88istance. . 

. "(3) SUFFiCIENT SIZE.-A grant under subsection. (b)(I) 
shall be of sufficient size and scope to enable the grantee to op­
erate a project which meets the. requirements of this section. 

"(4) URBAN AND RURAL GRANTs.-To the extent practicable, 
the Secretary shall award grants under subsection (b)(l) to con­
sortia in both urban and rural areas. 

"(5) RENEWAL GRANT.-To be eligible to renew a grant 
under the section, an applicant that received assistance under 
subsection (b)(I) shall demonstrate that the project achieved the 
purposes described in subsection (b)(2). 
"(g) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 

"(1) FAMILY SERVICES COORDlNATOR....:..The term 'family 
services coordinator' means an individual who has the skills 
necessary to assist families in obtaining support services and 
may be an existing employee of a local educational agency or 
Head Start agency. 

"(2) HEAD START AGENCY.-The term 'Head Start agency' 
means any agency designated as a Head Start agency under the 
Head Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9831 et seq.). . 

"(3) SUPPORT SERVICE. 
services that enhance the J 
lectual development of low, 
sion of necessary support t 
bers ofsuch children. ' 

"PAR,T F-GEN 

"SEC. 1601. FEDERAL REGULATIO 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-The SE 

regulations as are necessary to 
. pliance with this title. 

. "(b) NEGOTIATED RULEMAKl 
"(1) IN GENERAL.-:-Pric 

isterpropased regulations 'I 

shall obtain the advice and 
of Federal, State; and loco 
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"(3) SUPPORT SERVICES.-The term 'support services' means 
services that enhance the physical, social, emotional, and intel· 
lectual development of low-income children, including the provi­
sion of necessary support to the parents and other family mem­
bers ofsuch children. . 

"PART F-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

"SEC. 1601. FEDERAL REGULATIONS. 
"(a) IN GENERAL-The Secretary is authorized to issue such 

regulations as are necessary to reasonably ensure that there is com­
pliance with this title. 

"(b) NEGOTIATED RULEMAKING PROCESS.­
~(1) IN GENERAL.-:-Prior to publishing in the Federal Reg­

ister proposed regulations to carry out this title, the Secretary 
shall obtain the advice and recommendations of representatives 
of Federal, State, and local administrators~' parents, teachers,' 
and members of local boards ofeducation irwolved with the im­
plementation and operation.o{programs under this title. 

"(2) MEETINGS AND 'ELECTRONIC.EXCHANGE.-Such ·advice 
and recommendation may be ,obtained . through such mecha­

. nisms. as. regional:meetings and electronic exchanges of infor­
mation.. 

"(3) PROPOSED REGULATIONs.-After obtaining. such· advice 
and recommendations, and prior to publishing proposed regula­
tions, the Secretary shall-, " . 

"(A) establish a negotiated rulemaking process on a 
minimum of two key'issues, including­

"(i) schoolwide programs; and 
,. "(ii) standards and assessment; 

"(B) select individuals to participate in such process 
{rom among individuals or groups which provided advice 
and recommendations, including representation (rom all 
geographic regions of the United States; and 

"(C) prepare a draft of proposed policy options that 
shall be provided to the individuals selected by the Sec­
retary under subparagraph (A) not less than 15 days prior 
to the first meeting under. such process. 
"(4) PROCESS.-Such process.,­

."(A) shall be conducte,d in a timely manner to ensure 
. that final regulations are issued by the. Secretary not later 
than July 1, 1995; and . . 

"(B) shall not be subject to the Federal Advisory Com­
mittee Act but shall otherwise follow the provisions of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Act of 1990 (5 U.S.C. 561 et seq.). 
"(5) EMERGENCY SITUATION.-In an emergency situation in 

which regulations. to carry out this title must be issued with a 
very .limited time to assist State and local educational agencies 
with the operation of a program under this title; the Secretary 
may issue proposed regulations without following such process 
but shall, immediately thereafter and prior to issuing final reg­

. ulations, conduct regional meetings to review such propose,d 
regulations. 
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Education Opportunity Zone~ -- Budget Options 

..1 

/' Option I: 

Obey round 1: straightline to complete 3 year grants. 

~ 
Obey round 2: add 1(10 M inFY 99, then straightline to complete 3 year grants 

, 

Zones: I round, 15 urban, 15 rural 

• Federal share: JOO%175%/50/50/50. 

2002 . 20032001 Total 

245 100 590Obey 245 

EOZ* 228 152304 

252 152549 473Total 

* Excluding $16 Mlyear national activities. 


Option 2: 


Obey: Saine a~ Option 1 


Zones: 2 rounds -- 10 urban, 10 rural beginning FY 99, 10 urban, 10 rural beginning FY 00 


• Federal share: same as Option 1 

FY 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Total 

Obey 245 245 100 590 

EOZ 205 358.75 256.25 205 205 1,230 

Total 450 603.75 356.25 205 205 1820 



Option 3: 

Obey: Same as Option 1· 

Zones: 2 rounds -- 10 urban, 10 rural beginning FY 99, 10 urban, 10 rural beginning FY 01 

• Federal share: same as Option 1 

FY 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Total 

Obey 245 245 100 590 

EOZ 
\ 

205 153.75 307.5 256.25 205 1127.5 

Total 450 398.75 407.5 256.25 205 1717.5 

Option 4: 

Obey: Same as Option 1 

Zones: 2 rounds -- 10 urban, 10 rural beginning FY 99, 10 urban, 10 rural beginning FY 00 

• Federal share: 66%1100%175%/50/50 

2000 2001 2002 2003 Total 

. Obey 245 100 

EOZ 135.3 3~0.3 256.25 205 

Total 380.3 585.3 ·256.25 205 1885.6 



Option 5: 

Obey: Same as Option 1 

Zones:· 2 rounds -- 10 urban, 10 rural beginning FY 99, 10 urban, 10 rural beginning FY 01 

• Federal share: 66%11 00%175%/50/50 

2000 2002 2003FY 1999 2001 ~ 
245 100 590245Obey 

289.05 307.5 256.25 1193.1EOZ 135.3 205 

.1" .307.5 256.25 1783.1450Total l280.3. 
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Options for Linking Education Opportunity Zones with Obey-Porter Funds 

It is critical to ensure funding for both Education Opportunity Zones and the Obey-Porter 
comprehensive reform initiative in our FY99 budget proposal, and to ensure that these two 
initiatives complement each other to the maximum extent possible. This memo discusses some of 
the issues involved and lists some possibilities for making the combination work. 

Background 

The Obey initiative provides formula funds to states which then distribute the funds competitively 
to a significant number ofdistricts on behalf of individual schools to assist them to adopt proven 
models of reform. The Zones initiative distributes significantly larger amounts of funds to a 
smaller number ofhigh poverty districts to help them carry out a set of reform activities, both at 
the district and at the school levels, which includes turning around failing schools using be~t 
practices. 

The purpose of Obey is to get individual schools to successfully adopt the tested models. The 
purpose of the Zemes initiative is to demonstrate that a serious approach to high standards can 
work. To effect the purpose of the Zones, grants would be targeted to school systems that have 
already begun to make progress in raising student achievement, at least in some low-income 
portions of the district, and/or that can show that they have ~egun to put into place effective 
. reform policies, so that local efforts can be expanded or accelerated. 

Zones should be ~ewarded for demonstrating re~l gains in student performance, in part because 
this will help to draw national attention to the effective policies used by the these districts. 
However, the investment offundsshould be heaviest on the front end when districts are putting 
into place or expanding policies that theysnould be able to sbstain over the long haul with other 
state, federal and local resources. Moreover, for the Presidbnt's initiative to be taken seriously, it 
must entail significant up-front investment.. ltv'" },..c/"-- It.. III 
Any district that we would want to select as a Zone should have a good idea how to use Obey 
funds, but states will be making awards under Obey and there is no guarantee from state to state 
that the districts which will have the strongest EOZ proposals will be awarded funds in the state's 
Obey competition. Furthermore, few districts will be able to persuasively demonstrate any impact 
ofObey funds by the time ofan FY 99 EOZ competition. 

Linkage Options 

A vital part of the zones initiative is for districts to identify schools that are failing and take steps 
to get them to adopt the kinds of effective reform models that Obey seeks to promote..Therefore, 
to the extent possible, States should be encouraged to drive Obey resources to the kinds of 
districts that would be eligible to apply for EOZs. Moreover, districts should receive an 
advantage in the EOZ competition if the district can show that it is doing an effective job, or at 
least has an effective plan, for fixing failing schools, through using its Obey funds (if it receives 
any) as well as other federal, state and local funds. 



• Make maximum use ofObey program guidance: . 

