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Chairman Cunningham and members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the invitation 
. to testify today on this most important topic. As executive director of the American 

Association of School Administrators, AASA, which represents some 16,000 local 
superintendents and education executives, I have had the opportunity in the past year to 
attend state and area meetings in more than 40 states. During those meetings, I have heard 

. spirited debate on nearly every topic concerning education. Among superintendents in 
. general there are favorable and opposing voices on every issue, except one. All 

superintendents are opposed to using public funds to pay for attendance at private~ and 
parochial schools. 

Opposition to 'using public funds to pay the cost of attendance' at private and parochial 
schools, as conceived in the Riggs-Weldon proposal, unites superintendents in opposition 
because it fails five basic tests: constitutionality, fairness, public need and acceptance, 
finance equity, and the promise of improved results. 

FAIRNESS 
All of the voucher proposals we have seen, including the proposed demonstration, also fail 
the fairness test. Under the proposal, public and private schools do not play under the 
same rules, with regard to enrollment and discipline. Only the private schools, not parents, 
really have a choice, because they can choose which students to admit and retain. Vouchers 
in general and this proposed demonstration permit private schools to exclude students who: 
are handicapped, speak a language other than English, are non-believers, or refuse to study 
or exert themselves academically. Additionally,private schools can expel any student with 
a history of disruptive behavior. None of these conditions is a basis for refusal or expUlsion 
in public schools. And, if private schools do enroll disabled students, they cRn force public 
schools to provide aU the services to those students. . 

We are very concerned at the attack on public education found in the "dear colleague" sent 

to other House members by representatives Riggs and Weldon, because we found that 

simply listening to critics left· people with the feeling that the critics must be right in their 

attacks. The attack on public education in the Riggs Weldon dear colleague is simply full 


. of myths and half-truths that have been repeated so often that they have achieved the 

patina of truth. It appears to want to establish a government-sponsored leveraged buyout, 

a "Gordon Geccho-izing," if you will, of the public schools. Schools have not declined. 

Rather, results on nearly every measure from test scores to dropout rates are . steadily 

improving. Public schools are achieving the best results with the broadest number of' 

children ever. Last summer the Rand Corporation issued a report widely ignored in 

Washington because itsaid good things about public schools. The black-white achievement 

gap has been cut in half in 20 years. The gap is still too large, but your investment in Title 


. I and Head Start is paying off. 

Representatives Riggs and Weldon pointed to 400,000 dropouts annually, based on event 
data, when they should have looked at status data to find that the dropout rate is at an all 
time low 11 percent. That is a decline of about four percentage points since 1972. This is 
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a remarkable achievement for a nation that only 30 years ago thought a dropout rate over 
25 percent was OK. ' . 

There are admirable and desireable qualities in both private schools and in those that are 
public. Their great strengths gives both of them their unique nature. To tamper with a 
co-existing sytem and risk destruction of one or the other would be a huge mistake. 

Some might harken us back to the "good old days," when families were stable and schools 
were legally segregated, and children with special needs were not served. We didn't even 
use the term "dropout" then. When a child dropped out, he (more than she) could 
frequently get a low-skill job at factories that don't exist anymore. We educated a much 
. more select population in the 50s; mostly white, motivated and orderly youngsters whose 
parents were supportive of education. Schools may have seemed better, because they didn't 
deal with all the vexing problems confronting schools today. One child in four lives in 
poverty; half of the African-American youngsters under the age of six live in,poverty; 43 
children are killed or injured by guns every day; and, since 1988, teenage boys are more 
likely to die from gunshot wounds than from all other natural causes. 

There is also an interesting. issue raised by William Baumol, a Princeton University 
economist. Baumol is an expert on why public services cost more than private services. 
This is simply because the work government workers do is labor-intensive and does not lend 
itself to the improvements created by technology in the same way as do capital-intensive 
industries in the private sector. 

For example, Baumol points out that 76 workers in 1990 could make as many cars ,as 100 
workers in,)979, and 42 workers could produce as many computers as 100 workers 
produced. Moreover, the 1990 products were also of higher quality. However, for teachers 
to experience this kind of productivity increase, we would have to increase class size from 
25 in 1979 to 33 in 1990. And while some of this has gone on, it has not happened without 
decline in the 'quality of service. The soaring class sizes in some states have not lead to 
improved performance, in large part because the teachers are coping not onJy with more 
chiJdren but with more difficult children at the same time. 

In fact, Baumol points out, the deterioration in government performance does not result 
from bureaucratic inefficiency. It comes about simply because improvements in 
productivity are spread unevenly throughout our economy. We must spend a greater share 
of our income to maintain the constant level of services in s()me sectors and a smaller share 
to maintain a constant level in others. Baumol uses as his examplethe fact that it takes a 
person the same amount of time to playa Scarlatti harpsichord solo today as it did 260 
years ago. Yet 260 years ago, craftsmen would make a single watch in the time it took to 
play 100 solos. Today, a single watch can be manufactured in less time than it takes for 
a single peformance of the Scarlatti solo. This means that in 260 years the price of a 
concert ticket has risen about 100 times as fast as the price of a watch. Thus, watches are 
no longer a luxury, while concert tickets are. However, no one blames this difference on 
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"bureaucratic bloat" in the music industry. 

In considering Baumol's analysis, one must quickly come to the conclusion that, when 
privatizing is presented as a solution to education's so-called inefficiencies, we are 
witnessing the proposed invasion of the watchmakers who want to play Scarlatti solos. But 
simply playing songs faster or improving their "efficiency" by leaving out some of the notes 
won't work--in music or in education. H the children are to benefit,' the harpsichord­
playing watchmakers will need to play the music of education "prettier" as well. 
And the music review jury is still out on that. 

PUBLIC NEED AND ACCEPTANCE 
The third basic test vouchers fail, perhaps most abjectly, is, public need and acceptance. 
Voucher proponents have had their ,proposals on the state wide ballot 16 times, and 
vouchers have been soundly rejected by the voters 16 times. Most recently voucher 
proponents had their opportunity to try again on ballot initiatives in Oregon in 1990, 
Colorado in 1992 and California in 1994. The lowest vote against vouchers was 67 percent 
in Colorado. A proposal rejected by over two-thirds of the voters in three conservative 
western states indicates an idea that holds no appeal to the population. 

In fact, voucher proposals failed so miserably as ballot initiatives--including a nearly two-to­
one rejection among your own constituency, Mr. Chairman-that the interest groups 
promoting them have given up on direct democracy, and are trying to get state legislatures 
and Congress to enact what the people roundly reject every time they get the opportunity. 
Perhaps Congress really does know best, and two-thirds of the citizens of Oregon, Colorado 
and California are too ignorant to know what kind of education system they need. AASA 
doesn't think so and hopes that this committee doesn't either. 

The public has demonstrated over and over again, in election results, that it does not want 
or need to spend public funds in private and parochial schools. The proposed 
demonstration is just the latest iteration of a long term strategy to sell an unconvinced 
public, an unwanted change in education finance and governance. 

