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TO: NEW HAMPSHIRE BUSINESS ROUNDTABLE ON
' EDUCATION, BOARD MEMBERS AND STAFF DESIGNEES

FR: KATHY ENEGUESS
DT: FEBRUARY 8, 1994

RE: QUARTERLY BOARD MEETING DATES FOR 1994

ALL BOARD MEETINGS FOR THE BUSINESS ROUNDTABLE WILL
BE HELD FROM 4 PM TO 7 PM.

TUESDAY, MARCH 29 TH
THURSDAY, JUNE 16 TH
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 8 TH
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 8 TH

PLEASE MARK YOUR CALENDARS!!!

Location and directions for each meeting will be sent with the
agenda.



NHBRE Meeting 5/13/93

TALKING POINTS - RUSS GULLOTTI
Pages 1 - 3, all introduction to meeting

|
1. WELCOME }
Acknowledge Mike McCluskey, VP N. E. Telephone has 1
joined group to replace Alan Pattee (has become
treasurer of N. E. Telephone, Boston).

MEETING GOALS

Important work tonight

Ten months ago -- came together to work as group
for improvement of public schools with one focus

School Improvement Program

- Embodies most promising elements of
school reform

- Was already funded

- In 40 schools

- Major funding from the Pew Charitable
Trusts for evaluation and creation of
information system to allow measurement

SIP put us ahead of many states

Tonight -- status report: Lew Feldstein,

NH Charitable Foundation

- Where SIP is

- What’s next
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- STRATEGIC PLANNING

At last meeting, discussion of need for larger
strategic vision: to encompass SIP and allow for
other activities and partnerships
@ Asked Jack Middleton to convene group
e Martha Marsh, Matthew Thornton, chaired
group
e Martha, your committee - superb job -
giving overall goals and vision
e Nine Essential Components - feel sound,
encompasses work of SIP, bridges to other
groups, parents, teachers, communities -
for me - makes work understandable and
connected
Also agreement last time - What we do, only useful
if understood publicly
e Cal Frost, N. E. Telephone, will introduce
Public Affairs report
® Pleased Pat McGee, Porter McGee, our PR
Counsel, here to give initial
recommendations.

NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE
After break, talk with Michael Jackson, Mgr. Govt.
Relations, TRW, representing Joe Gorman, Chairman &
CEO, TRW, and chair, The Business Roundtable
Education Task Force
e Looking forward to view of national and
state progress - your thoughts on our work
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THANKS
Thanks to N.E. Telephone for hosting us
(Cal Frost and Mike McCluskey)

MEETING FORMAT
Meeting ’til 7 pm - new format - no dinner - break
after Strategic Planning for refreshments

TURN MEETING OVER TO JACK MIDDLETON
Jack will introduce Martha Marsh and Strategic
Planning

e Add your thanks to Martha Marsh and
committee for their great amount of work
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MEETING NEEDS

Russ,
During Martha’s Discussion - points to make:

Reinforce - Martha & Ed Tomey’s (facilitator)
efforts to get members to respond to "nine
essential components...” - Important to leave with
everyone signed up.

Avoid - directing member’s questions to Michael
Jackson except after he speaks. - Important to keep
discussion amongst members.

Agenda - Voting

Several agenda items need vote:

You need to note one vote per business
Goal - broad concensus, unanimity a bonus

Strategic Planning - Member’s Sign-up

At end of planning section, members to sign up on
easels for 3 work areas. Ed and Martha lead. You
may need to pump this. We won’t abuse anyone’s
time.
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Open Discussion - Agenda item #4 - you lead -
Ask members how we’re doing
How do they view plans for next steps?
Concerns?
Review conclusions -

Remind everyone how tough an issue we’ve taken on-
school reform
e We didn’t convene to do small programs
e Rather:
1) To help create public policy which improves
public education
2) To encourage, through SIP, the capacity for .
a school system to continuously change
and improve
3) To help the public and our own businesses
to better understand why and how our
schools need to change and improve
themselves. ,

R. Zlokower 5/10/93 page 5 of 5
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MICHAEL JACKSON

BIOGRAPHY

Michael Jackson currently serves as Director of Government Affairs for
TRW, Inc. in Washington, D.C. In this capacity, he provides direct"

support to Joseph T. Gorman, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer,
who currently chairs the national Business Roundtable Education Task
Force. The primary focus of Mr. Jackson's present assignment is

working with the nation's governocrs, state legisiators, and
Administration officials to implement the National Education Goals -

set forth by the National Education Goals Panel.

Prior to his current assignment, he was Western Regional Manager for
State & Constituent Relations for TRW, where he was responsible for
representing the company before state legislatures and regulatory
agencies in a nineteen-state area covering all states west of the
Mississippi River.

Mr. Jackson first joined TRW in 1984, where he was Manager of Local
Government Relations for the TRW Space & Defense & Sector. Prior
to working for TRW, he was legislative analyst for the Hughes Aircraft
Company, Program Director for the California Association for Local
Economic Development, and legisiative staffer in the California
Senate.

Mr. Jackson is a product of the California public school system, having
graduated from public elementary, junior and senior high schools, as
well as from the state university system. He possesses a Bachelor of
Arts Degree in History and English and a Masters Degree in Public
Administration.

He has held many leadership positions throughout his career having
served most recently as Chairman of the California Aerospace Alliance.

A California native, he recently moved his office to Washington D.C, |
from the TRW facilities in Redondo Beach. He currently resides in

Alexandria, Virginia.




INTEROFFTICE MEMORANDUM

Doc. No: 002801

Date: 11-May-1993 09:55am EDT
From: Ann Gagnon
GAGNON .ANN
Dept: NNE COMM/GOV’'T RELATIONS
Tel No: 264-2962
TO: Remote Addressee ( Russ Gullotti @mko )
CC: Remote Addressee ( Rona Zlokower @mko )

Subject: "Bio" Information on Michael Jackson

The following is additional information on Michael Jackson in the
event you would like to add to what was included in the talking points
package that was sent to you on Monday (refer to page 2 of the
package).

Michael Jackson is the Director of Government Programs for TRW.

He was selected ass Joe Gorman’s staff designee to the National
Business Roundtable in September 1992.

Additionally, he was selected to chair the National Business
Roundtable’s Education Working Group.

He previously served as TRW’'s chief legislative director for 17
western states and has extensive experience in working with state
legislatures and coalitions.



Christopher T. Cross

Christopher T. Cross became Executive Director - Education
Initiative of The Business Roundtable on June 1, 1991. From 1989
until joining the BRT, Cross served as Assistant Secretary for
Education Research and Improvement, U.S. Department of Education.
In that position, he was responsible for the research, statistical
and improvement programs of the federal department. He supervised

-a staff of 450 and a budget of nearly $400 million.

Prior to joining the Education Department, Cross worked for 11
years in the private sector as an executive with professional
service firms specializing in government research, technical
assistance and training programs.

Cross joined the federal government for the first time in 1969
with the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare where he
served as Deputy Assistance Secretary for legislation. 1In that
capacity, he was the principal negotiator with the Congress in the
implementation of the 1972 Education Amendments which created the
student aid programs in existence today as well as the National
Institute of Education. From 1973 to 1978, Cross served as the
senior education consultant and Republican staff director of the
U.5 House of Representatives Committee on Education and Labor.

Cross has written extensively in the education and public
policy areas and has been published in numerous scholarly and
technical publications as well as in The Washington Post and Los
Angeles Times. He also served for three years as trustee of the
Council for Excellence in Government. Cross has a B.A. Degree from
Whittier College and a Masters Degree in government from California
State University in Los Angeles.

He is married to the former Diane DeRoche, has three children
and resides in Chevy Chase, Maryland.
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MNew Hampshire Business Roundtable on Education
‘ Meeting Agenda
October 27, 1992

4:45 - 5:15

Guests will be greeted and brought to the Wellington Room.
(Soft drinks, coffee, fruit and cheese will be set out at the
back of the room.)

S5:15 - 5:30
1. Russ Gullotti will introduce himself:
- Chair of Roundtable and VP Digital Services. Say a few
words regarding Digital and your role in Digital. "I’ll
tell you why I'm doing this after introductions.”

- Russ introduces Jack Middleton as Vice Chair.
. Pleased to announce that Jack Middleton, Senior partner

of McLane, Graf, Raulerson & Middleton will serve as

Vice Chair

. Highly regarded leader in business, legal and ”"state
community”

. Can serve as business roundtable spokesperson in my
absence

. Can share meeting leadership and operational
responsibilities



5:30 - 5:45
Russ will ask Roundtable members to introduce themselves

2.

and their designees. (Russ, a few do not have designees

and in a few cases, designees are present and roundtable

members are not.)

. Russ begins by introducing Rona Zlokower (Mgr,
Comm/Gov’t Rel.)

. Jack sits near Russ and is first to introduce himself
and designee

. Why Digital Leadership

- National Business Roundtable effort began in 1990 -
state by state business coalitions to be formed to
work with partners (state government, schools, others)
to further school reform.

- Digital assigned by Roundtable to New Hampshire

- We didn’t have to start anything new

- DIGITAL’S GOAL:

. To work in coalition with business and education.

. To continue reform work underway to partner with
Alliance for Effective Schools (owners of SIP), the
BIA, the Charitable Foundation, the Department of
Education and school officials statewide.

- To support recommendations of Governor’s Task Force on
Education and BIA "What Should They Be Able to Do”
reports: Work was important. Recommendations remain
valid.

(Russ, interject here any personal comments on education
and/or Education within Digital.)

10/27/92 2




5:45 -

5:50

4. Russ reviews this evening’s schedule:

1.

Brief overview of why the Roundtable and why focus
on this one program.

John Crosier will talk about why business must do
this.

Bring to you tonight, nationally prominent business
leader and spokesperson for school reform, John
Cairns, of Minneapolis. We must know what is
happening nationally.

The New Hampshire Commissioner of Education, Charles
Marston, will outline the School Improvement
Program.

. How fits into the national movement.

. Why so significant to New Hampshire.

. We will take 10 minute break

. adjourn across hall for dinner

. during dinner, a one hour discussion of national and
New Hampshire education reform

Final discussion: How roundtable will operate

. What participants need to know and do.

. Project status on School Improvement Program and our
work.

. Operations - our committees and their leadership.

. Adjournment by 9PM.

10/27/92 3



5:50 - 6:00

5. Russ begins discussion.
Importance of Education - Why the Roundtable

- Education - in crisis in US

- Students with little skill or knowledge entering workforce

- Economy demands literate, problem solvers, excellent
learners

- Only skilled, educated workforce to make US competitive.
New Hampshire’s greatest advantage has been its workforce -
this is at risk.

- You’re here - You must agree

What is the NH Business Roundtable on Education?

- Joint venture of New Hampshire business leaders to support
continuous improvement of NH public schools.

- Represents a coaliton of NH businesses, the Business &
Industry Association led by John Crosier and the New
Hampshire Charitable Foundation led by Lew Feldstein.

10/27/92 4




Why are we focusing on this one program - School

Improvement Program (SIP)?

. It’s what we’re about. :

. Recognized as one of best models in US.

. Brings all stakeholders to the table (education, parents,

business, public).

. Can survive political changes (governors, legislature)

and school administrative changes (school boards,

principals).

. Business can play useful role here: overseeing development

of systems management, data analysis and integrated

information reporting.

. Business can report to the public how the change process
is going.

. Can provide suggestions on improvement and modification
of the program based on documented evidence of results.
Schools can’t just say it works - evidence must correlate
to results.

. Lew Feldstein discusses grant from Pew and main
project of the Roundtable. (Lew reviews Tasks A, B,
and C from the Pew Grant.)

Why business must do this - John Crosier §

10/27/92 5
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. 6:00 - 6:45

6. Russ introduces speaker

Why a speaker?

- Important to understand school reform from a national and
international perspective.

- To look at national experience of business coalitions --
what works -- identify lessons learned from other states.

- To make well informed judgements, business needs to be well
informed and willing to learn.

Intro of John Cairns:

. Member of Commercial Section and Public and Regulatory Law
Practice Group of Briggs and Morgan, Minneapolis.

. Member and founder of Public School Incentives (PSI) team,
a recent New American Schools Development Corporation
(NASDC) grant recipient for project to design and develop
new public schools. PSI, one of 11 funded groups selected
from 700 proposals in United States.

. First Executive Director of the Minnesota Business
Partnership, 90 CEOs of Minnesota’s largest employers,
who influence state government policy on matters affecting
the State’s economy.

. Served two terms on the Minneapolis City Council.

. Graduate of Duke University Law School & Carleton College.

We have asked John to provide an overview of public school

reforms across the U.S. and why some reforms succeed and
others fail

10/27/92 - 6
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Russ, ask members to hold their questions and
comments for John Cairns and Charles Marston until
the discussion over dinner.

6:45 - 7:00
7. Russ introduces Charles Marston,
NH Commissioner of Education
Intro for Charles Marston:
. Commissioner for three years
. Part of Department of Education staff since 1963
. Served on national and state educational task forces
. One of founders of Alliance for Effective Schools (parent
of School Improvement Program)

- Define SIP for Roundtable members.
- Why SIP is significant to state.

7:00

8. Russ announces logistics for dinner. Roundtable members
will sit at inner table and Designees and guests at |
surrounding tables. Please bring name cards. Move to
the Valbonne Room for dinner and remainder of meeting.
Once everyone is seated, dinner will be served.

7:15 - 8:15
Russ opens discussion

Reactions to speakers - National school reform, NH’s Progress

Russ (Alan Pattee, Jack Middleton, Doug Pearson and others will
be prepared with questions)

10/27/92 7




8:15 - 9:00

10. What participants need to do and know. - Russ Gullotti

1) Their roles. Principals will be fully briefed for
meetings. Briefing is one role of the designees.

Ground rules of meetings.
. Principals may not send designees as a rule to quarterly

meetings, only if they are unavailable.

. Principals may participate on committee and work groups.
. Staff designess will be asked to fully brief principals

2)

in preparation for quarterly meetings and participate
directly on committees and work groups.

Committee Status and Reports - Russ Gullotti
To create immediate momentum and to build our case
for Pew, we’ve created:

. Operations Committee (First, Lew Feldstein will outline

the Operations Committee work) - Lew Feldstein
- Chair to be named.

. Public Affairs Committee (Jack Middleton will now

outline the Public Affairs task.) Gary O’Neil, of O’Neil
Griffin Public Relations, has volunteered to work with
committee

. Finance Committee (Allan Pattee and Doug Pearson have

agreed to co-chair, committee and will report at next
meeting).

. Committee descriptions in notebooks. Kathy Eneguess will

10/27/92
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8:15 - .9:00
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3) NHBRT Management role for principals w
" (R. Gullotti & J. Crosier lead):

. Set goals

. Mark progress of committees

. Assuring resources (human, technical, financial) -
contributed or purchased

. Report to publics

. Measure public understanding

4) Staff director/Kathy Eneguess

(R. Gullotti and John Crosier)

. Single source for phone calls, clarification and
referrals. EXAMPLE: Kathy may receive calls and refer
them to Rona Zlokower (for me), Jack Middleton or one
of you (media or government official inquiry).

. Differentiation between Kathy’s staff role for the BIA
and Roundtable staff role - John Crosier

5) Visit a SIP school meeting. Also highly recommended is a
visit to a classroom. Why visit a SIP school? --
Charlie Clough of Nashua Corporation will discuss his
experience. Kathy Eneguess will supply dates and locations
for your choice of SIP meetings.

6) Next meetings -- February, May, October.

10/27/92 10




9:00

11. Concluding comments and adjournment - Russ Gullotti

. Response is historic ... you’re all here at the table.

. Work 1s long term.

. Exciting start with nationally recognized project.

. We’re ahead of most states, but we’re among the few who
know it ... all have to know it. We need to improve, it
measure it and extend it.

. We need to hear from you between and at meetings to
assure you are involved and informed.

. Personally, I need to feel like we’re getting something
done. You do too. Let me know --

10/27/92 11
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Digital Equipment Corporation

Digital Drive

P.O. Box 9501

Merrimack, New Hampshire 03054-9501
603.884.5111

DATE: October 30, 1992

TO: John Crosier FROM: Rona Zlokower
Kathy Eneguess
Lew Feldstein

CC: Russ Gullotti

SUBJ: 10/27 NH BRTE MEETING

Before the glow fades and we realize how much hard work we’ve created for
ourselves ... the meeting on Tuesday night was the result of extraordinary
teamwork.

Over the past two years, we have moved from an idea, to a concept, to a formal
coalition with a complex program with a membership comprising the business
leadership of the state.

No one will ever need to know the complexity of the groundwork over two years,
how much we all (at different times) negotiated, learned, taught, leaned,
tugged, pulled, conceded, coaxed and led, as it took form and shape.

The Roundtable will now begin to form its own identity and that may look
different at times from what we envisioned. That’s okay. We’ve built a solid
foundation which will hold up regardless of its final form.

A personal thanks for your help, expertise and the camaraderie throughout.
None of our organizations could have done this independently. It was
collaboration at its finest.

Looking forward to taking this to the next phase.

RZ/a
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NEW HAMPSHIRE
BUSINESS
ROUNDTABLE
ON EDUCATION

GO A G PRIDWIAEL: D impshire businasses,
the Business & Indusiry Association of New Hampshire,
and the New Hampshire Charitable Foundation.

PRINC]PAIL MEETING
Tuesday, Octpber 27, 1992
5:00 P.M. 49:00 P.M.

Digital Equipmént Corporation
MKO?2 Building, Merrimack, N.H. **

AGENDA

i 8 Introductions and Opening Remarks
Why we have formed the New Hampshire Business Roundtable
on Education?
Why business must become involved?
Russell Gullotti, Vice President, Digjtal Services
Digital Equipment Corporation
2. Overview from a National Perspective
John Cairns, Esquire
Briggs and M%-[%an, P.A.
Minneapolis, Minnesota
New Hampshire’s School Improvement Program
Charles Marston, Commissioner
State of New Hampshire Department of Education
3. Discussion and Dinner
4. What you need to know and do?
** DIRECTIONS TO DIGITAL EQUIPMENT CORPORATION
MKO2 BUILDING ATTACHED

If you have further questions, please ¢all Kathy Eneguess, New Hampshire
Business Roundtable on Bducation at 603-224-0740.,

122 N. Main Street, Concord, NH 03301-4978 » 603/2:24-5388 or 1/800/540-5388 » Fax: 603/224-2872 !
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DIRECTIONS TO DIGITAL EQUIPMENT CORPORATION
DIGITAL DRIVE, MERRIMACK, NEW HAMPSHIRE

COMING NORTH ON ROUTE 3

Take Merrimack Exit #10 (Industrial Interchapge). Proceed through the toll booth
to traffic light, Turn left at light onto Industrial Drive. Travel approximately

1/2 mile, past one set of lights to a second set of lights. Turn lett at lights,

onto Digital Drive. Follow Digital Drive to the end, taking a left immediately
before the end of the road. Follow this road ‘ﬁo the end, at which point the main
lobby of the Digital MKO?2 site will be straight ahead. Parking lots are located

w0 the right and left of this intersection,

COMING SOUTH ON ROUTE 3

Take Merrimack Exit #10 (Industrial Interchange). At the end of the exit ramp
there is a traffic light. Bear right and proceed approximately 1/4 mile to the
next set of lights. Turn left at this eliﬁht’ onta Digijtal Drive. Follow Digital
Drive to the end, taking a left immediately before the end of the road. Follow
this road to the end, at which point the main lobby of the Digital MKO2 site will
be straight ahead. Parking lots are located to the right and left of this
intersection.

NOTES:

All attendees should proceed to the MKO2! main lobby to sign in and be escorted to
the conference room,

If you are lost or will be arriving late, pledse contact Rona Zlokower’s office at
Digital (603-884-2961) for assistance, :

21 '92 14:51 | B@3 224 2872 PAGE.BO3




INTEROFTFTITCE MEMORANDUM

Date: 30-0ct-1992 11:40am EST

From: RONA ZLOKOWER
ZLOKOWER.RONA

Dept: NNE COMM/GOV'T RELATIONS

Tel No: 264-2961

TO: See Below

§ubject: 10/27 NH BUSINESS ROUNDTABLE MEETING

Just a brief note to let all of you know that the New Hampshire Business
Roundtable on Education meeting, hosted by Russ Gullotti on Tuesday,
10/27, went extremely well. I would like to take this opportunity to say
"well done" and "thank you" to all involved.

To the Facilities group -- Everything from the planning efforts, to the
road signs, to covering Security issues -- a "quality" job was done by
all!

To the cafeteria staff —-- The meal, its presentation and the service,

were all excellent!

Because of your extraordinary efforts, our guests, senior managers of
businesses throughout the state, left with a very favorable impression of
Digital Equipment Corporation.

Please assure that this message is shared with all who were involved in
this event.