• 	 Discuss the President's Zones proposal ~s well as the Obey initiative. Note that a 
critical part of the President's initiative is for districts to take aggressive action on 
fixing failing schools. . 

• 	 Encourage, but don't require, states to target a substantial proportion ofObey 
funds to schools located in the kinds ofdistricts that will be eligibl~ to participate 
in the Zones: "high poverty" districts, with comprehensive reform plans that are 

. already beginning to show some results (at least in some parts ofthe district), or at 
least that have a compelling strategy for doing so. ~. ·0 reM 
Suggest that states 'encourage possible zone applicants to describe how the schools 
using Obey funds would fit into comprehensive efforts throughout the district to 
strengthen accountability and raise achievement. 

• 	 Indicate that the Zone competition will includeextra·points for districts with 
successful or promising plans for intervening in failing schools, including 
interventions using Obey funds as well as other Federal, state and local funds. 

• 	 Structure FY 99 Zones competition to reward districts that are well-integrating Obey 
resources into a comprehensive strategy, but don't freeze out districts that haven't 
received Obey funds from States. . 

• 	 Give extra points for districts with successful or promising plans for intervening in 
failing schools, including interventions using Obey funds as well as other Federal, 
state and local funds. . . 

• 	 In FY 99 Budget, propose increase to allow 2nd round of Obey awards, but add explicit . 
requirements for states to give priorities as discussed above, consistent with the zones 
initiative. 

• 	 . Round needs to be significant, but could be smaller than FY 98 round. 

• 	 Split Zones into two competitions, the second round in FY 200l. The second competition 

I would give explicit priority to districts that can demonstrate that they made successful use 
of Obey funds and that are complementing these efforts with serious district-wide 
accountability policies, rewarding these districts and giving them additional assistance to 
expand and demonstrate their efforts. 

• 	 Zones would be given year 4 and 5 funds if they can demonstrate that have significantly 
. raised student achievement. 

• 	 Would look at two baselines: 1) over life ofgrant (including Obey grant, if received 
one)~ 2) since 1994 ESEA reauthorization. Gains would have to be reached for all 



significant subpopulations. 

• 	 Year 4 and 5 funds would be contingent upon commitment and plan to work with 
other districts to help them ·implement successful models, including both district­
wid.e accountability policies featured under Zones initiative and research-based 
reform school reform models featured under Obey. 



----
'Mike/BarbaraJJerry: 

There are at le~st five iss~es to address: iefining a Clinton thing that relates to but is different 
from Obey/Porter; creating a programmatic linkage; relating to current major programs so as not 
to imply that they are failing; involving district level management; money and pJiasing. ­

.. ~ 

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

Make Clinton grants in two parts: 

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

(ii) Part B. Rewards to Districts with Obe rants that mo t i nificantl raise student 
achievement. Distt1bts with Obey wInners and Part A winners compete-for who can 
demoEate t e clost:Stgnificant progr:e~~m wher~/theYwerein 199'Y~actm~At 
of the ~dd.inistr#ion's Improvigg.Afuerica's~Schoois ActJllfth~oals 2000 ~/a:lsb 

, stress <gainsr6r'ehildren with disabilities to link to the IDEA reforms just enacted] to the 
time of the competition. 

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

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

nwt"P'A~· "Comprehensive n ewards" 
enSlve School Re orm Program.. 

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



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

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

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

3. Relating to current maj or programs. This is accomplished by benchmarking. the achievement 
measure since 1994, and for disabled kids, since IDEA re rms. Technical assistance to title I { 
and IDEA programs may also focus on successes III bey grant sites as ways of achieving those 
statutes' program goals better. Link the evaluation of Obey grants to the evaluation of title I and, 

, eventually, IDEA: Obey grant winners should be those who are best using title I funds if they are, 
in fact, raising achievement. 

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

Then the Rewards program, as above, has as its eligible applicants, districts with at least 
one Obey award winner, which has demonstrated the achievement growth since 1994 and whose 

. example the District commits to spread to other schools. 

5. Money and phasing. Considerations: The best time to do the Rewards Part B grants (the 
actual rewards) would be in FY 2000 -- 5 years since enactment of the big school reform bills. If 
we can lower the amount for Rewards spending in FY 1999, we can get the program started with 
less crowding out of other initiatives, and reserve the big payoffs for·FY2000. Option: 

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

,I. Obey grants 145 175 175 175 
2. Rewards grants Part A 150 200 200 
3. Rewards grants Part B 300 300 

total 145 325 675 675 

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

2. Rewards Part A grants -- supplements to Obey winners with lowest achievementlhighest 



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

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



·' 

December 11, 1997 

MEMORANDUM TO WORKING GROUP PARTICIPANTS 

FROM: Gerry Tirozzi· 

SUBJECT: Connecting Obey-Porter to the Education Zones Initiative 

In preparation fer the December 11 meeting, staff and leadership at the Department ef Educatien 
re-examined both the Obey-Perter program fer cemprehensive scheel referm and the Educatien 
Oppertunity Zenes initiative fer urban and rural scheel districts. After careful censideratien, we 
strongly believe that these initiatives cemplement and suppert ene anether, and beth are critical. 

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

The Obey-Perter program sets the stage fer seme deeper, mere ambitieus referm activities in a 
small number ef high peverty urban' and rural scheel districts. We expect that mest, if net all, ef 
the urban districts will receive seme funds under Obey-Perter. This will~ hewever, be targeted in 
a few scheels and net provide :the district level referm necessary to. sustain scheel ref9rm efferts 
ence the Obey-Perter funds are gene,and bring referm to. scale threugheut the district. The 
Obey-Perter meney sheuld werk in cenjunctien with ether critical federal funds such as Title I 
and Geals 2000,and lecal funds to. launch and implement cemprehensive scheel referms -­
scheel by scheel-:. that help all students reach high stand~ds. We recegnize, hewever, that in 
erder to. institutienalize and scale up such referms, district level cemmitment and investment will 
be necessary. 

. .' . 

The urban-rural Educatien Oppertunity Zenes initiative prevides an eppertunity to. demenstrate 
that cemmunities with cencentrated;peverty can turn areund their scheels and help all students 
achieve high standards. These ..grrulli weuld go. to. districts th~stri1ted their 
cemmitment to. im..mevingJpeir.schoels: These districts will be the types ef districts that utilize 
Obey-Perter funds to. get se~e eftheir scheel programs up and running. A larger, mere systemic 
grant weuld allew these districts to. build the acceuntability, public scheel cheice, technical 
assistance, and professienal develepment pregrams that will help institutienalize, breaden, and 
deepen the referm activities begun under Obey-Perter. 

District experience shews that successful scheel-by-scheel referm efferts can stall and even 
disappear witheut seme district level suppert and cemmitment. 'Fer example, the New American 
Scheels Develepment Cerperatien began with a scheel-by-scheel approach and is new werking 
with districts because it feund that district barriers to. cemprehensive referm activities needed to. 
be addressed. NAS is new fecusing en several scheel districts that have cemmitteji to. 
implementing cemprehensive scheel referms in a significant number ef scheels. Other research 
supperts this cenclusien, including werk by such researchers as Dick Elmere and Susan 
Fuhrman. In effect, cemprehensive scheel referm is net realized by celebrating "victery 
gardens." 
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D~c~mber 11, 1997 
, '. 

MEMORANDUM TO WORKING GROUP PARTICIPANTS .~ 

FROM: Gerry Tiro:zzi . 

SUBJECT: . Connecting Obey-Porter to the Education Zones Initiative 

In preparation for the December 11 meeting, staff and leadership attheDepartmentof Education, 
re-examined both the Obey-Porter program for comprehensive school reform and. the Education 
Opportunity Zones initiative forurb~ and rural school districts. After careful' consideration, we 
strongly believe that these initiatives compl~ment and s~pport one another, and both,are critical. . 

.. " .' ,,' ' . 

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

The Obey-Porter prog;am sets the s~ge for some deeper, more ambitious reform activities in a 
small number ofhigh poverty urban and rural school districts ..We expect that most, if not all, of 
the urban di~tric,is will receivesomefunds under Obey-Porter. This Will~ however, be targeted in 
a few schools and not provide ~he district'level reform necessary to sustain school ref9rm efforts ' 
once the Obey-Porter funds are gone and bringreforffi to scale throughout the .district. The 
Obey-Porter money should work 'in conjunction with other critical federal funds such as Title I 
and Goals 2000 . and local funds to launch and implement comprehensive' school reforms -­
school by school-:. that help all students reach high standards. We recognize~ however,. that in 
order to institutionaIize and ~cale up such reforms, district~evel conimitment and investment will 
be necessary. . . . 

