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The Committee on Education and the Workforce, to whom was
referred the bill (H.R. 2300) to allow a State to combine certain
funds to improve the academic achievement of all its students, hav-
ing considered the same, report favorably thereon with an amend-
ment and recommend that the bill as amended do pass.

The amendment is as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Academic Achievement for All Act (Straight A’s
Act)”.

SEC. 2. PURPOSE.

The purpose of this Act is to create options for States and communities—

(1) to improve the academic achievement of all students, and to focus the re-
sources of the Federal Government upon such achievement,;

(2) to improve teacher quality and subject matter mastery, especially in math,
reading, and science;

(3) to empower parents and schools to effectively address the needs of their
children and students;

(4) to give States and communities maximum freedom in determining how to
boost academic achievement and implement education reforms;

(5) to eliminate Federal barriers to implementing effective State and local
education programs;
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(6) to hold States and communities accountable for boosting the academic
achievement of all students, especially disadvantaged children; and

(7) to narrow achievement gaps between the lowest and highest performing
groups of students so that no child is left behind.

SEC. 3. PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT.

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—A State may, at its option, execute a performance
agreement with the Secretary under which the provisions of law described in section
4(a) shall not apply to such State except as otherwise provided in this Act.

(b) LocAaL INPUT.—States shall provide parents, teachers, and local schools and
districts notice and opportunity to comment on any proposed performance agree-
ment prior to submission to the Secretary as provided under general State law no-
tice and comment provisions.

(c) APPROVAL OF PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT.—A performance agreement sub-
mitted to the Secretary under this section shall be considered as approved by the
Secretary within 60 days after receipt of the performance agreement unless the Sec-
retary provides a written determination to the State that the performance agree-
ment fails to satisfy the requirements of this Act before the expiration of the 60-
day period.

(d) TERMS OF PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT.—Each performance agreement executed
pursuant to this Act shall include the following provisions:

(1) TERM.—A statement that the term of the performance agreement shall be
5 years.

(2) APPLICATION OF PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—A statement that no program
requirements of any program included by the State in the performance agree-
ment shall apply, except as otherwise provided in this Act.

(3) LisT.—A list provided by the State of the programs that it wishes to in-
clude in the performance agreement.

(4) USE OF FUNDS TO IMPROVE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT.—A 5-year plan describ-
ing how the State intends to combine and use the funds from programs included
in the performance agreement to advance the education priorities of the State,
improve student achievement, and narrow achievement gaps between students.

(5) ACCOUNTABILITY REQUIREMENTS.—If a State includes any part of title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 in its performance agree-
inent, the State shall include a certification that the State has done the fol-
owing:

(A)(i) developed and implemented the challenging State content stand-
ards, challenging State student performance standards, and aligned assess-
ments described in section 1111(b) of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965; or

(i1) developed and implemented a system to measure the degree of change
from one school year to the next in student performance;

(B) developed and is implementing a statewide accountability system that
has been or is reasonably expected to be effective in substantially increas-
ing the numbers and percentages of all students who meet the State’s pro-
ficient and advanced levels of performance;

(C) established a system under which assessment information may be
disaggregated within each State, local educational agency, and school by
each major racial and ethnic group, gender, English proficiency status, mi-
grant status, and by economically disadvantaged students as compared to
students who are not economically disadvantaged (except that such
disaggregation shall not be required in cases in which the number of stu-
dents in any such group is insufficient to yield statistically reliable informa-
tion or would reveal the identity of an individual student);

(D) established specific, measurable, numerical performance objectives for
student achievement, including a definition of performance considered to be
proficient by the State on the academic assessment instruments described
under subparagraph (A);

(E) developed and implemented a statewide system for holding its local
educational agencies and schools accountable for student performance that
includes—

(i) a procedure for identifying local educational agencies and schools
in need of improvement, using the assessments described under sub-
paragraph (A);

(ii) assisting and building capacity in local educational agencies and
schools identified as in need of improvement to improve teaching and
learning; and
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(ii1) implementing corrective actions after no more than 3 years if the
assistance and capacity building under clause (ii) is not effective.

(6) PERFORMANCE GOALS.—

(A) STUDENT ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT.—Each State shall establish annual
student performance goals for the 5-year term of the performance agree-
ment that, at a minimum—

(i) establish a single high standard of performance for all students;

(ii) take into account the progress of students from every local edu-
cational agency and school in the State;

(iii) are based primarily on the State’s challenging content and stu-
dent performance standards and assessments described under para-
graph (5)(A);

(iv) include specific annual improvement goals in each subject and
grade included in the State assessment system, which must include, at
a minimum, reading or language arts and math;

(v) compares the proportions of students at the “basic”, “proficient”,
and “advanced” levels of performance (as defined by the State) with the
proportions of students at each of the 3 levels in the same grade in the
previous school year;

(vi) includes annual numerical goals for improving the performance
of each group specified in paragraph (5)(C) and narrowing gaps in per-
formance between the highest and lowest performing students in ac-
cordance with section 10(b); and

(vii) requires all students in the State to make substantial gains in
achievement.

(B) ADDITIONAL INDICATORS OF PERFORMANCE.—A State may identify in
the performance agreement any additional indicators of performance such
as graduation, dropout, or attendance rates.

(C) CONSISTENCY OF PERFORMANCE MEASURES.—A State shall maintain,
at a minimum, the same level of challenging State student performance
standards and assessments throughout the term of the performance agree-
ment.

(7) FISCAL RESPONSIBILITIES.—An assurance that the State will use fiscal con-
trol and fund accounting procedures that will ensure proper disbursement of,
and accounting for, Federal funds paid to the State under this Act.

(8) CrviL RIGHTS.—An assurance that the State will meet the requirements
of applicable Federal civil rights laws.

(9) PRIVATE SCHOOL PARTICIPATION.—

(A) EQUITABLE PARTICIPATION.—An assurance that the State will provide
for the equitable participation of students and professional staff in private
schools.

(B) APPLICATION OF BYPASS.—An assurance that sections 14504, 14505,
and 14506 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 8894, 8895, and 8896) shall apply to all services and assistance pro-
vided under this Act in the same manner as they apply to services and as-
sistance provided in accordance with section 14503 of such Act.

(10) STATE FINANCIAL PARTICIPATION.—An assurance that the State will not
reduce the level of spending of State funds for elementary and secondary edu-
cation during the term of the performance agreement.

