
OVERVIEW
NO CHILD 

LEFT 
BEHIND 

(U.S. DEPT. 
OF ED.),
1 /18/06 |



*
Center for Rural Education Established at Education Department; William Smith Named ... Page 1 o f 2 
1

ED.gov
d ,  Print ''C lose  Window

C e n te r  fo r  R u ra l  E d u c a t io n  E s t a b l i s h e d  a t  E d u c a t io n  D e p a r t m e n t ;  W ill iam  S m ith  N a m e d  
D ire c to r

Tucson, Arlz. — The U.S. D epartm ent of Education today announced the creation of the Center for Rural Education to address
challenges facing rural schools and nam ed former U.S. Commissioner of Education William t .  Smith as Its director.

Housed within the Office of Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE) and working .n tandem  with the Secretary's Task Force for Rural 
Education, the center will serve as an Information resource for policymakers a t th e  local, sta te , and federal levels.

Beto Gonzalez, acting assistan t secretary for the Education Departm ent's Office of Vocational and Adult Education, m ade the 
announcem ent 'n rem arks to a national meeting of the Council of Chief S tate School Officers In Tucson, Arlz.

Gonzalez also chairs the departm ent's Rural Education Task Force, which m et this week In Washington to discuss efforts to promote 
excellence In rural education through the No Child Left Behind Act,

In a sta tem ent from W ashington, U.S. Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings hailed the creation of the new center and said, "I 
believe that every child, Including those who attend a rural school, deserves the benefit of a quality education promised under No 
Child Left Behind."

"I am committed to addressing the needs of our students, educators, and parents In rural America,'' the secretary said. "This new
center will take a leadership role in advancing the cause of rural education,”

The center's director, William Smith, was the last U.S. commissioner of education In the former Office of Education, located In the 
former Departm ent of Health, Education and Welfare, before It becam e a sep ara te  departm ent In 1980.

Since that time, Smith has served in various m anagem ent roles within the Education Jep artm en t.

The U.S. Departm ent of Education estim ates tha t nearly 42 percent of the nation's public schools are In rural communities or small 
towns.

A primary goal of the cen ter will be to update The Condition of Education in Rural Schools, a report last released by the U.S. 
Departm ent of Education in 1994. The center will also host a series of focus groups and forums to highlight Issues facing rural 
education.

The Office of Vocational and Adult Education In which the center will be located has a long history of helping rural America. For 
years, the office has included liaison staff to the National FFA Organization, formerly known as the Future Farmers of America.

The No Child Left Behind Act is the bipartisan landmark education reform law designed to change the culture of America's schools 
by closing the achievem ent gap, offering more flexibility to sta tes, giving parents m ore information and options and teaching 
students based on what works. Under the law's strong accountability provisions, s ta te s  m ust describe how they will close the 
achievem ent gap and m ake sure all students, including those with disabilities, achieve academically.

More Information about the  C enter for Rural Education is available at: h ttp ://w w w .ed .Qov/nclb/freedom /local/rural/lndex .htm l.

FOR RELEASE:
December 16, 2005

Contacts: Jim Bradshaw 
(202) 401-1576
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A National Dialogue: 
The Secretary of Education’s 

Commission On The Future Of Higher Education

FACT SHEET

"It is time to examine how we can get the most out of our national investment in higher 
education. We have a responsibility to make sure our higher education system 
continues to meet our nation's needs for an educated and competitive workfoice in the 
2 f  century." -Secretary Margaret Spellings

About the Commission 
Developing a National S trategy
O n  S e p t e m b e r  19 ,  2 0 0 5 ,  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  S e c r e t a r y  o f  E d u c a t i o n  M a r g a r e t  S p e l l i n g s  a n n o u n c e d  t h e  
e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  A N a t i o n a l  D ia lo g u e :  T h e  S e c r e t a r y  of E d u c a t i o n ’s  C o m m i s s i o n  o n  t h e  F u t u r e  of H ig h e r  
E d u c a t i o n .  Its  c h a r g e  is  t o  e n s u r e  t h a t  A m e r i c a ’s  s y s t e m  of h i g h e r  e d u c a t i o n  r e m a i n s  t h e  f i n e s t  in t h e  
w o r ld  a n d  c o n t i n u e s  to  m e e t  t h e  n e e d s  o f  A m e r i c a ' s  d i v e r s e  p o p u l a t i o n  b y  e x p a n d i n g  o p p o r tu n i ty ,  
i n n o v a t io n ,  a n d  e c o n o m i c  g r o w th .  C o m p o s e d  of  n i n e t e e n  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  f ro m  b o t h  p u b l i c  a n d  p r iv a t e  
s e c t o r s  a s  w e l l  a s  ex officio  m e m b e r s  f ro m  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  of E d u c a t i o n  a n d  o t h e r  F e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s ,  t h e  
C o m m i s s i o n  will a d d r e s s  vital q u e s t i o n s  s u c h  a s :

•  H o w  c a n  w e  e n s u r e  t h a t  c o l l e g e  is a f f o r d a b le  a n d  a c c e s s i b l e ?
•  H o w  w ell  a r e  in s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h i g h e r  e d u c a t i o n  p r e p a r i n g  o u r  s t u d e n t s  to  c o m p e t e  in t h e  n e w  g lo b a l  

e c o n o m y ?
T h e  C o m m i s s i o n  will s u b m i t  a  f ina l  r e p o r t  b y  A u g u s t  1, 2 0 0 6  to  t h e  S e c r e t a r y .