Thank you,
Rona
Distribution:

TO: Remote Addressee
TO: Remote Addressee
TO: Remote Addressee
TO: Remote Addressee
TO: Remote Addressee

JEAN ARCHAMBEAULT @MKO )
MARGARET BEAKE @MKO )
MIKE DOWNS @MKO )
_TRACTR: :MKO2_CAF )
BUTCH LALIME @MKO )

PAPER MAIL )

LIZ OUELLETTE @MKO )
JOHN POWERSS @MKO )
_TRACTR: :RECCO )
RUSS GULLOTTI @MKO )
__ZEKE: :MADORE )

TO: SUZANNE MANN

TO: Remote Addressee
TO: Remote Addressee
TO: Remote Addressee
CC: Remote Addressee
CC: Remote Addressee

(
(
(
(
(
TO: Remote Addressee ( XCUSME::JENNISON )
(
(
(
(
(
(
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ATTENDEES FOR%lE
DIGITAL EQUIPMENT CORPORATION

PRINCIPALS

John Crosier
President

Business & Industry Association of NH

John Swope -~—actB=bE Tl
President

Chubb LifeAmerica

Richard Murray
Managing Partner

Coopers & Lybrand

" 'Richard Ferrari 7 VEL

President ¥
Davidson Interior Trim/Textron

Russell Gullotti <
Vice President Digital Services
Digital Equipment Corporation

Patricia Fair Pat
President
Fairhaven Associates

|
|
|
I
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OCTOBER 27, 1992
NEW HAMPSHIRE BUSINESS ROUNDTABLE MEETING AT

| Raymond Schwedhelm B

STAFF DESIGNEES

Judith Regan |
VP of Corporate Development !
Blue Cross & Blun Shield of NH

Carol Sideris
VP - Corporate Training
- Chubb LifeAmerica

Elizabeth Roed
Financial Controller
The Delahays Group

Rona Zlokower . fp .
Community & Government |
Relations Manager 1

Digital Equipment Corporation

Richard Groberg 1
Treasurer i
Ferrofluidics Corporation

Senior Vice President
FirstiH Banks

Joseph Bly :

Senior VP, Dir. of Human Resources
Fleet Bank of NH

|
|
i
\
| |
|
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Page 2

Charles Strand

Division Manager

6TE Telephone Operations -
 MNortheast Region

a f‘mh\/
Virginia Hahn
VP/Human Resources
Kingston Warren/Harvard Industries

Dr. John R. Kreick
President

Lockheed Sanders, Inc,

Martha Marsh
President & CEQ
Katthew Thornton Health Plan

Jack B. Middleton
Esquire

Nclane, &Graf, Raulerson & Niddleton °

Marc Boyd
President ,
NH Alliance for Effective Schools

Lewis Feldstein [
President

N Charitable Foundation

Charles Marston Charlic
Commissioner

NH Department of Education
Douglas Pearson T)ouq
President

NSS Corporation

Charles Clough Char lie
President
Nashua Corporation

Allen F. Pattee
Vice President-NH
New England Te lephone

Gary 0'Neil
President & CEQ
O'Nell Eriffin Public Relations

|
|

P.3

. New Hampshire Business Roundtable on #dhcatian |
, Attendees :

~-Dennis Conley - |

Public Affairs Manager

‘&6TE Telephone Operations -
Northeast Region

Lawrence Union ‘
Manager of Communiity Relations
Granite State Electric Co.

Marvin Braman |

- Director of Public Relations
Lockheed !

rs, Inc.

Wilbur Glahn ,
Esquire Xk
KcLane, Graf, Raulerson & Niddleton
Gary MacDonald L
Executive Director I

MH Alliance for Effective Schools

Elizabeth Twomey
Deputy Commissioner
KH Department of Education

Carol O'Reilly i
Human Resources Administrator|
NSS Corporation X

William Luke
Vice President & CFO
Nashua Corporation

Calvin Frost |
Director L,

New England Telephone N

1t
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' |New Hampshire Business Roundtable on
Attendees

‘ Page 3

Kenneth L. Paul

President

\Process Engineering, Inc.

Walter Palmer
V.P., External Affairs

Raytheon Company
William Green T2
Esquire

Sheehan Phinney Bass + Green, P.A.

J.B. "Jerry" McCarthy
Plant Manager

¥.R. 6race & Company

NON-PRINCIPAL ATTENDEES

Everett Barnes, President,

and Staff Director,

i
RNC Research Corporation
Andrew Seager, Project Principal, RNC Research Cor,

Katharine Eneguess, Vice President, Businass & I

David Boguslawski :

VP Mktng. & Customer Service |

Public Service of New Hampshire
HI

Geraldine Auger
Human Resources Manager

Raytheon Company .

Thomas Flygare :
Esquire ‘
Sheehan Phinney Bass + Green,

Robert Stuart
Education Consultant
Tyco Laboratories, Inc.

P.A.

David Laferriere
Engineering & Facility Manager |
W.R. Grace & Company

ration ‘L
ustry Association of NH

NH Business Roundtable on Education

Nancy Rheinhardt, Staff Assistant, Business & Industry Association of lll
John Cairns, Esquire, Briggs and Mo : P.A.

\

|
|
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CORRORACT TON,

24 MAIN ST.
MAYNARD, MA 01754
(508) 897-0660
CC. # PO # - Delivery Date
Phone Deliver To:
Delivery Time(s)
Name Badge #
Address - Sold By Unit #
QUAN. DESCRIPTION PRICE AMOUNT
o
TAXABLE SALES
MEALS TAX
DELIVERY CHARGE
TOTAL
All claims and returned goods MUST be accompanied by this bill
Received by Badge #
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

From: Rona Zlokower——

To: Nancy Dube
Ilene Jacobs /K %
y

Robin Ulichne

Subj: - IPR memo regarding NH Business Roundtable Meeting

As you know, Digital has played a major role in the formation of the
NH Business Roundtable on Education (NHBRTE) over the last two years
after we were assigned by the National Business Roundtable to head the
New Hampshire etfort.

This Tuesday, October 27, Digital will host the first meeting of the
newly formed group. Russ Gullotti is the chair of the Roundtable. At
his request, and to accommodate his schedule, the meeting will be held
at MKO2 and will be a working dinner meeting. The agenda and
membership list are attached. I have budgeted for this meeting in the
event we decided to serve as host.

Russ wants this meeting to leave the Roundtable members (all
customers or potential customers) with a feeling that we are leaders,
here to stay, and serious about this commitment.

The cost covers cheese, crackers and fruit for their arrival and a
basic one-course chicken dinner and dessert with coffee.

Regards,

Rona



NEW HAMPSHIRE BUSINESS ROUNDTABLE ON EDUCATION
MEETING AGENDA

OCTOBER 27, 1992

Russ Gullotti will introduce himself: (5:15PM)
- Chair of Roundtable and VP Digital Services. "I'll tell you why I'm doing this
after introductions. My staff designee is Rona Zlokower.”

. Russ introduces Jack Middleton as Vice Chair.
. Pleased to announce that Jack Middleton, Senior partner of McLane Graf
Raulerson & Middleton will serve as Vice Chair
. Highly regarded leader in business, legal and ”state community”
. Can serve as business roundtable spokesperson in my absence
. Can share meeting leadership and operational responsibilities.

Russ will ask Roundtable members to introduce themselves and their
designees. (Russ, a few do not have designees.)

Why Digital Leadership

- National Business Roundtable effort began in 1990 - state by state business
coalitions to be formed to work with partners (state government, schools,
others) to further school reform.

- Digital assigned to New Hampshire

- GOAL: To continue reform work already underway by partnering with Alliance for
Effective Schools (owners of SIP), the BIA, the Charitable Foundation, the
Department of Education and State Board of Education, school officials
statewide.

- Promote recommendations of Governor’s Task Force on Education and BIA ”"What
Should They Be Able toc Do” reports.

(Russ, interject here any personal comments on education and its importance
within Digital.)



Russ reviews this evening’s schedule:

1. Brief overview of why the Roundtable and why
focus on this one program.
2. John Crosier will talk about why business must do this.
3. We are bringing to you tonight a nationally prominent business leader and
spokesperson for school reform. We must know what is happening nationally.
4. The New Hampshire Commissioner of Education, Charles Marston, is with us to
outline the School Improvement Program.
How it fits into the national movement.
Why it is so significant to New Hampshire.
5. We will then adjourn to a room across the hall for dinner and a one hour
discussion of our reaction to national and New Hampshire education reform.
6. Our final discussion will be on how we will operate as a roundtable.
What participants need to know and do.
Project status on SIP.
Operations - our committees and their leadership.
As promised, adjournment by 9PM.

Russ begins discussion. (5:30PM)

Importance of Education

- Education - in crisis in US

- Students with little skill or knowledge entering workforce

- Economy demands literate, problem solvers, excellent learners

- Only skilled, educated workforce to make US competitive. New Hampshire’s
greatest advantage has been its workforce - this is at risk.

. What is the New Hampshire Business Roundtable on Education?
. Joint Venture of New Hampshire business leaders to support continuous
improvement of NH public schools.
- Represents a coalition of NH Businesses, the Business & Industry Association
and the New Hampshire Charitable Foundation.

. Why are we focusing on this one program?
School Improvement Program
. Recognized as one of best models in US
. Brings all stakeholders to the table (education, business, public)
. Can survive political changes (governors, legislature) and school
administrative changes (school boards, principals).
. Business can play useful role here: overseeing development of systems
management, data analysis and integrated information reporting
Business can report to the public how the change process is going
Can provide suggestions on improvement and modification of the program
based on documented evidence of results. Schools can’t just say it works -
evidence must correlate to results.

. Why business must do this - John Crosier



6. Russ introduces speaker (5:45PM)

Why a speaker?

- Important to understand school reform from a national perspective.

- To look at national experience of business coalitions -- what works -- identify
lessons learned from other states.

- Business needs to be well informed and willing to learn.

- This briefing and discussion gives business community capacity to make well
informed judgements.

Intro of John Cairns:

John Cairns of Briggs & Morgan, Minneapolis, MN -- Leader of New American Schools
Development Corp. grant for Minneapolis.

. Overview of public school reforms across U.S.

. Why some reforms succeed and others fail

- Why NHBRT is such a good strategy (cutting edge, holds most

promise)

6. Russ introduces Charles Marston, NH Commissioner of Education (6:30PM)
. Define SIP for Roundtable members.
. Why SIP is significant to state.

Move to the Valbonne Room for dinner and remainder of meeting (6:45PM)
7. Discussion led by Russ regarding committees. (7:15PM)
(Lew, Kathy - need heip here.)

8. Project Status -- Operations Committee Report - Lew Feldstein

. Who are our consultants? Introduce RMC
. What will we be asked to do with regard to project?



9. What participants need to do and know.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Their roles. Principals must be fully briefed (this is the
role of designees). Russ explains example of how he and
Rona Zlokower work.

NHBRT Management team role (R. Gullotti & J. Crosier lead):

. Setting goals

. Marking progress

. Assuring right resources
. Reporting to publics

Staff role Kathy Eneguess

Visit a SIP school - Charlie Clough of Nashua Corporation will
discuss his experience.

Briefing Document -- Talking Points for Roundtable members.
How we will talk publicly. - Virginia Hahn, Gary O’Neil

Next meeting in February
What to accomplish by then. And then...

10. Adjournment (9:00PM)




NH Business Roundtable on Education
2/11/93 Board Meeting
4:00 - 8:00 PM

Background: What are the 3 goals of today’s meeting:
1. To understand how the NH School Improvement Program
works.

2. To understand the role of the NH Business Roundtable in
Education.

To understand how each individual company’s choices on
supporting particular programs in public education fit into

the overall work of the NHBRT.

3. To understand the work plan of the NHBRT.



New Hampshire Business Roundtable on Education
Meeting Agenda
February 11, 1993

4:00 - 4:10
Arrival/Hors d’oeuvres

4:10 - 4:30
All seated.
Russ welcomes everyone. Thank Jack Middleton for hosting us..
New offices of McLane, Graf, Raulerson and Middleton.

Pleased that we are joined this evening by Siobhan (”shavon”)
Tautkus here as personal representative of Governor Merrill.
I will report further on our meeting with the Governor.

Pleased as well that you are with us again this evening,
Commissioner (or Charlie) Marston.

AGENDA DISCUSSION

- A good deal of work has been done since our last
meeting. Most Roundtable members have visited
individual SIP schools. Eager to learn more about your
observations, questions.

- Interim evaluation of SIP has been completed. You have
received the draft Executive Summary. We look forward to
hearing more about what the evaluators have learned.



- We have had discussions with the Governor and
Legislative leadership regarding the next two years of
funding. I look forward to reporting to you on this.

Allan Pattee from NE Tel has chaired active Finance
Committee. Have asked Allan to report to us on our
budget, and to use this as an opportunity to focus on
the specific tasks for which we are funded.

Among the toughest questions we face:

* What lessons can we apply to the schools from the
experience that each of our companies have earned
in managing systemic change in our operations?

* How can we fit together these two different
cultures to take full advantage of the skills in
both?

* Martha Marsh, CEO of Matthew Thornton HMO, has
agreed to chair the Operations Committee and will
lead us through initial discussion of this.

Whatever we do in the schools, whatever the evaluation
tells us, in meaningless if we don’t simultaneously pay
attention to how we tell the story. Our Public Affairs
Committee, chaired by Jack Middleton, has done a great
deal of very good work. [Look forward to their report.



- QOur plan is to work here through 6:30, and then adjourn
downstairs to the 5th floor for a working dinner hosted
by NE Telephone.

Finally, a caution. Bear with us. This is the toughest of
ventures on which we are embarked. We are all in agreement on
how deep our stake is in improving public education.

BUT: Not many successful models in the country. School
reform by itself is very tough. Business working in
partnership with schools is very tough. Putting it all
together is not easy, and we are learning as we go along.

I want to hear your concerns and your criticisms as we move.
Vital that we do. But be patient as we together learn how we
do this best.

Before we get into the work, would like to go around the table
and ask each of us to introduce ourselves again.
(Their Name and Company Name or Organization.)




4:30 - 4:40

RUSS:

Want to report to you on my meeting with the Governor. Rona,
Kathy, Jack Middleton and I met on your behalf with Governor
Merrill to tell him of our work, and to invite him to join us.
Jack, lets tell the group about our meeting.

a. Governor will support program in his 1993 and 1994
budgets. (1993 funding - $385K; 1994 funding - $450K)

b. Clear expectation of progress and evidence of
continuous improvement necessary for continued support.

c. Invited him to join us for deliberation on the
difficult questions of change confronting us.

d. He has been named as Governing Board Member to National
Educational Assessment Board.

e. Requested we keep him informed. Staff member with us
Siobhan (shavon) Tautkus.

Kathy, brief the membership on discussions with the
Legislative Leadership about SIP.



KATHY:
Leadership of both houses firmly committed to refunding for
the biennium.

RUSS:

In summary: even in these tough times public funding for SIP
is secure for the next two years. Gives us the chance to: do
our work, evaluate the program, support its continuous
improvement, and report to the public. Puts the test for SIP
where it ought to be -- on producing results.

4:30 - 5:00 BRT Finance Committee

RUSS:

I have asked Allan Pattee, who with Doug Pearson, has closely
reviewed our budget, to report to you.

Three specific points in introducing Allan’s report:

a. I have asked Allan to use this discussion of our budget
to focus us on the three tasks of the BRT; and how the
corporate, public and foundation dollars are allocated.

b. Excess corporate support has been pledged. We will
have a proposal at end of meeting to authorize use of
some of these funds for public education.

c. Allan’s report covers us through 12/93. You will
recall that we intend to seek Pew support for an
additional 18 month period, and have been encouraged by
them to do so.




ALLAN:
Support for the BRT has come from two sources: Pew and
corporate members.

We are

committed to these basic activities:

Evaluation of the SIP

Building a continuous improvement system in the SIP
schools

Telling the story to the publics

Enough corporate support to fund public affairs
effort

Jack will discuss this during public affairs report

Questions?

5:00 - 5:05

RUSS:

Introduces discussion of SIP, RMC Evaluation of SIP
This is core to our work. Must understand what this program
is doing.

I want to review what I have asked presenters to cover, and
tell you why I have singled out these points:

a. BRIEF history/origins of SIP. I understand that the
origins of SIP distinquish SIP from many other programs
across the country.



b. HOW does SIP work in the schools? So that we all have
a common framework for our discussion. '

c. What changes are being made in SIP based on the
experience of the first four years? What has the
program learned? This is the "2nd Generation” SIP.

d. What are the findings of the Interim Evaluation carried
out by the RMC Corporation?

I’ve asked Gary MacDonald, the Executive Director of the SIP,
to provide the brief history, and the discussion of how SIP
works, and how it is to be modified in the "2nd generation”
schools. Gary will be joined by Susan Edsall. We’ve heard a
lot about the critical roles played by the facilitators

working with the SIP management teams in each SIP school.
Susan is one of these facilitators.

5:05 - 5:20

GARY/SUSAN




5:20 - 5:35

RUSS:

Introduces ANDREW SEAGER, RMC Research Corp. RMC is first

rate national research firm with a decade of experience across

the country. Have just completed 6 months interim evaluation

of SIP. Each of us has received the Executive Summary. Hope
each of you had the chance to read this closely.

I have asked ANDREW to summarize the findings. I have also
asked him, where appropriate, to put these findings in the
national context so that we can make judgements and measure
what we learn about NH against other efforts underway.

ANDREW:
Summarize methodology.
Summarize findings in the Executive Summary.

5:35 - 6:15

RUSS:

Open for discussion. To give BRT members a chance to react to
what they have heard, and to what they saw in the schools. We
have until 6:15.

Take questions for Andrew.




(We strongly suggest that you stay in charge of the

discussion, rather than have Andrew call on people directly.
This makes it more likely that the meeting will stay in

control, and easier for you to intervene if we get way off
track or soneone goes off on a toot. As appropriate, you can
then direct questions to Gary, or to Kathy, or to others.)

6:15 - 6:30

RUSS:
Conclude Open Discussion, Q and A.

This leads logically to what we do as Roundtable to help this
process, even as we oversee the evaluation. Each of our
companies has considerable experience in overseeing continuous
improvement processes in our organizations. Over dinner we
will turn to what we can apply to public schools from our own
organizational experiences.

Martha Marsh will be leading us in this work. Hear more from
Martha once we are reassembled at 6:45 on the 5th floor.

(Turn to Kathy for instructions on how we proceed to NE
Telephone on 5th floor.)



6:45 - 7:20

RUSS:

Martha Marsh, Chair of the Operations Committee, will first
update us with a brief description of this committee’s

formation activities and then request that you focus your

table discussion on a few. questions. The intent of the dinner
discussion will be to help this committee outline their work
plan. We will reconvene as a whole group at 7:20 to hear the
outcome of your discussion.

Martha, over to you...
(Russ, FYI -- the outcome of this discussion will give this

committee data on NHBRT members’ experience with
organizational change and how that can help schools.)

7:20 - 7:35

Martha Marsh leads outcomes discussion.




7:35 - 7:50

RUSS:

Thank you, Martha, for leading us through that useful
discussin. I know your committee will have good data to work
from and we look forward to your report at the next meeting.

Telling our story is as important as knowing what it is we
want to accomplish and what our role is. The Public Affairs
Committee is charged with this task and I know that they have
already put in many constructive hours thinking through how
best to do this. I would like to ask my Co-Chair, Jack
Middleton, of McLane, Graf, Raulerson, and Middleton -- our
generous host today -- to report on our progress.

JACK:
Russ, The outcome of report will be: the understanding of why
we need to tell the story and continue to measure our success

as advocate for continuous improvement process development in
NH schools.




7:50 - 8:00

RUSS:
In closing, let me summarize.

We have acomplished the goals of our agenda:

a. Gained a clear understanding of how school improvement

program works. We understand what makes this different

than what some other schools may be doing in school

improvement. We also have more knowledge about what a

continuous improvement process needs to be in NH
schools.

b. We understand the role of NHBRT in New Hampshire.
understand how our individual company public relations

and school partnership choices fit into the work of the
NHBRT.

c. We have our work plan laid out, including telling our
story to our publics.

I have asked Jack Middleton’s help in forming a committee to
develop strategic plan for NHBRT as an organization. This
will be a separate activity than current committees. If you
are interested, please let Jack or Kathy Eneguess know at the
Roundtable office.




The question this committee will consider, will be:
-- How do we build a strategic plan for NHBRT?
(With an ad hoc group or steering committee?)
NEXT MEETING
Meeting dates for 1993 are:

May 13, September 9, and December 7

MAY 13TH AGENDA
The agenda for the next meeting will include:

- How does this Roundtable compare with Roundtables in
other States?

- What are national school reform efforts and how does
that relate to what we are doing?

We will invite the Executive Director of the National Business
Roundtable, Christopher Cross, to join us for this discussion.

Thank you, and see you in May!

8:00 ADJOURN
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January 28, 1993

The Honorable Stephen E. Merrill
State House

Room 208

Concord, NH 03301

Dear Governor Merrill:

We come to you on behalf of the New Hampshire Business Roundtable on Education, the New
Hampshire affiliate of The Business Roundtable. The thirty members of the New Hampshire Business
Roundtable include most of the State’s major private employers who have come together to marshal business
behind a strengthened New Hampshire public education.

The New Hampshire Business Roundtable on Education will focus its work in assessing and improving
the New Hampshire School Improvement Program (SIP). The program was begun in 1986 by Governor John
Sununu, who described it as the "capstone” of his education program, a product of the "spend better" rather
than "spend bigger" approach to educational improvement. This program offers the State the most
advantageous way to improve its public schools. We hope that you will work with us on this effort.