(11) ANNUAL REPORT.—An assurance that not later than 1 year after the exe-
cution of the performance agreement, and annually thereafter, each State shall
disseminate widely to parents and the general public, submit to the Secretary,
distribute to print and broadcast media, and post on the Internet, a report that
includes—

(A) student academic performance data, disaggregated as provided in
paragraph (5)(C); and

(B) a detailed description of how the State has used Federal funds to im-
prove student academic performance and reduce achievement gaps to meet
the terms of the performance agreement.

(e) SPECIAL RULE.—If a State does not include any part of title I of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 in its performance agreement, the State
shall—

(1) certify that it has developed a system to measure the academic perform-
ance of all students; and

(2) establish challenging academic performance goals for such other programs
using academic assessment data described in paragraph (5).
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(f) AMENDMENT TO PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT.—A State may submit an amend-
ment to the performance agreement to the Secretary under the following cir-
cumstances:

(1) REDUCE SCOPE OF PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT.—Not later than 1 year after
the execution of the performance agreement, a State may amend the perform-
ance agreement through a request to withdraw a program from such agreement.
If the Secretary approves the amendment, the requirements of existing law
shall apply for any program withdrawn from the performance agreement.

(2) EXPAND SCOPE OF PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT.—Not later than 1 year after
the execution of the performance agreement, a State may amend its perform-
ance agreement to include additional programs and performance indicators for
which it will be held accountable.

(3) APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT.—An amendment submitted to the Secretary
under this subsection shall be considered as approved by the Secretary within
60 days after receipt of the amendment unless the Secretary provides a written
determination to the State that the performance agreement if amended by the
amendment would fail to satisfy the requirements of this Act, before the expira-
tion of the 60-day period.

SEC. 4. ELIGIBLE PROGRAMS.

(a) ELIGIBLE PROGRAMS.—The provisions of law referred to in section 3(a) except
as otherwise provided in subsection (b), are as follows:
(1) Part A of title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.
(2) Part B of title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.
(3) Part C of title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.
(4) Part D of title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.
(5) Part B of title II of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.
f(6) Section 3132 of title III of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965.
(7) Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.
(8) Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.
(9) Section 307 of the Department of Education Appropriation Act of 1999.
(10) Comprehensive school reform programs as authorized under section 1502
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and described on pages
96-99 of the Joint Explanatory Statement of the Committee of Conference in-
cluded in House Report 105-390 (Conference Report on the Departments of
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education, and Related Agencies Ap-
propriations Act, 1998).
(11) Part C of title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of

1965.
(12) Title III of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act.
(13) Sections 115 and 116, and parts B and C of title I of the Carl D. Perkins
Vocational Technical Education Act.
A (14) Subtitle B of title VII of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance
ct.

(b) ALLOCATIONS TO STATES.—A State may choose to consolidate funds from any
or all of the programs described in subsection (a) without regard to the program re-
quirements of the provisions referred to in such subsection, except that the propor-
tion of funds made available for national programs and allocations to each State for
Statgdagd local use, under such provisions, shall remain in effect unless otherwise
provided.

(c) Usks oF FunNDs.—Funds made available under this Act to a State shall be used
for any elementary and secondary educational purposes permitted by State law of
the participating State.

SEC. 5. WITHIN-STATE DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The distribution of funds from programs included in a perform-
ance agreement from a State to a local educational agency within the State shall
be determined by the Governor of the State and the State legislature. In a State
in which the constitution or State law designates another individual, entity, or agen-
cy to be responsible for education, the allocation of funds from programs included
in the performance agreement from a State to a local educational agency within the
State shall be determined by that individual, entity, or agency, in consultation with
the Governor and State Legislature. Nothing in this section shall be construed to
supersede or modify any provision of a State constitution or State law.

(b) LocAaL INPuT.—States shall provide parents, teachers, and local schools and
districts notice and opportunity to comment on the proposed allocation of funds as
provided under general State law notice and comment provisions.

(c) LocAL HoLD HARMLESS OF PART A TITLE 1 FUNDS.—
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(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a State that includes part A of title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 in the performance agree-
ment, the agreement shall provide an assurance that each local educational
agency shall receive under the performance agreement an amount equal to or
greater than the amount such agency received under part A of title I of such
Act in the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year in which the performance agree-
ment is executed.

(2) PROPORTIONATE REDUCTION.—If the amount made available to the State
from the Secretary for a fiscal year is insufficient to pay to each local edu-
cational agency the amount made available under part A of title I of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to such agency for the preceding
fiscal year, the State shall reduce the amount each local educational agency re-
ceives by a uniform percentage.

SEC. 6. LOCAL PARTICIPATION.

(a) NONPARTICIPATING STATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If a State chooses not to submit a performance agreement
under this Act, any local educational agency in such State is eligible, at its op-
tion, to submit to the Secretary a performance agreement in accordance with
this section.

(2) AGREEMENT.—The terms of a performance agreement between an eligible
local educational agency and the Secretary shall specify the programs to be in-
cluded in the performance agreement, as agreed upon by the State and the
agency, from the list under section 4(a).

(b) STATE APPROVAL.—When submitting a performance agreement to the Sec-
retary, an eligible local educational agency described in subsection (a) shall provide
written documentation from the State in which such agency is located that it has
no objection to the agency’s proposal for a performance agreement.

(c) APPLICATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in this section, and to the extent appli-
cable, the requirements of this Act shall apply to an eligible local educational
agency that submits a performance agreement in the same manner as the re-
quirements apply to a State.

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—The following provisions shall not apply to an eligible local
educational agency:

(A) WITHIN STATE DISTRIBUTION FORMULA NOT APPLICABLE.—The formula
for the allocation of funds under section 5 shall not apply.

(B) STATE SET ASIDE SHALL NOT APPLY.—The State set aside for adminis-
trative funds in section 7 shall not apply.

SEC. 7. LIMITATIONS ON STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENDITURES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise provided under subsection (b), a State that
includes part A of title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
in the performance agreement may use not more than 1 percent of such total
amount of funds allocated to such State under the programs included in the per-
formance agreement for administrative purposes.

(b) EXCEPTION.—A State that does not include part A of title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 in the performance agreement may use not
more than 3 percent of the total amount of funds allocated to such State under the
programs included in the performance agreement for administrative purposes.

(c) LocAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—A local educational agency participating in this
Act under a performance agreement under section 6 may not use for administrative
purposes more than 4 percent of the total amount of funds allocated to such agency
under the programs included in the performance agreement.

SEC. 8. PERFORMANCE REVIEW.