The urban-rural Education Opportunity Zones initiative provides an opportunity to demonstrate 
that communities ~ith concentrated poverty can tum around their schools and help all students . , 

achieve high standards. These.grar@ would go to districts that.h~tr!1ted their 
commitment to im.PIoving_th~ir_schools: These districts will be the types of districts.~at utilize 
Obey-Pqrter funds tqget some.of their school programs up and Iunning. A larger, more systemic 
grant would allow these districts to build the accoUntability, public school choiCe,' tec~ical 
assist~ce, and professional development programs that will help institutionalize, broaden, and 
deepen the reform activities begun under Obey:-Porter. 

, '. 
District experience shows $at su'ccessful school-by-school reform efforts can stall and even 
disappear without some district level suppOrt and cOIilmitment. 'For example, the New Ameridm 

. Schools Development Corporation began with a school-by-school approach and is no.w working 
, . 

with districts because it found that district barriers to cO.qIprehensive reform activities needed to 
be addressed. NAS}s now focusing on several school districts that have committe~ to ' 
implementing compreherisive school reforms in a significant number of schools .. Other research 

. supports this conclusion, including work by such researchers as Dick Elmore·and Susan 
Fuhrman. In effect, comprehensive school reform is notrealized by c;elebrating "victory 
gardens." '. 



Steps to link the two initiatives: 

.' Discuss the initiatives as related activities to support the achievement ofhigh standards. ("" 
Emphasize their common goal ofhelping improve student achievement. Discuss Obey­
Porter funds as leading into deeper district-wide refonn activities. 

• Reference the urban-rural Education Opportunity Zones initiative in the Obey-Porter ,/ 
guidance. 

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

• Give priority in the Education Zones competition to districts that can demonstrate their 
commitment to school refonn. One 0 tion would be to give a preference to districts that 

, co~-rec . e ds under Obey-Porter. 

• Require districts to focus on research-based, comprehensive ap roac ello--tuming-ar und 
low perfonnin schools in the Educati ones program. bey-Porter funds would be 
one ource for accessmg ese programs. We could use the criteria for research-based 
comprehensive refonn being developed under Obey-Porter as the guide to refonn in the 
Education Zones Initiative. 

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

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



December 9, 1997 

MEMORANDUM TO WORKING GROUP PARTICIPANTS· 

FROM: 	 Mike Cohen 
Bill Kincaid 

SUBJECT: 	 Education Opportunity Zones 

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

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

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

There is a general sense that, ifnecessary, it would be possible to start with somewhat less , 
funding per grantee in year one (because it could take time for various aspects of the reform effort 
to get started). A possible pattern for the first three years' ofa grant could be something like 
66%11 00%175%, but more work on this is required. , In particular, Judith Johnson was going to 
do some thinking about how a district would spend its grant funds. . 

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



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

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

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

2 
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. Student Assistance and Accountability: 

• 	 Ganado Unified School District-'Iocated on the Navajo rcservati'on in northeastern 

Arizona-has developed "Foundations ofLearning'~ that f,ocuses all curriculum and 

inStruction onpreparing students to achieve success acadeInically, careerwise and 

socially, wbjle jn~tilling rt:;spect and reverence for Navajo culture. Ganado's .Primary 

School received the Secretary ofEducation's Blue Ribl:lon award, and its principal Wa:lS 

chosen as a national distinguished , principal of the year. 


• 	 . The Superintendent ofth~ Monroe CountyPublie Schools in .Beatrice, Alabama n~tes 
that the disr.rict's;studentsare showing steady acaden,lic i)l~ogress as a result, in part, of 
their participation in a progrrundesigned to bolster rural schools by bringing them 
together with their communities: The distrit."t has also'reached out to bring technology 
into its schools, connecting four regional high schools; to a Distance Learrung n~twork to 
expand the number ofcourses available to students. Through Goals 2000 funds, the 
district ·has installed computer labs'in its high schuuls and computer termillals in every 
<!l<!menlaty schooL.dassroom. Although student test scores in this high-poverty rural 
community remain below the national average, they have risen dramatically since . 
1994·95. 

• 	 The Zuni Public School District; in New Mexico, operate~ a commuruty service' 

learning program for middle arid high schoo.l students. Tp.e program includes work 

preparedness and placernenb, and 'students arepruvided wi~h. the ongoing support of . 

counselors and mentors. The program has been successful in providing students with a.n 

inSIght into the work that occurs ~jthin the Zuni Pueblo, while improving their relations 

w·ith the broader community. . 


• 	 The Richmond County Public Sc.hool Distrkt,in, Warsaw, Virginia, has in:>tituled an. 
extended d~yprobllam for students 'in grades J-3 whe need additionalil.lstruetional time to 

. master basic skills. Over-age middle school stUdents al:>o receive additional 
assistance-primarily through computer assisted instruction·· ···in mastering skills needed 
for high !lcheo! succelS:'. . 

Sturr ElTectiven~ss a.nd Accountability: 

• 	 Tea(,;hing stafrin New Mexi~)s Zuni Public School District are developing a' 

coordinated di5:tiictwide CUrricLllllIIl across grade!; K-12. Pol1ov.-ing aJull year of . 


. training, teachers formed subject area. committees to develop curriclllllm document!; 
b.ased 'on state st::tndards.. Goals 2000 funds hav<!supported salru.)' supplements for 
teachers who have worked on weekends and throllghoutthe summer. 

. K:\PES\.ESED\RURALEX1.1S 

http:K:\PES\.ESED\RURALEX1.1S


P1l15/98 Ii: 50 '6'202 401 3036 OPP/PES 	 I4J 003 

School Iml)ro'vclllcnt and Accountability: 

• 	 The Los li'resllos Independent School District supplements the Texas Assessment of 
Academic Sk;lIs (TAAS)will local assessments-administered r.hree t.imes each year-to 
provide teachers with data for monir.oring students' progres~> and to niodify timelines and 
in~tructional practices. Students who. cOI1!lisrently perform below expectalions on the 
assessments are tutored after school by certified teachers; who receive Title I-nmded 
stipends. The emphMis placed oncontinuous improvement is reflected in the district's 
test scores. rn 1997, 84 percent of students tested passed a.1I portion~ of the TAAS-an 
increa5le fi'olll 77 percent in 1996. 

• 	 Serving students kindergarten through eighth grade students in one school, the 
Guerneville Elementary School Dist:rkt is palticipatitlg in a consonium of GoaLs 2000 
funded districts in Sonoma County, California-which are working jointly to develop 
stWldards 811d as!legSl11ent tools. Standards iTI language arts and math are completed, and 
assessment tools-.including performance assessment!:-are being developed. 

Public School Choice: 

K:\PES\ESED\RURALEXl.15 
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'; 
Poverty Percentages and Census Coding for Selected: Districts 

Kids'in Percentage in 
State District Census Code Poverty Total Kids Poverty 

Alabama 
MOBILE COUNTY large 24,028 78,531 30.5968 
BIRMINGHAM CITY mid-size 16,734 47,782 35.0216" 

Alaska 
ANCHORAGE SCH DIST mid-size 4,868 45,085 10.7974. 
FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR BOR mid-size 1,59.1 16,167 9.841 

Arizona 
PHOENIX ELEM SCHOOL DIST large 6,415 11,420 56.1734 
TUCSON UNIFIED DISTRICT large 17,010 . 65,219 26.0814 
MESA UNIFIED SCHOOL DIST large 10,257 ~6,618 15.3967 
.PHOENIX UHS DISTRICT 210 large 6,691 93,239 7.1762 

\, Arkansas 
PINE BLUFF SCHOOL DISTRI mid-size 2,779 7,958 34.9208 

. NORTH L1TILE ROCK SCH DI mid-size' 3,028 11,133 27.1984 
.'1> 

L1TILE ROCK SCH DIST mid-size 6,106 30,496 . 20.0223 
PULASKI CO SPECIAL SCH D 4,087 24,628 

, 

16.5949 
California 

LOS ANGELES UNIFIED large 265,828 731,751 36.3277 
SAN DIEGO CITY UNIFIED large 38,420 137,769 27.8873 
FRESNO UNIFIED large 31,591 72,235 43.7336 
LONG BEACH UNIFIED large 26,358 78,850 33.428 
OAKLAND UNIFIED large 19;175 62,834 30.5169 
SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED large 17,926 56,957 31.4729 
SAN BERNARDINO CITY UNIF mid-size 17,311 45,047 38.4288 . 
SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED . large 14,964 81,479 18.3655 
SANTA ANA UNIFIED large 14,539 48,222 30.1501 
COMPTON UNIFIED fringe 16,459 34,441 47.789 

Colorado 
DENVER COUNTY . 1 large 20,177 67,942 29.6974 
PUEBLO CITY 60 mid-size 5,553 19,744 28.125 
COLORADO SPRINGS 11 5,310 32;433 . 16.3722 
JEFFERSON COUNTY R-1 fringe 5,792 82,284 7.039 

Connecticut 

" 
NEW HAVEN SCH DIST mid-size 9,159 20,396 44.9059 

BRIDGEPORT SCH DIST mid-size 8,987 25,526 35.2072 
WATERBURY SCH.DIST mid-size 4,628 . 17,050 27.1437 . 
NORWICH SCH DIST mid-size 1,581 6,041 26.1712 
HARTFORD SCH DIST mid-size 14,891 26;384 56.4395 
NEW LONDON SCH DIST mid-size 1,102 3,578 30.7993 
NEW BRITAIN SCH DIST mid-size city fringe 3,876 10,806 35.869 
STAMFORD SCH DIST 1,787 14,597 12.2422 
MERIDEN SCH DISt 1,618 9,762 16.5745. 