Our reason for calling on you is to underscore how strongly we believe in the importance of sustaining
state support for the School Improvement Program at current levels over the next biennium.

The School Improvement Program has the promise to give New Hampshire a huge jump on other states
towards building a competitive public education system. This will add greatly to New Hampshire’s capacity to
attract and hold the most desirable kinds of employers and jobs.

A large investment has been made in the School Improvement Program by business, New Hampshire
communities, the State and national funders. It would be short-sighted and detrimental to the long-term
economic health of the State to cut specific line item State support for this venture to improve New Hampshire
public education.

Very substantial private New Hampshire and national resources have been marshaled to assess this
program. Together, these resources will provide New Hampshire with independent, reliable data on the School
Improvement Program and its impact on student learning. This data will be of quality, timeliness, and integrity
only rarely available to this State or any other state.

This data will help New Hampshire to make informed decisions on how best to improve its public
education system. We will share this data widely with the many constituencies who shape New Hampshire’s
public education. We hope you will personally participate with us in some of the deliberations on the emerging
data and that you will designate representatives to work closely with us throughout.

122 N. Main Street, Concord, NH 03307-4918 * 603/224-5388 or 1/800/540-5388 * Fax: 603/224-2872
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You should know the background that has led to the School Improvement Program earning our
confidence and support. In 1990, several members of the Roundtable took lead roles in an earlier assessment of
the School Improvement Program on behalf of a task force formed by the Business & Industry Association of
New Hampshire (BIA). The task force was supported by a field-based, on-site evaluation carried out by
Public/Private Ventures, one of the nation’s foremost evaluation firms. Public/Private Ventures has looked at
efforts to improve public education across the country, including carrying out the lead evaluation of school
reform programs in Boston and Cleveland for the Boston Compact and the Cleveland Business Partnership.
Public/Private Ventures concluded: "The New Hampshire School Improvement Program is one of the best
designed school improvement programs in the country. If it were not already in existence, New Hampshire
would have to invent a very similar entity."

In June of 1992, the Pew Charitable Trusts, the nation’s leading foundation funder of school reform
programs, after carrying out its own internal staff review of the New Hampshire School Improvement Program,
decided that the New Hampshire program was among the nation’s more promising efforts. Pew made a
multi-year grant of what will be over $700,000 to the New Hampshire Business Roundtable to carry out a
continuous evaluation of the School Improvement Program. However, to carefully complete this project, it is
critical that the State of New Hampshire level-fund the School Improvement Program line item in the
Department of Education budget.

As a result of these far reaching efforts, the Business Roundtable engaged RMC Research Corp.
(Portsmouth, NH), to do the field work funded by Pew. RMC has a first-rate reputation in education
evaluation, having carried out substantial contract work for the U.S. Government and others over the past
decade.

An unprecedented array of talent and resources have been assembled and are currently at work for New
Hampshire’s benefit. New Hampshire has the potential to be recognized over the next few years as one of the
nation’s leaders in school reform. This is quite a distinction for a state that is constantly criticized for not
funding education at a higher level!

This progress in school reform, along with the State Board of Education’s and the Department of
Education’s assessment program, should show improved results in student performance, greater parental
involvement, and greater satisfaction amongst teachers and administrators in their work and its results. These
two efforts, school improvement and assessment, need each other to succeed. We intend to stand with you in
promoting both.

We would very much like you, as Governor, to be New Hampshire’s spokesperson on educational reform
and improvement. Over the coming tough economic biennium, New Hampshire will need some winners around
which people can rally. We believe the New Hampshire Business Roundtable on Education, with your support,
will provide dramatic proof that the way we do things in New Hampshire, through public/private partnerships,
can work for everyone’s benefit.

Sincerely,

Russell Gullotti Jack B. Middleton

Vice President U.S. Area Partner

Digital Equipment Corporation McLane, Graf, Raulerson & Middleton

Chair, New Hampshire Business Vice Chair, New Hampshire Business
Roundtable on Education Roundtable on Education
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ROUNDTABLE
ON EDUCATION

Founded as a partnership between New Hampshire businesses,
the Business & Industry Association of New Hampshire,
and the New Hampshire Charitable Foundation.

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL

The New Hampshire Business Roundtable on Education (NHBRT) seeks expert
consultation in carrying out a public affairs program.

WHAT IS THE NHBRT:

The NHBRT is a coalition of the state's leading employers who have come
together to marshal business support to improve New Hampshire's public
education.

The Roundtable will focus its work on assessing and improving the New
Hampshire School Improvement Program (SIP). The Roundtable believes that SIP
offers the state the most advantageous way to improve its public schools.

The enclosed descriptions characterize the NHBRT and SIP.
WHAT ARE THE GOALS OF THE PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM?

1. To build and sustain a coalition of key decision makers who will
understand and support SIP as a model for the improvement of public
education in New Hampshire.

2. To build trust among key decision makers that the NHBRT and RMC Research
Corporation's evaluation of SIP will provide timely, absolutely reliable
information through which to assess how well SIP is fulfilling its goals.

3. To establish the NHBRT's capacity to advocate for continuous improvement
in the SIP program.

WHO DO WE WANT TO REACH?

Achieving structural change in public education is particularly difficult
because there are so many decision makers whose participation and support are
critical in order to make something happen. This is particularly true in New
Hampshire where decision making and funding are highly decentralized.

UnTlike in many other states where decision making is more centralized,
improving New Hampshire's public schools cannot be accomplished by decisions
made solely at the state level. A list of stakeholders and groups who we wish
to engage through this public education process is enclosed.

122 N. Main Street, Concord, NH 03307-4918 e 603/224-5388 or 1/800/540-5388 * Fax: 603/224-2872
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WHAT ASSUMPTIONS ARE BEHIND THE NHBRT’S PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM?

School reform needs to sustain the support of stakeholders over an extended
period of time. It takes time to produce changes in student learning. The
public loses patience. Stakeholders are tempted to abandon one school reform
program and search for other interventions. To succeed in improving New
Hampshire's schools, we need to engage stakeholders over time.

Reliable, accessible, engagingly-presented information on the progress of
school reform is one way to help sustain support. This may work if key
publics have confidence in the NHBRT as well as in the process underway,
understand how proposed changes will lead to improvements in learning
outcomes, can track changes as they are made, and measure their impact on
student outcomes.

BUDGET

The amount budgeted for this job is $50-70,000 to cover the work done between
February, 1993 and December, 1993. We anticipate that there will be at least
an equal amount to extend the project from January, 1994 through June, 1995.
This budget includes all costs of the public education program: printing,
materials, expenses, consultant time, etc...

DURATION

Work is to begin in late February, 1993 and continue through December, 1993.
We have every reason to believe that the project will be refunded by the Pew
Foundation and continue through June, 1995.

Timetable for RFP process:

January 26 Bidder Conference: 2:00 PM, Business & Industry
Association (BIA), 122 North Main St., Concord, NH

February 10 Deadline for proposals -- the close of the business day.

Applicants are asked to reserve Friday, February 19th, from
1:00 - 5:00 PM to meet with the Public Affairs Committee of
the NHBRT.

Final decision will be made no later than the week of
February 22 - 26.

BRIEFING/DISCUSSION MEETING FOR INTERESTED BIDDERS

There will be a briefing meeting held by the NHBRT on Tuesday, January 26th
from 2:00 - 5:00 PM at the Business & Industry Association offices, 122 North
Main Street, Concord. The purpose of this briefing will be to answer
questions and to discuss the general proposition.
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WHAT SHOULD BE IN THE RFP SUBMITTAL?

Comparable experience should be described briefly, especially situations
involving broad questions of public policy, where decisions are highly
decentralized, and/or involve considerations of complex policy choices, on
issues about which people have strong beliefs, involve assessing technical
sophisticated analysis of system changes, and are highly charged politically.

The NHBRT will be interested in vendors assessment of whether basic opinion
surveys should be included, examples of how a vendor has worked with such
surveys in other jobs, and, if recommended here, what percent of overall
resources should go towards this activity.

RFP submittals should include a copy of the contract form used by vendors; and
specify principals who would be involved on this work, their billing rates,
and the method of compensation preferred.

While this contract is to be the principal public affairs contract let by the
NHBRT it should be understood that the NHBRT reserves the right to engage
other help on public affairs if it feels this is appropriate or necessary.

If you have any questions please call Katharine Eneguess at 603/224-0740 or
1/800/540-5388.



CONSTITUENCIES, STAKEHOLDERS, AND DECISION MAKERS

- 400 Legislators
- 100 Executive Branch Officials

- Chief Executive Officers of 1,200 New Hampshire businesses of 10 or
more employees

- 200 editors and senior journalists of daily and weekly press and
electronic media

- Parent groups and associations, and school volunteers
- 2000 Tlocal officials, representing all 235 towns

- 500 senior administrators, trustees and education department faculties
of four-year colleges and universities

- Chief Executive Officers and Board Chairs of 500 New Hampshire
non-profits

- 1000 principal charitable donors and trust officers
- 1000 school principals and central office administrators
- Teachers plus NHEA, AFT state and local leadership officers
- 400 School Board Members
- 500 on Alliance mailing list
Enclosures: 1. "Who Are We?" - NHBRT Question & Answer

2. SIP Literature
3. NHBRT Members and Staff Designees
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MEMORANDUM

1000 Market Street

gggg;nouth. New Hampshire CDM?‘P! "f""i \' pg!AT‘ONS
TO: Business Roundtable Principals and Designees attending the
603 422-8888 2-11-93 BRT Meeting

800 258-0802

800 244-7175 (NH . . . . .
FAX 6403 436—9(166) FROM: Andrew Seager, SIP Evaluation and Monitoring Projects Director,

RMC Research Corporation
RE: Executive Summary, Evaluation of SIP

DATE: February 9, 1993

I enclose a copy of the Executive Summary of the RMC Research Corporation
Evaluation of the NH Alliance for Effective Schools School Improvement Program
(SIP). This evaluation report was formally accepted by the NH Alliance Executive
Board yesterday and will be discussed at Thursdays’s BRT meeting. Kathy
Eneguess asked me to send you a copy of the executive summary of the report for
your private review as background to that discussion. It will not be formally made
available to the public until Friday, February 12.

/sd

Enclosure




NEW HAMPSHIRE

FEB 11 ’93 11:@9 BIA

BUSINESS
' ROUNDTABLE
"ON EDUCATION

P.2

|

o
. .| President

|

| 603/224-5388 (Fax: 224-2872)

I

. i| Managing Partner
-
|

- I'President

s | 603/884- -6210 (Fax: 884-1036)

ipal Nembers
| Joseph Marcille

Blue Cross & Blue Shield of m

Two, Pillsbury Street ;
Concord, NH ~03306 :
'\ 603/224-9511 ext. 2204 (Fax: 226-4027

. John D. Crosier
President

122 North Main Street
Concord, NH 03301

| Richard Murray

| Coopers & Lybrand
! PO Box 5080
| Manchester, NH 03108
5 603/669-2200 (Fax: 624-8351)

| Katherine Paine

| The:Delahaye Eroup
. 97 Lafayette Road

| Hampton Falls, NH 03844
603/926-3600 (Fax: 926-4079)

| Russell A. Gullotti

| Vice President U.S. Area

| Digital Equipsent Corporation
' Digital Drive, MK02-C12
lMerr1mack NH 03054

-|Frances P. Lefavour
| President
"FFI Sarvices
i PO Box 371
'/ Newmarket, NH 03857
1603/659 6133 (Fax: 433-4233)

)

- Business J»Ihdﬂstny'ﬁssaciltian af‘MH -

122 N. Main Street, Concord, NH 03307-49718 o 603/22

i quwbdasapadmwym:AWWouavahhmpﬂwvbumnmme&

the Business & industry Association of New Hampshire,
andzheAbnrﬁhnunhuscmamumbFbwnnmon

ATTENDEES FOR FEHRﬂAﬂY’II ISQJAIEETIWF

taff pesi

Judith Regan | i
VP of Corporate Development W g
(Fax: 226-4027) o

Katharzne A. Eneguess
Vice President
224-0740)

Fax: 224-2872)

Rona Zlokower '
Northern New England Commun1ty &

© Government Relations Manager
- Digital Drive, MKO1-2/E15
- Merrimack, ‘NH 03054

603/884-2961 (Fax: 884-1036)

-5388 or 1/800/540-5388 « Fax: 603/224-2872




4

FEB 11 ’S3 11:1@ BIA ; | P.3

Attendees for February 11, 1993 Neeting

Paga 2 [
L. Douglas O'Brien Raymond Schwedhelm ]
Chairman & CEQ , Senior Vice President |
FirstNH Banks | (Fax: 634-6239) |

1000 Elm Street, PO Box 472
Manchester, NH 03105
603/668-5000 (Fax: 668-9534)

Charles Strand : Dennis Conley L | |
Division Manager " Public Affairs Manager
GTE Telsphone Operations - , | (Fax: 428-4273)

Northeast Region o ; | |
79 Sheep Davis Road 1 oo 3
Pembroke, NH 03275 E I |
603/224-2572 (Fax: 428-4273) . 50 ' i

: Lawrence Union 4

: - | Manager of Community Relations
Granite State Electric Co. | (Fax: 225-3260)

Four Park Street '
Concord, NH 03301
603/225-5528 (Fax: 225-3260)

) J. Timothy Quinn

o S Director, Public Affairs
- Lockheed Sanders, Inc, - 1 603/885-4321 xt. 5000
PO Box 868, NHQ1-735 | (Fax: 885-2813)
Daniel Webster Highway South ‘ '
Nashua, NH 03061-0868
603/885-2504 (Fax: 885-2813)

Martha Marsh o o :
‘President & CEQ : - ‘
Natthew Thornton Health Plan B !
589 West Hollis Street
Nashua, NH 03061
603/883-2800 (Fax: 886-3392)

Jack B. Middleton © 4 Wilbur Glahn '

- Esquire - | Esquire |
- McLane, Graf, Raulerson & Niddleton (Fax: 625-5650) ’
PO Box 326 , q

Manchester, NH 03105-0326
603/625-6464 (Fax: 625-5650)

Marc Boyd - | Gary MacDonald |
President - | Executive Director

NH Alliance for Effective Schools (Fax: 226-0608)

C/0 Maple Avenue Elementary &
16 Maple Avenue

Goffstown, NH 03045
603/497-4818 (Fax: 497-8425)




: - -
FEB 11 ’S3 11:18 BIA : _ P.4 .

- -

Lewis Feldstein

President

NH Charitable Foundation

1 South Street, PO Box 1335
Concord, NH 03302-1335
603/225-6641 (Fax: 225-1700)

- Charles Marston ; -+ William Ewert ' ‘

.- Commissioner ¢ ‘Admin. of Instructional Services - ; |

. NH Departwent of Education ‘ '

‘101 Pleasant Street |
Concord, NH 03301

603/271-3494 (Fax: 271-1953)

|
~.Douglas Pearson S Carol 0'Reilly S !
-, President |, Human Resources Adm1nlstrator . i
ASS Corporation iog . (Fax 668-3906) I
PO Box 10190 ] i

Bedford, NH 03110-0190
603/668-6966 (Fax: 668-3906)

|

: William Luke , | |

- = . ] Vice President & CFOQ g : |

' Nashua Corporation | (Fax: 880-2205) f |
- 44 Franklin Street '

- Nashua, NH 03061

'603/880 2323 (Fax: 880-2205)

-~ Allen F. Pattee . | Calvin Frost
Vice President-NH - < i Director ' L

- New England Telephone -1 (641-1640) . |
900 Elm Street, Suite 1921 (Fax: 641-1678) ' :

~Manchester, NH 03101-2008
603/641-1660 (Fax: 641-1678)

‘ . _ o . |
- Gary 0'Neil . :
President & CEQ ‘ o
~ O'Nell Griffin & Associates, Inc. '
324 Commercia) Street N
Manchester, NH 03101
603/625«5713 (Fax: 625-1679)

. :Kenneth L. Paul
- i President
- . Process Engineering, Inc.
- PO Box 467
Plaistow, NH 03865
603/382-6551 (Fax: 382-2139)

David Boguslawsk i . o
- VP Mktng. & Customer Service : ' :

- ‘Public Service of New Hampshire = |(Fax: 634-2213)

1000 Elm Street, PO Box 330

Manchester, NH 03105-0330

603/634-2787 (Fax: 634-2438)




FEB 11 ’S3 11:11 BIR

Attendees for February 11, 1993

Page 4

‘VfCe-President, External Affairs
R

141 Spring Street

Lexington, MA 02173

617/860-2424 (Fax: 617/860-2845)

Sheehan Phinney Bass + Green, P.A,

PO Box 3701

. ‘Manchester, NH 03105-3701

603/668-0300 (Fax: 627-8121)

-Tyco Laboratories, Inc.

One Tyco Park

. Exeter, NH 03833

603/778-9700 (Fax:778-7700)

W. R. Grace &

Poisson Avenue, PO Box 1007
Nashua, NH 03061-1007
603/888-2320 ext. 5215 (Fax: 888-1468)

Geraldine Auger

Human Resources Manager
R

676 Island Pond Road
Manchester, NH 03103

603/624-3006 (Fax: 624-2946)

THOmas Flygare
Esquire
(Fax: 627-8121)

- | Robert Stuart
| Education Consultant

David Laferriere
Engineering & Facility Manager

| (Fax: 888-1468)

.S



NS g UUE G g mom g e e

= P
4 2o ll-ll ol -

‘\rLbl
e ! . ¥ .

Governor Stephen Merril]

- Susan Edsall, Consultant, Alliance fpv
'] 1 Mikslashan, Associate Director, Al]
: Andfn&'uyar. Project Director, RMC C

INVITED GUESTS FOR FEBRUARY 11, 1993

Siobhan Tautkus, Assistant, Governor Merrill's Office

Effective Schools
iance for Effective Schools

prporation

hffrny Netzger, Project Assi stant,'RM_‘:_ Corporat ion

4 ™MmMmm™m ™M™ A ™MM™e

P e e T T



Executive Summary
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N.H. Alliance for Effective Schools

School Improvement Program (SIP)

Prepared by:

Andrew J. Seager
Jeffrey L. Metzger
Everett Barnes, Jr.
Gail Gordon

RMC Research Corporation
1000 Market Street
Portsmouth, NH 03801

February 9, 1993

This evaluation is supported in part under contract number 491196-93 between the NH Alliance
for Effective Schools and the N.H. Department of Education, with additional support from the
N.H. Business Roundtable through funds from the Pew Charitable Trusts.




This document summarizes the RMC Research Corporation evaluation of the NH School
Improvement Program (SIP), which was conducted between April, 1992 and January, 1993 under
the direction of the NH Alliance Evaluation Committee. It briefly reviews the activities that
made up the evaluation, lists the questions addressed by the evaluation, discusses findings related

to each of the SIP elements evaluated, and lists recommendations emerging from the evaluation.

Background and History

The New Hampshire School Improvement Program (SIP) is administered by the NH
Alliance for Effective Schools, a unique alliance of twenty organizations that was formed in 1986
and that have a vested interest in education. SIP was the Alliance’s first endeavor, to which the
first schools were admitted in 1988. The primary funder of SIP is the State of New Hampshire.
Other sources include the New Hampshire Charitable Foundation, the Walker Foundation, and
participating school districts.

SIP is based on the principles of effective schools research. This extensive body of
research provides a picture of what schools in which all students achieve relatively high levels of
learning look like, and how their characteristics compare with those of ineffective schools. A
previous evaluation' found that, "New Hampshire has effectively and to a high degree of
faithfulness used this body of Effective Schools Research to guide the design of its School
Improvement Program.”

SIP is designed to enable participating schools to simultaneously tackle critical issues

related to student success and develop the capacity to manage ongoing change. Before a school

1 Zachos, K., Clough, C., Kendall, KR, Pearson, D.J., & Zlokower, R. (1991). Report to the Business
and Industry Association on the New Hampshire School Improvement Program. p. ii.
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or school district can join SIP, the school board, administration and teachers must elect to
participate. Once accepted into SIP, schools select a team that includes the principal, and parent,
teacher, school board, and district administration representatives. The SIP team receives intensive
training on educational issues, leadership and organizational change at a summer institute, and
then over the next three years is responsible for leading planning and implementation of the
school change effort. During these three years the team works with specialists in facilitation and
consultation, receives a "profile" of the school that provides data to consider in creating a plan for
school change, receives funding for technical assistance, and is offered workshops and networking -
opportunities. The SIP team, summer institute training, profile, external facilitation, action
planning process, technical assistance, and workshops and networking were the elements of SIP

that were evaluated by RMC Research.

Activities Constituting the Evaluation and Evaluation Questions

Evaluation activities consisted of:

L] a sample survey of SIP team members and staff not on the SIP team in all SIP
schools;

| a review of documentation of the activities of SIP schools contained in NH
Alliance files;

L] a review of all the SIP and SIP related activities actually carried out in a sample of
nine SIP schools;

L] telephone surveys with ten current and previous SIP facilitators; and

= site visits to a sample of ten SIP schools.

RMC Research worked with the NH Alliance Evaluation Committee, and consulted with
legislators, the State Board of Education, the Commissioner of Education and members of the

Department of Education to arrive at the following evaluation questions:

ii
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Performance outcomes

How have the schools changed since they engaged in SIP? Are there indicators of change
in instruction or student learning, and are there improvements in student outcomes at SIP
schools?