(a) MID-TERM PERFORMANCE REVIEW.—If, during the 5 year term of the perform-
ance agreement, student achievement significantly declines for 3 consecutive years
in the academic performance categories established in the performance agreement,
the Secretary may, after notice and opportunity for a hearing, terminate the agree-
ment

(b) FAILURE To MEET TERMS.—If at the end of the 5-year term of the performance
agreement a State has not substantially met the performance goals submitted in the
performance agreement, the Secretary shall, after notice and an opportunity for a
hearing, terminate the performance agreement and the State shall be required to
comply with the program requirements, in effect at the time of termination, for each
program included in the performance agreement.
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(¢c) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO IMPROVE STUDENT PERFORMANCE.—If a State has
made no progress toward achieving its performance goals by the end of the term
of the agreement, the Secretary may reduce funds for State administrative costs for
each program included in the performance agreement by up to 50 percent for each
year of the 2-year period following the end of the term of the performance agree-
ment.

SEC. 9. RENEWAL OF PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT.

(a) NOTIFICATION.—A State that wishes to renew its performance agreement shall
notify the Secretary of its renewal request not less than 6 months prior to the end
of the term of the performance agreement.

(b) RENEWAL REQUIREMENTS.—A State that has met or has substantially met its
performance goals submitted in the performance agreement at the end of the 5-year
term may reapply to the Secretary to renew its performance agreement for an addi-
tional 5-year period. Upon the completion of the 5-year term of the performance
agreement or as soon thereafter as the State submits data required under the agree-
ment, the Secretary shall renew, for an additional 5-year term, the performance
agreement of any State that has met or has substantially met its performance goals.

SEC. 10. ACHIEVEMENT GAP REDUCTION REWARDS.

(a) CLOSING THE GAP REWARD FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—To reward States that make significant progress in elimi-
nating achievement gaps by raising the achievement levels of the lowest per-
forming students, the Secretary shall set aside sufficient funds from the Fund
for the Improvement of Education under part A of title X of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 to grant a reward to States that meet the con-
ditions set forth in subsection (b) by the end of their 5-year performance agree-
ment.

(2) REWARD AMOUNT.—The amount of the reward referred to in paragraph (1)
shall be not less than 5 percent of funds allocated to the State during the first
year of the performance agreement for programs included in the agreement.

(b) CONDITIONS OF PERFORMANCE REWARD.—Subject to paragraph (3), a State is
eligible to receive a reward under this section as follows:

(1) A State is eligible for such an award if the State reduces by not less than
25 percent, over the 5-year term of the performance agreement, the difference
between the percentage of highest and lowest performing groups of students
that meet the State’s definition of “proficient” as referenced in section
1111(b)(1)(D)(GXII) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.

(2) A State is eligible for such an award if a State increases the proportion
of 2 or more groups of students under section 3(d)(5)(C) that meet State pro-
ficiency standards by 25 percent.

(3) A State shall receive such an award if the following requirements are met:

(A) CONTENT AREAS.—The reduction in the achievement gap or
approvement in achievement shall include not less than 2 content areas,
one of which shall be mathematics or reading.

(B) GRADES TESTED.—The reduction in the achievement gap or improve-
ment in achievement shall occur in at least 2 grade levels.

(¢) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Student achievement gaps shall not be considered
to have been reduced in circumstances where the average academic performance of
the highest performing quintile of students has decreased.

SEC. 11. STRAIGHT A’S PERFORMANCE REPORT.

The Secretary shall make the annual State reports described in section 3 avail-
able to the House Committee on Education and the Workforce and the Senate Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions not later than 60 days after the
Secretary receives the report.

SEC. 12. APPLICABILITY OF TITLE XIV OF THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
ACT OF 1965.
To the extent that provisions of title XIV of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-

cation Act of 1965 are inconsistent with this Act, this Act shall be construed as su-
perseding such provisions.
SEC. 13. APPLICABILITY OF GENERAL EDUCATION PROVISIONS ACT.

To the extent that the provisions of the General Education Provisions Act are in-
consistent with this Act, this Act shall be construed as superseding such provisions,
except where relating to civil rights, withholdling of funds and enforcement author-
ity, and family educational and privacy rights.



SEC. 14. APPLICABILITY TO HOME SCHOOLS.

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to affect home schools whether or not a
home school is treated as a private school or home school under State law.

SEC. 15. GENERAL PROVISIONS REGARDING NON-RECIPIENT, NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS.

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to permit, allow, encourage, or authorize
any Federal control over any aspect of any private, religious, or home school, wheth-
er or not a home school is treated as a private school or home school under State
law.

SEC. 16. DEFINITIONS.

For the purpose of this Act:

(1) ALL STUDENTS.—The term “all students” means all students attending
public schools or charter schools that are participating in the State’s account-
ability and assessment system.

(2) ALL scHOOLS.—The term “all schools” means all schools that are partici-
pating in the State’s accountability and assessment system.

(3) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term “local educational agency” has
the same meaning given such term in section 14101 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801).

(4) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Education.

(5) STATE.—The term “State” means each of the 50 States, the District of Co-
lumbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the United States Virgin Is-
lands, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, and American
Samoa.

PURPOSE

The purpose of H.R. 2300, the “Academic Achievement for All
Act,” is to focus federal resources for education on increasing stu-
dent performance and narrowing achievement gaps. It gives States,
school districts and schools the option of receiving additional flexi-
bility in the use of fourteen state-administered, Federal elementary
and secondary education program funds in exchange for increased
accountability for academic achievement.

COMMITTEE ACTION

The Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations held a field
hearing on April 19, 1999 in Chicago, Illinois, on “Chicago Edu-
cation Reforms and the Importance of Flexibility in Federal Edu-
cation Programs.” The hearing focused on the Chicago Public
School system and its successful reforms which have produced ris-
ing scores, better attendance rates, and higher graduation num-
bers. Additionally, the hearing addressed how Congress can in-
crease the amount of flexibility available to school districts such as
Chicago. The Subcommittee received testimony from three panels
of witnesses. First panel: Speaker of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, Dennis Hastert (R-IL). Second panel: Mr. Paul Vallas, Chief
Executive Officer of Chicago Public Schools, Chicago, Illinois; and
Dr. William Bennett, Co-director of Empower America, Wash-
ington, DC. Third panel: Dr. Hazel Loucks, Deputy Governor for
Education, State of Illinois, Chicago, Illinois; Dr. Cynthia Barron,
Principal, Jones Magnet High School, Chicago, Illinois; Mr. Glenn
McGee, State Superintendent of Education, State of Illinois,
Springfield, Illinois.