/ Delaware. 
WOODBRIDGE SCHOOL DIST rural 724 .1,924 37.6299 
LAUREL SCHOOL DISTRICT small town 474 2,135 22.2014 
LAKE FOREST SCHOOL DIST rural 688 3,284 20.95 
INDIAN RIVER SCHOOL DIST rural 1,185 5,840 20.2091 
CHRISTINA SCH DIST mid-size 2,996 22,194 13.4991 
RED CLAY CONSOLIDATED SC mid-size 2,399 21,848 10.9804 
COLONIAL SCH DIST fringe 1,459 12,139 12.0191 
CAPITAL SCH DIST mid-size city fringe 1,452 6,869 21.1384 









Poverty Percentages and Census Coding for Selected Districts 

Kids in Percentage in 
State District Census Code Poverty Total Kids Poverty 

UTICA CITY SCHOOLS mid-size 3,870 10,865 35.619 
YONKERS CITY SCHOOLS fringe 6,282 27,571 22.7848 
HEMPSTED fringe 1,953 ·6,496 30.06 
PEEKSKILL fringe 656 2,800 23.43 
WHITE PLAINS 537 6,114 8.7831 

North Carolina 
MECKLENBURG COUNTY large 13,744 85,426 16.0888 

. CUMBERLAND COUNTY mid-size 10,030 46,617 21.5158. 
NEW HANOVER COUNTY 3,977 19,880 20.005 
ROBESON COUNTY rural 7,199 . ·23,963 30.0421 
FORSYTH COUNTY 6,682 42,523 15.7138 
PITT COUNTY mid-size city fringe 4,914 18,508 26.5507 
GASTON COUNTY 4,679 32,187 14.5369 
WAKE COUNTY 7,453 67,675 11.0129 
GREENSBORO CITY 3,652 20,851 17.5147 

North Dakota 
MINOT 1 large town 1,256 8,381 14.9863 . 
BISMARCK 1 mid-size 1,127 11,589 9.7247 
FARGO 1 mid-size 1,114 11,408 9.7651 

Ohio 
CLEVELAND CITY SD large 47,631 93,049 51.1892 
COLUMBUS CITY SD large 24;550 75,451 32.5377 
CINCINNATI CITY SD large 23,803 66;023 36.0526 
TOLEDO CITY SD mid-size 15,849 50,884 31.1473 
DAYTON CITY SD mid-size 13,392 33,664 39.7814 
AKRON CITY SD mid-size 12,665 37,507 33.767 
YOUNGSTOWN CITY SD mid-size 8,117 18,576 43.6962 
CANTON CITY SD mid-size 4,831 13,598 35.5273 

Oklahoma 
OKLAHOMA CITY SCH DIST large 15,270 46,268 33.0034 
TULSA CITY SCH DIST large 14,399 48,655 29.5941 

Oregon 
PORTLAND SCH DIST IJ large 11,659 59,573 19.5709 . 
SALEM/KEIZER SCH DIST 24 mid-size . 4,766 31,005 15.3717 
EUGENE SCH DIST 04J mid-size .2,234 19,871 11.2425 
SPRINGFIELD SCH DIST 019 2,135 11,145 19.1566 
BEAVERTON SCH DIST 48J 1,976 26,126 7.0255 

Pennsylvania 
PHILADELPHIA CITY S D large 92,964 263,609 35.2659 
PITTSBURGH S D large .. 17,307 51,450 33.6385 
READING S D mid-size 5,411 13,494 40.0993 
ERIECITYSD mid-size 5,394. 18,892 28.5518 
HARRISBURG CITY S D mid-size 4,394' 9,340 47.045 
LANCASTER S D mid-size 3,938 11,783 33.421 
ALLENTOWN CITY S D mid-size 3,558 15,407 23.0934 
SCRANTON CITY S D mid-size 2,998 12,230 24.5135 

. Rhode Island 
PROVIDENCE SCH DIST mid-size 11,152 25,925 43.0164 
CENTRAL FALLS SCH DIST mid-size city fringe 1,252 3,237 38.6777881 
WOONSOCKET SCH DIST mid-size 1,729 7,328 23.5944323 

South Carolina 



Poverty Percentages and Census Coding for Selected Districts 

State . District 
CHARLESTON COUNTY SCH DI 
RICHLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 
GREENVILLE COUNTY SCH DI. 

South Dakota ' 
" 

RAPID CITY 51-4 
SIOUX FALLS 49-5 

Tennessee 
MEMPHIS CITY SCH DIST 
NASHVILLE-DAVIDSON CO SC 

. CHATTANOOGA CITY SCH DIS 
KNOX CO SCH DIST 

Texas 
HOUSTON ISD 
DALLAS ISD 
EL PASO ISD 
FORT WORTH ISD 

,YSLETA ISD 
AUSTIN ISD 
CORPUS CHRISTI ISD. 

.. SAN ANTONIO ISD 
BROWNSVILLE ISD 

Utah 
OGDEN CITY SCH DIST 
SAN JUAN CO SCH DIST 
SOUTH SANPETE CO SCH DIS 
GRANITE SCH DIST 
SALT LAKE CITY SCH DIST 

Vermont 
BURLINGTON SCH DIST 
RUTLAND CITY StH DIST 
BENNINGTON ID SCH DIST 

Virginia 
NORFOLK CTY P S 
RICHMOND CTY P S 
FAIRFAX CO P S 

Washington 
SEATTLE 
TACOMA 
SPOKANE 

West Virginia 
RALEIGH COUNTY SCH DIST 
CABELL COUNTY SCH DIST 
KANAWHA COUNTY SCH DIST 

Wisconsin 
MILWAUKEE SCH DIST 
RACINE SCH,DIST 
MADISON METROPOLITAN SCH 
KENOSHA SCH DIST , 
GREEN'BAY AREA SCH DIST 

Wyoming 

NATRONA CO SCH DIST NO 0 


Census Code 
mid-size 
mid-size 
'mid-size city fringe 

mid-size 
mid-size 

large 
large 
mid-size 
mid-size 

large 
large 
mid-size 
mid-size 
mid-size 
mid-size 
mid-size 
large 
mid-size 

mid-size 
rural 
rural 
mid-size 
mid-size 

mid-size 
large town 
large town 

large 
mid-size 
fringe 

large 
mid-size 
mid-size 

rural 
mid-size 
mid-size city fringe 

large 
mid-size 
mid-size 
mid-size 
mid-size 

mid-size 

Kids in Percentage in 
Poverty Total Kids Poverty 

13,392 50,256 26.6476 
8,333 32,105 25.9555 
7,243 58,766 ' 12.3252 

2,579 14,376 17.9396 
1,902 18,191 10.4557 

42,048 114,506 36.7212 
18,331 80,904 22.6577 
7,625 25,114 30.3616 
9,709 53,954 17.995 

80,864 199,288 ·40.5765 
56,002 145,530 38.4814 
27,742 64,651 42.9104 
23,417 74,177 31.5691 
17,497 50,656 34.5408 
15,853 68,042 23.2988 
13,131 43,800 29.9795 
32,030 63,937 50.0962 
20,505 34,999 58.5874 

2,913 12,617 23.0878973 
1,273 3,910 32.5575448 

556 2,637 21.0845658 
8,473. 7,9,593 10.6454 
4,685 ' 26,760 17.5075 

807 4,191 19.2555 
502 2,612 19.219 
461 2,736 16.8494 

12,097 . 38,520 31.4045 
10,858 28,394 38.2405 
8,642 142,109 6.0812 

10,873 55,421 19.6189 
7,990 32,937 24.2584 
6,859 32,474 21.1215 

4,102 15,842 25.8932 
,,3,884 15,956 24.3419 
' 8,050 36,116 22.2893 

46,505 118,280 39.3177 
4,575 26,313 17.3868 
3.815 25.816 14.7777 
3,381 18,690 . 18.0899 
3,173, 21,787 14.5637 

1.928 , 13.299 14.4973 



Poverty Percentages and Census Coding for Selected Districts, 

Kids in Percentage in 
State District Census Code Poverty, Total Kids Poverty 

LARAMIE CO 8CH DI8T NO 0 mid-size 1,688 13,413 12.5848 



EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES 

Eligibility Issues -:. January 9, 1998 

Assumptions: Want to wind up with districts that will exemplifY 'the sorts of real challenges faced by many urban q5"
and rural 'districts. Should try to keep number of applications to a manageable level. Use census poverty, rather 

thanfree and reduced price lunches, because of availability for all districts. Assume that legislative process is more (JItl.P" 

likely to expand, rather than shrink, the range of eligible districts, no matter what we propose. ~~ 


I. Current Proposal (from Corwin, would make eligible LEAs that: 

• 	 Are high-need: 


'. At least 20% ofstuden'ts from low-income families; or 


• 	 There are at least 10,000 poor children. 