The tone of the Riggs-Weldon dear colleague relies on polling data that finds a general 
concern among the American people about public education. AASA thinks that this is an . 
unfortunate misreading of the public, which rightly understands the need for education to 
change rapidly to stay up with rapid changes in society and the economy. When I look 
around at how we are treating our children, who are our future, I see a great darkness. 
It becomes our task to create the light that will guide their path to a better future for us 
and them. We should be doing battle on behalf of our children. The premise that the 
quality of schools has somehow deteriorated over time and that only external interventions 
will save them is flawed. The fundamental issue is that the schools have been affected by 
a great many external problems that are beyond their capacity to solve without cooperation 
from the broader community. . 
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AASA's,1993 and 1994 polling found that the public likes their neighborhood schools for 
many reasons including student safety, family convenience, and ease of parental 
participation. We also found that people know much more about their neighborhood 
schools than they do schools in other places and, that they get their information about 
neighborhood schools from trusted local sources, including neighbors, children, school 
newsletters and local newspapers. We also found that information on schools in other 
places came almost entirely·from television. Given the penchant of television for bad news, 
we understand why folks think everyone else's schools are in trouble. . 

FINANCE EQUITY 
The test of educational rmance is where vouchers really meet public opposition. In election 
after election the public has said they are unwilling to cut public school funding or pay 

. more taxes to pay for private education. AASA has included the results of poUing we did 
in 1994 as additional evidence that the public is not interested in either cutting funds to 
public schools or increasing taxes to fund vouchers. The proposed voucher demonstration 
is one more example of a voucher that ultimately takes funds away from public schools to 
use in private schools. Funding for Title I only serves 50 percent of eligible children now, 
and given the appropriations allocations for FY 96, funding is more likely to decline than 
grow. In this environment of shrinking resources for Title I, taking $30 million out to, put 
in private schools is outrageous. 

Vouchers wiil also hurt public schools where a large percentage of children enrolled come 
from families with incomes below the poverty line, because Title I and other federal funds 
have an equalizing effect on rmances. A ~ecent OERI report, Disparities in Public School 
District Fundin2 1989-90, shows that schools with poverty rates greater than 25% average . , 

almost 11 % of their budget from federal funds, while schools with poverty rates lower than 
5% average less than 2% of their budget from federal funds. The $30 miUion in the 

. demonstration will not significantly reduce those averages but; if the proponents of the 
demonstration succeed, the equalizing effect of federal funds will be considerably 
diminished. 

In the last few years 33 states have seen school finance equity suits, because funds are so 
inequitably distributed to schools. Funding for vouchers must be based on the fact that 
about 11 poercent of students are in ptivate and parochial schools, and the cost of educating 

. those youngsters must either come from reducing the expenditureS or increasing taxes 
enough to increase expenditures by 11 percent. Given the mood in Congress and the states . 
to cut taxes we doubt that revenues will increase so the onJy real option is to reduce 
spending on public schools by the cost of the vouchers. Reducing the contribution to public 
schools will not hit all schools equally. For example in many states there are very few 
private schools and in most rural areas there are no private schools. Tbe uneven 
distribution of vouchers will further disequalize disequalize public school funding, a result 
that no one wants. A nation wishing to educate every child does not need to further 
disequalize funding for schools with high poverty rates. 
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AASA 'polling from 1994 found that the disequalizing effect of vouchers turned people 
against vouchers, and we feel sure that the public will feel the same way about the proposed 
voucher demonstration. The wildly unequal funding for our public schools in favor of 
students most likely to succeed is a disgrace, and Congress should do nothing to make it 
worse. 

If you read Dickens, it is evident that, at least when it comes to the condition of children, 
we are living a tale of two cities. For some of our children, it is the best of times: they 
receive excellent health care, th~ best education, more and the best of everything. For 
others of our children, far too many, it is the worst of times. They are growing up at the 
margins of society: they are sick, abused, abandoned and unloved. They are growing up 
in a world dermed by its racism, its poverty and its despair. 

In this country, the richest in the world, our dogs have a better chance of being innoculated 
than our children do. The infant mortality rate in America is higher than 21 other 
industrialized countries. It is estimated that between five and six million children under 
the age of 11 go to bed hungry. In the richest nation in the world, we spend more money 
on cat food than we spend on school textbooks. 

In the richest country in the world, 40 percent of minority children drop out of school. 
And we know that 75 percent of prison inmates are dropouts. We know that dropouts cost 
Americans $240 billion a year in lost earnings, taxes, and social services; but we hear the 
politicianS, with all due respect ladies and gentlemen, tell us they don't want to "throw" 
money at education. 

Yet polls have shown that two-thirds of the American public say they would be more likely 
to vote for a candidate who supports increased spending for children's programs, even if 
it required an increase in their taxes. What is missing in Washington, Mr. Chairman, and 
in state capitals across the land is not the knowledge that we must do something or even 
the availability of resources; but the lack of personal courage on the part of our elected 
leaders to step up and do the right thing for children. ' 

Meanwhile, the rich get richer and their children are more likely to get college degrees, and 
poor get poorer and their children--the children of those with the bottom one fourth of the 
income--get only four percent of the college degrees. ' 

Robert Reich, the Secretary of Labor, has"pointed out that "a society divided between the 
haves and the have nots or between the well-educated and the poorly educated ...cannot be 
prosperous or stable." And yet, when we, look at America, we see a country increasingly 
stratefied between the haves and the have nots. As a Republican economist pointed out, 
IIThis stratifying starts to make us into a, different country. It goes against the American 
notion of fairness. II 

6 



IMPROVED RESULTS 
There is no evidence that public payment of tuition to private and parochial schools will 
improve the results of students in general or specific students. In fact the only structured 
test of vouchers in this country in Alum Rock, California, resulted in no differences. More 
recently, Milwaukee experimented with vouchers and found no differences in results, 
attendance or behavioral incidents. 

One of the fundamental questions we must deal with here is, What is being produced by 
education? Critics have long seemed to imply that the goal of education is to produce' 
higher test scores. That is how we get international and state-by-state comparisons of test 
scores, viewed by some as the sole measure of whether one state or country is more 
effective than another. The fact is that education's role in production is to produce a better 
society. Whether that will happen through privatization is clearly a debatable question. 
Some voucher proponents have used the argument that competing for students will improve 
public education. Unfortunately for the competition argument, the research on school 
improvement all points to the adults who work in schools, not to whether or not students 
attend private and parochial schools. Because only learning new skills and gaining new 
knowledge will improve teaching and administration; vouchers, including this voucher 
demonstration, offers no hope of improving results. 

The .lopsided conditions concerning the make up of public and private school enrollments 

make meaningful comparisons between public and private schools difficult. But, that has 


. not stopped those bent on comparisons. The National Assessment of Education Progress, 

NAEP, has been working to provide fair comparisons between public and private results 

on tests since the late 1980's, and found that there are no differences between public and 

private school performance on the NAEP tests. Based on the NAEP data, Representatives 

Riggs and Weldon's excoriation of public schools as abject failures while private schools 

are succeeding, must be based on wishful thinking, because it certainly is not based on the 

only results of students from both sectors on a widely respected test. 