The Full Committee on Education and the Workforce held a
hearing on May 20, 1999 in Washington, DC. The hearing focused
on issues raised by the Academic Achievement for All proposal (the
Straight A’s Act). The Committee received testimony from Dr.
Chester E. Finn Jr., President, Thomas B. Fordham Foundation,
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Washington, DC; the Honorable Bret Schunder, Mayor, Jersey
City, New dJersey; Dr. William Moloney, Commissioner of Edu-
cation, Colorado Department of Education, Denver, Colorado; the
Honorable Ralph M. Tanner, Kansas State Representative, District
10, Baldwin City, Kansas; and Ms. Jennifer A. Marshall, Education
Policy Analyst, Family Research Council, Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee on Early Childhood, Youth and Families held
a hearing on June 9, 1999, in Washington, DC. The hearing fo-
cused on various accountability policies implemented by States and
school districts over the past decade, how these systems have
helped to improve student achievement, and how these systems are
being implemented in different ways around the country. The Com-
mittee received testimony from two panels of witnesses. First
panel: the Honorable Tommy G. Thompson, Governor, State of Wis-
consin, Madison, Wisconsin; and the Honorable Frank Brogan,
Lieutenant Governor, State of Florida, Tallahassee, Florida. Second
panel: Dr. Susan Sclafani, Chief of Staff for Education Services,
Houston Independent School District, Houston, Texas; Mr. Andy
Plattner, Chairman, A-Plus Communications, Arlington, Virginia;
Dr. Kathryn Jane Massey-Wilson, Superintendent, West Point Pub-
lic Schools, West Point, Virginia; Ms. Stay Boyd, Project Achieve,
San Francisco, California; and Ms. Kati Haycock, Director, Edu-
cation Trust, Washington, DC.

LEGISLATIVE ACTION

On June 22, 1999, Representative Bill Goodling (R-PA) intro-
duced H.R. 2300, the Academic Achievements for All Act (Straight
A’s Act). The Committee on Education and the Workforce consid-
ered H.R. 2300 with an Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute
in legislative session on October 13, 1999, during which two
amendments were considered on which two roll call votes were
taken. The Committee on Education and the Workforce with a ma-
jority of the Committee present, favorably reported H.R. 2300, to
the House by a vote of 26 to 19, on October 13, 1999.

COMMITTEE VIEWS
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

The compliance-based Federal role

Since 1965, when Washington embarked on its first major ele-
mentary-secondary education initiative, federal policy has strongly
influenced America’s schools. Although education is generally con-
sidered a State responsibility, over the years Congress has created
hundreds of programs to address a myriad of problems. Today, the
federal government pursues its education agenda through a wide
range of programs; over sixty of them, worth about $14 billion, are
included in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
(ESEA), which was last reauthorized in 1994. While federal dollars
make up only about seven percent of America’s total budget for K—
12 education, Washington’s role is significant when it comes to set-
ting State and local priorities and determining the tenor and con-
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tent of the national conversation about education.! And yet despite
that significant role, there is little evidence that student achieve-
ment has increased and achievement gaps have narrowed as a re-
sult. While States and school districts have sought to comply with
Federal requirements, too often those requirements have had very
little to do with improving student performance. As William
Moloney, Superintendent of Colorado Schools, described it for the
Committee earlier this year, “ESEA [has] remained as always a
neutral phenomena based on inputs rather than results, more on
accounting than accountability, an entity always more interested in
what you were rather than what you were doing.” 2

Federal programs place bureaucratic and regulatory burdens
on all State and local school districts

After decades of spending billions on federal education research
and evaluation programs, very little is known about the effective-
ness of the scores of federal elementary and secondary education
programs administered by the U.S. Department of Education. Con-
sequently, Congress lacks adequate data to determine what really
works and what does not.

The largest Federal elementary and secondary education pro-
gram, Title I, has been evaluated, but has yet to demonstrate that
it is effectively narrowing achievement. Today, even though the law
requires States to “turn-around” low-performing schools, there are
nearly 7,000 Title I schools and about 1,000 school districts that
are officially designated as in need of “improvement”—that are fail-
ing to make adequate progress. The final report of the Prospects
evaluation of Chapter 1 (later renamed as Title I) found that the
program did not appear to help at-risk students in high-poverty
schools to close their academic achievement gaps with students in
low-poverty schools.? And most recently, early data available from
the evaluation of 1994 reauthorization of Title I does not yet indi-
cate that the program is more effectively narrowing achievement
gaps. The interim report found that students in the study per-
formed “somewhat below national and urban norms,” and were
“showing somewhat less progress than would be expected over a
full year.” The proportion of students meeting the highest pro-
ficiency levels just held steady during the two years of data made
available.*

Because Federal education programs have historically been com-
pliance and not performance-based, they generate a large amount
of paperwork and require thousands of bureaucrats to administer
the programs. Some examples of this burden are as follows:

Burdensome Paperwork Requirements: Even after accounting for
recent reductions, the U.S. Department of Education still requires

1Chester Finn, Jr., Marci Kanstoroom, Michael Petrilli, “Overview: Thirty-Four Years of
Dashed Hopes,” New Directions: Federal Education Policy in the Twenty-First Century, The
Thomas B. Fordham Foundation, March, 1999.

2Testimony of William Moloney, Superintendent of Colorado Schools, Committee on Education
and the Workforce, May 20, 1999.

3 Michael J. Puma, Nancy Karweit, Cristofer Price, Anne Ricciuti, William Thompson, and Mi-
chael Vanden-Kiernan. Prospects: Final Report on Student Outcomes, Cambridge, MA: Abt As-
sociations, 1997.

4The Longitudinal Evaluation of School Change and Performance in Title I Schools (LESCP):
Interim Report to Congress, U.S. Department of Education, June, 1999, pgs. xvi—xvii.
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over 40 million hours worth of paperwork per year—the equivalent
of 19,300 employees working full-time for a year.5

Thousands of Federally-funded employees at the State level: The
Department of Education is one of the smallest Federal agencies.
Yet, to administer all the Federal education programs within the
States, there are nearly three times as many Federally funded em-
ployees working in State education agencies, as there are within
the Federal Department of Education itself. According to GAO,
there are about 13,400 FTEs (full-time equivalents) funded with
Federal dollars to administer these programs.6

A 487 Step Discretionary Grant Process: In 1993, Vice-President
Al Gore’s National Performance Review discovered that the Depart-
ment of Education’s discretionary grant process lasted 26 weeks
and took 487 steps from start to finish. It was not until three years
later in 1996 that the Department finally took steps to begin
“streamlining” their long and protracted grant review process, a
process that has yet to be completed and fully implemented. Ac-
cording to the Department, once the streamlining is fully imple-
mented it will only take an average of 20 weeks and 216 steps to
complete a review.”?