• 	 And are urban or rural: 

• 	 Large or mid-sized central city 

• 	 Urban Fringe of a large city 

• 	 Small town or rural area 

II. Options to Further Limit Eligibility 

• 	 Increase poverty threshold for all districts to 25% 

• 	 Increase poverty threshold for all districts to 30% 

• 	 Increase poverty threshold for rural districts to 30% 

• 	 . Remove "urban fringe" category 

m. Options to Broaden Eligibility 

• 	 Make 3 districts (in each state) with largest numbers of poor kids eligible 

• 	 Make 3 districts with largest numbers of kids in both urban and rural categories, eligible 

IV. Non-LEA Jurisdictions (HI, PR, DC),: 

• 	 Sub-SEA divisions' 

n.~,AJ
V. Very Large Jurisdictions (NYC, Chicago, etc.) 

C~ 
• 	 NYC: Should the whole district be eligible to apply on behalf of a portion of its community 

districts? Or should community districts be eligible? 

/ 	 ~. . Raw to address size prohl!':m iR etHer eities. -!T. Native Americans 

• 	 Tribal Schools 

• 	 How to capture other schools with large numbers of Native American students? 



Number of Eligible Districts atVarious Eligibility Levels 

# of Districts # of Districts # of Districts 
Eligible at 20% Eligible at 25% Eligible at 30% 

. 	ALABAMA 67 35 28 
ALASKA 16 13 10 
ARIZONA 110 85 69 
ARKANSAS 190 120 74 
CALIFORNIA 226 137 105 
COLORADO 64 42 27 
CONNECTICUT 7 7 5 .• 
DELAWARE 5 1 1 
FLORIDA 43 21 13 
GEORGIA 117 86 59 
HAWAII 1 1 1 
IDAHO 26 6 4 
ILLINOIS 87 . 35 23 
INDIANA 24 7 4 
IOWA 29 3 2 

.'1- KANSAS 59 21 6 
KENTUCKY 115 85 63 
LOUISIANA 52 14 37 
MAINE 56 26 17 
MARYLAND 4 2 2 
MASSACHUSETTS 24 11 10 
MICHIGAN 147 83 48 
MINNESOTA 64 22 26 
MISSISSIPPI 119 103 79 
MISSOURI 232 156 97 
MONTANA' . 98 ' 70 52 
NEBRASKA 111 77 59 
NEVADA 3 1 1 
NEW.HAMPSHIRE 14 6 4 
NEW.JERSEY 39 24 21 
NEW.MEXICO 71 57 46 
NEW.YORK 98 37 21 
NORTH.CAROLINA 48 23 15 
NORTH.DAKOTA 76 48 34 . 
OHIO 102 57 39 
OKLAHOMA 297 205 140 
OREGON' 53 21 ' 14 
PENNSYLVANIA 102 41 26 
RHODE.lSLAND 3 2 2 
SOUTH.CAROLINA 51 35 27 
SOUTH.DAKOTA 72 42 33 

. 	TENNESSEE 82 36 26 
TEXAS 576 409 286 
UTAH 3 1 1 
VERMONT 32 16 9 
VIRGINIA 43 23 8 
WASHINGTON 100 66 47 
WEST.VIRGINIA 41 28 14 

, WISCONSIN 47 ' 20 8 
WYOMING 11 '6 4 
DISTRICT.OF.COLUMBIA . 1 1 1 
PUERTO RICO. 1 1 1 
Total 	 4059 2475 1749, , 

Note: All columns include districts with more than 10,000 poor childr~n 



To: Bill Kincaid 
From: Jim Butler , 
Subject , EOZ Eligibility 

At the 20 percent or 10,000poor children level, approximliltely 3,742 districts would be eligible, 
or about 25% of regular LEAs. Over 99 percent qualify based on 20 percent of children being 
from households above the poverty level. ' These districts serve about 15.3 million children, 
about one-tliird of all children nationally. Approximately 4.8 million 'of the children served by 
these districts come from households living below the poverty level, or about 51 percent of all 
poor children nationally. 

If the large urban fringe districts are included, 268 additional districts gain eligibility. These 
additional districts would result in 4,010 districts, 27% of all regular LEAs, being eligible for 
grants. These "fringe" districts serve an additional 1.9 million children, ofwhom over 476,000 
are poor. pqverty levels in these urban fringe districts are not as high as in the large or mid-size 
urban centers. ' The, large and mid-size urban centers have a poverty rate of about 31.5 percent 

, while the poverty rate in 'the urban fringe districts is about 25 percent. 

There are 3,364 rural districts with over 20 percent living above the poverty' level.' These 
districts serve approximately 4.9 million children, ofwhom about 1.5 million live below the 
poverty level. If the qualifying percentage for rural is raised to 30 percent, 1,428 rural districts 
would be eligible. The districts that would lose eligibility serve 2.1 million children, and over 
822,000 of these children live below the poverty level. The reduction would have a large impact 
on the Midwestern states. For example, none of the rural districts in Indiana would retain 
eligibility, although 5 mid-size cities would be eligible. Iowa would go from 29 eligible districts, 
to 2, and Iowa has no qualifying urban districts. Additionally, Idaho would go from 29 districts 
to 4. In Texas, currently 501 rural districts are eligible. An increase to a pov,erty level of 30 
percent would eliminate 267 districts, leaving 234 rural districts within the state eligil:!le. In 
Mississippi 114 rural district~ are eligible (plus 5 mid:..'size cities), at the higher poverty level 77 
would remain eligible. 



-EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES 

Agenda -- January 9, 1998 

L Eligibility Issues (see attached) 

II. Flexibility Options 

III. Update on Legislative/Outreach Strategy 

A. Discussions with Obey/staff 

B. Great City Schools et al 

C. Planning for meeting with Hill and Groups 

IV. Materials Needed for Roll-out 



Number of Eligible Districts at Various Eligibility Levels 

# of Districts # of Districts 
Eligible at 20% Eligible at 25% 

. ALABAMA 67 35 

ALASKA 16 13 

ARIZONA 110 85 . 

ARKANSAS 190 120 

CALIFORNIA 226 137 

COLORADO 64 42 

CONNECTICUT 7 7 

DELAWARE 5 1 

FLORIDA 43 21 

GEORGIA 117 86 

HAWAII . 1 1 

IDAHO 26 6 

ILLINOIS ·87 . 35 

INDIANA 24 7 

IOWA 29 3 

KANSAS 59 21 

KENTUCKY 115 85 

LOUISIANA 52 14 

MAINE 56 26 

MARYLAND 4 2 

MASSACHUSETTS . 24 11 

MICHIGAN 147 83 

MINNESOTA 64 22 

MISSISSIPPI .119 103 


. MISSOURI 232 156 

MONTANA 98 70 

NEBRASKA· 111 77 

NEVADA 3 1 

NEW.HAMPSHIRE 14 6 

NEW...IERSEY . 39 24 

NEW.MEXICO 71 57 

NEW.YORK 98 37 

NORTH.CAROLINA 48 23 

NORTH.DAKOTA 76 48 

OHIO 102 57 

OKLAHOMA 297 205 

OREGON 53 21 

PENNSYLVANIA 102 41 

RHODE ISLAND 3 2 

SOUTH.CAROLINA 51 35 

SOUTH.DAKOTA 72 42 

TENNESSEE 82 36 

TEXAS 576 409 

UTAH 3 1 

VERMONT 32 16 

VIRGINIA 43 23 

WASHINGTON. 100 66 

WEST.VIRGINIA . 41 28 

WISCONSIN 47 20 

WYOMING 11 6 

DISTRICT.OF.COLUMBIA 1 1 

PUERTO RICO 1 1 

Total 4059 2475 


# of Districts 

Eligible at 30% 


28 

10 

69 

74 


.105 

27 


5 

1 


13 

59 


1 

4 


23 

4 

2 

6 


63 

37 

17 

2 


10 

48 

26 

79 

97 

52 

59 


1 

4 


21 

46 

21 

15 

34 

39 


140 

14 

26 

2 


27 

33 

26 


286 

1 

9 


.8 

47 

14 

8 

4 

1 

1 


1749 

Note: All columns include districts with more than 10,000 poor children . 



EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ZONES 
.. December 15, 1997 Meeting 

,..?l Budget Scenario ,/, 

\lLRelation to Obey-Porter .­

-" III Legislative Authority ­

/ IV. Flexibilty 

V. Next Steps on Eligibility 



Education Opportunity Zones -- Budget Options -- ROUGH DRAFT 12/12/97 
*Funding Path: 70/100/85/60/40 

FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 FY 2003 Total 
Round 1 Number Average 
Urban 
Rural 

15 
15 

17.5 
3 

183.75 
31.5 

262.5 
45 

223.125 
" 38.25 

( 157.5 
27 

105,\ 931.875 
18 159.75 

,!,-.::­ . 

Total 30 20.5 215.25 307.5 261.375 184.5 123 1091.625 { 
, r:;' 

Round 2 
Urban 8 

/ 
183.75 262.5 223.125 669.375 . 

" 

,.. -
. 

Rural" 8 31.5 ' 45 38.25 114.75 
Total 16 215.25 307.5 261.375 784.125 

Combined. 46 215.25 307.5 476.625 492 384.375 1875.75 " 

National 10 10 10 10 10 50 
Activities 

Grand Total 225.25 317.5 486.625 ~~~4308 

*NOTE:. This scenario presumes that grantees receive the maximum one-year amount of funds 
.(100%) in year 2 of the grant. The year 1 amount would be smaller (70% of the maximum) to 
allow for phase-in. In years 3,4, and 5 the size of the grant gradually declines (to 85%,60%, and 40% 
of the maximum) as we assume districts will ultimately sustain reform activities with other 
federal, state and local funds. " 

'\.(. C (i..\.c...\"l/ \}..J 1
G ~ '-'- ~.t ~p "",01.'(\ 

G> 



DIFFERENCES BETWEEN OBEY AND EOZs 
DRAFT 12/14/97 

Obey-Porter Education Zones 

Improving iridividual schools . Improving whole di~tricts 


Implement research-based, comprehensive models Build district support systems to 

in schools Improve all schools: 


1. Hold schools accountable 
-- intervene when necessary 
-- provide TA 

2. Hold school staff accountable 
-- rewards and interventions 

3. Hold students accountable 
-- end soCial promotion 
-.- provide extended opportunities 

for students to reach standards 

4. Build systems of public choice 

Open to all schools, with a focus on Title I . Targeted.to high poverty districts 

with a track record of reform 


. Hold schools accoUntable Hold districts & schools accountable 
-- reward for improvements (extend 

grant after 3 years) 

Small grants (at least $50klschool) Large grants 

.-- $145 mill to many schools and LEAs --$~ million to 20-30 LEAs 


PlD. 

Grants scattered to many schools Grants concentrated to 20-30 LEAs ' 
. ! 

Grant policy rests with state Grantpolicy rests with ED 
--formula grant to state~ competitive to district -- competitive to districts from ED 

, 

. Standards are referenced in report language, but Explicit focus on high standards 
standards are not necessarily explicitly built -- central part of reforms 
into comprehensive reform models and accountability 

Models not necessarily systemic Systemic interventions are required. 

New authority to do school wide programs More aggressive and bold approach; 
. to district-level ·interventions than . 

seen in our previous legislative 
authorities 

http:Targeted.to


DRAFT TALKING POINTS 
12/14/97 

We must demonstrate that high poverty urban and, rural school districts can successfully operate 
public school systems in whicp all students reach high academic standards. 

, The Education Opportunity Zone (EOZ) initiative will provide targeted, intensive interventions 
to turn around entire districts. It is focused on high poverty urban and rural communities that 
have demonstrated their commitment to turning around their schools. The EOZ initiative aims to 
show that a focus on high standards and sustained interventions at the district level can turn 
around schools throughout a high poverty school district. 

< • 	 . ' 

The Obey-Porter program focuses on school-by-school improvement efforts. But research and 
experience shows that educational improvements at the school building level is only a first step 
toward comprehensive reform. Such efforts ultimately need to address district-wide barriers to 
school improvement. The EOZs will receive larger grants to address the district level barriers to 
comprehensive reform. EOZ funds will be used to: ' 

• 	 build school level a~countability systems --, including interventions to turn around low 

performing schools; 


• 	 support teachers and principals through ongoing professional development, rewards for 

those who are outstanding, and intervention strategies for low performers such as 

counseling out :those who do not improve; . 


• 	 develop student supports and accountability for learning, including extended learning 

opportunities for those who do not reach standards; and 


• 	 create systems ofexpanded public school choice. 
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ASSUMPTIONS 


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


capacity throughout the entire system. . 

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


funds. The student body includes a substantial percentage (over 50%) ofchildren 

from low income families. 


• 	 The disaggregated test scores are beginning to inch upward, yet when 

disaggregated fo{race and gender, reveal student perfonnance is' uneven. 


• 	 The restructuring efforts in this design requiring discard obsolete practices and 

replacing them with more promising ones. 


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

SOME BASIC PRINCIPLES ... 

• . Focus is ~n supporting schools in need of improvement. 
• 	 Failing schools are identified and fixed (or closed) 
• 	 Accountability measures drive the iefonn effort 
• 	 The capacity ofparents and others to support the academic development of learners 


is strengthened. 

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

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

CONDITIONS 

• 	 Funds cannot supplant; must demonstrate how leveraging new funds improve 

chances for student success. 


• 	 District staff - have completed a ,thoughtful analysis ofuse ofexisting funds. . 

OUES~IONS/ F£/ r J.euJotJ I IVS -fdr n-? Lt/t:LA1 .~ 
• 	 What factors shall we use to detennine the ratio of award money to district size? 

• What characteristics are essential ingredients, either as local initiatives, or proposed? 

• 	 '~a-.·~.S~ ~~~~ 
7." '. .. '... '. 

. December 12. 1998 
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YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 ':!::~~~ 
75% 100% 85-90% 50-60 % 50-60 % ~~ 

----=------- .__.... _ 
STAFFING 

New 10* 20 15 Local Funds 

Extended day 15 15 Local Funds . 

'( 	 Bonuses 30 30 

Tutors (teacher's hourly) 15 15 

INSTRUCTIONAL RESOURCES 

Tex~s (Other federal or local funds or , 
Technorogy Challenge grant.) , 

Software' 

Misc. 

CuruuCULUMDEVELOPMENT 

Products 15 15 10 

Training 

* All these numbers represent percent. 

Reauthorization 1 
December 12, 1998 



YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 
75% 100% 85-90% 50-60 % 50-60 % 

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Design team training 20 5 

(new teams) 
7 

On-site coaching (other funds) -':J ( 

Substitut~ coverage 5 

"7 Stipends 15 15 15 15 15 
" 

NEW ASSESSMENTS 
(Accountability) 

New Tests (Title I) 

Scoring (Title I) , 

Analysis (Title I) 

Disaggregation 

Public Reporting 

Reauthorization 
December 12, 1998 

2 



~ 

YEAR! YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR5 
75% 100% 85-90% 50-60 % 50 -60% 

.INSTRUCTIQNAL 

QRGANIZAIIQN 

MQDELS 

Extended Day 

Extended Week Salary implications 

Extended Year 

Multi-group. 

Pattern . 

EVALUATION 5 5 5 5 5 

Consultants 

Studies 

Collaboration 

FACILITIES 

? 

TRANSrORT ATION 
(Choice) 10 10 10 10 

Reauthorization 3 
December 12, 1998 



Education Opportunity Zones l\1eeting ~- Issues to Co er 

Relationship with Obey-Porter 

Funding PattemslIncentives for Performance j , 
Eligibiiity 

Authority 

Flexibility 

,~~? o~l~~ 
cr· jc~~( U 
c~ 
, \"( ~J-U 

~ (A 



Education Opportunity Zones Meeting -- Possible Issues to C,over 

• Relationship ofEOZ's with Obey-Porter funds? \ 

• 	 How to build in incentives for performance? 

• 	 Funding options currently on the table 

• 	 Option 1: (1 round) 15-15 

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

..r 	 DIscuss thinking on replication graMs 
---."-~------+-+---

• 	 Options for providing ex 


Ability to use existing legisl,ative authority? 