Level of implementation

Were the services delivered to schools by the NH Alliance through SIP timely and of high
quality, and were these services useful in planning and implementing changes in the
schools? Has the SIP team and SIP become institutionalized in the school over time?

Soundness of SIP elements

Are the services provided through SIP those most needed by member schools and does
SIP promote change and increase congruence with the factors research says are associated
with effective schools? Are there barriers to the use of SIP services or the elements of
SIP that the N.H. Alliance should take into account?

Adequacy of existing documentation and monitoring systems
Do schools monitor change efforts in a way that enables them to judge the efficacy of

their activities? What is the impact of the current documentation system on the SIP
process?

Findings
Performance Outcomes

How schools have changed since they engaged in SIP. SIP has led to considerable activity
in most schools. Schools that have been engaged in SIP for three or more years exhibited a
tendency to have begun their involvement with a series of activities that focused on school and
classroom climate, parent participation, community involvement and support, and revision of the
school mission and philosophy. In subsequent years some schools engaged in more complex and
substantive changes that extended to instructional practices and educational content. Examples
included development of portfolio assessment, introduction of new instructional approaches,
modification of curriculum, introduction of new courses, and adoption of site-based management.
In some schools factors beyond the control of the SIP team appeared to prevent the move from
relatively superficial to more complex and substantive change. Finally, in some of the schools that
have entered the program more recently, there has been a tendency to address substantive change

at an early stage in SIP.
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Changes in instruction and improvements in student outcomes. There is evidence of
change in instruction at a majority of schools that have been engaged in SIP for over two years.
Despite the acknowledgement of all parties involved in SIP, from SIP team members to the NH
Alliance Board, that school and student outcome data is valuable in the school improvement
process, there has been no systematic collection of outcome data by any SIP school. For example,
only one school reported that it had collected norm-referenced test data indicating an increase in
student mathematics scores as a result of a SIP initiative. This lack of systemic outcome data is
consistent with school effectiveness initiatives throughout the nation, as is the tendency for
schools to address student outcomes and student learning only after several years of engagement
in the school effectiveness effort. This evaluation revealed several factors that contributed to
these behaviors:

L] There seems to be a genuine confusion on the part of SIP school staff about what
is meant by outcomes, and how to collect, report and use them.

u School staff do not define expected outcomes during the planning phase of a
change. If they do so at all, they tend to discuss outcome measures only after a
program is in place.

. Technical assistance that has been provided to SIP schools has not addressed the
basic need for a common language and understanding that exists in those schools.

L] The elimination of the statewide California Achievement Test (CAT) has removed
even this from use by many schools.

u It appears that before SIP schools address outcomes there must be special
conditions in place. These include the building of trust, movement to a paradigm
in which consideration of outcomes is a natural part of the goal setting discussion,
the development of skills in defining and measuring outcomes, and confrontation
of fears of increased accountability in an environment that is perceived to be
hostile to educators.

Level of Implementation
The quality and utility of NH Alliance services to SIP schools. Creation of the SIP team,

external facilitation, and provision of the SIP institute were highly rated by SIP team members.
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SIP teams were reported to become highly cohesive and increase their effectiveness over the
three years of the program. The institute provided team members with communication, conflict
resolution and other change agent skills that were generally lacking in the schools. To a lesser
extent it provided participants with an understanding of effective schools research and other
content-oriented instruction. The facilitators served as models and as important impartial third
parties early in the change effort. Those facilitators who balanced process, content and skill
building were most highly valued.

The school profile served as an early focus for discussion by the SIP team, but was
criticized as becoming quickly outdated. Data in the profile such as responses to specific
questions and student outcomes did not appear to guide decisions SIP teams made about the
content of their action plans. Technical assistance was highly regarded and teams tended to make
use of the funds at their disposal for activities related to school improvement. Technical
assistance funds tended to be used solely for single presentations or for sending teachers to
workshops. SIP workshops were judged to be relevant to the needs of the SIP team and
accessible, and attendance at the workshops was supported by school districts. SIP team members
reported that the NH Alliance newsletter, "Network News," was a useful source of information,
but there was little evidence of networking between SIP teams at different schools. The action
planning element of the SIP process was not used by all SIP teams, and when it was used, it was
seldom revisited or updated.

Institutionalization of SIP over time. Most of the schools that are no longer formally
part of SIP have continued to have a functioning SIP team, although sometimes the team now has
another name. In these schools SIP has continued to have a long term impact. Factors that have
hindered the institutionalization of the SIP team and that could be built into the SIP model are
the early definition of a formal role of the SIP team in the life of the school, and early creation of

a mechanism for allowing members to leave the team and introducing new members. Another




factor that has hindered institutionalization in some schools has been the development of an in-

group - out-group dynamic between the SIP team and other members of the school staff.

Soundness of SIP Elements

Need for SIP services and extent to which they increase congruence with factors
associated with effective schools. The services provided by the NH Alliance through SIP appear
to be those most needed in schools as defined by school effectiveness initiative by effective
schools research. In few instances were there suggestions that other services should be provided.
Some facilitators now provide a school and community-wide goal setting session at which
proposed student outcomes are defined early in the school change effort. This would appear to
give the SIP effort a focus and the SIP team a legitimacy that was sometimes lacking in those
schools in which this did not occur.

Lack of outcome and other monitoring data precludes a determination of the extent to
which SIP has helped schools become increasingly congruent with the factors associated with
effective schools.

Barriers to the use of SIP services. Barriers to the use of SIP service can be inferred
from data on the characteristics that were present when SIP each made a significant impact. In
these schools:

u The majority of the school staff (including those not participating on the SIP
team) were enthusiastic about SIP and believed that SIP was an effective tool for
school change.

L] There was a recognizable commitment by all formal leadership that SIP was the
chosen vehicle for continuous improvement in the school. Formal leadership
includes the school board, the district superintendent, and the school principal.

L The schools had been engaged in SIP for several years and were moving from a

discussion of school outcomes such as staff development, community involvement
and school governance, to a discussion on improving student outcomes.
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u Distractions to the school in general such as building programs, reductions in force,
restructuring of grades, significant changes in formal leadership, and deliberate
attempts by sub-groups to undermine the SIP process did not reach such an
intensity that the SIP team was unable to function.

u The external facilitator provided external guidance on two fronts: (1) group
process; and (2) curriculum and instructional content.

Adequacy of Existing Documentation and Monitoring Systems

Extent to which SIP schools monitor change efforts. SIP schools have neither
systematically defined intended outcomes, nor monitored change efforts. Data for the school
profile have been collected by NH Alliance staff, who have written the profile and provided it to
the SIP team in its final form. Thus no data collection skills have been imparted to the schools
through SIP. In only a few instances have schools collected data subsequent to the initial profile
in order to monitor the impact of changes they have made.

Impact of the current documentation on SIP. The absence of systematically collected
outcome data and resistance to the action planning process has resulted in inadequate
documentation and monitoring in SIP schools. This renders the NH Alliance incapable of
systematically monitoring the impact of SIP as a whole. This is a problem that the NH Alliance
has in common with other statewide school improvement initiatives, and the development of a
system that provided data to guide both local schools and the NH Alliance would be a

contribution to the field.

Summary Recommendations

1. The NH Alliance should develop an approach and package that will assist schools to
collect data systematically and use school and student outcomes data productively. The
package should enable schools to incorporate evidence of academic performance from a
variety of sources, including formal New Hampshire statewide student assessment
programs.
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2, The NH Alliance should promote SIP’s institutionalization by helping schools formally
define the purpose and role of the SIP team before it is formed, and helping schools
define a process whereby members will be replaced.

3. The NH Alliance should continue to offer the SIP institute, but its content should be
more focused. SIP schools should also be provided with additional training through other
channels.

4. The NH Alliance should define the role that it expects facilitators to play, and the skills

that facilitators need in order to carry out that role.

S. Moves to integrate action planning into a strategic planning process should be pursued
and redefined as a new SIP element.

6. Recent modifications to the SIP model that involve the entire school community and
volunteers from the community in defining the goals and outcomes for SIP early in the
change process should be continued.

7. The NH Alliance should redefine SIP so that schools and school systems interested in, and
committed to, continuous school improvement can participate in SIP on an ongoing basis
at the level of engagement most suited to their needs.

8. Even when SIP is adopted by a single school there should be clear communication to the
school board and superintendent, as well as the school principal, about the intent and
possible outcomes of SIP, and the NH Alliance should obtain their full commitment to the
program before enrolling the school in SIP.

9. In order to help schools move toward defining and using student and program outcomes
to measure the impact of school change, the NH Alliance should establish a dialogue with
schools for the purpose of developing and maintaining a common vocabulary,
understanding, and set of skills related to outcome measurement needs.

SIP as an Evolving Model of School Change

Data from the different evaluation activities and from schools at different stages in the
SIP process revealed that SIP has undergone continuous change since its inception. Schools, in
turn, have adapted the SIP model to their needs. This evolution has sometimes been carefully
considered, but has often been an ad hoc reaction to the needs of a particular situation. Yet the
consistency of the SIP elements has given form to this continuous evolution. Continuous change
on the part of the NH Alliance appears to model the behaviors of reflection and continuous

improvement that the organization expects SIP schools to practice. We infer that there never will
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be a static SIP model that can be implemented uniformly in schools. The guiding principles

behind SIP will continue to be informed by national research, modified to meet the changing

capacity for change in New Hampshire schools, and adapted to the needs of specific SIP schools.

The recent creation of a "second generation" SIP is another step in this process and is an

example of carefully considered change made only after internal reflection and consultation with

leaders from several other leading national school change efforts. The principal components of

"second generation SIP" are listed here because many are derived from the interim evaluation

report and informal communication of the findings of evaluation activities.

Purpose, belief and outcome statements clearly convey that the focus of SIP is
student learning and that schools entering SIP will be expected to address student
outcomes from the outset.

Over time, schools will be expected to develop a process for systematically
collecting program and student outcome data.

Schools will be expected to formally commit to shared governance.

There will be four different levels at which schools can engage in SIP that will
enable the NH Alliance to provide schools with the level of support appropriate to
their readiness and commitment to change. One level will create continuing
engagement of schools that have completed the formal SIP.

Schools that receive the highest levels of SIP support will be required to justify
their plans for school change annually to both the NH Alliance and a panel of
peers.
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Introduction

n September 1989, The Business Roundtable committed to a ten-year effort to
I work with state policy makers and educators to restructure state education
systems and ensure that all students achieve at high levels. To guide that effort,
the Roundtable adopted, in September 1990, nine Essential Components of a
Successful Education System (see the Appendix for the complete text contain-
ing more detailed information):

1. A successful education system operates on four assumptions:

* Every student can learn at significantly higher levels;

* Every student can be taught successfully;

* High expeclations for every student arve reflecled in curriculum con-
tent, though instructional strategies may vary; and

* very student and coery preschool child needs an advocale—preferably
a parent.

2. A successful system is performance or outcome based. -

3. A successful system uses assessment strategies as strong and rith

as the outcomes.

4. A successful system rewards schools for success, helps schools in

trouble, and penalizes schools for persistent or dramatic failure.

5. A successful system gives school-based staff a major role in

instructional decisions.

6. A successful system emphasizes staff development.

7. A successful system provides high-quality prekindergarten pro-

grams, at least for every disadvantaged child.

8. A successful system provides health and other social services sufTi-

cient to reduce significant barriers to learning.

9. A successful system uses technology to raise student and teacher

productivity and expand access to learning.

These components reflect the best research, thinking, and practice arising
from the education community. They were refined based on extensive input and
discussion from educators, policy makers, and business leaders. The Essential
Components of a Successful Education System have been adopted by a number
of other major business organizations, including the Business Coalition for Edu-
cation Reform (comprising 11 national business organizations), and have been
endorsed by the Education Leaders Consortium (comprising national organiza-
tions representing the leadership in school administration).

These components serve as a nine-point agenda for educational change, a
blueprint for efforts by The Business Roundtable companies and other business
organizations—in cooperation with policy makers, educators, and other educa-
tion stakeholders—to achieve the six National Education Goals. While the six
goals represent the educational outcomes we as a nation want and need to
achieve, the nine essential components provide the structure for reaching those
goals.




Taken together, the nine components
create an internally consistent system
designed to ensure that all students
reach world-class achievement levels.
The nine components require that:

e Clear standards of success be defined
and schools held accountable for
ensuring that all students meet the
standards.

« School staff be given the authority to
make curriculum, instruction, per-
sonnel, and budget decisions, so that
control and accountability are
matched.

¢ Schools be provided with the support
necessary to succeed: teachers and
administrators, with adequate time
and resources for staff development

and planning; students, with early

childhood programs, parental

involvement, and health and social
services; and students, teachers, and
administrators, with appropriate
technology.

The nine Essential Componenls of
Successful Education System form an
integrated whole. Adopting some while
ignoring others will nol resull ina sys-
tem capable of raising the achievement
of all students to world-class levels.
While the components can be phased in
over time, a comprehensive and inte-
grated strategic plan for achieving all
of them must be developed and then
implemented.

This publication is designed to help
The Business Roundtable companies
and others work toward this goal. Its
first section, “Policies that Exemplify the

By the year 2000:
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Nine Essential Components,” provides
examples of policies, programs, and
practices that illustrate each of the nine
essential components. The second sec-
tion, “State-Level Strategies for
Achieving the Nine Essential Compo-
nents,” provides guidance for working
with state policy makers, educators, and
other companies in the development
and implementation of an education
agenda.

There is no one set of policies, pro-
grams, and practices that should be
enacted in every state. There is no clear
step-by-step process for working suc-
cessfully with policy makers and

educators in every state. What this publi-

cation does is provide guidance. The
hard work of adapting this guidance to

the circumstances in each state is still up

to the individual companies and their
partners.

More information on the issues in
education restructuring, current prob-
lems, and potential solutions can be
found in The Business Roundtable Par-
ticipation Guide: A Primer for
Business on Education, which was
developed for The Business Roundtable
by the National Alliance of Business.



Policies that
Exemplify
the Nine
Essential
Components

As The Business Roundtable companies have begun to work in their States,
they have found it helpful to articulate what an education system based on
the nine essential components might look like. How would an outcome-based
system function? What are “strong and rich” assessment strategies?

The policies, programs, and practices presented in this section are meant to
assist those engaged in the reform process to visualize such a system. The first
subsection, “The Nine Essential Components of a Successful Education Sys-
tem,” provides examples of each component from across the country. The
second subsection, “The Kentucky Approach,” describes the comprehensive
agenda adopted by Kentucky to implement all the components in an integrated
fashion. "

The examples presented here are not meant to be a comprehensive list of the
best policies, programs, or practices in the country. Nor are they meant as mod-
els that can be transferred wholesale to the states. For some components, there
are a number of examples, similar to the ones highlighted here, that may be just
as worthy of adaptation. For other components, no existing policies truly exem-
plify the ideas embodied by the components. In these cases, the examples
provide a starting point from which to work. In fact, most of the state, local, and
program examples highlighted here should be thought of as “pathfinders,” or
models, from which good ideas can be gleaned, and which still need some modi-
fication before they are truly in line with the nine essential components.

No matter which examples a state chooses to build upon, successful educa-
tion restructuring requires a comprehensive and integrated agenda
encompassing all nine components. Addressing a few components while ignor-
ing others will not improve educational outcomes. Additionally, states cannot
Just choose randomly from the examples presented here. They must be sure
that the approaches they use to address each component are compatible with
the épproaches they choose to address the others.

Companies must recognize that all policies will have to be adapted to the cir-
cumstances—economic, social, and political—of the states with which they are
working. State policy makers and educators have been operating their educa-
tion systems for decades, and working on education reform initiatives for years.
As companies work to get these players to embrace the nine essential compo-
nents, they must understand the work that has gone before, and look for ways
to build upon and modify existing initiatives to encompass the nine compo-
nents.



The Nine
Essential
Components of
a Successful
Educational
System

odels for individual components

exist in a number of places.
Roundtable companies can gain insight
from these separate initiatives as they
work with others to develop compre-
hensive plans that encompass all nine
components.

1. A successful education
system operates on four
assumptions:

Every student can learn at
significantly higher levels.

Unless we enter the educational
enterprise assuming that all stu-
dents can succeed, including those with
whom we have historically failed, we
will not be able to raise the performance
of all students.

Just as “zero defects” is becoming
common language in manufacturing,
commitment to “no failures” is finding
its way into the language of more and
more state legislation and government
policies.

MARYLAND. The 1991 Maryland School

i Performance Program Report
W states that “The Maryland
State Board of Education believes that

public education must ensure success
for all students.”

uTAH. Utah's 1992 Strategic Planning
- for Public Education Act states
that “It is the intent of the Legis-
=== |ature to assist in maintaining a
public education system that ...

assumes that all students have the abil-
ity to learm and that each student
departing the system will be prepared to
achieve success in productive employ-
ment, further education, or both.”

This language clearly embodies the
vision that all children can learn, but
most states must still develop education
systems to meet this ambitious goal and
conmmit the necessary resources to
make these systems succeed. One
modelis the Accelerated Schools
Project, designed to bring all children
into the competitive education main-
stream. Instead of slowing the pace for
lower-achieving students through reme-
dial classes, these schools seek to
accelerate student learning through cre-
ative school organization, stimulating
curricula, and powerful instructional
techniques. The Accelerated Schools
Project now operates in more than 140
elementary and middle schools across
the nation. Illinois, Massachusetts, and
Missouri have started their own acceler-
ated schools networks, to provide
participating schools with support and
training.

Every student can be taught
successfully.

any teachers and schools across

the United States are successfully
serving children from every conceivable
type of background. The challenge then
is not to invent new practices, butto
identify the already successful ones and
to train school staff elsewhere to adopt
them. The continued search for new
knowledge about teaching and learning
cannot excuse failures to use what we
already know.

As states recognize that all students
can and must learn, they are insisting
that their education systems develop the
capacity for teaching all students.

ARKANSAS. The 1991 act Meeting the
National Education Goals:

{ Schools for Arkansas’ Future
states that Arkansas’ education system
will need “... to apply methods that are
appropriate to ensure that all students
will master the more challenging cur-
riculum.”

OREGON. The intent of the 1991 Oregon

. Educational Act for the 21st

@ Centuryis“... to maintain a
system of public elementary and sec-
ondary schools that ... provides special
education, compensatory education, lin-
guistically and culturally appropriate
education and other specialized pro-
grams to all students who need those
services.”

Again, adopting the appropriate lan-
guage is only a first step; effective
programming and appropriate staff
development still must follow. Johns
Hopkins University’s Success for All
program seeks to ensure that all chil-
dren succeed the first time they are
taught. Designed for youth in very poor
communities, Success for All focuses on
teaching reading and writing through
small-group, cooperative learning. It pro-
vides mentors, tutors, and family
support services to ensure that no stu-
dents fall behind. Success for All is now
operating in 50 schools in 14 states
throughout the country.

High expectations for every
student are reflected in
curriculum content, though
instructional strategies

may vary.

e should expect all children to

learn challenging material. But
who teaches, how we teach, and where
and when teaching and learning occur,
should vary for different students, class-
rooms, and schools.



In most school systems today, time is
the constant, and student achievement
the variable—that is, a child spends 180
days in third grade and then moves to
fourth. Some children learn much faster
and must wait to move forward, while
others do not learn material adequately
but are moved to fourth grade anyway.
What is needed are systems that hold
achievement constant, with time the
variable. A few states have begun to
implement such systems.

OREGON. The 1991 Oregon Educational
), Act for the 21st Century
(W] provides for combined
kindergarten-through-third-grade
classes and supplemental services
(including the possibility of additional
school time) for children not making
satisfactory progress in their studies.
The combination classes were intro-
duced in response to research showing
improved self esteem in such situations,
and therefore improved student learn-
ing. The combination classes are not
mandatory, and are expected to be
phased in over time. Only 10 schools
have received grants to implement the
combination class program as yet,
though other schools are implementing
it as well. Additional services for chil-
dren not making satisfactory progress
have yet to be implemented. The State
Department of Education is researching
current programs and expects to have
legislation introduced in 1993 to imple-
ment and fund needed changes.
Nationally, the Coalition of Essen-
tial Schools, formed by Theodore
Sizer, provides support and guidance for
anetwork of schools pursuing school-
and classroom-based reform. Coalition
members are committed to a common

set of principles that stress the personal- -

ization of learning to individual students.
All children are expected to use their
minds and master essential skills.

Teachers serve as coaches helping stu-
dents learn how to teach themselves.
Approximately 400 schools in 26 states
are part of the Coalition. Through
Re:Learning, the Education Commission
of the States assists states to adopt
administrative and policy changes sup-
portive of coalition schools.

Every student and every
preschool child needs an
advocate—preferably a parent.

“Yhildren cannot succeed without
help. Parents are the best source of

such help. Where parental support is
insufficient, another individual must
serve as the child’s advocate. Children
need to be read to and talked to, nur-
tured and cared for. They need to know
that education is valued by people
whose opinion they respect. They also
need someone who will help them
through the education system, someone
who will talk with teachers and princi-
pals on their behalf.

Numerous programs exist to help
parents fulfill their parental roles, to sup-
port parental involvement in education,
and to provide alternative advocates for
children whose parents need assistance.
However, only a few states have policies
to ensure that all students get the sup-
port they need.