More in formation about the Comm ission is available at:
h t t p : / / w w w . e d . a o v / a b o u t / b d s c o m m / l i s t / h i e d f u t u r e / a b o u t . h t m l

Secretary Spellings’ Remarks
Announcement o f the Establishment of the Commission
h t t p : / / w w w . e d . Q o v / n a w s / s p e e c h e s / 2 0 0 5 / 0 9 / 0 9 1 9 2 0 0 5 . h t m l

Webcast of Proceedings, Transcript & Testimonies
http:// ■'■'ww.ed.Qov/about/bdscomm/lr t/hiedfuture/meetinqs.html

Upcoming Meetings
February 2-3, 2006
P a r a d i s e  P o in t  
S a n  D ie g o ,  C A  
( C o m m i s s i o n  M e e t in g )

To Register:

February 7, 2006
C r o w n e  P l a z a  
S e a t t l e ,  W A  
(F ie ld  H e a r in g )

Contact Carrie Marsh
202-205-8741
carrle.marsh@ed.gov

April 6-7, 2006
H ilton  I n d i a n a p o l i s  
I n d i a n a p o l i s ,  IN 
( C o m m i s s i o n  M e e t in g )

R e g i s t r a t i o n  I s  a l s o  a v a i l a b l e  u p o n  a r r i v a l .

http://www.ed.aov/about/bdscomm/list/hiedfuture/about.html
http://www.ed.Qov/naws/speeches/2005/09/09192005.html
mailto:carrle.marsh@ed.gov
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G ro w th  M o d e ls :  F le x ib i l i ty  a n d  A c c o u n ta b i l i ty
November 1 2005

'A growth model I? a way for states that are already raising achievement and followir,„ the bright line principles of 
the law to strengthen accountability. We're open to new Ideas, but we're not taking our eye off the ball.*
— Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings

In  April, Secre ta ry  S pe llin g s  announced  a New  Path  fo r No Child Left Behind—a se t o f  cr.m m on-sense p r in c ip le s  to 
gu ide S ta te s  in m eeting  the law 's  goals.

•  This New Path 'equation* Includes the primary elements of the law, such as annual testing and reporting of subgroup data, 
plus Increasing student achievement and a narrowing of the achievement gap, plu: overall sound state education policies 
that ensure that progress is being made.

•  States that show results and follow the requirements of NCLB are eligible for new tools to help them meet the law’s goals of 
getting every child to grade level by 2014.

One o f the app roaches S ta tes have reque J is the  use o f  g row th -based  a ccou n tab ility  m ode ls. They show  prom ise  
as fair, re liab le  and Innovative  m ethods to  m easure schoo l and s tuden t im provem ent.

•  Growth models give schools credit for student Improvement over time by tracking individual student achievement year to 
year.

•  The Department convened a group of experts and policymakers to examine and compare various models to determine how 
growth models could meet the goals of NCLB.

•  A pilot program gives the Department the ability to rigorously evaluate growth models and their alignment with NCLB, and 
to share results with other states.

As part o f Lhls new  p ilo t p rogram , S ta tes may propose a g row th -based  a ccou n tab ility  m odel fo r  use in A YP  purposes, 
as long a s  they m eet ce rta in  p r in c ip le s . The D epartm ent w ill app rove  no m ore than  10 h ig h -q u a lity  g row th  m ode ls  In 
th is  p ilo t program  fo r 2005-06. The m ode ls  must:

1. Ensure that all students are proficient by 2014 and set annual goals to ensure that the achievement gar Is closing for all 
groups of students;

2. Set expectations for annual achievement based upon meeting grade-level proficiency, not based on student background or 
school characteristics;

3. Hold schools accountable for student achievement In reading/language arts and mathematics;
4. Ensure that all students in tested grades are Included In the assessment and accountability system, hold schools and 

districts accountable for the performance of each student subgroup, and Include all schools and districts;
5. Include assessments In each of grades three through eight and high school In both reading/language arts and mathematics, 

must have been operational for more than one year, and must receive approval through the NCLB peer review process for 
the 2005-06 school year. The assessment system must also produce comparable results from grade to grade and year to 
year.

6. Track student progress as part of the Stale data system; and
7. Include student participation rates and student achievement on a separate academic Indicator In the state accountability 

system.

The D epartm ent w ill r igo rou s ly  m on ito r and eva lua te  S ta tes that re ce ive  approva l under the p ilo t  th is  year.

•  O itside peer reviewers with technical expertise will evaluate proposals.
•  States that receive approval must provide data to the Department on how the growth model works compared to the current 

AYP model. This Information will be useful to the Department and policymakers and will help Inform future actions.
•  States that wish to apply and meet the core requirements should submit their proposals to the Department by February 17, 

2006, to allow sufficient time for review.

Some S ta te s  do no t have the a ssessm en t system s o r data cap a b ilit ie s  to use a g row th  m odel a cco rd ing  to the 
p r in c ip le s  above. But under No Child Left Behind, S ta tes cu rren tly  have the f le x ib il it y  to u se  an Index m odel.

http://www.ed.gov/print/admin5/lead/aCCOUnt/grOWthmodel/faCtsheet.html 1/12/2006
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•  For S tates that cannot track Individual studen t progress, an Index model provides an alternative that gives schools credit 
for moving students from "beiow basic* to ‘basic* even If they a re  not yet proficient. The end target of having students 
proficient In reading and m ath by 2014 still remains, however.

•  Currently, nine s ta tes  (M assachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Mexico, New York, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South 
Carolina, and Vermont) use Index models to determ ine AYP.
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K ey P o l icy  L e t t e r s  S ig n e d  b y  t h e  E d u c a t io n  S e c r e t a r y  o r  D e p u t y  S e c r e t a r y
November 21, 2005

November 21, 2005

Dear Chief State School Officers:

Earlier this year In a speech at Mount Vernon, I announced that the Department would take a commonsense approach to 
Implementing the No Child Left Behind Act o f 2001 (NCLB). This approach, crafted as an equation called Raising Achievement: A 
New Path fo r No Child Left Behind, established that, when States show results and follow the tenets ot NCLB, they will be eligible 
for new tools to help them meet the law's goal of getting every child to grade level proficiency by 2013-14. As part of this 
approach, and In response to educators across the country, the Department has been exploring how accountability models tnat 
measure Improvements In student achievement (i.e., "growth models") could be one such tool to help schools meet the 
requirements of NCLB.