For people whose schools have gotten a little too diverse, or people who want their children 
to mix only with the sons and daughters of certain social classes, or for parents who want 
a religious education for their children, or for parents who do not like their neighborhood 
school; private schools provide an important option. The reasons for attending private 
schools are many, but getting a better education or someho,w improving public schools 
through competition are reasons that simply don't hold water. 

The ability to choose a different location or ,program is important, but it doesn't help 
schools everywhere to improve enough to, meet the social and economic challenges of the 
next century. The challenges to improve citizenship, increase political patticipation and 
general civility, and prepare students to succeed economically are are the problems of the 
general population. Adults are also experiencing difficulty with massive corporate 
downsizing, declining blue collar wages, 
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'School d,istricts everywhere are moving to improve student results within the construct of 
the neighborhood school, while giving parents and students who want to the option to 
attend other schools or to have specialty schools. AASA wholeheartedly supports all of the 
various state and local plans to give parents and students choices of where they attend 
school. But, we know from experience in Minnesota and many of the local open enrollment 
plans, that only 2 percent of the students want to attend anything other than their 
neighborhood school, so the challenge is to provide neighborhood schools that give students 
a leg up on the first step into college, a job, a volunteer experience or the nillitary. * 

Thus, the proposed voucher demonstration fails five tests that are usualJy applied to 
programs for public schools, and should be rejected by this committee and the Congress. 

On the other hand, the voucher demonstration proposal creates an opportunity to discuss 
the value of choice plans among, public schools. A number of states and school districts 
have adopted open enrollments and other choice plans. Those plans include an incredible· 
variety of options including schools within a school, alternative schools, magnet schools, 
specialty schools, area schoo~, distance learning, special degree plans such as the 
International Baccalaureate, and privatizing schools. All of these options attract a small 
but very committed group of students and parents, but the public still . overwhelmingly 
prefers the neighborhood school. 

CONSTITUTIONALITY 
Voucher proposals such as the Riggs Weldon demonstration proposal' are clearly 
unconstitutional. Vouchers, like the demonstration proposal, directs the state or federal 
government to collect taxes from everyone, and then redistributes those dollars to parents 
to pay tuition and fees at private and parochial schools, thus directly channeling public 
funds into private and parochial schools. This clearly violates the first amendment by 
taxing believers and non-believers alike to fund religious institutions to provide an 
education in a specific religious belief system. An even more dangerous and harmful aspect 
of vouchers is the inevitable regulation of religious institutions to ensure that funds are not 
misspent. Regulating religious institutions will entangle government in religion in ways that 
can only limit and inhibit religious freedom, one of the very conditions that drove settlers 
to this country originally. 

Representatives Riggs and Weldon and the interests backing vouchers believe that spending 
public money in religious schools is constitutional. However, because AASA so profoundly 
disagrees, we ask for a simple test of the proposal's constitutionality: an expedited review 
by the federal courts. Thus, if the proposed demonstration becomes law, we could answer 
the constitutional question up front. A precedent for expedited review is found in the 1986 
version of the Gramm-Rudman budget law. Because Title I funds are forward funded, 
the court challenge would be completed before the start of the demonstration, eliminating 
any delay. We, of course, do not think our test challenge will be taken. up; because the 
special interests behind this measure know, and the. recent ballot proposals in Oregon, 
Colorado and California demonstrate that their house of cards would fall with an 
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unfavorable decision. 

The voucher proposal is a desperate attempt to salvage a repeatedly rejected notion by 
putting the camel's nose under the tent and opening the public coffers to private and 
parochial schools. What this committee and the 50 governors ought to be about is helping 
schools make the massive changes needed so all children are given a chance to succeed. 
The nation will remain united and strong and the economy will provide a livelihood for 
everyone. 

The political process is a seInsh process. It is a battle of narrow agendas, where each group 
vies for prominence. But we can't overlook the dire needs of these voiceless children; Mr. 
Chairman. All of our children are worthy of our support and guidance and love. Each 
package comes to us pure, from God. What we aUow to happen is our responsibility. We 
are, after aU, in charge. I thank you for giving me this opportunity and would be happy 
to answer an questions. 
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M'r. Chairman and Members 'of the Subcommittee: 

As President of, the, Board of Education and on behalf of the San' 

DIego Unified School District: I want to e~press my appreciatio~ to 
, ' 

Congressman Cunningha'm and 'the SubcoITlmittee' for inviting me to be 

a participant: in today's discussion of education, reform, 'particula,rly 

relating to Charter Sc~ools. First, 'I want to acknowledg~ Congressman 

'Cunningham for his sincere commitment to public education and the 

children, of ,San Diego. His ongoing support IS JTluch' ~ppreciated by our 

, district. 

. San Diego Ci~y Schools, as our, di~trict, is in,formally called, with an 

enrollment of over' 126,000 stud'ents is the eighthfarge~t urban' 

school district in the country and the ~econd largest urban' school ' 

district in the State of California. ' More than a quarter of our ethnically 

diverse student population' is limited English, proficient. 
. , 

With more than 90 percent 'of school age children in California 

attending public schools the need for reform is critical. Resources, ' such 

, 'as those' pr'ovidedby the' Improving America's Schools 'Act and Goals'" 

2000 are 'vital to bring about necessary restructuring. ' , We must, 

continue our nationa,J' commitment to pupfic education.' To 'consider 
.' .~ 

othe.r options, such as private 'school v'ouchers, diverts essential 

resources for educating' ,the vast 'majority of our c~ildren and youth. 

The singl~ most ,fmportant imperative of. oUf ,schools: i; to raise the' 

performance of, all students. Our district sets, high expectations for all 

students and schools. On June 22, 1993, our' Board 'of Education 
, 1 



approv'ed A Plan to Improve Student A,chievement 'and OrganizationaJ 

Effectiveness, presented' by Dr. Bertha Pendleton, Superintendent. 'The 

plan :includes 16 expectations for which all ~~h09Iswill be held 

accountable. The first three of ,the. 16 ex pectations . ask tha~, ~ll students 

maste.r" reading skills and comprehension by grade' three and, that all 
, . 

students achieve, appropriate performance standards in· mathematic~, 

~riting"and speaki,ng 'skills at establish~'d grade levels. With the 

primary focus on student achievement; otherexp~ctations, include 

, " obj~ctives "f~r school' $afety and cleanlines~, attendance and sch'ool ' 

disCipline,' p~eparation for college and the ,world of work, parent and, 

'community outreach, arid respect for' diversit~. Data monitoring these 

expectatio~'s are provided to schools on a qU'arterly"basis. 
, ' 

Because we n,ave learned that sta'n~ards are necessary for true 

, " reform,' the San Diego Unifi>ed Schooi District is working t6 be a 

standards driven district. We suppqrt district-wide, state, and national 

'estabiishep education standards, a~d are, participahts .in the' New 

, Standards' Project. We support the new accountabqity model written 

'into Title 1 that demand~ student progress and ,establishes a rewards 

and intervention process. Additionally, w~ support and ~avebeen 
" 

':, involved in' the process to set educatIon goals both at the ,State and 

,national level. 