CALIFORNIA. In January 1991, California
passed legislation requiring
all school districts to imple-
22\ ment programs to involve

"~ parents in their children’s
education. To support the parent
involvement programs, the state con-
ducted conferences, trained
administrators, and published a
resource directory on family involve-
ment. Districts are required to train
teachers and administrators in commu-
nication skills, and to train trainers to
educate parents on good parenting

skills, including home learning opportu-
nities. Approximately 300 schools are
operating fall institutes for parents with
their program improvement funds under
Chapter 1 (a federal government pro-
gram to provide supplementary
educational services to educationally
disadvantaged children).

MINNESOTA. Minnesota has approached
.. the parental involvement issue
7" from two directions. A 1990
state law requires employers
to provide employees with up to 16
hours of leave per school year to attend
school conferences or classroom activi-
ties that cannot be scheduled during
non-work hours. Additionally, the state’s
1991 Parental Involvement Law
requires districts to use $5 per pupil of
their state-supplied revenue to fund
parental involvement programs.

MISSOURI. In 1984, Missouri became the
first state in the nation to

: _ mandate parent education

* and family support services
in every school district. Parents as
Teachers serves families with children
from birth to age three by suggesting
parent activities that encourage chil-
dren’s language, cognitive, and social
skills development. The program also
provides periodic developmental
screening to assure early detection of
potential problems that might cause dif-
ficulty later in children’s education.

At the local level, Baltimore's Project
Raise (Maryland) provides school-
based advocates and one-on-one
mentors to economically disadvantaged
children. And Project Mentor (Texas),
now administered by the Austin Inde-
pendent School District, coordinates the
services of approximately 2,000 mentors
and covers 93 of the district’s 94 schools.

Nationally, the “I Have a Dream”

program links caring adults (Sponsors)




to entire inner-city classes of elementary
school children (Dreamers) for at least
ten years. The Sponsors provide sus-
tained personal relationships plus the
scholarship support needed to assure
college opportunities. Participating
Dreamers also receive a continuing pro-
gram of academic, cultural, social, and
recreational activities to encourage
them to stay in school, learn, seek higher
education, and define viable career

. objectives. From philanthropist Eugene
Lang’s initial sponsorship of one class of
students in 1981, the “I Have a Dream”
program has grown to include almost
200 Sponsors of 156 Projects in 46 cities
embracing over 10,000 Dreamers.

The School Development
Program, developed by James Comer,
is designed to address children’s psycho-
logical preparation for school, and relies
on the collaboration of school staff and
parents to meet children’s academic and
social needs. The School Development
Program is built around three elements:
a school governance team, which
includes parents, teachers, administra-
tors, and support staff; a mental health
team; and broad parental participation.
More than 200 schools in 25 districts in
18 states and the District of Columbia
are participating in the School Develop-
ment Program.

2. A successful system is
performance or outcome
based.

f we are to succeed in raising stu-

dents’ achievement to world-class
levels, we must begin measuring educa-
tion in terms of outcomes. The first step
is to define, in measurable terms, what
we want young people to know and be
able to do. While this section only dis-
cusses the definition of outcomes, it is
important to recognize that these defini-
tions must be linked to the other
components. Outcome definitions serve

as the base for many of the other com-
ponents; in particular, assessments
must be designed to measure student
performance against the desired out-
comes (component 3), and staff must be
prepared to help children acquire the
skills defined by these outcomes (com-
ponent 6).

States have approached the task of
defining outcomes in a number of ways.

riculum frameworks” that defined the
material and reasoning skills students
should master in each of the traditional
disciplines. Today, however, many
states are moving toward establishing
“common cores of learning,” or interdis-
ciplinary definitions of what students
should know and be able to do; and
“mastery” definitions of the skills and
knowledge students will have to acquire
in order to graduate.

MAINE. Maine’s Common Core of
A8 Leaning defines the knowl-
@, edge, skills, and attitudes

i graduating high school stu-
dents should possess to be productive
citizens. The Core is divided into four
categories that cut across the familiar
subject areas:
(a) personal and global stewardship
(awareness and concem for oneself,

others, and the environment);

(b) communication; (c) reasoning and
problem solving; and (d) the human
record (human actions, events,
thoughts, and creations, as they have
evolved through time). The Commission
on Maine's Common Core of Learning,
composed of 45 individuals from educa-
tion and the wider community, spent the
greater part of 1989 developing the Core.

. They read about current issues in the

content areas, took public comment at
eight regional forums, and listened to 38
student readers from three high schools.
Because it will take some time for the

Common Core to change the way edu-
cation is delivered, the state is now
engaged in building awareness of the
Core and an understanding of the sys-
temic change process.

MINNESO'I'A. The Minnesota State Board

o of Education is developing an
Lo / outcome-based graduation

=N rule. The rule will require that,

- by th 2000, all students d -
In the past, many states established “cur- - y the year 2000, R o

strate proficiency againsta
comprehensive set of standards—
including standards in reading, writing,
mathematical processes, and problem-
solving—in order to receive their high
school diplomas. State legislation
requires that the proposed rule be pre-
sented to the state legislature in 1993
and again in 1994 before final adoption.
Pilot sites and public input will be used
to establish the standards and develop
assessments by 1996. When the program
is implemented state wide, districts will
have the option of using the model
assessments or developing their own.
Minnesota’s business community has
been actively involved in helping to set
standards and define abilities.

OREGON. Based on the Commission on
the Skills of the American
@ Workforce'sreport,
il America’s Choice: high
skills or low wages!, Oregon’s 1991
Educational Act for the 21st Century
requires the development of a Certifi-
cate of Initial Mastery by the end of the
1996-97 school year. To earn their cer-
tificates, students will have to pass a
series of performance-based assess-
ments at grades three, five, eight, and
ten that document their progress in mas-
tering academic subjects, critical
thinking, problem solving, and commu-
nication skills. The certificates, which
students could apply for by age 16 or
upon completing grade ten, would be




required for entry into college prepara-
tory and academic professional
technical programs. The Department of
Education will convene 10 task forces
comprising educators, business people,
community representatives, teachers,
classified employees, and students to
define the skills and develop the assess-
ments to implement this program.

PENNSYLVANIA. In March 1992, the
f8 %, Pennsylvania State Board of

— 2 Education adopted regula-
tions that would require students to
master a set of learning outcomes,
rather than take a prescribed number of
courses, in order to graduate. The state

~was to complete its definition of the
skills and knowledge students must
attain by the fall of 1992, and officials
estimate that it will take approximately
three years for all school districts to
begin implementing the new outcome-
based system. The business community
has been actively involved in the move-
ment toward an outcome-based system,
identifying and advocating on behalf of
needed policy changes.

At the national level, the National
Council of Teachers of Mathematics has
already developed national standards in
math. The U.S. Education Department,
along with other federal agencies and
private funders, has awarded grants for
the development of standards in sci-
ence, history, the arts, and English.

3. A successful system
uses assessment
strategies as strong and
rich as the outcomes.

s the examples above indicate, out-
Acomw and assessment are
integrally related. Once outcomes are
defined, assessments must be developed
that adequately measure (a) students’
attainment of the specified knowledge
and skills and (b) the success of the

schools in imparting these skills. These
assessments must encompass higher
expectations and reflect an emphasis on
thinking and integration of knowledge,
understanding of main ideas, and prob-
lem solving. They must also test student
performance against objective criteria
(criterion-referenced testing), not the
performance of other students (norm-
referenced testing).

The movement toward assessments
that go beyond traditional paper-and-
pencil, multiple choice tests is growing.
The National Assessment of Educa-
tional Progress (NAEP) uses only
open-ended evaluation tools (where
children have to provide the correct
answers themselves, rather than choose
from a selection of possible answers) for
its writing assessments. It included port-
folio evaluations (a collection of
students’ work) in its 1992 writing
assessment. For its 1992 math assess-
ment, about 40 percent of students’ time
was spent on open-ended questions; for
the 1992 reading assessment, that per-
centage was about 50. For all of the 1994
assessments, about 50 percent of the
questions are expected to be open-
ended.

The Mathematical Sciences Edu-
cation Board (MSEB)—a national
board comprised of a unique coalition of
mathematics teachers and supervisors,
college and university mathematicians,
scientists, educational administrators,
parents, and representatives of govern-
ment, business, and industry—is in the
process of developing assessment proto-
types for fourth-grade mathematics. The
prototypes would include performance-
based tasks. Some would require 20 to
30 minutes to perform; others, eight to
nine days. The MSEB, together with the
National Council of Teachers of Mathe-
matics, is also about to embark on
development of assessment standards

for school mathematics, which will
probably include performance-based
assessment.

A number of states are active in the
development of non-traditional, crite-
rion-referenced assessments.

ARIZONA. Under the state superinten-

g9 dent’s leadership, the Arizona

/| Student Assessment Program

= (ASAP)—a comprehensive
program to improve teaching, learning,
and assessment—was mandated in
1990. Based on the belief that the state
should set higher student performance
goals and assess them using new perfor-
mance-based assessments in reading,
writing, and mathematics in grades
three, eight, and 12, the ASAP assess-
ments require students to do more than
pick an answer from a list of choices.
Students must apply their understanding
of the inter-relationship of concepts to
the solutions of real problems. For more
than three years, the staff at the Arizona
Department of Education, in collabora-
tion with the Joint Legislative
Committee on Goals for Educational
Excellence, the State Board of Educa-
tion, and educators, worked to develop
the specifics of ASAP.

MARYLAND. The Maryland School

- Performance Assessment

Program was first conducted

in May 1991. Used to evaluate schools,
not individual students, the assessment
is given to every student in grades three,
five, and eight, and eventually will be
expanded into high school. The assess-
ment uses “authentic testing” (tests
designed to simulate activities students
would perform in the real world), not
Jjust multiple choice tests, and includes
group work, individual work, teacher-
led, and hands-on activities. The 1991
assessment tested reading, writing, and
math skills; science and social studies



assessments were added in 1992. The
assessments were (levql(_)ped by Mary-
land educators with input from the
business community, and were designed
to measure what students should be
learning, not just what was already
being taught and tested. Maryland plans
to review and refine the assessments
continually.

NEW YORK. Since 1989, the New York
State Education Depart-
ment has included
hands-on manipulative
skills tasks as a component of their Pro-
gram Evaluation Test (PET) in science
for fourth graders. The manipulative test
consists of five tasks: assessing mea-

surement, prediction from observations,
classification, hypothesis formation, and
observation. Students are given seven
minutes to work on each of the tasks,
and teachers rate the answer sheets of
their own students. The PET is currently
being evaluated for use in other grades.

VERMONT. Vermont introduced the use of
J: portfolios to assess the math and
writing skills of all fourth and
eighth graders in the 1990-91
school year. The assessments were
developed by design committees of
teachers, with the assistance of national
experts. Students’ classroom work is
included in the portfolios evaluated by
the teachers. A random sample of port-
folios is evaluated a second time to
ensure consistency in scoring. Prior to
the portfolio program, Vermont did not
conduct any state-wide testing. The
portfolio assessments were introduced
to identify weaknesses in curricula,
improve instruction, and increase the
education system’s accountability to
taxpayers.

At the national level, the National
Council on Education Standards
and Testing released a report in Janu-

;

ary 1992, recommending that a new
National Education Standards and
Assessments Council be established to
work with the National Education Goals
Panel to “certify content and student
performance standards and criteria for
assessments as world class.” This coun-
cil would coordinate development of a
system of individual student assess-
ments, provide research and
development for new assessments, cer-
tify assessments, and establish
procedures and criteria for comparing
various assessment systems.

In addition, the New Standards
Project (a joint program of the Learning
Research and Development Center at
the University of Pittsburgh and the
National Center on Education and the
Economy) has brought together 17
states and six districts (encompassing
over half the nation’s students) to
develop standards and a corresponding
performance-based examination system
to gauge student, teacher, school, and
system performance. They are develop-
ing standards and performance-based
examinations in English language arts,
mathematics, the sciences, history and
the social sciences, and work skills.

4. A successful system
rewards schools for
success, helps schools in
trouble, and penalizes
schools for persistent or
dramatic failure.

system based on outcomes

equires an accountability system

of rewards, assistance, and penalties.
Success in these systems should be
defined by the progress a school makes
in increasing the number of its students
achieving rigorous outcomes as mea-
sured by new, authentic assessments.
Additionally, the accountability system
must include other indicators, such as
dropout rates, to ensure that schools do

not raise the percentage of their suc-
cessful students by encouraging their
less successful students Lo leave.

The following state examples have
clements that might be part of such
systems of rewards, assistance, and
penalties, though they do not completely
capture the intent of this component.

NEW JERSEY. The 1985 New Jersey
& Public School Education Act,

#] referred to as the Intervention/
Takeover Bill, enables the state,
following a formal procedure of assess-
ments and preventive measures, to take
over the operation of school districts
that do not meet state-established mini-
mum levels of performance. When this
occurs, the district school board is dis-
banded and the state commissioner of

education appoints a state superinten-
dent for the district. The state
superintendent is given broad authority
with regard to staffing; this includes all
personnel matters including employ-
ment, transfer, and removal of staff.

OHI0. Legislation passed in 1989 requires
# the Ohio Department of Edu-
%) cation to identify excellent
and deficient schools and
school districts. The criteria include: (2)
student achievement, (b) student and
staff attendance, and (c) the dropout
rate. Schools and districts found to be
deficient in meeting performance stan-
dards must submit a corrective action
plan to the State Board of Education.
Additionally, the State Board can choose
to intervene in the management of the
school or district in a number of ways,
including placing the district under the
control of a state monitor. Schools that
receive an excellent rating may request
waivers from certain rules and stan-
dards. The 1991-92 school year was the
first for which schools were evaluated
using the new performance criteria.




SOUTH CAROLINA. South Carolina’s 1984

Edz'wation Improvement
2 Act and 1989 Target 2000
P legislation established an

incentive program under which the state

provides financial awards to schools

making the largest achievement gains
when compared with similar schools.

With bonuses for student and teacher

attendance, winning schools can receive

awards of up to approximately $30 per
student. When districts perform poorly,

South Carolina recommends a remedial

action plan (with which the district must

comply or face loss of funds or removal
of the district superintendent) and pro-
vides technical assistance.

As companies promote systems of
rewards, assistance, and penalties in
their states, they should keep in mind
the following key features recom-
mended for successful implementation:
¢ The individual school, rather than

classrooms or districts, should be the

primary unit of measuring improve-
ment in student performance.

* Anincreasing proportion of success-
ful students—including low-income,
racial and language minority, and dis-
abled students—as measured against
the agreed-upon outcomes, should be
the key determinant of success.

¢ Comparisons should be made only
between an individual school’s cur-
rent and past performance, not
between schools and districts, so
that all schools have equal chances of
success.

* Rewards should be commensurate
with the degree of success, and might
include financial bonuses as well as
recognition for school staff.

* Schools that are failing should receive
customized support to meet their
needs, including technical assistance,
increased staff training, and possibly
onssite experts to help them improve.

¢ Penalties should be designed to accel-
erate improvement, and might
include the loss of school staff auton-
omy, denial of wage increases,
suspension of tenure, or dismissal of
a school’s faculty and administration.
They should not include a reduction
in the funds available to support stu-

dent programs.

. Aparallel system based on student

performance should be established
for central office administration as
well.

5. A successful system
gives school-based staff a
major role in instructional
decisions.

f'schools are to be held accountable

for student performance, their staffs
must be given responsibility for deter-
mining how the schools are operated
(consistent with the vision, goals, and
principles established by the system as a
whole). This responsibility should
include real involvement in the selection
of faculty and staff; significant budgetary
control; and the authority to determine
curriculum, instructional practices, dis-
ciplinary measures, the school’s
calendar, and student and teacher
assignments. School-based decision
making is not, in and of itself, education
restructuring. All nine components must
be addressed to create a restructured
education system.

Few states have developed plans to
implement school-based decision mak-
ing on a state-wide basis. However, state
pilot projects and district efforts could
provide insights into what might be
required for more widespread imple-
mentation.

MINNESOTA. As an extension of its state-
.. wide school choice system,
" Minnesota adopted a “charter
schools” law in May 1991. The
law permits licensed teachers to form
and operate autonomous public schools,
free of most state and district regula-
tions, but requires these schools to meet
agreed-upon educational outcomes and
health and safety rules. The law allows
up to eight schools to be chartered in the
state. A local school district must spon-
sor the school to the state board of
education for authorization to proceed
with a written contract, valid for up to
three years.

TEXAS. In June 1990, the Texas

o legislature passed a bill
requiring that campus-level
committees of teachers and
parents be established to advise princi-
pals on academic and other perfor-
mance objectives. This provision was
strengthened in May 1991, when the leg-
islature passed a bill requiring that each
district develop and submit a plan (by
September 1, 1992) for implementing
school-based management/site-based
decision making. These plans must
establish School Committees and out-
line the role of the committees regarding
goal setting, curriculum, budgeting,
staffing patterns, and school organiza-
tion. To support this movement towards
school-based decision making, the state
provided $800,000 in FY 1992 to develop
and deliver appropriate training.

At the local level, a number of dis-
tricts—including Dade County,
Florida; Rochester, New York; and
San Diego, California—are moving
toward district-wide implementation of
school-based decision making. A union-
management agreement led to the
establishment of Dade County’s school-
based management/shared decision

making program in 1986-87. To date,




about half of the district’s more than 270
schools have entered the program,
which allows them to receive waivers
from the union contract as well as from
district personnel, curriculum, and bud-
get regulations.

Rochester’s 1987 teachers’ contract
laid the foundation for its school-based
planning program, which is now in
effect in every school in the district. In
Rochester, school-based planning teams
(comprising teachers [the majority],
administrators, parents, and students [at
the secondary level]) develop school
improvement plans, have some author-
ity over staff selection, and may apply
for waivers from district reglﬂations.
San Diego's shared decision making pro-
gram gives school sites increased
flexibility over budget and staffing deci-
sions, though not total control. All San
Diego schools are required to have gov-
ermnance teams (with representatives
from administration, teachers, other
staff, and parents) in place by June 1993.
About two-thirds of the schools are
already in compliance.

Effectively implementing school-
based decision making requires changes
at all levels. State and district education
agencies must shift their focus from reg-
ulation and monitoring to providing
resources and technical assistance. As
recommended in Facing the Challenge,
arecently released report by the Twenti-
eth Century Fund Task Force on School
Governance, school boards will have to
cease micro-managing and focus on
establishing broad policy guidelines.
Principals and teachers will need to
develop the skills and be given the
resources to make decisions about how
best to provide instruction to their stu-
dents. Existing staff at all levels will
need training and time to take on these
new roles.
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6. A successful system
emphasizes staff
development.

taff quality heavily influences school

outcomes. Adequate staff prepara-
tion requires at least four elements:
(a) high quality pre-service teacher
training programs, (b) alternative certifi-
cation opportunities, (¢) in-service
teacher training programs based on the
most effective instructional practices,
and (d) selection, preparation, and
upgrading programs for administrators,
instructional support staff, and other
non-teaching personnel.

While staff development is important
for all individuals working within the
education system, including principals
and other administrators, it is critical
for teachers because they have the most
direct impact on students. Pre-service
teacher training programs must empha-
size mastery of a specific academic
discipline or content area, ficld experi-
ence, and effective use of technology, in
addition to classroom-based pedagogy.
In-service programs must be substan-
tive, and directly related to what
teachers are currently doing (or about to
do). Once the training is completed,
teachers must be helped to integrate the
new knowledge into their daily activities.

We must define what accomplished
teachers need to know and be able to do
if they are to hélp their students meet the
outcome standards discussed earlier.
The National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards, founded in 1987,
is setting high and rigorous standards
and developing performance assess-
ments for 30 “certificate areas” (defined
by children’s developmental levels, as
well as by traditional subject areas).
National Board certification will be a vol-
untary process, and will not replace state
licensing. However, Iowa already has
agreed to recognize National Board-certi-

fied teachers, and other states may fol-
low suit.

States and districts are notorious for
under-investing in staff development. In
general, states have not developed com-
prehensive plans to ensure that all their
staff development needs are met,
though some have developed innovative
programs in limited areas. California
passed legislation in 1988 creating a
three-part staff development system that
helps link the state’s staff development
programs to its subject matter curricu-
lum frameworks. The California system
includes funding for (a) school level
planning, which ties stalf development
to school improvement plans, (b) 12
resource agencies and consortia, which
link school professionals in each region
to staff development programs, and
(c) subject matter projects, which are
three- to five-week institutes in seven
subject areas followed by school- and
district-level support.

Nebraska's Tech Center, established
in 1985, prepares teachers to use com-
puters and distance learning (in which
teachers and students are in different
locations). In 1991, the center began
working with five colleges throughout
the state, helping to improve their pre-
service technology teacher instruction.
Vermont conducts three-day training
sessions to prepare teachers to imple-
ment its portfolio assessment system.
West Virginia created anew Center for
Professional Development, which pro-
vides training for superintendents,
principals, and teachers. The center is
overseen by a board of directors com-
prising business leaders and educators,
as well as an advisory group of teachers,
college faculty, and representatives of
the public.

Unless staff development programs
are adequately supported, it is impossi-
ble for other school reforms to succeed.