This summer the Department convened groups of various experts, Including researchers, stakeholders, and policy officials, to 
inform this work. We discussed a number of critical issues related to growth models that are worth highlighting here. First, we 
discussed the Importance of accelerated student progress—the reality that not Just any level of growth is enough to meet the bright 
line principles of NCLB. Substantial growth Is needed to ensure all students are proficient by 2013-14 and to close achievement 
gaps. A proposed growth model that only expects "one year of progress for one year of Instruction" will not suffice, as it would not 
be rigorous enough to close the achievement gap as the law requires. Second, we discussed the infrastructure required to 
Implement a growth model. To implement this sophisticated approach, a State needs certain foundational elements In Its standards 
and assessment system. NCLB has played a critical role In helping States build these elements. The annual assessments that form 
the basis of a growth model must work together as a coherent system—the achievement standards must be aligned with state 
content standards and must produce comparable results from grade to grade and year to year. These conversations were 
productive and have Informed how we are moving forward.

These discussions confirmed our belief that growth models may show promise for measuring school accountability, giving schools 
credit for improvement over time, and measuring Individual student progress. We also believe that this is the appropriate time to 
move forward with a pilot project on this issue, as the assessment and data infrastructure system of many States is more 
sophisticated now than when NCLB was first implemented. This pilot gives us an opportunity to build on the critical elements of 
NCLB, State resources, and the current AYP model.

Using this letter as a guide, I am inviting States to propose to the Department, a growth model to be used for NCLB accountability 
purposes as a part of this new pilot project, States that wish to use growth models as part of their NCLB accountability systems 
must demons! rate that these models can raise student achievement and enhance school accountability.

Our purpose in inviting these proposals Is two-fold. First, the Department wants to evaluate how these growth models might help 
schools meet the NCLB proficiency goals and close the achievement gap. Second, this pilot project will provide the Department and 
other States useful Information to Improve the quality of data, assessment, and accountability systems. Consistent with the 
particular model a State is proposing, ? State proposal must show how it meets a set of core principles, detailed below and In the 
enclosure, thus ensuring that Its growth model aligns with NCLB arid that its standards and assessment system contains necessary 
foundational elements.

Core Principles

1. The accountability model must ensure that all students are proficient by 2013-14 and set annual goals to ensure that the 
achievement gap is closing for all groups of students.

2. The accountability model must establish high expectations for low-achieving students, while not setting expectations for 
annual achievement based upon student demographic characteristics or school characteristics.

3. The accountability model must produce separate accountability decisions about student achievement In reading/language 
arts and In mathematics.

4. The accountability model must ensure that all students in the tested grades are included In the assessment and 
accountability system. Schools and districts must be held accountable for the performance of siudent subgroups. The 
accountability model, applied statewide, must include all schools and districts.

5. The State's NCLB assessment system, the basis for the accountability model, must include annual assessments In each of 
grades three through eight and high school In both reading/language arts and mathematics, must have been operational for 
more than one year, and must receive approval through the NCLB peer review process for the 2005-06 school year. The 
assessment system must also produce comparable results from grade to grade and year to year.

6. The accountability model and related State data system must track student progress.
7. The accountability model must include student participation rates in the State's assessment system and student

http://w w w .ed.gov/print/policy/elsec/guid/secletter/051121 .html 1/12/2006
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achievem ent on an  additional academic Indicator.

fu rth e r details on these core principles are included In the enclosure tha t follows These details explain what we mean by each 
principle and also provide direction to S tates regarding the evidence needed to  show how their proposal addresses these  issues.

In addition to meeting these  seven principles, we a re  Interested in approving accountability models under this pilot project that are 
reasonable, based on common sense, and understandable to educators and th e  public. We knew that S ta tes m ay m eet each of 
these co re  principles through various m eans, given differences in their standards, assessm ents , dat. system s, and other 
foundational elem ents. We welcome that creativity and thoughtfulness, as no two models will likely be alike.

It Is Im portant to em phasize that the  Departm ent will only approve a proposed growth model th a t can m eet each of the core 
principles. I understand th a t this is a hiqh bar and tha t not every S ta te 's  data or assessm ent Infrastructure will currently m eet 
these requirem ents. It Is, however, an ittainable bar, as we have seen  exam ples of S tate system s tha t, for Instance, m easure 
Individual studen t progress or have mi itlple years of annual assessm ent da ta . This task will Immediately be eas ier for those S ta tes 
who have developed coherent data and annual assessm ent system s over the years. These pieces, when put together and combined 
with th e  goal of universal proficiency by 2014, can form a growth model th a t m eets the core principles and achieves the 
requirem ents of NCLB. I also know that while the S ta te  growth models In use today have utility and value, to th e  best of our 
knowledge, none currently m eets all of these  core principles.

The a ttachm ent Includes four parts. Part I describes the  process by which S ta tes may subm it growth model proposals to  the 
D epartm ent. The deadline for submitting such proposals Is February 17, 2006. The D epartm ent will review subm itted proposals, a 
process th a t will Include th e  use of outside peer reviewers, and m jy  attach reasonable conditions of approval. In addition, we will 
consider how S tates are meeting the Raising Achievement principles (such as narrowing the achievem ent gap, and creating easily 
accessible and understandable school and district report cards) that I outlined a t Mount Vernon. For those S ta tes th a t propose a 
model m eeting th e  elem ents outlined in this letter, we are willing to en ter Into a flexibility ag reem ent to  permit them  to develop 
and use a growth model to hold scnools and districts accountable under NCLB.