The cumulative effect of federally designed programs and re-
quirements takes its toll at the State and local level. Frank Bro-
gan, the former Florida Commissioner of Education who is now
Florida’s Lieutenant Governor, noted the extent of the command
and control approach of Washington bureaucrats. In testimony on
May 5, 1998, he stated,

In practice, most federal education programs typify the
misguided, one size fits all command and control approach
that we in the States are abandoning. Most have the req-
uisite focus on inputs like more regulation, increasing
budgets and fixed options and processes. Conceptualized in
Washington, with all good intentions, federal education
programs often get translated into the growing bureau-
cratic thicket and prove counterproductive.

Brogan further noted that in Florida, because of Federal require-
ments, there are 297 State employees to oversee and administer
approximately $1 billion in Federal funds. By contrast, 374 State-
funded positions oversee and administer over $8 billion in State
funds. Thus, six times as many people are required to administer
a Federal dollar as a State dollar.

The State of Georgia has also found federal programs to require
a disproportionate number of administrators. Georgia State Super-
intendent Linda Schrenko, who spent eighteen years as a public
school teacher and principal, testified about the excessive adminis-
trative requirements of Federal programs. She noted that about 6.4
percent of the $9.45 billion total education budget in Georgia (from
all sources-Federal, State and local) in 1996-97 came from the Fed-
eral government. In that same year, the Georgia Department of

5U.S. Department of Education, Annual Performance Plan, FY2000.

6U.S. General Accounting Office, Education Finance: The Extent of Federal Funding in State
Education Agencies, GAO/HEHS-95-3, October 1995, p. 11.

7U.S. Department of Education Report, “A Redesigned Discretionary Grant Process”—Vice
President Gore’s National Performance Review 1995. Redesigned process is due to be in place
in 1998.
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Education had 322 employees, of whom 93 worked full-time filling
out paperwork and administering the federal programs. In effect,
this amounted to 29 percent of their employees administering the
6.4 percent of funds that came from Washington.

Federal education programs are for the most part one-size-fits-all
solutions to problems that vary widely from state to state. Every
State has different needs and priorities, and the paperwork and bu-
reaucratic requirements that accompany federal programs often
prevent them from best addressing these issues. States often have
to plan their agendas around prescriptive federal constraints, as
well as overlapping and often conflicting program requirements.
Given that we do not even have sufficient data demonstrating the
effectiveness of Federal programs, and the burdens necessarily
placed on State and local school districts as a result, the Federal
government should expand flexibility in federal programs. As much
as possible it should defer to the States and local school districts
to design their own programs for ensuring that all children receive
a high quality education, while at the same time making sure that
taxpayers receive their money’s worth by ensuring that federal in-
vestments in education improve performance.

Those States and school districts on the cutting edge of reform,
with a proven track record of improving student achievement,
should be granted the most flexibility to educate their students. If
a State has demonstrated that it is effectively improving student
achievement, the Federal government should empower those ef-
forts, and not require the implementation of federal one-size-fits all
programs. Texas’ statewide accountability system, for example, has
produced significant achievement gains. Its education policy has
served as the basis of much of what is new in the Committee’s re-
authorization of Title I. It is the Committee’s view that Texas and
other States that are producing results should not necessarily have
to implement a Federal program that is in many ways an imperfect
attempt to reproduce their State’s own effective education policy:
they should have the option of entering into a performance based
relationship with the Secretary and be freed from constraining fed-
eral requirements.

Learning from States and local school districts

H.R. 2300, the Straight A’s Act, is based on the principle that
holding States and local school districts accountable for meeting
challenging performance goals, while at the same time granting
them freedom and flexibility to use those funds, will produce re-
sults. This has been demonstrated in States like Texas and in cites
like Chicago, where flexibility to innovate combined with high
standards of achievement have produced significant gains in
achievement. The Committee has heard testimony from individuals
representing these states and cities who have asked Congress to
grant them the freedom to have a more performance based rela-
tionship with the U.S. Department of Education.

Chicago

Chicago has recently seen tremendous results under a regime of
increased accountability for results and freedom from certain State
mandates and regulations. Flexibility in funding from the State en-
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abled them to balance the Chicago Public Schools budget for the
last four years and to negotiate two four-year contracts with their
teachers. It has allowed them to create after-school and summer
school programs targeted on students who are doing poorly in read-
ing and math. With the flexibility they received, they have been
able to expand preschool programs, create new opportunities for
gifted students who have been difficult to retain within the public
school system. All these changes have benefited their students, but
particularly students from low-income families, students with poor
academic performance, students who don’t speak English, and stu-
dents with disabilities.

Within the context of this flexibility, Chicago has seen its test
scores rise for three years, across the board, on standardized test-
ing, the State’s tests, and college entrance exams. Graduation rates
are up and dropout rates are down. Attendance has improved ev-
erywhere, and enrollment continues to rise as people once more
choose the public schools. Many of the problems confronting public
education can be solved, as they are demonstrating in Chicago. Ac-
cording to Chicago Public Schools Superintendent Paul Vallas in
his testimony before the Committee earlier this year, “Mayor Daley
noted in a speech to the National Press Club [that] we have more
students than the public school systems of Atlanta, Boston, Cleve-
land, Denver, Minneapolis, St. Paul and Pittsburgh combined. If we
can improve, so can the other urban districts.”® And according to
Vallas, there is more to be done: “With the federal government as
a partner, not a puppet master pulling strings, the Chicago Public
Schools can do even more.”

Superintendent Vallas also expressed his desire for increased
flexibility in their federal funding:

“Simply put, what we want is greater flexibility in the
use of federal funds coupled with greater accountability for
achieving the desired results. We in Chicago, for example,
would be delighted to enter into a contract with the De-
partment of Education, specifying what we would achieve
with our students, and with selected groups of students.
And we would work diligently to fulfill—and exceed—the
terms of such a contract. We would be held accountable for
the result.”?

Narrowing achievement gaps in Texas

The Federal role in education historically has been to ensure that
disadvantaged students—especially poor students and students
from racial minorities—have access to an excellent education. If we
are serious about demanding results, then we must demand results
for the poorest and neediest of our children, just as we do for all
other children.