Outreach strategy (if time) 




T. Corwin 
12111197 

Eligibility ofLEAs for Education Olmortunity Zones Program 

1. A couple weeks ago. people made a tentative decision to use, for the Opportunities Zones 
program. the same eligibility criteria that the Administration has proposed for the HEA Title V 
"Recruiting New Teachers for Underserved Areas" program. . 

Under that proposal, "underserved areas" are defined as LEAs that: 

• 	 Serve an area in which at least 20 percent ofthe school-aged children'are from low­
income families or in which there are at least 10,000 such children; or 

• 	 Are among the three LEAs seiving the highest numbers ofchildren from low-income 
families in the State. 

These criteria seem to do a good job at limiting eligibility to LEAs with significant 
concentrations ofpoor children (a decision we reached, for Title V, after looking at which 
districts would and wouldn't qualify, under these criteria versus some competing ones). In all, an 
estimated 4,272 LEAs, or 28 percent of"regular" (non- special ed or other special purpose) LEAs 
would qualify. I They serve about 17.7 million children, including 5.5 million poor children 
(slightly over 59 percent ofpoor children nationally). 

Virtually all (99.5 percent) ofthe eligible districts would qualify under the 20 percent criterion, a 
level that seemed to do the best job ofdifferentiating the poor from the non-poor districts. 
Allowing LEAs with 10,000 poor kids but not 20 percent poverty to participate also seemed like 
a good idea because a group oflarge but not so poor cities, which we thought ought to be 
eligible, only qualified on that basis.2 Finally, late in the process we added the additional 
criterion, making eligible the three LEAs serving the highest numbers ofpoor kids, because, 
without this provisiont: (1) In Nevada, only one LEA would be eligible" and in a few other States 
there weren't very many (although, as I recall, they at least had 3), and (2) the largest cities in a 

1A word here about the data used in this' analysis: the Department does not actually have 
current data on numbers and percentages ofpoor kids by LEA. We do have data ofthat nature 
from the 1990 Census, and we have updated, 1995 data by county (but not LEA). The data set I 
am drawing from was constructed on the assumption that the relative distribution ofpoor kids 
within counties stayed constant between 1990 and 1995. In my analysis for the Title V 
deliberations I referred to this as a "synthetic" data base. Since, then, however, I have learned ' 
that the Census Bureau is using the same type ofmethodology to produce Congressionally 
mandated updates ofLEA child poverty data, so I am much more comfortable in using it here. 

2 Examples: San Francisco, Seattle, Portland (OR), Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Clark' 
County (Las Vegas). 
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few States -- Iowa, Utah, Montana, a few others -- would have been cut out, and for political and 
maybe other reasons it seemed like a good idea to keep them in. In doing so, we added in, 
without thinking about it, at least a couple large, low-poverty suburban LEAs3

, which we may 
not want to do in the Opportunity Zones program . 

.	2. I suggested narrowing the range ofeligibles to LEAs that: (1) met the poverty criteria: and (2) 
serve either urban (city) or rural communities. 

This seemed to make sense, because we are framing the proposal as an urban-rural initiative. In 
addition, we can anticipate receiving many applications but making only a small number of 
awards, so it would save effort (for both potential applicants and the Department) to limit the 
universe ofeligibles up front. 

The NCES "Common Core ofData" codes school districts into·the following categories: 

GR Large central city (central city ofa metropolitan statistical area (MSA) with a 
population of 400,000 or more or a population density of6,000 persons per square mile) 

@ Mid-size central city (central city ofan MSA, but not a city under category 1) 

3. Urban fringe ofa large city (place within the MSA ofa large central city, but not the 
large central citY itself) 

4. Urban fringe ofa mid':size city (place within the MSA ofa mid-size city, but not the 
mid-size central city itself) 

5. Large town (place not within an MSA, but with a population ofat least 25,000 and 
defined as "urban") , 

~ Small town (place not within an MSA, but with a population of2,500-25,000) 

(JJ Rural (place with a population ofless than 2,500) 

8. Unknown (districts that NCES can't classify, including 273 that meet the povery 
criteria) 

I believe that these codings reflect official OMB/Census categories. 

As a first cut, we had NCES do a run assuming thatwe would allow the participation only of 
LEAs that fall into categories 1,2..2-6>-and 7. Categories 3 and 4 seemed to define suburbia, and 

. category 5 seemed to define nonrnetropolitan communities too large to be considered rural. 

3 Fairfax County, VA (6.1 percent poverty), Baltimore County, MD (9.2 percent)., 	 . 
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Obviously, these assumptions are open to debate. (See below.) 

3. Results and Analysis 

Leaving aside the issue ofwhether and how to include the three LEAs in the State with the 
largest numbers ofpoor children (which I'll get to a little later), the criteria set forth above would 
limit eligibility to about ~~742 LEAs, or 25 percent ofregular LEAs nationally. This group of 
districts serves 15.3 million children, 4.8 million ofthem poor (or 51 percent ofpoor children in 
the Nation). . 

The vast majority (90 percent) of these districts are rural, and they particularly show up in poorer 
States that have many small districts. For example, 62 out of 127 districts in Alabama would 
qualify, and 56 ofthose districts are in categories 6 and 7. For Texas, 539 out of 1,043 districts 
would be eligible, and 5010fthem are rural. 

In the more urbanized, particularly northeastern States, by comparison, the eligible districts 
would be heavily urban. In Connecticut only 6 LEAs, all in category 2, would qualify. Similarly, 
7 ofthe 8 eligible New Jersey districts fall into the urban categories. 

Going with this option would, in addition to focusing the program more specifically on urban 
and rural areas, decrease the total number ofeligible districts by about one-eighth while still 
focusing the program on districts with concentrations. 0 f poor children. The districts identified as 
eligible seem to be reasonably appropriate for the type ofprogram we are developing. There 
would be quite a number ofLEAs, particularly on the niral side, potentially competing for a 
small number ofgrants, but that may be avoidable. (See discussion below.) 

4. Additional Issues and Options . 

A number ofdistricts that probably should be eligible are in category 3 and thus didn't make the 
original cut. Category 3 includes 286 LEAs (with 1.5 million poor children), including a number 
ofvery urbanized ones. Some ofthem include: 

California -- Compton, Fontana, Inglewood, Lynwood, Richmond· 
Florida -- Broward County 
Georgia -- DeKalb County, Marietta 
Kentucky -- Covington, Newport 
Maryland -- Prince Georges County 
Massachusetts -- Revere, Salem, Somerville 
Michigan- Hamtramck, Highland Park, Ypsilanti 
New Jersey -- Burlington, East Orange, Elizabeth, Hoboken, Irvington, New Brunswick, 

, Passaic, Paterson 
New Y ork -~ Hemptead, Peekskill, Yonkers 
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Most ofthese are poor, urbmed phcesthat, I guess, don:t get ~ounted in categories 1 or 2 
because they are not the central cities mtheir MSAs. The remainder are urbanized but primarily 
suburban places like Broward, DeKalb, and Prince Georges counties. (Most suburban districts 
are not included because they don't have the poverty levels.) Taken as a whole, they have an 
average poverty rate ofabout 25 percent, compared to 31.5 percent for the eligible districts in 
categories 1,2,6, and? 

Because I don't see a reason why we would allow Newark, Jersey City, and Camden to 
participate but not Paterson and Elizabeth, or Poughkeepsie and Newburgh but not Yonkers, I 
guess my recommendation is to make the category 3 districts, eligible, although it would expand 
the pool ofeligibles even further and I am a little uneasy about inclusion ofthe suburban ' 
districts. ' , 

,Ifwe think"there will'be too many districts eligible (resulting in too many disappointed 
applicants, too much work for the Department, etc.), we might mcrease the poverty threshold for 
the rural districts. Raising the thr~shold from 20 percent to 30 perc,ent would 'reduce the number 
ofeligible rural LEAs from 3,364 to 1,428. But this change would have a major impact on the ' ' 
Midwestern Stat~s. All ofthe 11 formerly eligible rural Indiana districts would fall out. Only 2 
districts in Iowa:, instead ~f29, would'be eligible. I wouldn't recommend this one. 

What about theissue ofwhether to make the 3 districts With the largest numbers of poor kids 
eligible? (These. coUld be defined as either the three largest that fall within the geographic 
categories or the three laigest period.) To me, the main issue is whether we care that, in some 
States (Delaware, Idaho, Iowa, Montana, New Hampshire, the Dak~tas, Vermont, Wyoming), 
only rural LEAs will be able to compete for the program. I don't care, because I don't think we 

, have envisioned the program as dealing with the needs ofplaces like Cheyenne or Billings, 
which are ofa very different magnitude.from those ofDetroit and Phil;1delphia. Those States 
will stillbe able to compete for rural grants; admittedly, we are expecting to put less money into 
the rural portion ofthe program, but these are not populous States and we shoUldn't expect them 
to get a large portion ofthe money. In a fewother States, omy a few (or even only one) urban 
LEA would qualify, but these are States like Maine or Nevada that have only a few urbanized 
places. In addition, not going with the big three, cuts out Fairfax County and a few similar plactls, 
which we know are not the intended target. In sum, I wouldn't include this factor this time 
around. 