Our district strongly supports public school. choice to deinonstrate 

that the, public, school system, in America ,can bring about, educational 

reform with results focused on achievement and accountability. In ' 

Sari Diego. City' Schools all children have a variety of choices as to which 

. 'school they attend;, Presently, over 30,000 ~tudents' choose, to attend.. 
. a school outside of their residential boundary. J 

, ) . State legislation authorizing boards of education to operate 
. . , . ' 

charter sch60ls 'became effective in, 1'993, 'making California the second 
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,state In the nation to create this alternativem public schools. By law, 

district granted chnrters are capped at 10" with a 100 charter school 

cap statewide. The San Diego Unified School District has approved 6 of 
, ' 

the 10 charter school petitions that have been granted,In ,San Diego 

County. Five district charter schools are currently in operation and' 

one IS scheduled to open in Fall 1995. It is our intention to approve all 

viable charter school petitions presented, to our board up t~ the state 

imposed limit of 10. We actively advocate for legislation that would lift 

the statewide and district cap. We see charter' s'chools as a contract 

between the board of education and the school, ,providing flexibility in 

return for greater accountability'. The specific goals and operating , 

'procedures fo'r the school are called out in a 5 year renewable contract 

between the board ,and the ~chool' s organ izers. In exchange for the 

commitment to demonstrate significant 'progress in student 

achievement on a stat'e, asses~ment, the school is, free from nearly all' 
, ' 

state and district regulations including collective bargaining 

agreements. Charter schools can, create job descriptions, hire staff an,d 

contract for professional and' business services. 

The' six ,~pproved charters of San Diego City Schools are as diverse 

as the needs of our st~dent population. Several were existing di'strict 

schools that chose to take analternati ve approach: Several others' 

were sponsored from outside the district 'by The 'San Diego Chamber o'f 

Commerce, The Sari Diego Urban, Leag<ueand the Children's Museum of 

San Diego. Charter schools receive the same general funds, and 

categorical funding ona per average-daily attendance (ADA) basis that 

all schools in the district receIve. 

As state law is currently written, it IS 'a difficult process to charter . 
a school. According to the law, a charter school petition 

, 

must be signed 

by not less than 10, percent of the credential teachers employed by the 
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school ,district' or 50 percent o( the' teachers employed in one school. 

Some'local groups desiring to establish a charter have, been unable to 

collect the signatures nec~s~ary for: consideration. 

, Identifying school sites for outside groups wishing, to charter a 

school who do not have access to facilities is a major issue. "The .s'an 

,Diego City Sch.Ools i'scurrently negativelyimpacted;hy 'a lack of ~chool 

facilities for a student population that is growing at the rate of 1,500' 

students per year. 

Our district supports the charter school, concept because charters 

require scho'ols 'to look at why students are not achieying~Freeing 

schools from burdensome state laws and district regulations', begins to 

take away perceived barriers to improving student' achievement. A 
.' 

key, component in 'any reform is assessment. The district is, developing 
;. ~ . 

an evaluation' component in 'order to' measure the, effectiveness of 

charter schools in raising student achievement. It is, too early to ' 

determine how successful the initial charters will be. 

Charter schools are, by' their very nature,' an exam'i::)le ',of local 
, " "".. 

control and community participation in public, education at the loca'l 

level. The State Departrnent and the State" Board of Education retain 
, 

minimal oversight of charter schoolS.' 
" 

Fegeral support for charier set. 
up, staff development and facilities w'ould be' helpful: ,The new flexibility 

writt~n in, the Improving AmeriCa"s Schools' Act'and Goals" 2000 

dovetail the reform efforts being' made' by' indi vidual' school distrIcts 

like ours. The San Diego Unified School District strongly su'pports 
" 

education 
.' 

reform and strives to provide 
, 

an environment that creates 

a climate of change. In ,that light,' we advocate, the establishment of 

charter schools within the public school system to create 'a contract , 

between boards and schools, for improved' studen,t achievement and 

accountabili ty. 
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TESTIMONY 
,Ron Ottinger, President , 

Board of Education, San Diego Unified School District 

Mr.Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee 

As President of 'the Board of Education on behalf of the.san Diego 
,Unified School District, I express my appreciation to Congressman , 
Cunninghamartd the Subcommittee for inviting me to be a 
participant in today's discussi.on of education ref.orm, particularly 
relating to Charter Sch061s: First, I want to' acknowledge ': ' 
Congressman Cunningham f.or his sincere commitment to public 
education and the children of San' Diego. His'ongoing support is much 

, , 

appreciated, by our district. 

San Di~go City Sch.ools, as our dis,trict is inf.ormally called, with an 
enrollment .of over '126,000 students is the eighth largest urpan 
sch.ool district in the country and the second largest urban' scho.ol 
district in the State of 'Calif.ornia. We have more than 32,000 ' 
students whoare limited 'Engiish proficient; 14)90 spe'cial education 

'. students and 16,200 students eligible for gifted pr.ograms. The 
district is ethnically diverse: 17% African American, 19% Asian, 31% 

,:Hispanic, 32% White and 1% Native American. ' , 

Our district str.ongly supports public school choice to dem.onstrate 
.that'the puhlicschool system in America can bring ab.outeducati.onal 
reform with r:-e~)Ults focused on achievement and accountability.' . 
Many choice opportunities now abound in public schools. With more 
than 90 percent ofschool age children in CaIif.omiaattending public, ' 

, , sChoo'ls the need for ref.orm is critical. Resources such as those 
provided by the Improving America's Schools Act and G.oals 2000 are 
vital t.o bring about necessary restructuring.' We must continue .our 

, .. 
,nati.onal commitmentt.o public educciti.on~ ,T.o c.orisider other options, 

, such as v.ouchers" diverts essential resources f0r educating the vast 
majority .of .our children andyouth; 

• < .' 

The single most important imperative of our ·scho.ols is t.o raise the' 
" perf.ormance .of all students. We set high expectations fo'r all, 
students and schools. What students should knowand be able to do 

http:educciti.on
http:discussi.on


; 	 has been defined. The achievement' of high performance standards 
for student learning must be the goal in all classrooms and all ' 
schools. On June 22, 1993, our Board of Education approved A Plail 

'to Improve Stuqent Achievement and Organizational Effectiveness, 
presented by Dr. Bertha Pendleton, Superintendent. The plan 
Included 16 expectations for which all schools will b~:held< 

" ,accountable. The expectations in'clude a focus on student 
achievement, school safety and cleanliness, attendance and 'school 
discipline, preparation for-college and the world of work, parent and. I 

community outreach, and respect for diversity: The first three of the 
16 expectations ask that all students master reading skills and .. 

,comprehension by grade three, or by their third year in, a district,' . 
school, ira primary'language student, and that"all students athieve, 
appropriate performance standards in mathematics, 'writing and . 
speaking skills ~t estatJlished grade levels. ' . 