Please no te  that S tates m ust receive approval from the  Departm ent, and m ake any required am endm ents to their accountability 
plans, before implementing their proposed growth models. S ta tes th a t receive approval from th e  Departm ent to  be a part of this 
pilot pro ject would be able to apply the growth model to their accountability decisions for the  2005-06 school year.

Part II of the attachm ent covers the  core principles of NCLB tha t m ust be preserved under any growth model proposal Part III 
presents a  set of key questions tha t S tates m ust answ er to provide evidence that their growth models m eet NCLB requirem ents and 
help th e  D epartm ent evaluate their proposals. The answ ers will be considered as a whole by the  Departm ' t In reviewing each 
S ta te 's  proposal.

In addition, we know that many S tates do not have the assessm ent system s or data capabilities to be able to m eet the core 
principles outline^ above and in the enclosure. Currently, nine s ta tes  are using an Index to calculate AYP. In those Instances where 
Implementing a growth model Is not possible or desirable, a S tate m ay want to  consider am ending its accountability plan to 
incorporate an Index, especially those S tates who may not have all the necessary elem ents a t this time to  Implement a growth 
model. Part IV of the attachm ent outlines how S tates may use an Index to calculate AYP.

The D epartm ent will rigorously evaluate this pilot, review Information on how the pilot project Is working, and sh are  results with 
o ther S ta tes, policymakers, and the public. To that end, S ta tes receiving approval to im plem ent a growth model will be expected to 
provide da ta  showing how the model works compared to the current AYP model, and to analyze the effects of a grow th-based 
accountability model on studen t achievem ent. The D epartm ent Is Interested in using the data generated  by approved S ta tes  to 
conduct an  evaluation so th a t we can share Information on th e  results of the  pilot with Congress, S tate officials, educators, and the  
public. Outside of accountability plan am endm ents to adopt an  Index a s  a way of m easuring AYP, I plan on approving no m ore than 
ten high-quality S tate  proposals within the context of this pilot this year. The approval of a growth model applies to the 
accountability system  during the 2005-06 school year and Is subject to  a review a t the end of the school year.

Please do not hesitate to contact the Departm ent with any additional questions or concerns. We look forward to working with 
interested S tates on these Issues.

Sincerely,

I s l

Margaret Spellings

Enclosure

http://w w w .ed.gov/print/policy/elsec/guid/secletter/051121 .html 1/12/2006
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cc: Governors

Grow th  M ode l P ilo t  P roposa ls

I. Process:

O What should the State include in Its proposal? S tates should subm it applications seeking approval for the use of 
growth models as p a rt of the ir No Child Left Behind (NCLB) accountability system s to Dr. Henry Johnson, Assistant 
Secretary of Elementary and Secondary Education. Applicants should clearly and concisely describe their proposals, 
with particular attention to how these  proposals m eet each of the  requirem ents outlined below in sections II and III. 
A S tate  should also Include any relevant evidence. S tates submitting a proposal a re  encouraged to  send It 
electronically to conreport@ ed.gov.

o  When should a State submit its proposal? A S tate  th a t wishes to  Incorporate a growth model In calculating adequate 
yearly progress (AYP) for th e  2005-06 school year should subm it Its proposal to th e  D epartm ent by February 17, 
2006. This timeline is designed to provide sufficient tim e for the Departm ent to review the  proposal, and notify the 
S ta te  of Its decision so that the S ta te  can apply It without delaying AYP determ inations and school Improvement 
Identifications. A S ta te  tha t w ants to subm it o ther am endm ents to  Its accountability plan should do so by April 1, 
2006, and follow the guidance released previously by the Departm ent: 
htto ://www.ed.oov/admins/lead/account/amproc.()oc

o  What is the approval process? Upon receipt of a growth model proposal, the D epartm ent will review it and Initiate 
discussions with the S ta te . The Departm ent will use a peer-revlew process to help evaluate the proposal. Similar to 
S tate  accountability plan am endm ent requests, the D epartm ent will ask a S tate whose growth model Is approved to 
subm it electronically the  final proposal as part of Its am ended accountability workbook with the da te  of submission 
and am ended elem ents noted on the cover page.

Additionally, depending on th e  particular model a S tate  Is proposing, the D epartm ent may work with the S tate  to 
en ter into a flexibility ag reem ent. In the  flexibility agreem ent, th e  Departm ent m ay require reasonable conditions 
on the  S tate in exchange for the additional flexibility granted to permit the use of a growth model.

After the flexibility ag reem en t has been finalized and the  am ended accountability workbook is received, the 
D epartm ent will notify the S ta te  tha t Its proposal has been approved and will post this information on the 
D epartm ent's website so th a t It Is readily accessible to  the general public. Please no te tha t a S ta te  should not 
im plem ent Its proposed growth model until these  steps are completed.

II. Core p rinc ip les:

Each S ta te ’s proposal m ust Include Information and evidence to show how it m eets the core principles outlined below.

1. The accountability model m ust ensure tha t all studen ts are proficient by 2013-14 and set annual goals to ensure 
that the achievem ent gap Is closing for all groups of students.

o  How does the model ensure th a t schools and districts are held accountable for getting all s tuden ts to 
prof.ciency by 2014? A proposed growth model tha t only expects "one year of progress for one year of 
Instruction" will not suffice, as it would not be rigorous enough to close th e  achievem ent gap by 2014.