Staff development cannot continue to
be considered an expense. It is a neces-
sary investment in systemic school
restructuring.
7. A successful system
provides high-quality
prekindergarten programs,
at least for every
disadvantaged child.

he evidence is very strong that a

quality, developmentally appropri-
ate preschool program for
disadvantaged children can significantly
reduce teen pregnancy, poor school per-
formance, criminal arrest and drop-out
rates, student placement in special edu-
cation, and other negative and/or costly
results if these children continue to
receive education, health, and social ser-
vice support through elementary school
and beyond.

Federally-funded Head Start pro-
grams constitute the bulk of our nation’s
developmental preschool services to
disadvantaged children. However, Head
Start serves only about 38 percent of eli-
gible three- and four-year-olds in the
nation. Though the federal government
has pledged to increase funding for
Head Start, states and localities must
supplement federally-funded programs
if all disadvantaged three- and four-year-
olds are to receive the services they
need. A few states have made the com-
mitment to do just this, and some have
recognized the vital importance of the
staff development needed to make these
programs successful.

OHl0. In 1991, the governor established a
goal of providing services to

Q 50 percent of eligible children
through a combination of

state and federal Head Start funds by the

end of the 1992-93 biennium, and to all
eligible children by the end of 1995. In

support of the governor’s initiative, the

state legislature increased state funds
for Head Start programs by 50 percent
for 1991-92, and by another 30 percent
for 1992-93, despite cutbacks elsewhere
in the budget.

Ohio is also completing a three-year
demonstration project, The Head
Start—State of Ohio Collaboration Pro-
Jject, to develop a state-wide structure to
support the rapid growth of Head Start
and enhance the delivery of services
that benefit Head Start and other low-
income preschool children and their
families. The demonstration brought
together representatives from a broad
range of agencies and service providers
to develop a shared vision of collabora-
tive service delivery. When the
demonstration is completed, each state
department will have developed a coor-
dinated action plan to facilitate
collaborative service delivery at the
local level.

OREGON. The 1991 Oregon Educational
) Act for the 21st Century
G makes a strong commit-

=———— ment to pre-kindergarten
programs. It requires that funding be
available by 1996 to serve 50 percent of
children eligible for Head Start, and by
1998, to serve all eligible children. Under
this act, Oregon’s pre-kindergarten pro-
grams would be operated in
coordination with federal Head Start
programs to avoid duplication of ser-
vices. The State Department of
Education created an early childhood
development division, hired a division
coordinator to train educators on devel-
opmentally appropriate practices, and
hired two early childhood education
specialists to monitor Oregon’s pre-
kindergarten programs and to provide
appropriate training and technical assis-
tance.

WASHINGTON. Washington’s Early
Childhood Education and
Assistance Program
¥ (ECEAP) s a family-
focused preschool program to help
low-income four-year-old children suc-
ceed in the public education system.
The program comprises four interactive
components: education, parent involve-
ment, health and nutrition, and family
support services. A 1985 planning grant
allowed a 30-member state-wide advi-
sory committee to develop a blueprint
for ECEAP. Since 1986, when the legisla-
ture provided a grant of $2.97 million to
serve 1,000 children, ECEAP has grown
steadily. The 1991 legislative session
provided enough funding for ECEAP, in .
tandem with Head Start and other fed-
eral funding, to provide services to all
eligible four-year-olds in the state.

Other states have begun to pull
together impressive pre-kindergarten
programs of more limited scope.
Connecticut has established three
demonstration Family Resource Cen-
ters. These centers, located in school
buildings, offer parent education and
training; family support; infant/toddler,
preschool, and school-age child care;
positive youth development services;
and family day-care provider training.
New Jersey’s Urban Pre-kindergarten
Pilot Program, operating in three cities,
provides full school-day programs—
including educational, social, health, and
nutritional services and parental involve-
ment—to three- and four-year-old
children.

At the local level, United Way’s
Success By 6, begun in Minneapolis,
Minnesota, is a community-wide effort
of business, government, labor, educa-
tion, and health and human service
organizations focused on ensuring that
all children have the necessary develop-
ment by age six for a lifetime of growth
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and achievement. Success By 6 provides
leadership to focus the community’s
energy and resources on eliminating
barriers that prevent the successful
development of young children. The
three goals of Success By 6 are to pro-
mote public awareness of and build
community commitiment to the issues,
improve access to services and informa-
tion, and build public-private .
collaborations to provide an integrated
system of services.

Many people consider this compo-
nent to be a key test of a state’s
commitment to raising educational qual-
ity because research shows that
investments at an early age are less
expensive and more effective than
investments later in children’s lives.
Though there is near universal support
for early childhood education programs
across stakeholder groups, the high
costs of fully implementing this compo-
nent have made it difficult for most
states to provide quality services for all
children who need them. Garnering the
necessary support to overcome this hur-
dle will require persistent effort.

8. A successful system
provides health and other
social services sufficient
to reduce significant
barriers to learning.

_ s can be seen from some of the

ost impressive early childhood

development programs above, raising
our expectations for educational perfor-
mance will not produce the needed
improvement unless we also reduce the
barriers to learning represented by poor
student health, criminal behavior in
schools, and inadequate physical facili-
ties. Providing the needed health, social,
and other services will require an
unprecedented measure of collabora-
tion among agencies, and/or the
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realignment of governance responsibil-
ity for delivering the services.

States are just beginning to develop
strategies for coordinating the delivery
of health and social services to children,
and to offer these services at or near
school sites.

CAUFORNIA. The 1991 Healllvy Start
Support Services for Chil-
dren Act is California’s first
state-wide effort to place
comprehensive support
services at or near schools. This gover-
nor- led initiative authorized $20 million
in 1992 for planning and operational
grants to school districts and county
education offices to provide school-
based, school-linked, integrated health,
mental health, social, and other support
services for children and their families.
In addition to providing services, the
local prograis must involve parents in
planning and operational activities,
including teaching family members how
to use existing systeins, advocate for
their children, and meet their own
needs.

10WA. In the 1989 legislative session,

B, Iowa passed a bill authoriz-
WEREN ing and funding the School-
Based Youth Services Program
(SBYSP). This initiative allows school
districts to compete for grants to coordi-
nate mental health, primary and
preventive health care, employment and
training, and other services in a location
at or near middle and high schools. In
the 1990-91 school year, the state was
able to provide $200,000 to each of four
school districts, which together estab-
lished 15 centers and served over 3,000
students. The program’s first-year evalu-
ation suggested that the SBYSP lowered
the dropout rate and improved student
performance.

NEW JERSEY. The New Jersey Depart-
, ment of Human Services cur-
& rently provides $6.5 million per

/" year to fund Comprehensive
Youth Service Centers at 29 high schools
and seven middle and elementary
schools in the state. All of the high
school centers provide job training and
employment, mental and physical
health, and recreation services, and
make available a certified alcohol and
drug abuse specialist. In addition, some
provide day care and nutrition services.
The middle school programs mirror
those of the high schools, except that
they provide career exploration instead
of job training and employment services.
The elementary school centers concen-
trate on mental health and health care
services, family counseling, after school
recreational activities, and academic
assistance. Localities participating in the
Youth Service Center program must pro-
vide a 25 percent match, and some
businesses have helped communities
meet this requirement. Evaluation of the
centers has proven their fundamental
hypothesis: “if you put services where
the students are, they will use them.”

In San Diego, California, New Begin-
nings is working to improve services to
children and families through a new sys-
tem focused on prevention and
integrated services. An interagency col-
laboration between Children’s Hospital,
the City of San Diego, County of San
Diego, San Diego City Schools, San
Diego Community College District, San
Diego Housing Commission, and the
San Diego Medical Center at the Univer-
sity of California, New Beginnings began
in 1988 when top agency executives
joined together to build awareness of
each agency's services in the area. In the
fall of 1991, New Beginnings opened its
first demonstration center at Hamilton
Elementary School, providing family



assessment, parent education and adult
education classes, health services, fam-
ily service advocates, and connections
to supportive services from participating
agencies. New Beginnings works
actively to provide institutional change,
including changes in eligibility require-
ments, confidentiality regulation, and
changing staff roles in agencies. A grant
from the U.S. Departiment of Health and
Human Services will assist the expan-
sion of New Beginnings within San
Diego County.

Through its New Futures initiative,
the Annie E. Casey Foundation has pro-
vided five cities with grants from $5.7
million to $12.9 million to make funda-
mental improvements in the planning,
financing, and delivery of services to at-
risk children and their families. Each
New Futures city—Bridgeport,
Connecticut; Dayton, Ohio; Little Rock,
Arkansas; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; and
Savannah, Georgia—established an
Oversight Collaborative of leaders from
the public, private, and nonprofit com-
munities. These collaboratives serve as
focal points for local decision making
about at-risk youth and as mechanisms
for improving the coordination of insti-
tutions and services.

Providing the necessary health and
social services to all students canbe a
costly endeavor. In this case, however,
the services are already funded, though
possibly not adequately. What is needed
is for the services to be better coordi-
nated and made more accessible to
students and their families.

9. A successful system
uses technology to raise
student and teacher
productivity and expand
access to learning.

echnology is critical in a program of

systemic change, providing the
means to: (a) enhance instruction by

structuring complicated material, sup-
porting individualized and cooperative
learning, and allowing students to simu-
late “real” situations; (b) provide access
to learning through distance learning
programs and equipment that compen-
sates for student handicaps; (c) organize
information such as student data bases,
class and bus scheduling, and other
administrative work; and (d) extend the
breadth and depth of staff development
and productivity.

In general, states have yet to develop
comprehensive strategies for using tech-
nology effectively, though a few have
developed impressive systems using a
particular facet of technology.

ARKANSAS. During the 1983 legislative

by session, Arkansas enacted
legislation establishing a
nine-member commission to
help Arkansas public schools utilize
microcomputers to improve basic skills
instruction. The IMPAC (Instructional
Microcomputer Project for Arkansas
Classrooms) Conumission, comprising
representatives of business, education,
and government, established a non-
profit company to facilitate the purchase
of microcomputers, to develop soft-
ware, and to provide maintenance and
support at IMPAC project sites. IMPAC’s
mathematics, reading, and language arts
courseware currently is correlated to
the Arkansas Basic Skills, but is being
adjusted to place greater emphasis on
the higher-order thinking skills and
problem-solving strategies emphasized
in the new learning outcomes estab-
lished by the state in 1991. To date,
IMPAC has involved 269 of Arkansas’
317 school districts, and more are sched-
uled to participate soon. An evaluation
of the program found that over a nine-
month school year, students gained an
average of two to three months or seven
to 13 percentile points on standardized

tests above the normal gains without
computer assisted instruction. Programs
were developed at a cost savings of 41.5
percent over regular discounted com-
mercial prices for schools.

CALIFORNIA. In 1989, the California
Department of Education,
X the California State Univer-
S5\ sity system, and IBM joined
" o create the IBM California
Education Partnership (ICEP) to
improve public education in the state
through the effective integration of tech-
nology in the classroom. ICEP created
four technology-related programs:
(@) joint development projects, in which
California State University faculty and

~ K-12 teachers design, develop, field test,

and evaluate innovative instructional
programs; (b) the staff development pro-
gram, which installed teacher training
labs at all 20 California State University
campuses to train future teachers and is
installing more than 75 computer class-
room labs in selected schools, school
districts, and county offices of education
to train current teachers; (c) a state-
wide telecommunications network that
helps teachers and superintendents
exchange information, share innovative
approaches to teaching, and solve
administrative problems; and (d) a voca-
tional training program, which has
installed mid-range computer systems at
14 locations in California to provide stu-
dents with instruction in computer
skills. The California Department of
Education and the California State Uni-
versity system are contributing
executive and technical support, use of
facilities, and use of an existing high-
tech communications network to the
effort. IBM has committed $20 million in
equipment, software, courseware, and
technical support.



SOUTH CAROLINA. Using $18 million in
state support and an addi-
¥ tional $7 million in federal
" funding, South Carolina
Educational Television (SCE-TV) pro-
vides what some consider to be among
the best educational broadcasting in the
country. In operation for more than 30
years, SCE-TV broadcasts a full sched-
ule of instructional programs aimed at
schools, and produces tele-courses for
college and university students, telecon-
ferencing and training programs for
state agencies, and programs for the
Public Broadcasting Service (PBS).
Using cable, satellite, locally broadcast
signals, and videotapes, its instructional
programs reach almost all elementary,
middle, and high schools in the state.

TEXAS. In response to a legislative
mandate, the Texas State

3 Board of Education
adopted the 1988-2000
Long-Range Plan for Technology in
November 1988. The plan provides for
hardware and software procurement,
training and certification of educators,
two telecommunications delivery sys-
tems, and research and development.
The original plan was developed over
many months, with input from represen-
tatives of industry, higher education,
school districts, and professional organi-
zations, as well as staff from the Texas
Education Agency. Since the plan’s
adoption, the Texas legislature has pro-
vided the statutory authority and
appropriations necessary to take the ini-
tial steps outlined in the plan, though
much remains to be done.
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On another front, Texas passed legis-
lation in 1987 allowing the State Board
of Education to adopt technology-ori-
ented packages (such as computer
software or video disks) as textbooks so
long as they covered the same material
as that required for traditional text-
books. Since that legislation, the first
“electronic instructional media sys-
tem”—an elementary school science
“textbook”—was adopted by the State
Board in November 1990, and was cho-
sen by approximately 30 percent of the
Texas market for use during the 1991-92
school year.

WASHINGTON. More than 90 percent of

8 school districts in the

%| state of Washington (275
* out of 296) have volun-
tarily joined to form the Washington
School Information Processing Cooper-
ative (WSIPC), which provides
computer support to the participating
districts. WSIPC provides administrative
software, computer training, a hot-line
service, and hardware maintenance. It
also facilitates the collection of informa-
tion for the state. WSIPC is supported by
the districts, which pay on a per student
basis.

The Kentucky
Approach

n June 1989, the Kentucky Supreme

Court declared Kentucky’s entire
school system “unconstitutional,” and
the state was faced with the daunting
task of creating a new education system
from whole cloth. The state’s legislature
and governor appointed a 22-member
task force to drafl a reform package, and
on April 11, 1990, the governor signed
into law legislation authorizing the new
system.

That comprehensive legislative
reform package, which also included
massive governance and finance
changes, set Kentucky well on the path
to creating an education system based
on all nine essential components. How-
ever, much work still needs to be done
before it is completely implemented.

1. OPERATING ASSUMPTIONS. The Ken-
tucky Education Reform Act of 1990
(KERA) states, “It is the intent of the
General Assembly that schools succeed
with all students.” The act (2) mandated
the implementation of multi-age, multi-
ability primary programs to provide a
sound educational foundation for all
children before they enter the fourth
grade; (b) directed schools to provide
additional instructional opportunities
for those students who need more time
to achieve the state-established learning
outcomes; and (c) created an equitable
funding formula for schools in the state.

All elementary schools are required
to start implementing the new primary
program by September 1992, and to
have it completely in place by Septem-
ber 1993. Last year, the state spent $31
million to involve 155,000 students in an
Extended School Services Program,
which includes before-school, after-
school, weekend, and summer



programming, as well as better use of
students’ time during the school day.
This year, the program’s appropriation is
over $50 million.

2. OUTCOME-BASED SYSTEM. KERA estab-
lished six learning goals describing what
all students are expected to be able to
do with the knowledge and skills they
acquire: (a) apply basic communication
and math skills in situations similar to
what they will experience in life;

(b) apply core concepts and principles
from science, mathematics, social stud-
ies, arts and humanities, practical living
studies, and vocational studies;

(c) demonstrate self sufficiency;

(d) demonstrate responsible group
membership; (e) apply thinking and
problem solving; and (f) integrate
knowledge.

The state’s Council on School Perfor-
mance Standards convened 11
state-wide committees of teachers,
administrators, and other educators to
frame these six goals in measurable
terms. In December 1991, the State
Board for Elementary and Secondary
Education approved 75 council-devel-
oped “valued outcomes,” or measures of
Kentucky’s six learning goals. In addi-
tion to the six student learning goals,
schools are to be held accountable for
graduation rates, retention rates, atten-
danée, students’ post graduation
success, and students’ health.

3. STRONG AND RICH ASSESSMENT
STRATEGIES. As the new system is to be
outcome based, KERA requires the
development and implementation of a
sophisticated program for assessing stu-
dent learning. The state plans to test all
students in grades four, eight, and 12
every year. The assessments will include
“paper and pencil” tests (multiple
choice, open-ended, and writing tasks),
performance events, and portfolios—all

tied to the valued outcomes. The first
assessments were held in the spring of
1992. The assessment program will cost
an estimated $28.5 million over the five-
year implementation period.

4. REWARDS, ASSISTANCE, AND PENALTIES.
KERA establishes a system of rewards,
assistance, and penalties for schools
based on their success at helping stu-
dents achieve the specified outcome
standards. The principles of the system
include: (a) the school as the unit of
accountability; (b) a two-year measure-
ment period; and (c) accountability
based on changes in the proportion of
successful students at a school.

Staff of schools that increase their
percentage of successful students by
defined amounts will receive financial
compensation. Schools experiencing
minor failures will be required to
develop an improvement plan, will
receive on-site assistance from Ken-
tucky Distinguished Educators, and may
receive school improvement grants. At
schools where the proportion of suc-

. cessful students decreases by five

percent or more, parents will have the
right to transfer their children to suc-
cessful schools, and staff will be placed
on probation and possibly dismissed or
transferred to other positions. The 1992
assessment scores will serve as the
baseline for this process, and the first
use of rewards, assistance, and penalties
will follow the spring 1994 assessments.

5. SCHOOL-BASED DECISION MAKING. KERA
requires that a system of school-based
decision making be implemented and
phased in, with all schools operating
under the system by the start of the 1996
school year. Each school is to create a
School-Based Decision Making Council,
generally consisting of the principal or
head teacher, three teachers, and two
parents.

Councils are to be responsible for
some budget items, staffing decisions,
curriculum design, technology use, stu-
dent class and program assignments,
school schedules, the use of school
space, instructional practices, discipline
policy, classroom management tech-
niques, and extracwricular programs.
Additionally, they are to receive a pro-
portionate share of the district’s school
appropriation for instructional materials
and school-based student support ser-
vices. As of December 1991, over 25
percent of the schools had formed coun-
cils. The Kentucky Department of
Education has created a Division of
School-Based Decision Making, which
provides direct technical assistance to
the councils.

6. STAFF DEVELOPMENT. KERA instituted
reforms in pre-service teacher training,
including the creation of a teacher-
majority Education Professional
Standards Board. The act created a sys-
tem of alterative certification which
provides instruction and supervision to
non-teaching professionals and allows
them to teach in classrooms prior to
obtaining their teaching certificates.
Five Regional Training Centers were
established to provide peer-to-peer
counseling, consultation, technical assis-
tance, and materials to personnel
operating pre-school programs. Eight
Regional Service Centers were estab-
lished to provide professional develop-
ment support and technical assistance
to teachers and administrators.
Administrator training was upgraded
through the establishment of a Princi-
pals Assessment Center and a
Superintendents Training Program and
Assessment Center. Ongoing staff devel-
opment was to be funded by the state,
with allocations to school districts
based on student enrollment. The act
called for $1 per student the first year,
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$5 the second year, and $16 the third
and fourth years. The state currently is
developing four teacher training mod-
ules (one for each level of school), each
of which addresses all areas of the
reform in a comprehensive fashion. This
summer, 40 trainers will be trained to
deliver the modules.

7. HIGH QUALITY PRE-KINDERGARTEN
PROGRAM. KERA required every schc_)ol
district to provide a developmentally
appropriate half-day preschool educa-
tion for all four-year-old children at risk
of educational failure. Furthermore, the
governor was required to appoint a Ken-
tucky Early Childhood Education
Advisory Council to advise the chief
state school officer on the implementa-
tion of early childhood education
programs in the state. Currently, all
school systems are providing preschool
programs for at-risk children. More than
75 percent of income-eligible children
received services during the 1991-92
school year.

8. INTEGRATED HEALTH AND SOCIAL
SERVICES. KERA established an ambi-
tious plan to create, over a five-year
period, a network of Family Resource
Centers and Youth Services Centers at
or near schools in which 20 percent or
more of the student body are eligible for
free school meals. The elementary
school-based Family Resource Centers
are to promote identification and coordi-
nation of existing resources available to
eligible families, such as preschool child
care, child care for school-age children,
family support, child development, and
health services. Middle and high school-
based Youth Services Centers are to
focus on coordination of existing ser-
vices available to adolescents, such as
health and social services, employment
counseling and placement, drug and
alcohol abuse counseling, and family cri-
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sis and mental health counseling. During
the 1992-93 school year, the state will
operate 206 Family Resource and Youth
Services Centers, providing services to
393 schools, at a cost of $15 million.

9. TECHNOLOGY. KERA required the gov-
ermnor to appoint an advisory Council for
Education Technology to develop and
oversee the implementation of a five-
year technology plan. The legislature
has pledged to provide a total of $200
million to support it. The council’s exec-
utive director set up a multi-agency
steering committee—comprising repre-
sentatives from the council, the
education departiment, the legislature,
and the state board of education—to
help reach consensus on the technology
program’s objectives. He then asked
three major systems-design firms to
develop competitive, detailed plans for
implementing education technology in
the state, based on those objectives.
Implementation of the winning plan will
allow flexibility at the district and school
level, and will require the state to pro-
vide substantial amounts of technical
assistance.