. Because,we have.1earned that standards are necessary for true 
tefor,m, the Sail Diego Unified Sch091 District is working to be a 
standards driven district. We supJ:)()rt district':'wide, state apd 
national established education standards"and are participants in the 
New Standards Project. We' support the new accountability model 

. written into Title I that demands student progress arid establishes a 
reward-intervention process. Additionally, we support and have 
been Involved in the process to set education goals both at the state 

<and national level. 
, I . ~ , , . 

. Through the successful' enactment of state public school choice 
legislation iri 1993, California provIded additiorial inter and intra 
district attendance alternatives for students. Public school choice is ' 
recognized by this. district as a viable refomi option. In San Diego 
City Schools all children have a variety of choices as to which school 
they attend: Presently, over 3.0,000 students attend a s(hool outside 
of their residential boundary.' Students living within the district 
hi:lVe first option for space at their residential schocH, determined by. 
,their address. Ifspace is available, other studentsmay apply for 
enrollment at any other'school inthe district except total school 
magnets. ' 

According to former State Senator Gary Hart, "charter schools provide 
a license to dream for teachers, parents and ql1 members of the ­
school community 'and an opportunity to see those dreams become a 
reality. Year after year members of the education community 
implore me and other I1.1embersof the Legislature to get rid ofthe 

,', . 	 , 
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m,andates under which public schools must operate. That's exactly 

,what charter school legislation does., It allows'petitioners to create 

educational programs from scratch unfettered by bureaucratic , 

constraints. " 


. '" 

, State legislation (=tu thonzing boards ofeducati<;m to operate charter 

schools became effectivein 1993, making California the second state 

in the nation to create thisC:llternative in public schools. By law; 

district granted charters are capped at 10, with a 100 charter school 

cap statewioe. The San Diego Un!fied School District has approved six 

charter school petitions. Five schools are currently in operation and 


, , 

one is scl}eduled to open in Fall. 19,95., It is our intention to approve 

all eligible charter school petitions presented to our board up to the 

state impos~d limit of ten. We actively advocate for the lifting of the 

statewide and district cap. We see charter schools .as a contract ' 

between the board of edu'tation andthe school, providingflexibility 

in return for' greater accountability. The specific goals and operating 

procedures fo'r the school are called out in afiveyearcontract.that 

can be renewed, betweeri the board and the school's organizers. In 

exchange for the cOll}mitment to def!1onstrate' significant progress in 

student achievement on a state assessment, the school is free from 

nearly all state and district regulations including collective 

.",.

bargaining agreements. . 


The six approved charters 9f San Diego City Schools are as .diverse',as 

the needs of our student population. Several' were existing district 

schools:that chose to take an alternative approach. Charter schools 


" . receive the same g~~eral funds and categorical funding on a per 
average-daUy attendance (ADA) basis that all schools iI} the district 
receive. At this time, the district retains financial oversight'of the 
charter schools accounting procedures,however sites have the 
flexibility to direct resources according to their oWh priori'ties. As 

. state'law is currently written, it is a difficult process to charter a . 
'school. According to the law, a charter ~chool' petition must be'signed 
by'not less than .10 'percent of the cieciential reachers employed py 
the school dist,rictor 50 percent of the teachers employed in one 
school. Some local groups desiring to establish' a charter have ,been 
unable to' cOllect the signatures necessary for consideration. . . ,'. 

Identifyirig"school sites for groups wishiii'g to charter a school who do 
'not have access to property and(o~ facilities is a major problem. The 
San Diego'City Schools is current(y negatively impacted by a lack of 
school facilities ..With a student populati~n. that is only expected to 

3 
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increase, we are 'havi'ngdifficulty accommodating, with reasonable' 
class size, our existing student pop'ulation. ", 

Following are some of the ways the charter schools in our district 
,take advantage of the increased flexibility to benefit students. ' ' 

" • i- ,'" 

O'Farrell Community School is a newly structured middle level ' 

·magnet ,school, with more' than 1,400 students in grades 6-B., The " 

'parents and staff chose to become a charter school. in January 1'994.' 

Leadership, and administrative dutieS traditionally taken on by vice 

principals and <;:ounselors, are now shared by the teaching staff " .. 


. allOwing the school the flexibility to hire more· teachers to 

significantly reduce class' size; ,The posi~ion that Ilormally woul<j be, 
 ,,e, 

, described as the prinCipal is' now held by the chief educatibnal officer 
(CEO) vyho is the leader for all the educationaJunits and the advocate 
for the student. O'Farrell has also' chosen to redirect someof its " 
resources by contracting' ou t for some custodial arid gardeIling 
services. This school is a good example of the flexibility charters . 
have in staffing clerical arid other classified. positions., When the 
,district faced a significant number of classified position layoffs last 

, year, because orit's,charter status'the school wa's nqt impacted by 
the routine bumping that tak,esplace amorig represent~d groups.' 

The principal and staff of the Darnall E Campu~ charter beg'an' 

working'on tlie concept of fl<:;xj.bility prior to the enactment of state. 

charter legislation. In 1991 the district board granted 


""experimental" status to Darnall as wayfor the school,toexpedite the 

granting of waivers for certain regulations. When the state charter ' 

law was enacteQ, 100 percent of the Darnall teachers agreed to seek 


, a charter and Darnall was the·nrst site to.open as such in tlie district.' 
parnall has used its charter status for increased,flexibiUty in. staffing " 
by"negotiating salaries arid conducting staff approved yearly teacher 
evaluations. Prior t,o opening :as a chatter the school facility was' 
vacant.' It is ~ow at enrollI1?-enJ capacity'as' a result of both resident' 
attendance and choice students. 

.: ' .' 

The Charter School of San Diego, developed in pa,rt by'the San 'Di~go 

Business 'Roundtable for Education, combines' anumber of alternative' 

educ~tion programs iriduding drop-out recovery, for grades 6,- 1L ' 


. The Charter School of San Diego operates 19 classrooms at 15 "s'tore-'," 
front" locations throughout the city. Because of its charter status, the 
program is able to house students in buildings that meet the 
reqtlirementsof the Uniform Building Code. versus the c'oStly an~ 



· strict standards of the California Field Act which apply to traditional ' 
' 

school facilities. Three of our most recein approved charters were 
initiateq by community groups: The Museum School in conjunction 
with the San Diego Children's Museum, the Johnson/Urban League 
Charter School, a part of the San Diego Urban League, Inc., and the' 
Harriet Tubman Village Schobl, modeled after Waldorf schools. 

Our district supports the charter school concept because charters 
requiresc,hools to lookatwhy students are not'achieving. Freeing " 
schools fro'm burdensome state laws arid district regulations begins 
to take away perceived barriers to improving student achievement. 