O How does the model se t reasonable, challenging, and continuously Improving annual expectations for 
growth? Growth m odels tha t reiy on substantial increases In the growth ra te s  of studen ts or schools In the 
last few years are  not acceptable, but the Departm ent Is open to models th a t se t a point In time as the goal 
(e.g., end of grade In a particular school; within four years). In setting th ese  standards, the  S tate should 
dem onstrate how accountability is distributed among all grades and not postponed to this point In time. The 
Departm ent Is concerned tha t if the S ta te 's  growth model allows a tta inm ent of the proficiency standard by 
individual studen ts to be delayed or Is tied to standards tha t are not considerably m ore rigorous with each 
consecutive grade, then It becom es too easy to minimize or delay the  im portance of accelerated growth.

O How does the  proposal Incorporate the growth model into m easures of s ta tu s  and safe harbor? S tates 
receiving approval to Implement a growth model will be expected to  p ovide data showing how the model 
works com pared to the  current AYP model. As a possible condition for Implementing a growth model, the 
S tate m ay need to explain how It plans to focus its school intervention efforts incorporating the results from 
a growth model. For Instance, a S ta te  should be prepared to explain how a school th a t does not m eet either 
traditional AYP goals or grow th-based accountability goals might be subject to more rigorous intervention 
efforts than schools not making AYP on only one accountability m easure.

http ://w w w .ed.gov/print/policy/elsec/guid/secletter/051121 .html 1/12/2006
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2. The accountability model must establish high expectations for low-achieving students, while not setting
expectations for annual achievement based upon student demographic characteristics or school characteristics.

O How does the model ensure that student growth expectations are not set or moderated based on student 
demographics or school characteristics? The model must have the same proficiency expectations for all 
students while setting Individual growth expectations for students to enable them to meet that grade level 
standard.

O How does the model ensure that growth Is measured relative to achievement standards and not 'typical* 
growth patterns or previous Improvement?

3. The accountability model must produce separate accountability decisions about student achievement In 
reading/language arts and in mathematics.

O How does the model ensure that students are Improving In their achievement In reading/language arts and 
mathematics? How does the model hold schools accountable for such achievement? The growth model 
proposal should Include separate decisions for reading/language arts and mathematics, although we 
recognize that t is also important to design accountability systems that maintain validity and reliability, 
minimize measurement error, and support empirical integrity In the accountability s, .>em. How does the 
model achieve these specifications, especially in small schools or schools with high mobility?

O Does the model include assessments for other content areas? If so, the state should demonstrate that 
achievement on those other assessments does not compensate fur low achievement in reading/language 
arts and mathematics tests.

4. The accountability model must ensure that all students In the tested grades are Included In the assessment and 
accountability system. Schools and districts must be held accountable for the performance of student subgroups. 
The accountability model, applied stc awlde, must include all schools and districts.

O How does the model maximize Inclusion of students, particularly in light of missing data problems or 
student mobility? Because of these concerns, and depending upon the proposed State model, the 
Department may expect States to continue calculating and using the “status" approach to AYP.

o  If appropriate, how does the State proposal address th leeds of students displaced by Hurricanes Katrina 
and Rita? In particular, the Department will need details on how this proposal Interacts with any State plans 
to develop a separate subgroup of displaced students, consistent with the Secretary's guidance of 
September 29, 2005. htto://www.ed.oov/pollcv/elsec/ quid/c Hetter/050929.html

O How does the State measure growth of students who are In the first tested grade? How do these issues 
interact with the State's "full academic year" definition? How do the Department's policies about assessing 
limited English proficient students and students with disabilities affect missing data policies’

O How does the model hold schools accountable for the achievement of all student groups?

o  How does the model ensure that all schools receive an AYP determination each year? The Department 
<*xpects that States will implement the accountability model in a consistent fashion across the State. Subject 
to that requirement, the Department is open to States using one model for schools with consecutively 
tested grades (I.e., elementary/middle) and a different AYP model for schools without consecutively tested 
grades (i.e., high schools).

o  How does the mode! ore that all schools and districts are accountable tor student achievement, even 
when the number of tested students in the school or district Is small or constantly changing?

5. The State's NCLB assessment system, the basis for the accountability model, must include annual assessments in 
each of grades three through eight and high school in both reading/language arts and mathematics, must have 
been operational for more than one year, and must receive approval through the NCLB peer-review process for the 
2005-06 school year. The assessment system must also produce comparable results from grade to grade and year 
to year.

O How does the State's assessment system support the use of a growth-bas :d  accountability model? Please 
provide evidence explaining how students will be assessed with tests that produce comparable results from
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grade to g rade <n«j /e a r  to year, such as through vertical scales or vertically m oderated achievem ent levels. 

O How does th e  SU.,e dem onstrate  th a t Its assessm ent system  Is stable and produces reliable and valid data?

6. The accountability model and related State data system  m ust track studen t progress.

O How does th e  S tate dem onstrate  tha t Its data system  can track studen t growth over tim e, across schools, 
and across districts? The S tate should provide evidence on the capacity of Its da ta  system  to implement a 
growth model.

O How does th e  model use Individual studen t growth (such as through an Individual s tu den t Identifier)?

7. The accountability model m ust Include student participation rates In the S ta te 's  assessm en t system  and student 
achievem ent on an additional academ ic Indicator.

O How does th e  model ensure tha t students participate in the  assessm ent system  and tha t schools are  held 
accountable for such participation? School and district accountability m ust continue to  take participation into 
consideration. Calculation of participation rates m ust be based on all studen ts enrolled in th e  grades tested 
during the testing window.

O How does th e  model ensure th a t schools arc accountable for perform ance In one o th er academ ic Indicator 
besides reading/language arts and m ath? School and district accountability m ust take an o ther academic 
Indicator Into consideration as Is the case with current system s.

III. Q " ;s t lo n s  to  b e  a n s w e re d  by th e  S ta te :

A S tate 's proposal m ust also address the issues below. The Departm ent will evaluate how these elem ents work together to 
create a coherent accountability system  during the review process.