Currently, Texas is the best State in which to attend school if
you are poor, of limited English proficiency, or belong to a racial
or ethnic minority group. Texas’s accountability system has acceler-
ated the rate of learning for these groups more than any other sys-

8 Testimony of Paul Vallas, Superintendent of Chicago Public Schools, Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Investigations, Committee on Education and the Workforce, April 19, 1999.
9 Ibid.
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tem in the country. We should learn from Texas at the federal level
to ensure that no child is left behind

Texas has also demonstrated how increased flexibility within the
context of increased accountability for performance can produce
achievement gains for disadvantaged students. Using Ed-Flex,
Texas has essentially given its school districts the flexibility to allo-
cate Title I funds to schools on the basis of need, not only on the
level of poverty with a school. The testimony1® of Madeleine
Manigold, the coordinator of State and Federal waivers for the
Texas Education Agency, indicates that preliminary test results in
Texas show that Ed-Flex schoolwide waivers have been very suc-
cessful in improving academic achievement for all populations of
students in reading and mathematics. In order to hold Title I
schools and districts accountable for improving student perform-
ance, Texas requires them make enough gain each year so that in
five years 90 percent of all students, and 90 percent of all African
American, Hispanic, Caucasian and economically disadvantaged
students will be passing the State’s assessment instruments in
reading and math. For the period 1996-1998, Texas achieved this
goal for all students and all groups of students, including African
American, Hispanic, and economically disadvantaged students.

Even more important is the fact that the performance gap is clos-
ing at schools with Ed-Flex Title I schoolwide waivers at an even
greater rate than in the State of Texas as a whole, as earlier men-
tioned. Greater flexibility at the school level appears to be pro-
ducing results.

e In 1998, the number of schools rated “Exemplary” increased by
150 percent over the number earning that rating in 1997, and in-
creased by 15-fold over the number earning that rating in 1994.

e In 1998, the number of schools rated “Recognized” increased
only slightly over the number earning that rating in 1997, and in-
creased by six fold over the number earning that rating in 1994.

» Among the 39 States that participated in the 1996 NAEP in
fourth-grade math, Texas finished in the top 10, along with States
such as Maine, North Dakota, and Wisconsin, which have far fewer
low-income and minority students.

» The State’s African-American fourth-graders and Title I fourth-
graders scored higher in math, on average, than their counterparts
in every other State, and its Hispanic children finished sixth.

» White fourth-graders in Texas had the highest average math
score in the nation.

e Between 1992 and 1996, the percentage of Texas fourth-grad-
ers achieving at or above the NAEP’s “proficient” level in math rose
from 15 to 25 percent far outstripping improvements nationwide.
Similarly, the share of Texas children scoring below the “basic”
level fell from 44 to 31 percent during the same period. In reading,
the percentage of Texas fourth-graders achieving “at or above pro-
ficient” increased from 28 to 31 percent from 1992 to 1998. The
percent of students scoring below basic dropped from 43 to 37 per-
cent.

10Testimony of Madeleine Draeger Manigold, Coordinator of State and Federal Waivers,
Texas Education Agency, at hearing of Subcommittee on Early Childhood, Youth and Families
on February 25, 1999.
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Like every other State, however, Texas still has a broad racial
chasm: In fourth grade math, 53 percent of African-Americans, and
45 percent of Hispanics scored below the “basic” level, compared
with 15% of whites. But the gap is narrowing faster there than in
any other State. Texas has proven that by shining light on how all
categories of students perform, and not just the average, more
schools begin to take the education of poor and minority students
more seriously.

Florida

Governor Jeb Bush of Florida voiced his support of Straight A’s
in a House Budget Committee hearing on September 23, 1999. He
described how his State was considered by independent sources
such as Quality Counts to have standards that are among the top
five States in the nation. As he described it,

States like Florida that are moving toward a truly ac-
countable, performance-based and child-centered system
should be given regulatory and funding flexibility to
achieve their academic goals. It’s time to move away from
the Washington-knows-best model, and allow States that
are willing to meet stringent performance goals to have
more flexibility.

Because the A+Plan’s accountability measures are so po-
tent, I believe that once fully implemented, the A+Plan
may do more good to help low-income children in low-per-
forming schools in five years than the Title I program has
done in our State in 35 years. Without legislation like the
Straight A’s Act, Florida will not be able to use federal
funds to fully support our reform efforts. But with the
Straight A’s Act, Florida’s school districts could use federal
funds to support their accountability-driven efforts in the
manner they believe best to address their local solutions,
whether those solutions are more technology, smaller class
sizes, a longer school year, or individual tutoring.

I have come here to offer you more accountability
from Florlda in exchange for more flexibility. We can in-
crease the 1mpact that federal dollars will have on student
learning in our State, if we are provided with more free-
dom and less one-size-fits-all regulations from the federal
government.”

Florida is experimenting with the Straight A’s concept within its
own State, offering school districts the opportunity to become
“charter districts”—to receive freedom from regulations for agree-
ing to meet certain performance goals.

Ed Flex is not enough to address the flexibility needs of the
States

Earlier this year the House passed H.R. 800, the Education
Flexibility Partnership Act, which was signed into law on April 27,
1999. This bill removed the 12 State limit on participants in this
program, and strengthened accountability. However, Ed-Flex was
only a first step towards granting states the full range of flexibility
options they need. Ed-Flex is designed to make federal programs
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work better at the local level in their current categorical structure
by removing specific program requirements that are barriers to re-
form at the local level. For some States, Ed-Flex is sufficient. Oth-
ers, however, are ready for additional flexibility and accountability.

Moreover, according to a U.S. General Accounting Office report
last September, Ed-Flex’s narrowly structured waivers “generally
do not address school districts’ major concerns.” The report con-
cludes that “federal flexibility efforts neither reduce districts’ finan-
cial obligations nor provide additional federal dollars”; and, because
the flexibility is limited to specific programs, the districts’ “ability
to reduce administrative effort and streamline procedures is also
limited.”

Ed-Flex does not allow States to consolidate funds from different
federal programs to use on their unique goals and priorities. For
example, the priority of Arkansas Governor Mike Huckabee (R) in
fiscal year (FY) 2000 is to equalize school funding. Governor Gray
Davis (D) of California is investing in reading, teacher quality, and
school accountability initiatives. And Florida Governor Jeb Bush
(R) is championing a school reform package that offers, among
other things, scholarships to students in Florida’s worst-performing
schools to attend a school of their parents’ choice. Under the Ed-
Flex program federal funds cannot be combined into a sizeable sum
to help States reach their goals more directly.11

Because of the relatively limited flexibility it grants, Ed-Flex
does not include strict accountability measures requiring federal
funds to boost academic achievement. Ed-Flex States still are re-
quired to reach the goals of each individual program, however re-
dundant those goals may be.