. ,',' , rb~1 
Finally, at some porn!. we will have to decide what to do aboutMa:Hre and Puerto Rico,· which ' 

, don't have urban or rural LEAs because they don't have any LEAs. I don't think that we are 
aiming to:fix SEAs, so I can't see giving grants to the Statewide systems for those two places. 
There may be sub-State administrative'units for Honolulu or San Juan, or the rural areas, that 
have the same types ofproblems as the city and rural LEAs we want to reach, but I haven't heard, 
about them. On the other hand, I think we can siriIply clarify, in our regulatory definition (or 
how~ver we will codify the eligibility rules) that [)C is an urban LEA. 



cc: 

Subject: . Urban/rural 


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

Section 1 

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

o On the Part A grants -- could these be expanded to include other districts that want to 
implement Obey-style reforms? That way, if States don't award Obey grants to all the districts that 
we hope would be eligible, they wouldn't be locked out of the EOZ grants. 

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

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

Section 2 

o Under Programmatic links, .I'm not sure why you need condition C, since both A and C have to 
do with showing promise of raising student achievement -- although A also focuses on schools that 
start off with low achievement. Instead of C, I would propose adding a condition a,long the 
following lines: C) Districts where the Obey school-based plans fit into a broader district reform 
plan, in particular a districts plan for fixing failing schools 

Here are some other possible programmatic links: 

o Link the guidance with a description of the EOZ proposal. Release the Obey guidance and a 
thorough discription of the EOZs at the same time. While the Obey guidance .is about an extant 
program and the EOZ is still a twinkle in Mike Cohen's eye, releasing them together may help 
districts plan to use the money together. 

o Link the plans. Districts should be allowed to submit the same plan for the EOZs next year as 
they submit for the Obey plan this year. That way districts would be encouraged to think about 
the two together. Another link that could be m,ade is to the consolidated State and local plans. To 



apply for Obey, States, and districts could simply amend their consolidated plans (48 of 50 States 
submit consolidated plans and these have been peer reviewed, so they are not too bad I don't 
know how many LEAs submit consolidated plans to States) 

Section 3 

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

Section 4 

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

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

Section 5 

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



cc: 

Subject: Urban/rural 


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

Section 1 

o In point 1 (the description of the leaked version of the _proposal) Cohen has accepted and 
incorporated some of our ideas on rewarding 'performance. Specifically, districts would only be 
eligible for the Economic Opportunity Zone (EOZ) grants if they show improvements in student 
achievement in at least some schools, or possibly show they have' changed district-wide behavior in 
a way that holds real promise' of improving achievement (we told him you would only like the first 

, half of his formulation). You may want to change your description to reflect this by changing the 
sentence slightly to read something like: "Stick with the leaked notion ... urban and rural, once the 
district shows its commitment to process (the tough reforms) and accountability (real improvement 
in studen achievement) in its schools with the biggest problems." 

o On the Part A grants -- could these be expanded to include other districts that want to 
implement Obey-style reforms? That way, if States don't award Obey grants to all the districts that 
we hope would be eligible, they wouldn't be locked out of the EOZ grants. 

o A clarifying question on the Part A and B reward grants --- do you expect these to go to both 

Title I and non-Title I schools, since the Obey money goes to both? I think the grants should only 

be for Title I schools, and ideally for Title I schools that are failing and are therefore in school 

improvement (or districts with schools in school improvement). 


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

Section 2 

o Under Programmatic links, 'I'm not sure why you need condition C, since both A and C have to 
do with showing promise of raising student achievement -- although A also focuses on schools that 
start off with low achievement. Instead of C, I would propose adding a condition along the 
following lines: C) Districts where the Obey school-based plans fit into a broader district reform 
plan, in particular a districts plan for fixing failing schools 

Here are some other possible programmatic links: 

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

program and -the EOZ is still a twinkle in Mike Cohen's eye, releasing them together may help 

districts plan to use the money together. 


o Link the plans. Districts should be allowed to submit the same plan for the EOZs next year as / 
they submit for the Obey plan this year. That way districts would be encouraged to think about 
the two together. Another ,link that could be made is to the consolidated State and local plans. To 



apply for Obey, States, and districts could simply amend their consolidated plans (48 of 50 States /' 
submit consolidated plans and these have been peer reviewed, so they are not too bad I don't 
know how many LEAs submit consolidated plans to States) 

Section 3 

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

Section 4 

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

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

Section 5 

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

------------------~ 



Options for Linking Education Opportunity Zones with Obey-Porter Funds 

December 11, 1997 


" 

It is critical to ensure funding for both Education Opportunity Zones and the Obey-Porter 
comprehensive reform initiative in our FY99 budget proposal, and to ensure that these two 
initiatives complement each other to the maximum extent possible. This paper discusses some of . . . 

the issues involved and lists some possibilities for making the combination work. 

Background 

The Obey initiative provides formula funds tO,states which then distribute the funds competitively 
to a significant number ofdistricts on behalf of individual schools to assist them to adopt proven 
models ofreform. The Zones initiative distributes significantly larger amounts offunds to a 
smaller number of high poverty districts to help them carry out a set of reform activities, both at 
the district and at the schoo~ levels, which includes turning ..around failing schools using best· 
practices. . 

The'purpose of Obey is to get individual schools to successfully adopt the tested models. The 
purpose of the Zones initiative is to demonstrate that a serious approach to high standards can 
work. To effect the purpose of the Zones~ grants would be targeted to school systems that have 
already begun to make progress in raising student achievement, at least in some low-income 
portions of the district, and/or that can show that they have begun to put into place effective 
reform policies, so that local efforts can be expanded or accelerated. 

Zones should be rewarded for demonstrating real gains in student performance, in part because 
this will help to draw national attention to the effective policies.used by the these districts. 
However, the investment offunds should be heaviest in the first three years when districts are 
putting into place or expanding policies that they should be able to sustain over the long haul with . 
other state, federal and local resources. Moreover, for the President's initiative to be taken 
seriously, it must entail significant up-front investment. 

.. 
Any district that we would want to·select as a·Zone should have a good idea how to use Obey 
funds, but states will be making awards under Obey and there is no guarantee from state to state 

that the districts which will have the strongest EOZ proposals will be awarded funds in the state's 


. Obey competition .. Furthermore, few districts will be able to. persuasively demonstrate any impact 

ofObey funds by the time ofan FY 99 EOZ competition. 

Linkage Options. 

A vital part of the zones initiative is for districts .to identify schools that are failing and take steps 
to get them to adopt the kinds ofeffective reform models that Obey seeks to. promote. Therefore, 
to the extent possible, States should be encouraged to drive Obey resources to the kinds of 
districts that would be eligible to apply for EOZs. Moreover, districts should receive an 
advantage in the EOZ competition ifthe district can show that it is doing an effective job, or at 
least has an effective plan, for fixing failing schools, through using its Obey funds (if it receives 



any) as well as other federal, state and local funds. 

• 	 Mak~ maximum use of Obey program guidance/program administration: 

• 	 In guidance or cover letter, potentially could discuss the President's Zqnes / 
proposal, and note that a critical part of the President's initiative is for districts to 
take aggressive action on fixing failing schools. 

• 	 Encourage states to target a substantial proportion ofObey funds to high-poverty,} 
low-performing schools iri need of improvement. 

• 	 Encourage states to give priority to places with comprehensive reform plans that / 
are already beginning to show some results (at least in some parts of the district), 
or at least that have a compelling strategy for doing so. 

• 	 In FY 99 budget proposal, could recommend adding a requirement to Obey that states~ 
adopt the above priorities, consistent with the zones initiative. ' '-J 

• 	 Could split Zones into two competitions, the second round in FY 2001. Districts could I 
use their track record' in using Obey funds to raise achievement to bolster their chances of 
being selected in the second round. ' 

• 	 Zones would be given year 4 and 5 funds if they can demonstrate that have met the terms 
of a performance partnership in terms ofraising student achievement. 

• 	 Gains would have to be reached for all significant sUbpopulations. 

• 	 Year 4 and 5 funds could be made be contingent upon a district's commitment and 
plan to work with other districts to help them implement successful models, 
including both district-wide accountability policies featured under Zones initiative 
and research-based reform school reform models featured under Obey, 

\ 