1. Uniform averaging. What role, If any, will the uniform averaging procedures have In a model that Incorporates 
"growth" In the S ta te 's  AYP definition?

2. AYP formula Issues. What is th e  S ta te 's  minimum group size? Does the S ta te  use confidence Intervals? How will 
each of these continue In a S ta te  AYP definition that uses growth?

3. Assessments. What happens to the model when S tates use various assessm ents to assess the  sam e content (e.g., a 
regular assessm ent, a native language assessm ent, or an alternate assessm ent aligned with grade-level 
achievem ent standards)? What happens under the model .vhen, for Instance, a studen t tak es  a reaoing assessm ent 
based on regular achievem ent standards in year one and a reading assessm ent based on alte rnate  achievem ent 
standards In year two?

4. Higher-achieving students. Does the model assign schools any credit for higher achieving stu den ts of two types: t )  
studen ts who were previously low-achieving and are now above proficient, and 2) studem s who have always been 
high achieving.

5. Reporting. How will the  S tate report data In a transparent, understandable m anner to districts, schools, the 
community, and the D epartm ent?

IV. In d e x e s

Under NCLB, S ta tes currently have the  flexibility to take into account the percentage of studen ts who improve their 
achievem ent levels through the developm ent of what is commonly referred to as an  "index model."

An index model provides a way for S ta tes  to recognize schools tha t Improve achievem ent am ong stu den ts a t the below 
proficient level(s), thus providing an alternative to the "status" model of AYP decision-making tha t em phasizes the 
percentage of studen ts a t 0 1 auove the proficient level. An index model does this by assigning a value (determ ined by the 
State) to various levels of achievem ent, with the highest value assigned to studen ts at the  proficient/advanced level and 
progressively lower values for each level below that.

Although an index does not m easure individual student growth, it gives schools and districts "credu." for improving the 
achievement of studen ts who are "below proficient." fo r example, a school will receive som e credit if it m oves students 
from "below basic" to "basic" even if they  are not yet proficient. The end ta rg e t of having 100 percent of studen ts proficient 
in reading and m ath by 2014 still rem ains, however.

The Departm ent has allowed S ta tes  to base AYP on an index score when the  following conditions a re  m et:

1. The Index does not give extra weight to studen ts scoring ab o \e  proficiency so as to mask perform ance in the lower 
achievem ent levels;
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»
2. The lnd?x can be calculated separately for reading and m athem atics and for each relevant student subgroup;

3. The Index does not allow schools to m ake AYP without also Increasing the percentage of students who are 
proficient; and

4. The index m ust be consistent with NCLB and the regulations prom ulgated under It, Including provisions on annual 
m easurable objectives and Interm ediate goals.

Currently, nine S tates are  using such index models in their AYP determ inations under their approved accountability plans: 
M assachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Mexico, New York, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Vermont.

For exam ples, more Information about the  Minnesota and M assachusetts Index models can be found online at: 
httpy/educatlon.state.mn.us/md-g/static/ 2Q05%20Buslngss3k2flfiuJeS-dgc 
h ttp ://w w w .doe.m a5s.edu/sde/ayp /about.htm l?section=3
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R a is in g  A c h i e v e m e n t  o f  S t u d e n t s  w i th  D is a b i l i t i e s
December 2005

Educators and families know th a t the vast majority of students with disabilities can achieve to grade level 
standards. Thanks to the  No Child Left Behind Act, signed Into law by President Bush In 2002, for th e  first time 
the nation Is making sure that they do. By assessing students annually and breaking down results by student 
groups, S tates are held accountable for continuous improvement toward the  goal of having all studen ts read and 
do m ath a t grade level and closing the achievem ent gap by 2014.

Last April a t Mt. Vernon, Secretary Margaret Spellings promised a new, com m on-sense approach to implementing 
No Child Left Behind, and committed to using the best and latest research to  ensure stu den ts with disabilities are 
learning and taking meaningful tests. Today the U.S. Departm ent of Education announced proposed regulations 
that would enable S ta tes to improve how they m easure the  achievem ent of studen ts with disabilities.

•  S ta tes  may develop modified achievem ent standards and give assessm ents to qualified students based 
on those standards.

•  S ta tes  may include "proficient" scores from the modified assessm ents toward determining Adequate 
Yearly Progress [AYP] (capped a t 2 percent of the total tested  population a t the district arid State 
levels).

•  In addition, S ta tes may continue to include the "proficient" scores of studen ts with the m ost significant 
cognitive disabilities (capped a t 1 percent of the total tes ted  population a t the district and S tate  levels).

•  For AYP purposes, S ta tes may include within the "students with disabilities" subgroup the te s t scores of 
studen ts previously Identified as having disabilities for up to 2 years after they no longer receive special 
education services.

•  The proposed regulation gives S tates credit for doing good work to raise the achievem ent levels of 
studen ts with disabilities.

The p roposed  regu la tions  are designed  to m eet the needs o f  s tuden ts w ith  d isa b ilit ie s  w ho may not 
reach g rade  leve l w ith in  the sam e tim e fram e as th e ir  peers, but w ho can m ake s ig n if ic a n t strides 
g iven the r ig h t instruction . They a lso con ta in  key c r ite r ia  to  p ro tect s tuden ts w ith  d isa b ilit ie s  from 
being in app ro p r ia te ly  assessed  aga in st m od ified  ach ievem ent standards.

•  S ta tes m ust establish guidelines for Individualized Education Program [IEP] team s to  determ ine which 
studen ts are most appropriately assessed against modified achievem ent standards.

•  S tandards must continue to hold students to high cxpectat.ons; modified standards must be aligned 
with grade-level curriculum.

• Studen ts assessed under modified achievem ent standards m ust receive grade-level instruction In the 
relevant subjects.