Kentucky’s ambitious reform is cost-
ing the state’s taxpayers an average
of $300 million per year in additional
money for education. Successful imple-
mentation of the reform effort will
require the continued commitment of
time and resources. The Business
Roundtable-sponsored Partnership for
Kentucky School Reform, a nonparti-
san coalition of more than 50 public and
private leaders representing Kentucky’s
business, civic, government, and educa-
tion constituencies, has made a 10-year
commitment to support Kentucky’s
implementation efforts. The Partnership
has launched a $1.5 million public rela-
tions campaign to sustain both

substantive and financial support for
KERA. This campaign includes sponsor-
ship of a major newspaper, radio, and
television media effort, and the “KERA
Bus,” a retrofitted yellow school bus that
serves as a traveling road show.

The Partnership also has established
a Business Employee Initiative designed
to involve the business community with

- the public schools. Through this effort,

businesses inform their employees
about education, and encourage them to
become involved in the schools and sup-
ply technical assistance to the schools to
help them make changes required by the
act. The Partnership supplies technical
support and assistance to businesses as
they implement their Business
Employee Initiatives.




State-Level
Strategies
for Achieving
the Nine
Essential
Components

eveloping a vision of what an education system based on the essential
D components might look like is only part of the solution. Companies must
work with policy makers, educators, and other education stakeholders to agree
on an agenda, and develop and implement a plan for making the needed
changes. Adopting this vision unilaterally may sound good, but true ownership
by key stakeholders is critical.

There is no clear path to success. Every state is unique, and companies will
have to chart their own courses in each. Making changes in one state will
require a different strategy from what is required in another. States will be at dif-
ferent points in the educational change process as companies become involved,
and this too will affect the activities required.

Systemic change is not a linear process, and there is no clear step-by-step
procedure to follow. Many activities will be simultaneous. Others will have to be
repeated, with a redoubling of the initial efforts.

The Business Roundtable recognized that achieving state-level systemic
change would require a long-term effort, and it pledged 10 years to the
endeavor. Individual Roundtable companies engaged in the process need to
remember that time frame, and recognize that the changes they are trying to
effect will happen neither quickly nor easily.

To be successful at restructuring education in their states, companies must
involve themselves in a wide array of activities. The following sections are
designed to help companies understand what that involvement might entail. For
more information on the educational change process, they can consult two
National Alliance of Business publications: A Blueprint for Business on
Restructuring Education, and Business Strategies that Work: A Planning
Guide for Education Restructuring.
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The O(t’h“er Nine Points—
Moving an Qutside Change Strategy
Imside the System

1. The Business Roundtable Nine
Points are your product; in order to
“sell” them, business must take
the time to understand the market-
place.

¢ The marketplace is both compet-
itive and messy.

¢ Expect political stakeholders to
add finance and governance to
the mix.

2. Business can’t improve educa-

tion; however, it can and should

define business needs, cast issues
in new ways, and support educators
and political figures who can make
improvements.

* Seek out a local guru to help
define your agenda and political
insiders to champion it.

3. Remember who needs to be

involved in the change effort.

¢ Govemors can introduce reform,
but legislatures enact/fund it
and educators make it work.

4. Cultural and process barriers are

as critical as substantive ones.

¢ Assume, particularly at the out-
set, that some key players will
be suspicious—of you and of
each other.

¢ Therefore, your initial priority
should be to establish trust
among your partners.

5. The Nine Points are aimed at

moving targets (the states).

¢ Merge your agenda with what
people care about and what's
working—somebody owns it.

¢ However, enable new stakehold-
ers to add their imprint so they
don’t derail long-term change
efforts.

6. Be strategic about your role.

* Business is best at advocating
and supporting change.

¢ Business need not develop the
game plan; political stakehold-

~ ers, once convinced of the need
and their ability to act, can craft
the winning strategies.

7. Business should try to speak

with one voice on education issues.

¢ Your lobbyists can help forge
unity by making the political
environment user friendly—
involve them.

8. Political—and business—time

clocks run faster than education

reform time clocks.

¢ Therefore, communicate to
everyone what you’re doing—it
buys needed time for implemen-
tation.

¢ Use short-term success stories
to bolster long-term improve-
ment efforts.

9. People in irrational systems tend

to act rationally for rational reasons

but with irrational resuits.

* Together, adults can restore
rationality to education by creat-
ing a system that serves kids.

¢ And we can help the education
system remain rational by build-
ing internal capacity to make
continuous improvements.

Source: Peggy M. Siegel, Vice
President, Business-Education
Projects, National Alliance of
Business.
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Develop
Internal
Awareness and
Knowledge

ﬁ n awareness and understanding of
the education crisis, and knowl-

edge about how to address it, are critical
for companies becoming engaged in and
contributing effectively to the change
process. Individuals throughout. the
company, including not only the chief
executive officer (CEO) and the CEO’s
education initiative designee but other
corporate executives and rank and file
employees, must understand the issues.
While the first two will have primary
responsibility for cairying out the educa-
tion initiative, the others must support
and sustain it.

Focusing early awareness-building
efforts on the relationship between edu-
cation and workloree quality may be the
best way to capture the interest of a
company and its employees. While com-
pany execulives will be concermed
about the impact of education and
workforce quality on productivity and
compeltitiveness, all emiployees will be
concerned about how these factors
affect jobs. An awareness campaign
aimed at making employees realize that
today’s education system is not “making
the grade™—not just in other school dis-
wicts, but in their own—may be crucial
to building necessary support for the ini-
tiative.

Companies and their employees must
do more than just develop an awareness
and understanding of these issues; they
nwst develop a base of knowledge from
which they can work for change. They
need to understand how education sys-
tems currently operate, what problems
exist with the current systems, what
experts suggest to improve the systems,



and how they might help to bring about
needed changes. They not only must
understand The Business Roundtable’s
nine Essential Components of a Suc-
cessful Education System, but also the
six National Education Goals, national
education reform proposals (including
the President’s America 2000), and the
education reform proposals in their own
states.
Activities to build this deeper knowl-
edge may include:
* Reading publications;
¢ Attending conferences and seminars;
¢ Visiting schools and talking with
teachers, students, and parents;
¢ Attending state and local school
board meetings; and
¢ Developing and implementing a
corporate education awareness canm-
paign.
Building awareness and knowledge is
a continual process, not unlike the staff
development initiatives described previ-
ously. It is not something that
businesses do once, but a process that
must extend throughout companies’
participation in the education reform
enterprise.

Join or Form a
Coalition

ompanies must join in strategic
C coalitions to rally necessary sup-
port for change. This does not
necessarily mean creating new coali-
tions. There may be existing coalitions
with compatible memberships and agen-
das that they could join.

Initially, companies may want to join
other businesses and/or business organi-
zations in a business-only coalition.
Such a coalition would provide them
with the opportunity to “get up to speed”
on education issues and develop their

own vision of the changes required in
the education system. Policy makers
and educators—with whom they will
eventually have to work—already will
be steeped in knowledge of the educa-
tion system. This initial period apart
would give the business community the
preparation time it needs to understand

Connecticut
Commission on
Educational
Excellence

In June 1992, Connecticut
passed legislation formally %tab—
lishing a Commission on et
Educational Excellence with
responsibility for evaluating the
state’s current education system
and recommending a strategy for
creating an “outcome-based,
world-class education system.”
The Connecticut Business for
Education Coalition (CBEC),
composed solely of members of
the business community, joined
with other education stakehold- -
ers to lobby for this legislation.

By Iaw, the commission must |
include the followmg indlviduals
(or their dwg\ees) the liew-
tenant govemor, the secretary of -
the Office of Policy and Manage- ;
ment, the commissioner of
education, the commissioner of -:
higher education, the executive
director of the Commissionon
Children, members of the state’ LE
General Assembly, and represen-
tatives of the state’s ;
associations of school boards, _ .
schools, SUpedntendents school

: admlnistrators, principals, teach-
'ers, parents, and business, ,-: Wi :ﬁ;
including 1.1. members of CBEC.

o ‘~~n “ 7" 'L -C:‘

the education environment before it
Joins forces with the others. That way, it
will be able to participate on an equal
footing.

Eventually, companies will have to
participate in a more broadly-based
coalition that encompasses all educa-
tion stakeholders. They include the
governor, key state legislators, the chief
state school officer, and representatives
of the state school board, teachers, local
school boards, local administrators, par-
ents, students, and members of state
stakeholder organizations.

Business people need to understand
the politics of systemic change—who is
involved, who makes decisions, and
how those decisions are made—so that
they include broad-based interests in the
coalition from the outset. Education
stakeholders have different viewpoints
and take different positions on educa-
tion issues. All these differences must be
understood and taken into account.

“Coalition composition” is crucial.
Stakeholders who are not involved will
not feel ownership of any agenda the
coalition develops, and may later lead
the opposition. Conversely, a broad-

_ based membership can serve asa

defense against opposition; as all mem-
bers will have a stake in and thus
support the agenda, there will be little
room for a “divide and conquer” attack.
A coalition’s membership cannot be sta-
tic. Maintaining leadership during
periods of transition is critical. Compa-
nies should continually assess the
coalition’s composition, and advocate
the addition of new members whenever
warranted.

Participating in a broad-based coali-
tion enables business to shed its
“outsider” status. Business can demon-
strate a commitment both to education
and to the best interests of children. An
agenda put forward by such a coalition
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has more legitimacy than one put for-
ward solely by business. It is more likely
to be perceived as based on sound edu-
cational theory, and less likely to be
perceived as designed only to meet the
needs of the business community. Even
more important, unless many other
stakeholders are brought in and buy in,
policy changes have no chance of
Success.

Develop .,
Relationships
with the Key
Stakeholders

ompanies working on state-level

education initiatives must form
close alliances with the key stakehold-
ers in a state: the governor, the key
legislative leaders, the chief state school
officer, members of the state school
board, and the leaders of the state’s
teacher, local school board, local admin-
istrator, and parent associations.

While it is important that CEOs
develop a good relationship with the
governor, they must understand that the
governor does not control the educa-
tional change process in the state. Some
business people who have spent time
working on state-level education change
suggest that legislative leaders and chief
state school officers are equally impor-
tant allies. Both tend to have more
continuity than do governors. And it is
the legislators who enact, fund, and
oversee implementation of state educa-
tion policies.

Business leaders need to meet with
the key stakeholders to explain why the
business community wants to become
involved in educational change and
what it hopes to accomplish. They
should make clear that they have a com-
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prehensive agenda for change, intro-
duce the nine essential components, and
explain how the components might be
applied in the state.

At the same time, these business lead-
ers should learn about the key
stakeholders’ educational agendas: their
goals, the reform activities they have
already pursued, and their current initia-
tives. Business leaders need to be open
to these agendas, and develop relation-
ships of mutual trust and support.

Companies need to be flexible during
their exploratory meetings with other
stakeholders. They should not push the
nine components as a rigid agenda, but
should accommodate others’ interests
and concerns. They must look for ways
to address issues the other stakeholders
feel are important. They must also look
for ways to adapt the components to
existing educational practices and
initiatives.

While the nine essential components
are based on the ideas of leading educa-
tors, they may be viewed skeptically as a
“business agenda” when Roundtable
companies first introduce them. As long
as they are viewed that way, they are
destined to fail. Companies must exer-
cise a great deal of political savvy to
build trust and develop allies in support
of the components. Perhaps the compa-
nies can introduce the components at a
broad-based coalition meeting and work
with all stakeholders in that open forum.
A more likely scenario would be for
companies to develop individual allies
among stakeholders first, then introduce
the components before a larger group.

Finding allies may require one-on-one
meetings, or small group meetings. Polit-
ically attuned education experts in the
states can help companies develop a
strategy for finding allies. These experts
can provide insights into who the key
players are, who to talk with first, and

how to approach particular people and
groups. Identifying the experts is diffi-
cult. Possible sources include university
professors who have consulted on edu-
cation initiatives in the past, current and
past staff of education legislators, and
business people who have been engaged
in education reform.

To help Roundtable CEOs develop
relationships with the key stakeholders,
The Business Roundtable sponsors
“Stakeholder Dialogues,” to bring the
key parties together at one-and-a-half-
day education retreats. The Business
Roundtable targets these dialogues on
single states or regions, enabling partici-
pants to focus their discussions on their
own particular educational problems
and potential solutions.

Companies need to work with stake-
holders on a continuing basis; CEOs,
working together, should try to maintain
reasonably frequent contact with the
governor, key state legislators, and the
chief state school officer on education
issues. This process of building and
maintaining relationships with the key
stakeholders is critical to developing a
comprehensive reform agenda.

Establish a
Comprehensive

Agenda that

Includes the
Essential
Components

ffecting change requires a vision

of that change. For Roundtable
companies, that vision is the nine Essen-
tial Components of a Successful
Education System. But that vision needs
to be modified and adapted to meet the
circumstances in each particular state.



A “gap analysis” can be a useful
process for building a consensus
agenda. Such an analysis provides a
comparison between the nine essential
components and a state’s education
laws, regulations, and practices, as well
as state-specific recommendations on
how the “gaps” could be closed and a
comprehensive, integrated system put
into place. It involves interviewing a
broad range of stakeholders, reviewing
existing statutes, policies, and activities,
and preparing a written report.

A gap analysis can be conducted at
almost any time during a company’s
involvement in the educational change
process. Early on, a gap analysis can
build companies’ knowledge about the
state’s current education system and the
kinds of changes that need to be made.
Abusiness coalition can also use it to
educate members and to develop an
agenda for change.

The analysis may be used during
meetings with the governor and other
key political and education leaders to
help explain the business agenda. It can
be used as well during the consensus-
building process—in one-on-one and
small-group meetings—to lay out the
business perspective on changes that
should be made in the education system.
In fact, the process of developing the gap
analysis should serve as the beginning of
consensus-building. Interviews with
stakeholders for development of the
document can be a forum for explaining
the nine essential components and
learning the stakeholders’ opinions and
concerns.

A gap analysis is almost required for
development of a comprehensive
agenda including the essential compo-
nents. The gap analysis provides the
basis for that agenda, documenting a
state’s current education system and

Ohio’s Educa-

tional Agenda

There are many strategies for ' .
attempting to build alliances or
broader ownership of the nine .
essential compo'nents.'"ln Ohio,
The Business Roundtahle agenda
was merged with Governor.
Voinovich’s emphasis on the six
National Education Goals. A :
state-wide summit of Ohio’s polit- "
ical, education, and business
leaders forged a consensus over 4
the need to build a performance-
driven education system. The
gap analysis then became one of
five critical pieces of a compre- '
hensive legislative /adminis-
trative reform package for 1993.

reconunending ways to incorporate the
nine components into it.

A gap analysis used throughout the
educational change process will become
a “living” document. As different individ-
uals are approached and alliances
developed, other viewpoints and con-
cerns should be incorporated into the
document. Once alliances are forged
and a consensus is reached, the broad-
based coalition can publish the final gap
analysis as its comprehensive agenda
for educational change in the state.

Develop a
Strategic Plan

n agenda for educational change is

just a vision. It will take a great deal
of effort to turn that vision into a reality.
Roundtable companies will need to
work within their broad-based coali-
tions and with their stakeholder allies to
develop strategic plans for implement-

ing their agendas. Components of these

plans are likely to include:

* Anoutline of needed legislative,
regulatory, and policy changes;

* Identification of funding require-
ments and sources;

* "Political strategies;

* A public awareness campaign; and

* Astructure to orchestrate action.

The agenda shaped by the gap analy-
sis specifies end results, not how to
achieve them. Working with their allies,
Roundtable companies should deter-
mine which results will require
legislative changes, which regulatory,
and which policy. From this analysis,
the coalition can outline the comprehen-
sive, integrated legislative, regulatory,
and policy changes that it wants imple-
mented, along with a timetable for
phasing them in.

Once the changes are identified, the
coalition can begin to determine what-
ever additional money may be required
o caury out its agenda. Identifying
sources for that money will be very diffi-
cult. Both transferring existing funds
from lower-priority state and local activ-
ities and raising new money through
new taxes are likely to be politically
sensitive.

If all the key political and bureau-
cratic stakeholders are part of the
consensus, it should be easier to
develop a political strategy for imple-
menting changes. More likely, there still
will be a number of individuals and orga-
nizations to lobby. Additionally, some
changes may require building grassroots
support, either because the changes
require voter approval or because politi-
cians need assurance that the public will
approve. Companies will need to pre-
pare their corporate lobbyists—who
know the legislative process and the
players, but not the education issues—
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The following key factors for run-
ning a successful public awareness
campaign are lessons leamed and
shared by the Connecticut Busi-
ness for Education Coalition’s

- Public Awareness Committee, led
by Edward H. Budd, Chairman and
CEO of The Travelers: -

o Action Agenda. Create mes-
sages that are simple, personal,

the target audience.
. Continuous Improvement. Con-
 tinuously measure campaign
effectiveness throu§h pre- and
post-tests to gauge outcomes,
" and use results for improved
. future communications.
;; Long-Term Strategic Commit-
~ " ment. Increase the probability of
: _success by planning around mile-
. stones, increasing the length
~and ihtt_ensity of the cambaign, .

Public Awareness Campaigns

. and enlist a call for action from -

and including the campaign as
part of a long-term coalition com-
munications strategy.

¢ Resource Allocation. Solicit and
commit adequate resources, and
allow at least six months for
campaign development and
execution. »

e Coalition Common Ground. Seek
existing or build new business/
stakeholder coalitions with com-
mon goals or similar existing
and/or planned campaigns to

_help develop, support, and dis-
tribute campaign messages and
materials to employees, mem-
bei's, and the general public.

o Internal Communication. Use
company intemal communica-
tions vehicles (e.g., CEO letter,
video tapes, newsletters, etc.)
as cost effective methods of rais-

- ing employee awareness.

to help plan and implement the political
strategies.

Frequently ignored until late in the
game, a public awareness campaign is
critical to success of any educational
change strategy. Less than 20 percent of
households have school-age children,
and according to a 1991 Gallup survey,
73 percent of parents with children in
public schools believe that their chil-
dren’s schools deserve an “A” or “B”
grade. Clearly, if education reform is to
get the support it needs to succeed,
more adults must recognize the extent
of the problem and the compelling need
for change. The sooner a public aware-
ness campaign is developed and
implemented, the sooner the coalition
will be able to develop essential con-
stituent support.
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The Business Roundtable has recog-
nized the importance of a public
awareness campaign, and joined with
the National Alliance of Business and
other organizations to form the Educa-
tion Excellence Partnership—sponsor
of a five-year Advertising Council media
campaign (sce box on page 25 for more
details).

Finally, the best strategies in the
world will fall flat without a structure for
orchestrating action. The coalition may
establish committees, with chairs
responsible for implementation of vari-
ous parts of the strategic plan. Or it
might use staff from member organiza-
tions, or hire new staff specifically for
this endeavor. One way or the other, it
must clearly fix responsibility for imple-
mentation. Furthermore, those with the

responsibility must have the time to
cairy out their assignments and “rally
the troops” as circumstances require.

This strategic planning process
greatly simplifies the process in which
companies will have to engage. While it
is important to have a strategy for the
entire educational agenda, it is quite
likely that companies will have to push
different parts of their agendas at differ-
ent times. They will have to rethink
strategies that meet with failure, and be
alert for unexpected opportunities to
make progress.

Implement
the Plan

Execution

oundtable companies and their

allies will have to work long and
hard for enactment of the legislative,
regulatory, policy, and funding changes
identified in the strategic plan. Imple-
mentation of the public awareness
campaign will likely be a major compo-
nent of efforts to get their agenda
enacted.

The companies’ work will continue
after enactment to help put the new poli-
cies into practice. Additional legislation
or policies, as well as new appropria-
tions, may well be required. Business
representatives may need to serve on
councils, boards, and commissions asso-
ciated with the new reforms. Without the
support of the business community, the
changes may not be fully implemented.

Roundtable companies can provide
direct assistance to state departments of
education, as well as to individual
school districts and schools, to help
them adopt new practices. Companies
that have begun to decentralize their
own decision making can work at the
state, district, and school levels to help



bring about successful school-based
decision making. This could include
helping to determine which decisions
are best made at which levels and to
identify and develop appropriate staff
Companies can share their planning
and management expertise. Some com-
panies already have begun to work with
school districts to help them adopt
“quality management” practices. Many
companies’ internal management train-
ing programs can be adapted for state
education officials, district superinten-
- dents, and principals. Companies with
extensive staff development programs
can help states and districts develop
their own.

Monitoring and
Assessment
s perfectly planned and executed

A.as astate’s education reform effort
might be, it probably will still need
refinement. Continuous monitoring and
assessment can determine whether
modifications are needed.

Companies should ensure that a sys-
tem will exist to evaluate the
implementation process, and the impact

of the reforms on education structures
and processes, student outcomes. and
worklorce quality.

Assessment of student outcomes and
workforce quality should be delayed
until the reforms have presumably had
time to take effect.

Monitoring and assessment efforts
will help the state stakeholders develop
the capacity to maintain “continuous
improvement,” even with changes in
leadership.