IMPROVING ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT THROUGH FREEDOM AND
ACCOUNTABILITY

Granting States and localities the flexibility to consolidate fed-
eral funding streams is not without precedent in Federal law:

e The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) allows States to
enter into performance contracts, where States agree to meet cer-
tain environmental targets in exchange for receiving their grant
money in the form of a consolidated grant.

» Insular areas are allowed under current law to receive their
federal grants from multiple agencies in one grant to be used for
purposes determined by the insular area.

» Schoolwide projects under Title I allow schools to combine all
of their federal dollars for the purpose of improving the quality of
the entire school and increasing student performance.

* In recent years Congress has allowed States to submit one con-
solidated application for most Federal education funds, and to con-
solidate administrative set-asides for those programs at the State
and local level.

Learning from welfare reform

Wisconsin’s experience with waivers to implement their welfare
program is an example of how States can sometimes more effec-

11Nina Rees and Kirk Johnson, Ph.D., Why a “Super” Ed- Flex Program is Needed to Boost
Academic Achievement, The Heritage Foundatlon March 5, 1999
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tively address important issues when they are given the flexibility
to design the program, while at the same time subject to high per-
formance standards. Prior to the passage welfare reform legisla-
tion, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS)
granted States, like Wisconsin, waivers to implement large-scale ef-
forts to reduce their welfare caseloads and find jobs for recipients.
Wisconsin demonstrated that it could more effectively reduce wel-
fare dependency in its State under their own program, significantly
reducing the number of welfare recipients in the state. Wisconsin
was able to demonstrate what worked, which greatly influenced the
welfare reform legislation. Welfare reform legislation itself is an ex-
ample of effectively addressing a problem by granting flexibility
coupled with accountability. The Personal Responsibility Act of
1996 reduced many of the bureaucratic strings tied to federal wel-
fare dollars while putting in place significant accountability re-
quirements and financial incentives to mobilize state and local bu-
reaucracies to reduce caseloads and out-of-wedlock birth rates.
Even though the States were granted flexibility in the use of their
Federal dollars, it was important to have financial rewards and in-
centives to serve as “carrots” since the state and local bureauc-
racies had grown so unresponsive to the needs of the people and
unable to reduce dependency on their own.

Creating “Charter States”

Straight A’s is also similar to the concept of charter schools:
grant freedom from regulations and process requirements in ex-
change for accountability for producing results. Under Straight A’s,
Washington assumes the role of shareholder, not CEO, of the na-
tion’s education enterprise. Rather than micromanaging the day-to-
day uses of federal money, it lets States manage their schools and
dollars as they see fit in return for an agreed-on return on the fed-
eral investment.

Built into H.R.2300 is this strategic shift and important concep-
tual breakthrough. The main lever of federal education policy has
been carefully prescribing where Washington’s money goes and
what it can be spent on. But very little attention has been paid to
the academic results that money helps make possible. Although
there is much said about “accountability” these days in federal pro-
grams, when push comes to shove, the only federal terms and con-
ditions with real teeth—the only kind that compel State and local
officials to take notice and respond—are those governing the alloca-
tion and use of the money, not whether the children learn more.12

Flexibility and freedom to use Federal funds

The purpose of H.R. 2300 is to untie the hands of those States
that have their accountability systems in place, in exchange for re-
quired results. It goes beyond Ed-Flex to more effectively address
the flexibility needs of the States. States have the option of partici-
pating in Straight A’s or staying with the current arrangement of
separate categorical funding streams. It does not eliminate any
programs. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act will be re-

12Testimony of Chester Finn, Jr., President, Thomas B. Fordham Foundation, Committee on
Education and the Workforce, May 20, 1999.
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authorized. States may include any K-12 State-administered, for-
mula grant program in their performance agreement.

Participating States are granted two important freedoms:

1. Flexibility to combine funds: States are granted freedom to
combine funds to address State priorities. States or local school dis-
tricts may consolidate the funds for each Federal program included
in the performance agreement. States would have the flexibility to
combine some or all of their federal programs. These funds could
be used to augment existing federal programs, such as Title I, or
could work in conjunction with Statewide reform efforts. States
may use these funds to implement their own education reform
plans, as determined by the Governor and State legislature, in ac-
cordance with State law. The funds may be used for any edu-
cational activity permitted by State law. If Part A of Title I is in-
cluded, school districts are held harmless and will continue to re-
ceive, at a minimum, the same amount of dollars as they did under
Title I in FY 2000.

2. Freedom from non-performance related requirements and reg-
ulations: Straight A’s de-regulates programs administered by
States and local school districts. It frees States from process re-
quirements that hinder efforts to spend funds effectively. It elimi-
nates most of the requirements and regulations that apply to indi-
vidual categorical programs.

Straight A’s is completely optional

H.R. 2300 provides an option for States that wish to be able to
consolidate separate federal funding streams and more effectively
use them in their State. However, no State is forced to participate.
If a State believes their children are best served under the current
arrangement of categorical programs, then they are free to stay
with those programs. If a State has a philosophical disagreement
they are free not to participate, and unlike other Federal education
programs, it will continue to receive Federal education dollars.
Straight A’s does not change any laws governing existing programs.
It is a way of offering additional flexibility to those States who
have said “just hold us accountable for the results and free us from
all these bureaucratic requirements.”

Accountability: The performance agreement

A State must submit a performance agreement to the Secretary
to participate in H.R. 2300. Before submitting the agreement to the
Secretary, a State must first provide parents, teachers, and local
schools and districts notice and opportunity to comment on the pro-
posed agreement.

The Secretary has 60 days after receiving the agreement to de-
termine whether or not it satisfies the requirements of the statute.
If he does not respond with a written determination within 60
days, the performance agreement would automatically be approved.

Terms of the performance agreement

Performance agreements are five years in length. A State is re-
quired to include information in the performance agreement sub-
mitted to the Secretary that details
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1. Which programs it wishes to include in the performance agree-
ment, and

2. A detailed five-year plan (outlined below) describing how the
State will use the funds included in the agreement to advance the
education priorities of the State, improve student achievement, and
narrow achievement gaps.