•  Modified achievem ent standards may not preclude a studen t from earning a regular high school 
diploma.

The D epartm en t inv ites  S tate  o ffic ia ls , local educa to rs  and the  genera l pub lic  to  o ffe r th e ir  op in ions.

•  The draft regulations will be published in the Federal Register on Thursday, Decem ber 15. The deadline 
Ft  submitting com m ents is 75 days after publication. An informal version is currently available on the 
D epartm ent of Education’s website, www.ed.gov

U nder th e  No Child Left Behind Act, th e  im m ed ia te  n e e d s  a n d  a c a d e m ic  p o te n tia l  o f s tu d e n ts  w ith  
d is a b ili t ie s  h a v e  b e en  m a d e  a n a tio n a l p rio rity .

•  Test scores m ust be disaggregated so parents and educators can follow their academ ic progress.
•  The D epartm ent of Education is making available nearly $14 million in technical assistance to assist 

S ta tes  and conduct long-term research on the assessm ent of studen ts with disabilities.
•  A comprehensive Tool Kit for Students with Disabilities is being compiled for educato rs and school 

officials.

http://www.ed.gov


No Child Left Behind has removed the final barrier to full participation in the classroom, completing 
the effort begun 30 years ago with the passage of the Ind ividuals w ith D isabilities Education Act 
[IDEA].

•  Under NCLB, studen ts with disabilities have made gains in reading and math a t every level (Nation's 
Report Card).

•  Under NCLB, studen ts with disabilities are  receiving more classroom time and attention, and at-risk 
stu den ts are being helped a t an earlier s tage  (Center on Education Policy).

•  S tuden ts with disabilities enjoy lower dropout rates and higher rates of postsecondary enrollm ent and 
em ploym ent than  students 25 years ago (U.S. Departm ent of Education).



To R a c e  A c h ie v e m e n t  o f  S t u d e n t s  w i th  D is a b i l i t ie s ,  G r e a t e r  F le x ib i l i ty  
A v a i la b le  fo r  S t a t e s ,  S c h o o l s
Proposed Regulations to be Published In Federal Register

FOR RELEASE:
December M. 2005

C o n ta c ts : Jim Bradshaw 
(202) 401-2310

COLUMBIA, Md. — U.S. Secretary oi Education Margaret Spellings today announced proposed regulations to 
enhance the ability of schools and sta tes to more effectively m easure the achievem ent of America’s studen ts with 
disabilities.

With No Child Left Behind, parents, teachers, and the federal governm ent committed to closing the achievem ent 
gap by 2014 for all children including studen ts with disabilities. Ensuring th a t all studen ts can read an d  do m ath 
on g rade level remains a top priority.

Speaking to more than 100 policymakers and educators a t Guilford Elementary School in Columbia, Md., 
Secretary Spellings said, "We're committed to using the best research to makr sure studen ts with disabilities are 
learning and taking tes ts that are  meaningful to them ."

The proposed rules to be published In Thursday's Federal Register are  designed to m eet the needs of studen ts 
with disabilities who may not reach grade level within the sam e tim e frame as their peers, bu t who can make 
significant strides, given the right instruction.

Following is the prepared text of Secretary Spellings’ rem arks.

SECRETARY SPELLINGS: Thank you. You're lucky to have Nancy Grasmick a s  your 
superintendent in Maryland. She began her ca rt »r in Baltimore as a teacher working with deaf 
students, and she's been a leader on special education issues In the  policy arena as well. S h e 's  
been a powerful voice for higher standards and accountability for results for all students.

Before I begin, let me say, tomorrow we'll have the  chance to see history unfold before our 
eyes in Iraq. Millions of men and women—ordinary Iraqis—will show extraordinary courage as 
they tak - their place a t polls all across the  country. The people of Iraq will come together to 
defy terror and elect a parliamentary governm ent. And they will be sending a powerful 
m essage of hope throughout the Middle East.

It's  an honor to be here today a t Guilford Elementary School with my deputy secretary , Ray 
Simon. I want to thank Principal Varlack for sharing her school with us today. I get asked all 
the tim e to point to places that are  closing the achievem ent gap and proving we can leave no 
child behind. And this school Is getting the job done for all students, including studen ts with 
disabilities. The percentage of students here with disabilities meeting sta te  standards in 
reading has increased by 17 points since ju s t 2003. And the  gap between all studen ts and 
studen ts with disabilities is shrinking in leading.

Just a few years ago, this school was falling short of standards. But you m ade Im provements 
under No Child Left Behind. And today, you're a shining example for schools across the 
country. You're proving every child can learn with a quality education

The key is setting high expectations for all studen ts. And for parents like Catrlona Johnson 
tha t m akes all the difference. I m et with Catriona and a group of o th er parents of studen ts 
with disabilities earlier today. Cah-iona’s son has au tism , but his teachers here a t Guilford saw 
his potential. And they worked witt his mom to give him the support and Instruction he 
needed.

As many of us know, it w asn 't always like this for parents of studen ts with disabilities. When I 
was in school—and it w asn 't all th a t long ag o—m any sta tes  still had policies excluding 
studen ts with disabilities from public schools. In 1970, schools in this country only educated 
one in five students with disabilities.



That all started to  change when Congress passed the Education for AH Handicapped Children 
Act In 1975. Last month, we celebrated the 30th anniversary of this law, which is now known 
as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act or IDEA. It guarantees studen ts with 
disabilities access to a free and appropriate public education. More than two decades after 
Brown v. Board of Education opened the schoolhouse to students of all races, this law opened 
our schools to studen ts with disabilities.

As a result, there has been a dramatic Increase In the number of studen ts with disabilities 
graduating from high school and taking challenging courses. Today, virtually all these students 
take the full range of academic classes. That Includes classes in English, m ath, social studies, 
science, and more. In fact, about one out of every five high school studen ts with a disability is 
learning a foreign language.