'" 	 A key component in any reform is assessment. 'The district is ' 
developing an evaluation component in order to measure student' 
acrueveI!1ent. The San Diego' Unified SchooI'District believes all 
students can learn: We support different approaches to evaluate the 
most effective education innovatfons. ' 

," 

Charter schools are, by their very nature, an example of local control 
and community participation in public' education at the local level. 
The State Department and the State Board of Education retain 
minimal oversight. 'Federal support for charter set up, staff 
development and facilities'would be helpful. The new flexibility 
written in the Improving America's Schools Act and Goals 2000 
dovetail the reform efforts being made by individual school districts 
like ours. The San Diego Unified School District 'strongly supports 
education reform and strives to provide an environment that creates' 
a'-Climate of change~ In'thatlight, we advocate the establishmeIft of ' 
charter schools within the public school district, ,to create a COIftract ' ' 
between boards and schools'forimproved student achievement and' 
accountabi1ity~ " ' , 

5 	
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SCBCO!\rvilTTEf ON EARLY CHILDHOOD, YOUTH AND FA\1LIES 
HEARING 0:'; EDeCATION REFOR~'l . 

JUNE 21, 19~)S 

. TESTINIO!\'Y 
Ron' Ottinger, Pr€sident 

Boanj of Education, San Diego Unified School District 

Mr. Chairman and :Members of the Subcomminee 

As President of rhe Board of Education on behalf of the San Diego 
Unified School District, 1 E';<press my appreciation to Congre.ssman 
Cunningh:lm and the Subcommittee for inviting me to be a 
particip8Jlt 111 today's discussion of education reform, particularly 
relating to Charter Schools. First, J want" to achnowledge 
Congressman .Cunningham for hi~ sl1icere cQminitlnenr fO public 
educ::lti<:m ~1nd the children of San Diego. His ongoing support is lnuch 
appreciatE'd 'by our dishict. 

San Diego City Schools, ~1S oui- district .is informally called, with a..T1 

enrnllmflntof over 1 2(-' .000 <:;tudenrs is the eighth largest urban 
school district in the country and the second latgest urban school 
district in the State of California. Vv'e ha'v'e more thm1 32,000 
students who are limited English proficient: 14,190 special education 
students and 16,200 sl.lH.ients eligible for gifted pr·ograms. The 
district iseihnicctlht diverse: 17(Yo African AmelicM, 19% Asian, 31 % 
Hispanic, 32l}b \\l"lite ru1ci. 1% Native Arnerican. 

Our district strongly supports public school choice to demonstrate 
that the public school syste.m in Anlerica can bring about educational 
reform \'vith result') focused on achievement and accountability. 
Many choice opportunities now abound in public schools. \Vith more 
than 90 percent of school age children in California attending public 
schools the need for reform is critjcal. Resources such as those 
provided by the Improving America's Schools Act and Goals 2000 are 

) 	 vital to bring about necessary restructuring. \Ve ITIUst continue our 
national comlnitment to public education. To consider other optiol1s~ 
such as vouchers, diverts essential resources for educating the vast 
majorit),~ c)t our children and youth. 

. TIll,:: Sing le most importan t in1perarive of ollr schools is to raise the 
pelfonnance of aH students. \\'e set high expectations for all 
studen ts and schools. \\11~H studen (s shOUld know and be able to do 



-'------_._._---_ ................-. 


JUN-l&-95 MON 1~:13 LEGISLATIVE PROGRAMS FAX NO. 6192974942 ·P.02 

has b(~en defined. The achie~/ement of high performance standards 
for student le,-:ullingmust be the goal in all classrooms and all 
5c1100!·s. On June 22, 1993, our BOi-ud of Education approved A Plan 
to InlproFe Studen t Achie ..·eme~'1 t and Organizational Effectiveness, 
presented by Dr. Berth" Pendleton, Superintendent. The plan 
included 16 exp~ctations for vvhich all schools will he held 
accountable. The expectations include a focus all student 
achjeven1ent, school safety and cleanliness, attendance and school 
discipline, preparation for college and the ,vorld of \'\'ork, parent and 
community outreach, and respect for diversity. The first tlu"ee of the 
16 pxpecmtions ask that all student~ master reading skills and 
con1prehension by grade three) or hy their third year in a district 
school. if a prim:..uy language studenr, and that all students achieve 
appropriat>?- p<?rf0m13!lCE' standards in mathematics, ',\Tiring and 
speaking SKills at esta.blished gradeJevels. ' 

Because we have learned that standards are necess~uy for true 
reform, cheSan Diego Unified School District is working to be a 
stand~U"d$ driven district. \Ve SUPl-)ort \.1istrict-wide, state ,mu 
national established education standards, and are participaz"l.ts in the 
New Standitrds Project. \'\'e support the nevv accountabllity model 
\ll.Titten into Title 1 that ciemands. student progress and establishes a 
reward-intervention process. AdditionaJly, \'\'€ support and have. 
been in\·olved in the process to s~t education goals both at the state 
and national level. 

Through the successful ~nactment' of state public school choice 
legIslatiOn in 1993) California provided ~ciditional inter and intra 
district anendance alternatives for students. ,Public schoofchoice is 
recogni:(ed by this district as a vtable reform option. In San Diego 
City Schools all children haVE a variety of choices as w which school 
they attend. Presently, over 30,000 stu(ients att€'nd a school outside 
of (hpir re~iciential boundary. Students living 'vvithin rhe district 
havE' first option for space at their residential school, deterrnined by 
tbeiraddress. rfspace is available, otl}.er students may apply for. 
enrollment at any other school in the district. except total school 
magnets. 

According to fonner State Senator Gary Hart. "charter schools provide 
'3 license to dre'.im for reachers, p::u--ents a.nd cuI members of the 
schoo! cc)mmunity and an opportunity [0 see those drec1ms become a 

. reality fear after yeaI n1embers of rhe. educationcomlnunity . 
implore mE' and other members of the Legislarure to get rid of the 
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mWlciates under fA;'hich public schools ml.lSr operate. That's exactly 
what charter- SChool legislation does. It allows petitioners to create 
educarionai prograrns from scratch, unfettered by bureaucratic 
constraints. It 

State legislation f'l.uthorizing boards of education to operate charter 
school$ became effective in 1993,maldng California the second state 
in the narjon to create this alternative in public schools. By law, 
district granted charters are capped at 10, with ,t 100 charter school 
cap statev...ide. The San Di~go Unified School District hRS approved six 
charter school petitions. Five schools ;~recurrently in operation and 
one is <;cheduled to open in Fall 1995. " It is our intention to approve 
all eligible charter school petitions presented to our board up to the 
state impOS€l1limir of. ten. Vve actively advocate for the lifting of the 
state\,vide fU1d district c~~p. V,,'e see <:hartC'r schools as a contract 
between the board of education aJld the school, providing flexibility 
in retn rtl fot greater accoimtability. The specific goals and operating 
proced ures for the school are called out in ~~ five year contract that 
can be re!1ewed)bet\.veen the board a.n<..1 the sc:hooFs organizers. In 
exchang.:~ for the commitment to demonstrate signifu:"ant progress in 
sniclenr 2tchit?vement on ~-{ state assessment. the school is free fronl 
nearly all "tate anti district regulations induding collective 
bargajning agreements .. 