Accountability Requirements for States Including Title I in Their
Agreement.—The goal of H.R. 2300 is to as much as possible align
the accountability requirements with what many States have in
place under Title I, rather than develop an entirely new set of ac-
countability criteria. In order for States to be able to include Title
I in their agreement, H.R. 2300 requires them to be in compliance
with current law controlling the development and implementation
of standards and assessments under Title I. A State must certify
in their performance agreement that they have developed stand-
ards and assessments in accordance with Section 1111(b) of Title
I. States including Title I in their agreement would be required to
include much of the same information required by State plan re-
quirements in Sec. 1111 of Title I. States also have the option of
not using the tests developed in accordance with Section 1111(b).

Under current law, States are required to be able to disaggregate
their assessment data. H.R. 2300 requires that participating States
continue to be able to report academic assessment data so that it
takes into account the progress of all students in the State as a
whole, at the school district level, and at the school building level.
In addition, for each school district and school, a State must be
able to report the performance and progress of students by each
major racial and ethnic group, gender, English proficiency status,
migrant status, disability status, and by economically disadvan-
taged status. Such reporting is not required, however, in cases in
which the number of students in any group is insufficient enough
to produce statistically reliable information or would disclose the
identity of individual students.

The justification for this requirement is to ensure that States are
specifically holding local school districts and schools accountable for
improving the achievement of disadvantaged students. Only look-
ing at averages does not allow for sufficient accountability to en-
sure that programs designed to address the needs of disadvantaged
children are effective. Reporting achievement data by subgroup
also allows for school districts and schools to more accurately meas-
ure their effectiveness, and ensure that no one group of children is
left behind. The experience of Texas, described earlier in this re-
port, demonstrates how effectively States and schools can narrow
student achievement gaps by ensuring that all groups of students
are meeting proficiency standards. However, it is important to note
that it is the Committee’s view that race and economic status are
merely helpful categories to look at in order to determine the effec-
tiveness of instruction and educational policies. They are useful for
looking at the performance of groups of students only, and have no
bearing on individual student performance, the value of a par-
ticular student’s achievement, or the likelihood that any individual
student will succeed.

States must also demonstrate that they have developed an ac-
countability system that holds school districts and schools account-
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able for improving student performance. Such a system, like the ac-
countability system in Florida which assigns schools letter grades
based on their performance, should have a demonstrated track
record of improving student achievement, or should be reasonably
expected to be effective based on its implementation in other
places.

Such an accountability system should also include a process for
identifying low performing school districts and schools, as required
under Title I. A State must provide assistance and resources to
“build” a school’s capacity, which means improve their overall abil-
ity to effectively educate their students and help them meet high
standards. After three years of failing to improve, the State’s ac-
countability system must implement corrective actions, as defined
by the State, to turn around low performing schools or districts.

Performance Goals.—In exchange for being allowed to combine
federal funding streams and for being relieved of the individual re-
quirements of such programs, States must set specific performance
goals to meet by the end of the 5-year agreement. These goals must
be set in terms of annual goals, which would be reported to the
Secretary on an annual basis.

* The performance goals must reflect high standards for all stu-
dents to ensure that all children attending public schools and char-
ter schools are expected to meet high standards and make substan-
tial gains in academic achievement. No child should be “written-
off” merely because they are poor or have a difficult family back-
ground. All children should be expected to excel.

* They must take into account the progress of all public school
districts and schools, including charter schools and districts.

e In order to measure student performance gains as objectively
as possible, States should measure performance in terms of per-
centage of students meeting performance standards such as basic,
proficient and advanced. These categories are defined by the State,
and are the same as required under current law.

* In order to narrow achievement gaps and improve overall
achievement, specific numerical goals should be set for each group
of students for which a State reports its achievement test scores.
This does not mean that a State must set different standards for
each group, and in fact they should not. Instead, a State should
take into consideration the performance of each group of students
at the beginning of the term of the agreement and set specific nu-
merical goals for each to ensure that they are making substantial
progress towards meeting State proficiency standards. All students
should be expected to meet State standards for proficiency, but
each group will have different amounts of progress to in order to
meet proficiency standards.

* Performance goals must be set for all State assessments and
for all grades in which they are administered. In order to include
Title I in the performance agreement, States must, at least admin-
ister statewide assessments in reading and math.

* Performance gains must be substantial. The purpose of H.R.
2300 is to free up States to be held accountable for improving the
academic achievement of all of their students, and at a faster rate
than they would under current law.
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» States must set goals to reduce achievement gaps between the
lowest and highest performing groups of students, without lowering
the performance of the highest achieving students.

Other Indicators of Performance.—States have the freedom to set
other goals to demonstrate performance, such as graduation and
attendance rates, in addition to assessment data. A State would
have the incentive to set performance goals beyond what is re-
quired to provide additional evidence of the State’s improvement in
achievement. The Secretary would take those goals into consider-
ation when a State renews its performance agreement and must
demonstrate that it has made substantial progress toward meeting
its goals.

Performance Goals for a State or Locality that Does Not Include
Title I in its Performance Agreement.—If a State does not include
any part of Title I in its agreement, it is not required to meet the
detailed performance goal provisions. This is because non-Title I
programs are much smaller in size, and in their current form have
a more general educational focus and their funds are not targeted
for purposes of improving the achievement of disadvantaged stu-
dents in the way that Title I funds are targeted. Therefore, the
only parameters for the performance goals are that they are set in
terms of improvements in academic achievement on Statewide as-
sessments. Even though a State would have the freedom to use
these funds for technology, or to implement a program to reduce
drug use, the effectiveness of these funds should be measured in
terms of academic achievement. States would be required to report
on the use and effectiveness of these funds in their annual report.

Annual Report.—A State must annually report to parents and
the general public the progress it has made towards meeting its
performance goals, and how it spent Federal funds to improve aca-
demic achievement and narrow achievement gaps. In addition, it
must submit this information to the Secretary. The Secretary must
make these reports available to Congress.

Fiscal Requirements: Maintenance of Effort, Audits.—A State
must provide assurances that it will not reduce its level of edu-
cation spending during the term of the agreement. In addition, it
must demonstrate that it will use standard procedures for account-
ing for the use of Federal funds under this Act.

Straight A’s accountability for Title I dollars compared with
current law

Unlike current law under Title I, Straight A’s is a performance
agreement, not a compliance agreement. Straight A’s requires
States to set performance goals, and their flexibility is contingent
on improving student performance. Under current law, States are
in compliance if they follow th