We've come a long way in the  last 30 years. But before No Child Left Behind, we still often 
underestim ated w hat studen ts with disabilities could learn. Many were victims of what 
President Bush calls the "soft bigotry of low expectations." We held them  to lower standards, 
and we didn't hold ourselves accountable for their success.

Today, we know the vast majority of students with disabilities can achieve grade-level 
standards. And thanks to No Child Left Behind, we are  holding ourselves accountable for 
making sure they do. For th e  first time ever, we as a nation have made a com m itm ent to  close 
the achievem ent gap by 2014 and ensure all students can read and do m ath on grade level.

That's why we're asking sta tes  to annually assess students and then break down the results by 
studen t groups so we can be sure all students, including students with disabilities, are getting 
ahead. For example, in the 2003-04 school year, about 95 percent of studen ts with disabilities 
participated In sta te  reading assessm ents.

As a result, we now have a laser-like focus on helping these students. Special education is no 
longer a peripheral issue. IDEA and NCLB have put the needs of studen ts with disabilities front 
and center. We’ve tom  down the final barrier between special and general education. And now 
every one in the system  has a stake in ensunng students with disabilities achieve high 
standards.

At the  sam e time, we know not all students learn the sam e way. And we w ant to give s ta tes  
the flexibility to design assessm ents that match the needs of their students. We're committed 
to using the best research to make sure students with disabilities are learning and taking tests 
th a t are meaningful to  them .

As you know, No Child Left Behind already allows students with the  m ost significant cognitive 
disabilities—about 1 percent of all students—to take alternate assessm ents. Further research 
suggests th a t an additional 2 percent of students should be assessed with modified standards. 
These are students who can achieve high standards but may not reach grade le v e l. the sam e 
tim e frame as their peers, even with the best instruction.

Last spring, I announced the Departm ent would work with sta tes to help them  establish more 
appropriate assessm ents for these students. And 31 sta tes, including Maryland, Tennessee, 
and North Dakota, signed up to implement this policy for this school year.

Today, we are  taking the next step forward by releasing proposed regulations on how sta tes 
can implement this n :w policy long term . These regulations provide guidance on how sta tes 
can identify these studen ts and modify grade-level standards for them . We have published the 
proposed regulations in the Federal Register, and I want to invite you all to com m ent on them. 
We want your input.

I want to thank my ass istan t secretary for elem entary and secondary education, Henry 
Johnson, and my assistan t secretary  for special education and rehabilitative services, John 
Hager, for being here today and for working together to develop this policy.

We re providing sta tes with a technical assistance packet today on raising achievem ent for 
••'■udents with disabilities. It includes information on how NCLB and IDEA work together for 
.ludents. And In the next few months, we'll also be releasing more material and information 
on teaching and assessing studen ts with disabilities. At its heart, this policy is all about 
Improving the  way we educate and assess children with disabilities. It's a sm arter, more 
sophisticated way of serving their needs.



Since taking office in January, I've been traveling around the  country talking with parents, 
educators, and policymakers about how No Child Left Behind Is working and what needs to 
work better. And w herever I go, I hear the sam e three questions: How can we do a better Job 
assessing and serving students with disabilities? What's the best way to m easure and enhance 
the  progress of studen ts new to the English language? And how can we reward schools for 
Improving from year to year?

I promised to work with folks like you to address these Issues in a sensible, workable way that 
m akes raising studen t achievem ent our top priority. We're open to new ideas, ju s t so long as 
we all stick to w hat I call the bright lines of the law—annually assessing students, 
disaggregating data, and closing the achievement gap by 2014. And we've taken some 
im portant steps forward together.

For example, last month, 1 announced a new pilot program w here s ta tes  can apply to use 
growth models to m easure the progress students and schools make from year to year. And 
we've aen working with the nation's top researchers to study the best way to educate and 
assess .udents new to the English language as well as students with disabilities.

With all these m easures, our focus has been on helping students who in the past have been 
left behind. And sta tes  like Maryland, M assachusetts, Kansas, North Dakota, and Tennessee 
have been leading the  way by shining the light on strategies th a t work for students with 
disabilities.

I want to thank T ennessee Commissioner of Education Lana Seivers for being here along with 
North Dakota special educator director Bob Rutten. They understand th a t ensuring students 
with disabilities learn is everybody's issue.

Last year, over 90 percent of districts In North Dakota made adequate yearly progress targets 
for studen ts with disabilities. And in Tennessee, the percentage of elem entary and middle 
school studen ts with disabilities meeting sta te  standards in reading increased by 15 points. 
These s ta tes  have used the best research to ensure all students are included in the general 
curriculum and annual assessm ents. I like to say, "What gets m easured gets done."

We re seeing the hard work pay off across the country. The la test nation's education report 
card show el studen ts with disabilities are making gains a t every level :n both reading and 
m ath. And they 're catching up to their peers, particularly tr. reading. As I like to say, "In God 
we tru st—all others bring data " And with this data, we can see w e're moving in the right 
direction. Scores are  rising. And the achievem ent gap is closing. In other words, No Child Left 
Behind is working, and we must stick with it.

For folks like Lana Seivers, this isn't ju s t a policy issue. It's a family issue. Her son has a 
disability. And for the last three decades, she's been fighring to raise standards for students 
with disabilities as a teacher, as an administrator, as a poucymaker, and as a mom.

And thanks to No Child Left Behind, the conversation has finally shifteo from "can these 
s tuden ts learn" to "how can we make sure they learn." For the first time ever, we’re 
demanding results. It's a national priority. And it's the right thing to do for parents and 
studen ts across this country.

Thank you.

Uit#