The si:\ appro\'E'd charters of San Diego City Scnools are as diverse as 
the n€E>cis of our student population. Several vI/ere existing distIicr 
schools that ('hose to rake an alternative approach. Charter schools 

- rE'ceivE:' the. same general funds and categorical funding on a per' 
averaEfl-daily atten<.iance (ADA) basis that ali"schools in the district 
receive. .~ t th'is time. the district retains financIal oversight of the 

. ch;1rter schools accounting procedures, however sites have the 
flexihility to direct resources according to their own priorities. As 
stare 1m,v is currently \\yinen, it is a difficult process to charter a 
school. According t() the la\\', a charter school petition lTIUSt be signed 
by not less tha . .n 10 percent of the credential teachers employed by 
the school district or 50 "percent of .the teachers employed in one' 
schoo!. S0111<2 local groups desiring roestablish a cl1arrer ha\'e been 
unahIe to collect the signatures necessary for consideration. 
Ident.ifying school sites for 'groups wishing to charter a school who do 
not ha'i.'E' access tq property and/of faciliries is "a major problem. The 
San Diego City Schools is currently n.egatively fmpacted by a lack of 
school faciliTies." \Vith a student poputation 'th0t is only expected to 
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inQreas€, \\:'2 are having difficulty accOlnmodating. \vith reasonable 

",.; 
clals$ size, our existing student population. ­
- I ... . . 

Fo!lov\lng are some oJ the ways the charter schools in our district 
taRe advantage of the increased flexibility to benefit students. .I . . . . 

· 01Farrell COn1n111nity School is a newly structured middle level 
m~gnet schoolwixh more than 1,400 students in grades 6-8. The 
pArents and staff chose to become a charter school in January 1994. 
L~aderShiP and administrative duties traditionally taken on by vice 
pIjincipaIs and counselors, are no\\' shared by the teaching staff 
al1C)\ving tbe school the· flexibility to hire rnore teachers to . 

J . 

significantly reduce class size. The position that normally would be 
d~SCribed 35 the principal,is now held by the chief educational officf.'f 
(qEO\ who is the leader for all the educational 'units and the advocate 
for the s~udent. O'Farrell has also chosen to redirect some of its 
rJsources by contracting out forst-)me cllstodialand gardening 
sJr\'ices. Thisschool is a good example of the flexibility charters 
hhve in staffing clerical and other cla.ssified positions. \Vhen the 
d!istricr faced a significan.t number of dassified ·position layoffs last 
Y,ear, because of,it's charter status the ~chool was not impacted by .. Te rcmrin(' bumping that ta~es place among represented ?roups. 

~he principal and staff of the DarnallE Campus charter began 
workmg on (he concept of flexibility prior to the enactment of state 
dhaner legislation. In 199 L the district board gran ted 
"lexp~:rimenti::U': status to Darnall as wa~' for thE' school to expedite the 
gra..r1tmg ()f waiVers for certam regulatIons. \t\11en the state charter 

· Iraw wa'> enacted. 100 percent of the Darnall teachers agreed to seek 
1 charter and Darnall "vas the first site to open as such in the district. 
Darn~..ul has used its charter status for increased flexibility in staffing
I .. 

by· negonating salaries and conducting sraff approved yearly teacher ­
~valuations. Prior to opening as a charter the school facility was . 
-Yacal1t. It is now ar _enrollment capacity as a result of both resident 
attendanceanli cholCe students. .

· I 
ffhe Charter School of San Diego, developed in part by the sari Diego 
'BUSine~s Roun.dtable for Ed~lCatjOn., cOlnbines a nurnber of alternative

IeducatIOn programs lncludmg drop-out recovery,tor grades 6 - 12.· 
The Cbarter School of San Diego operC1t€s 19 dassrooms at 15 "store­
front" lOG)tions tI1toughout the city.. Because of its charter status, the 
progni.nl is able to house students in buildi.ngs that ·meet the 
requirements of the tJniform Building Code versus the costly and 
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sUict standards of the California Field Act wQich apply to tradJtional 
sthool facihties. Three of our most recent approved charters were 
iIhitiared by cOlnnlunity groups: The ~'luseum School in conjunction 
With .the San Diego Children's IVluseum ~md the Johnson/Urban. . 
Lbague ChaneI' School, a pan of the San Diego Urban League, Inc., 
ahd tJle Han-iet Tubman Village School, modeled after '·VaIdon 

Ischools, 

I ' 
Our district supports the charter school concept because charters 
rl~qUire schools to look at \\'hy students are not achieving. Freeing' 
schoois from burdensome stare la,'\.·5 and district regulations begins
tb take avvay perceived barriers to in1proving student achievement. 
~ key component in any reform is asse,ssment.- The district is 
developing an eVcJuation component in order to Ineasure student 
~~chiE'vernenL The San Diego Unified School Districr believes all . 
sltudents can learn. \,Ve support differentapproaches to evaluate the 
tnosr effeCtive education innoviHions. . " 
I . ., . 

<Tharter schools are, by rheir very' ,nature, an example of local control 
~d community participation in public education at the local level. 
The State Departlnent and the State Board of Education retain· . 
Ilninin1al o\'ersight on the state. Federal support for charter set up, 

. ~taff developlnent an.d faCilities \vould be helpful. The new 
:0exibilit)! wntten in the Improving America!s Schools Act and Goals 
2000 dovetail the refornl efforts being made by individual school 
~istrjn) like ours. The Sa.n Diego Cnified SchOOl District strongly 
~uPport5 E~du(;;1ti()n refornl and strives to provide an environment 
that creates a climate ofchange. In that light, h'e ad\'ocate the 
kstab1ishment of charter schOOls v\ithiri the public school district to 

. treate a contract benveenboards and schools for irnrjroved student 
hchievemen t and accuuntability. . 
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The subcomm1ittee on Early Childhood, Youth, and Families is planning 
hearing on crune 20 or 21 on educational reform legislation. This is 
follow-up ob Goodling's promise to the coriser~atives during 
consideratibn of'the NESIC bill. Witnesses will ~nclude: 

a 
a 

, " 

Panel One ~ School Choice (Pro) 

Congressman Weldon and, Congressman Riggs 
Witness from the Institute of Justice (perhaps)' 
Black minister from Congressman Cunningham's district 

Panel' Two ­ School Choice (Con) 

Minority 	Choice 
-'"'~ T .~-;--~ .....--""'"-----.-...""-~..............-~"._....... _ 


Panel Three - State Experiences with Ed. Re'form --....-........ 	 .--... 
................. . 


Michelle Easton .,;; Va. School Board,Reasons Va. is n.ot part-i~ipating 
in GOALS 20bo··-...... 
ore-gonwitnkss 	 "­

. I 	 '"Charter'Schpol Operator - perhaps Chan from L.A. "\ 
MinorLt'y would choose witness who supports standards and goals. , 

Gooc;l'{~ng 	 is/ working place pr~grams \ 

( 
on an educational reform bill to 

such as Eisenhower, GOALS 2000, and Technology into a single block 
gr~nt alOngl1 the lines of Title VI (the old Chapter 2). There is a bi9\ 
di.,}ision on the committee abo.ut the approach, however. Some people, 
particularl¥ Riggs, want to do vouchers. Some want to repeal 
everything.1 Mr. Goodling wants to maintain the standards effort' in some 
form. He 	will probably propose a block grant where the states will ~ 
continue td have to "use funds for state standards but everything else 
would be ~nl option." Sally Lovejoy said sh~ isn't certain that there 

\ 

is consensuls on the committee for this approach., . 


. . I 	 ' ' . . '/ 
Right now tpey are tenta~ively planning on another hearing in July o~ 
the bill 	(which'still hasn't been drafted). Goodling would like tol 
try to mov~ the bill before the recess, probably attached to 
reconciliation or IDEA.\ 

\" 
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COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC 
AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 

u.s. HOUS; OF REPf&SNTAlIVES 
"11WtI~IUUIQU-CRfCE lIUIUIINII 
WASHINGTON" DCZOS.s..a,CD . 

IlJIIe 12, 1995 

)fr.s. Norma PaulDs: 
StaZ ~dcm ofPubiic ~ 

. 1 

I' 

:'I' 
:I 
6 a 

Stam·of·()a;jnn . 
. 2SS Capital $ueet, NB 

Salem" ~ 97310-0203 . I 
Dsr Superintend. Paulus: 

()a 1~ 21, 1995, the SabcvmmiIIa GIl ~0iJ4hG0d. YUUIh aad PamlH.. 9Ii11 

ha1d. a hariiag OIl 1I:Ic 1Dpic of education xel"onn·· . 


. I ~ like 10 invite you to t2II1fy ~~ bevill, in 2175' of the by'bUm House 

0f6ee BnlkHng at 9:30 a.m. . .'. . . 


. 'fov. Lm be ~ GIl a. paul focusing em aM:r8Il;ypeS oredm:ad.cm tefacm. 
L'!1lnJ:nfiy a:$og place hi States =ass the a:nmtIJ.. Vicbel1e Eastoft, Member of the Vb:Jjrria 
State Beard ~ P&ineatipa, Jms bee4 iAvifed. fa par.1ic:iIU 0I11bis paae1 to d.i6CUS8 why 
V'qinfa hasidecf.ded nat to ~iD.1be Gaa'I& 2000 pqnun azul a zetXeaaam fmm a 
dw:t.er sdIobl.as . weD as aPft"IIX'aent of Ihe Gaals 2QOD: Edac:a:D Amelica Act·ha;ve aIm 
beer! iavitedl Other witaesses will. btdnde Caugaeuman Dave Weldon (R... FL) and . 
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Oregon Department of Education June 12, 1995 
255 Capitol S~et. N.E. 
salem, Oregqn 97310-0203 
(503) 378-8004 ' 

OREGON SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT EFFORTS ON TRACK 

The Orego~ legislature, by an overwhelming majority vote of 49 to 11 in the House and 
22 to 8 in the ,senate, revised Oregon's Educational Act for the 21st Century. These 
revisions to: the 1991 law strengthen and clarify Oregon's efforts to build a more 
academically rigorous system ofpublic education. Part 1 below details new key 
provisions. Part 2 compares the 1991 and 1995 laws. Part 3 lists the new timelines. 

1. KEjPROVISIONS OF 1995 LAW 

CERTIFICATE OF INITIAL MASTERY 

To receive aCertificate of Initial Mastery, students must achieve a high degree of 

mastelY. in fnathematlcs, science, history, geography. economics, civics. English, a 

second language and the arts . 


. A studenfs ability to meet these requirements will be based on a series of criterion­
. referenced assessments at grades 3, 5, 8 and 10. Criterion-referenced assessments 
test student knowledge and skills in relation to certain standards. These assessments 
will be cont~nt based and performance based. They will test student ability to apply 
knowledge :and skills in mathematics. science. history. geography, economics. civics, 
English, second Janguages, the arts, reading, writing, problem soJving, reasoning and 

, I ' 
communicating. 

Student eVi6ence of achievement of the Certificate of Initial Mastery will include 
samples of Iscored work and tests. Schools may use portfolios or some other method 

, for gathering and maintaining student work samples. . 
, I· ,." 
Students who are not meeting or Who are exceeding aU of the certificate standards at 
grades 3, 51, 8 or 1 Q'are eligible for additional services or public ~chool options. The 
State Board of Education will establish another type of certificate for students who, with 
additional ~ervices, do not meet all of the Certificate of Initial Mastery standards. 

,I. . " ; I 

CERTIFICATE OFADVAN~§DMASTERY. ' 
To receive ~ Certificat~· of Advanced Mastery. students will pursue rigorous ~icademic 
stUdies and must meet high academic standards. In addition, students will participate 
in a structured series of work-related activities, leading to one or more endorsement in 
at least six kireas. As part of these work-related activities, students may visit, intern or 
apprentice ~t a relevant place of business, talk with career mentors, and/or develop 
business e~terprises at school. Programs must allow students to move easily among 
endorsements and encourage student choice and options. 

I 
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. 	 Students ~aywprk toward the Certific:ate of Adv~nced Mastery in a public secondary 
school andlor a community college. four-year college or trade school. . ' 

DIPLOMAS 
In addition to diplomas for students who complete grade 12 and meet state and local 
requiremer;Jts, districts will issue Certificates of Initial and Advanced Mastery to 
students who meet state and local requirements for those certificates. Districts will also 
issue anot~er type of certificate to students who, with additional services, do not meet 
the requirements for the Certificate of Initial Mastery. . 

G~9 	 , 
Districts will adopt grading systems based on'course requirements, clearly showing 
students atd parents how well students are aChieving course requir9m9nts~ 

SITE COUNCILS , 


Site coundls are required in all schools. They do not interfere with the duties, 

I 

responsibilities or rights oflocally elect~ school'boards. Councils must include 
parents, te~chers, at least one classified employee and the building principal. Not 
more than half the council may be composed of teachers and not more than half may 
be parents of students attending that school. ,If the local school board determines the 
school site requires a different composition or if the district is unable to form the 
required composition, the board may establish a new composition, provided it includes 
parents, teachers, a classified employee and the building principal. 

Teacher re~resentatives are elected by teachers at the school. Classified 
representatives are elected by classifi~d staff at the school. Parent representatives are 
elected by parents of students attending the school. Other members, as the district 
designates~ are elected by the council. 

. 	 I . 
CURRICULUM 

The State $oard of Education, with ample public comment. will regularly review arid 
revise the eommon Curriculum Goals, induding goals in health and physical education, 
and Essential Learning Skills. The state board will also review. and revise rigorous 
academic dontent standards in mathematics, science, history. geography, economics, 

I 

, civics and English, reflecting knowledge and skills necessary for the CIM, CAM and 

diploma. ftlcademic standards will be raised regularly to the highest levels possible'. 


Local'schol, districts control course content. format, materials and teaching methods. 
Local distribs ensure that students receive instruction in academic SUbjects. inCluding 
mathematids, science, history, geography, economiCS, civics, English, arts, foreign 
languages, health and physical education. 

EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR 
All earlier tlmelines for extending the current school year from an equivalent of 175 
days are r~pealed. Before implementing an extended school year, the Department of 
Education .!nust study the potential impact and report to the legislature. 
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