Sustaining Commitment
ffecting state-level education
change requires a long-term com-

mitment from everyone. The Business

Roundtable companies must work with

their stakeholder partners to maintain

support for policy changes and funding.

This involves sustaining momentum

over time and engaging new leaders as

warranted.

Public support for education reform
is critical to sustaining commitment.
The public awareness campaign high-
lighted earlier must be a longterm
activity.

Roundtable companies and their

~ broad-based coalitions must continue to
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cultivate both the leaders and the grass-
roots constituents of member
organizations.

Companies should maintain their
internal education awareness cam-
paigns, publishing articles on education
in company newsletters and distributing
posters throughout offices and plants.
Making education issues more “real” to
employees can help keep companies
engaged. Local school partnerships,
while not likely to improve student out-
comes radically, can build company
support for broader policy efforts.




“Lessons
Learned”’

wo and one-half years into its edu-

cation initiative, The Business
Roundtable has outlined some of the
“lessons learned” from the experience:

1. BUSINESS MUST DEVELOP A NEW MODEL
FOR INVOLVEMENT WITH THE EDUCATION _
SYSTEM. Business has always been
involved with education. However,
many of the early contacts could be
defined as “feel good"—donating band
uniforms, guest lecturing in classroomns,
opening local plants and offices for stu-
dent field trips.... These efforts have
helped build businesses’ understanding
of education and its needs, and trust
between educators and business lead-
ers. But in and of themselves, they will
seldom lead to improved student out-
comes.

For our education system to be
changed so that all children learn at
world-class levels, business involvement
must be long term, systemic, and politi-
cal. Business cannot walk in and flirt
with an education system for a year or
two, walk out, and expect the system to
be transformed. It cannot develop “add-
on” programs that do not affect the
entire system of education and expect
all students to benefit. Finally, it cannot
limit its involvement to public relations
programs. It must be willing to get
“down and dirty” and take the risks
associated with working for needed
changes within the political system.

2. BUSINESS MUST EDUCATE ITSELF ABOUT
EDUCATION BEFORE IT APPROACHES OTHER
STAKEHOLDERS if it hopes to have an
impact on the education system. Busi-
ness must have its own vision of what
changes should be made, and ideas for

how it might help bring about those
changes. .

If business approaches other educa-
tion stakeholders before doing its
homework, it may not be taken seri-
ously. It also runs the risk of setting its
sights too low by supporting marginal
changes rather than those essential to
restructuring the education system and
improving student outcomes.

3.IT 1S EASIER TO DEFINE A VISION THAN TO
DEVELOP A STRATEGY AND IMPLEMENT IT.
The nine essential components are The
Business Roundtable’s vision of what a
restructured education system should
look like. There still remains the difficult
task of developing strategies to imple-
ment this vision in every state in the
country.

The nine essential components must
be modified and adapted to meet the cir-
cumstances in each particular state.
Furthermore, plans must be developed
to translate the state-specific visions into
legislative, regulatory, and policy
changes. The vision encompassed by
the nine essential components is only a

beginning to the long, arduous, and non-
linear process of effecting change.

4, STICK TO THE AGENDA. The desire to
accomplish something can be over-
whelming. While it may be necessary to
compronise the agenda to encompass
the concerns and ideas of other major
stakeholders, the final product must
maintain the integrity of the nine essen-
tial components.

Different stakeholders will like and
dislike different components. But while
they may not be able to endorse each of
the components separately, they might
be able to accept all nine as a package.
Because Roundtable companies may
not be able to maintain consensus once
the more “popular” components are
implemented, they should resist the
temptation to promote the components
one at a time. A comprehensive plan to
implement all components should be
developed up front, though implementa-
tion of each may be phased in over time.

The precise terminology of the nine
components is not as important as the
content. Companies should work The
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Business Roundtable agenda into exist-
ing change efforts that reflect the same
concerns, even if language or order
varies.

5. LOOK INTERNALLY, BEFORE TRYING TO
EFFECT CHANGE EXTERNALLY. Corpora-
tions’ own internal policies have an
effect on education, and corporations
must be willing to evaluate and change
those policies if they are to have credi-
bility with policy makers and education
leaders.

Corporations should make sure that
they are not negotiating for reductions
in their state and local taxes that run
counter to state and local schools’ edu-
cation needs. Their corporate
contributions policies should focus on
the K-12 education system and not
solely on higher education. The educa-
tion programs they fund should
encourage systemic change. Addition-
ally, while corporations are advocating
appropriate training of education profes-
sionals, their own internal training
policies must meet the standards they
support for others.

Companies also need to look into
their own work organization. According
to the Commission on the Skills of the
American Workforce's report America’s
Choice, high skills or low wages!, only
five percent of American companies use
new, high-performance forms of work
organization requiring front-line work-
ers to assume more responsibility and
reducing layers of management. Only if
American employers organize work in
this new way will there be a significant
market for better-educated workers
with higher-order skills. Corporations
should also put pressure on students to
succeed; they should hire only high
school graduates and should ask all job
candidates for their transcripts.

Because the education initiative's
success depends on support throughout

‘“Keepthe =

Promise”’

Campaign
In November of 1992 The ;

'Business Roundtable, in conjunc-
tion with the Advertlsmg COUﬂCIl

andin partnershlp withthe .
National Alliance of Busmess,

+ the American Federation of
Teachers, the National Gover-
nors’ Aséobiation, and the U.S.
Department of Education, - -

 launched :a five-year national
advertising campaign aimed at
building public support for school
reform. This media campaign,
Keep the Promise, rginforces the

- concept that all schools can and
must imbrove, and that bringing -
about this improvement is the
collective responsibility of all our

citizens and allsectors of our
society.

each corporation, corporations need to
educate all their employees about the
education crisis, and encourage their
employees to become involved with
local schools. Corporations can operate
their own mentoring and tutoring pro-
grams. Additionally, where employees
are parents of school-age children, com-
panies can provide parenting education
and adopt personnel policies that make

it easier for parents to support their chil-

dren’s education.

The Roundtable’s new publication
Agents of Change describes exemplary
internal corporate polices and practices
to improve education. (Copies are avail-
able by contacting The Business
Roundtable.)

6. BUILD PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR CHANGE.
Political and education leaders can only
pursue this innovative policy agenda
with broad public support. We must gain
consensus on the essential components
at local, state, and national levels if we
are to significantly improve student out-
comes. Business coalitions in several
states, including Kentucky and West Vir-
ginia, have launched public awareness
campaigns to help build public support.

he Business Roundtable’s educa-

tion initiative is still in the formative
stages. As Roundtable companies con-
tinue their state-level efforts, their
knowledge of what does and does not
work will grow, and they will be able to
share additional insights into the best
ways to effect sound educanonal
change.



- Appendices

Essential Components of a
Successful Education System

Executive Summary
merica’s ability to compete, our democratic system, and the future of our
children depend upon all our children being educationally successful.

The Business Roundtable, representing some 200 corporations, supports the
national education goals endorsed by the nation’s Governors. The achievement
of those goals is vital to the nation’s well-being.

These are the essential components, or characteristics, that the Roundtable
believes are needed to provoke the degree of systemic change that will achieve
the national goals through successful schools:

1. A successful education system operates on four assuniptions:
* Every student can learn at significantly higher levels;
¢ Every student can be taught successfully;
» High expectations for every student are reflected in curriculum content,
though instructional strategies may vary; and
e Every student and every preschool child needs an advocate—preferably
aparent.

2. A successful system is performance or outcome based.

3. A successful system uses assessment strategies as strong and rich as the

outcomes.

4. A successful system rewards schools for success, helps schools in trouble,

and penalizes schools for persistent or dramatic failure.

5. A successful system gives school-based staff a major role in instructional

decisions.

6. A successful system emphasizes staff development.

7. A successful system provides high-quality prekindergarten programs, at

least for every disadvantaged child.

8. A successful system provides health and other social services sufficient to

reduce significant barriers to leaming.

9. A successful system uses technology to raise student and teacher produc-

tivity and expand access to learning.



The Business Roundtable
Education Public Policy
Agenda
merica’s ability to compete, our
democratic system, and the future
of our children depend upon all our chil-
dren being educationally successful.

In the fall of 1989, The Business
Roundtable accepted President Bush’s
challenge to help produce systemic
change in the way teaching and learning
are practiced in the nation’s elementary
and secondary schools. Chief executive
officers of Roundtable member compa-
nies have made a 10-year commitment
of personal time and company
resources to this effort. We have been
learning more about the issues, generat-
ing additional and deeper commitment
on many fronts, and working with the
President, the Governors, and other
interested parties in the formulation of
the announced national education goals.

We support the goals. Their achieve-
ment is vital to the nation’s well-being.
Now it is time to begin implementation,
state-by-state, recognizing that no single
improvement will bring about the sys-
temic change that is needed. The effort
requires a comprehensive approach that
uses the knowledge and resources of
broadly based partnerships in each
state.

The next step is to agree on action
plans for a public policy agenda that
defines the characteristics of a success-
ful school system. This paper identifies
those essential system components,
which we see as the requirements for
provoking the degree of change neces-
sary for achieving the national goals
through successful schools.

Individual Roundtable CEOs and
Governors have teamed up to institute
these components in state policy. The
action plan in each state will be mea-
sured against how the plan contributes

to or detracts from these essential com-
ponents. The nine components should
be considered as a comprehensive and
integrated whole. Their implementation
should be strategically phased in. But if
any one is left unattended, the chances
of overall success will be sharply
reduced.

If, however, every state aggressively
creates a school system embodying all
nine components, this nation will raise a
generation prepared to reestablish
leadership in the international market
place and reaffirm the strength of our
democracy.

There are nine essential components:

I. A SUCCESSFUL EDUCATION SYSTEM
OPERATES ON FOUR ASSUMPTIONS:

A. Every student can leam at significantly
higher levels. We must share this belief if
we hope to achieve much higher levels
of performance from a/ students,
including those with whom we have his-

. torically failed. We must seek to bring

out the very best, not just the lowest
common denominator of performance.
Without this assumption, we are des-
tined for continued failure as our
expectations become self-fulfilling
prophecies.

If we expect a certain number of stu-
dents to fail or perform poorly, we will
identify the first student who has diffi-
culty as one of those who can never
learn when measured against demand-
ing criteria. That student will be literally
or figuratively abandoned, and will be
Jjoined by more and more failed children.
Soon we will have failed as many as we
have today.

B. Every student can be taught success-
fully. Many teachers and schools across
the United States are successfully serv-
ing children who are rich and poor;
children of every color; the disabled and
those who are not; those who have been

raised to speak English and those who
have not. What works is a matter of
knowledge, not opinion. The challenge
is not to invent new ways, but to identify
the successful practices and then train
all school staff in the knowledge and
skills to apply them.

In affirming we know what works,
we do not suggest we know all we need
and want to know. We should continue
to push the frontiers of knowledge
about teaching and learning. The point is
that we know far more than we practice
about how to teach significantly more
students at a much higher level. The
schools’ product must reflect that fact.

C. High expectations for every
student are reflected in curriculum content,
though instructional strategies may vary.
What children learn should be com-
monly challenging. We must focus them
on thinking, problem solving, and inte-
gration of knowledge. We should
provide a rigorous curriculum for all, not
anarrow, watered-down curriculum for
some.

We should also recognize that how
we teach, where and when teaching and
learning occur, and who teaches, should
be different for different students, class-
rooms and schools. The differences
should be governed by what works in
having each child succeed at signifi-
cantly higher levels. When we fail with a
single child or a class or school, we must
recognize we do not yet have the proper
mix of how, where, when, and who.

D. Every student and every preschool
child needs an advocate—preferably a
parent. No one succeeds, or maintains
success, without help. Children need to
be read to and talked to, nurtured and
cared for; and guided to a healthy
lifestyle. All children need security.
Attaining school objectives requires sup-
port beyond the schoolhouse. Each
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child must know that education is val-
ued by one or more persons whose
opinion the child values.

Parents are the best source of such
help. Renewed and urgent attention to
strengthening the family is important
because a strong family will increase
school success significantly. Where .
parental support does not exist, an advo-
cate for the child must be found: another
family member, someone with a youth-
serving organization, a mentor, or
someone from the school.

Il. A SUCCESSFUL SYSTEM IS PERFORMANCE
OR OUTCOME BASED. Too often, our
school staffs are asked, “Did you do
what you were told?” The right question
is, “Did it work?” Trying hard is not
enough. What students actually know
and can do is what counts. Thus, we
must define, in measurable terms, the
outcomes required for achieving a high-
productivity economy and for
maintaining our democratic institutions.

1il. A SUCCESSFUL SYSTEM USES
ASSESSMENT STRATEGIES AS STRONG AND
RICH AS THE ouTCcOMES. We must reexam-
ine how student performance is
assessed in the United States. Tests and
other assessment strategies must reflect
emphases on higher expectations, on
thinking and integration of knowledge,
on understanding main ideas, and on
problem solving. We must abandon
strategies that do otherwise, such as
those that emphasize the ability of recall
or recognition.

The ability to compare student per-
formance at international, national,
state, district, and school levels is also
important. But in making those compar-
isons, student performance should be
tested against objective criteria, not
against the performance of other stu-
dents. Criterion-referenced testing
reveals what a student actually knows
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or can do, while norm-referenced testing
simply tells us what he or she knows or
can do in relationship to others.

Assessment inevitably influences
what is taught. Thus, whether our strate-
gies are performance based, or multiple
choice, they must adequately measure
the skills, knowledge, attitudes, and abil-
ities we expect our schools to produce
in their students.

IV. A SUCCESSFUL SYSTEM REWARDS
SCHOOLS FOR SUCCESS, HELPS SCHOOLS IN
TROUBLE, AND PENALIZES SCHOOLS FOR
PERSISTENT OR DRAMATIC FAILURE. When a
school succeeds, rarely is the staff or
school rewarded. When a school fails,
rarely is the staff or school penalized. A
system built on outcomes requires a sys-
tem of rewards and penalties.

In measuring success, the school's
performance—not that of individual
teachers—should be the standard. Per-
formance should be defined by the
progress a school makes in having all its
students succeed, based on a rigorous
outcome standard, when measured
against the school'’s past performance.
For instance, a success{ul school would
be one in which the proportion of its
successful students, including its at-risk
students, is increased by a prescribed
amount since the previous relevant
assessment period.

There should be a range of rewards
and sanctions. The challenge is to have
alternatives and use them in ways that
are more sensitive and less blunt, mak-
ing certain that all parties understand
the rewards and sanctions and the cir-
cumstances that give rise to each. The
successful should be rewarded, but the
unsuccessful must be helped more than
punished.

V. A SUCCESSFUL SYSTEM GIVES
SCHOOL-BASED STAFF A MAJOR ROLE IN
INSTRUCTIONAL DECISIONS. Who among us
is willing to be held accountable for our
actions if we have little control over
those actions? Who among us can legiti-
mately deny our accountability if we
have the authority and means to act?
School-based accountability for out-
comes and school-based authority to
decide how to achieve the outcomes are
intertwined. Meaningful authority could
include:

A. Real involvement in the selection
of school staff: the instructional staff
help select the principal, the principal
helps select teachers, and the principal
and instructional staff help select non-
certified personnel;

B. Significant budgetary control and
the authon"ty to determine curriculum,
instructional practices, disciplinary mea-
sures, the school’s calendar, and student
and teacher assignments.

V1. A SUCCESSFUL SYSTEM EMPHASIZES
STAFF DEVELOPMENT. Staff quality heavily
influences school outcomes. Adequate
preparation for staff will require at least
four things:

A. Pre-service teacher training pro-
grams that give greater emphasis to
subject matter, field experience, and
effective use of technology in addition to
classroom-based pedagogy;

B. Alternative certification opportuni-
ties for career changers and well-
qualified non-education majors;

C. A strong staff development and
training effort that includes:
¢ asignificant research and develop-

ment capacity to identify

systematically those schools and
instructional practices that work with
all children and youth; and

e atraining system of adequate depth
with staff having sufficient time to
participate; and



D. Selection, preparation and upgrad-
ing programs for administrators,
instructional support staff, and other
non-teaching personnel to assure leader-
ship and assistance that contribute to
student achievement.

VIL. A SUCCESSFUL SYSTEM PROVIDES HIGH-
QUALITY PRE-KINDERGARTEN PROGRAM, AT
LEAST FOR EVERY DISADVANTAGED CHILD.
While not a silver bullet, the evidence is
very strong that a high-quality, develop-
mentally appropriate pre-school
program for disadvantaged children can
in later years significantly reduce teen
pregnancy, poor school performance,
criminal arrest rates, drop-outs, inci-
dence of student placement in special
education and other negative and costly
factors that reflect far too much student
behavior today.

VIIl. A SUCCESSFUL SYSTEM PROVIDES
HEALTH AND OTHER SOCIAL SERVICES
SUFFICIENT TO REDUCE SIGNIFICANT
BARRIERS TO LEARNING. Raising our
expectations for educational perfor-
mance will not produce the needed
improvement unless we also reduce the
barriers to learning }‘epresenbed by poor
student health, criminal behavior in
schools, and inadequate physical facili-
ties. Education is work, and the
conditions needed for successful effort
are no less important in the learning
environment than in the American
workplace.

Pre-natal care, good nutrition for
young mothers and children, preventive
health care, and safe child care are pre-
requisites for children and youth to
perform at the expectation level neces-
sary for a high-productivity economy.

At the same time, students and edu-
cators cannot be expected to perform at
high levels in a work environment
where drugs, crime, or poorly main-

tained physical facilities interfere with
discipline and concentration.

Providing the needed health, social,
and other services will require an
unprecedented measure of collabora-
tion between agencies and/or the
realignment of governance responsibil-
ity for delivering the services
successfully.

IX. A SUCCESSFUL SYSTEM USES
TECHNOLOGY TO RAISE STUDENT AND
TEACHER PRODUCTIVITY AND EXPAND
ACCESS TO LEARNING. Technology is not a
panacea. It cannot, for instance, serve as
achild’s advocate or give school-based
staff a major role in instructional deci-
sions. Yet technology is a critical part of
aprogram of systemic change, for it pro-
vides the means to improve productivity
and access to learning.

Several examples illustrate the point:

A. The development of skills in prob-
lem solving and critical thinking requires
all students to push at their own pace
beyond historical expectations. Only
technology will give masses of students
the necessary breadth and depth of
intellectual engagement to work at dif-
ferent stages of development in different
disciplines.

B. Many disabled students and other
students at risk, who often require
greater individual attention from teach-
ers, will find greater access to learning
through technology.

C. The need for information access
and management will likely be greater in
an outcome-oriented, student-based
educational system, thus increasing the
reliance on technology for both educa-
tion and administration.

D. Technology will be needed to
extend the breadth and depth of staff
development and productivity at a time
when staff are performing to meet

higher expectations.



Resources and
Reference
Sources for the
Policy Examples

The Nine Essential
Components of a
Successful Education
System

1. A successful education
system operates on four
assumptions:

EVERY STUDENT CAN LEARN AT
SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER LEVELS.

Accelerated Schools Project. Henry M.
Levin, Professor of Education and
Economics, Stanford, and Director,
Accelerated Schools Project, (415) 725-1669.

Hopfenberg, W.S., HM. Levin, G. Meister,
and J. Rogers, Accelerated Schools (Stanford
University: Center for Educational Research
at Stanford, 1990).

Maryland. Robert Gabrys, Assistant State
Superintendent for School Performance,
(301) 333-3866.

Utah. Strategic Planning for Public
Education Act, Utah Code Annotated 1953,
Section 53A-1a-104, 1990.

EVERY STUDENT CAN BE TAUGHT
SUCCESSFULLY.

Arkansas. Meeting the National Education
Goals: Schools for Arkansas’ Future, Act
236, 78th Arkansas General Assembly,
Regular Session, 1991.

Oregon. Shirley Gidley, School Reform

Specialist, 21st Century Schools Council,
(503) 373-7118.

Success for All. Lawrence Dolan, Research
Scientist, Center for Research on Effective
Schooling for Disadvantaged Students,
Johns Hopkins University, (410) 516-0274.

HIGH EXPECTATIONS FOR EVERY STUDENT
ARE REFLECTED IN CURRICULUM CONTENT,
THOUGH INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES MAY
VARY.

Coalition of Essential Schools. Lisa
Lasky, Communications Manager, Coalition
of Essential Schools, Brown University,
(401) 863-3384.

Oregon. Shirley Gidley, School Reform
Specialist, 21st Century Schools Council,
(503) 373-7118.

EVERY STUDENT AND EVERY PRESCHOOL
CHILD NEEDS AN ADVOCATE—PREFERABLY
A PARENT.

California. Vivian Burton, Coordinator,
Parenting and Community Education Office,
California Department of Education,

(916) 323-0544.

“] Have a Dream.” Anne Winters-Bishop,
National Executive Director, “I Have a
Dream” Foundation, (212) 736-1730.

Minnesota. Parental Leave: Barry Sullivan,
Office of Government Relations, State
Department of Education, (612) 296-6595.

Parental Involvement: Lois Engstrom,
Manager, Community and Adult Education,
(612) 297-2441.

Missouri. Mildred Winter, Executive
Director, Parents as Teachers National
Center, Inc., (314) 553-5738.

Project Mentor. Sarah Ann Robertson,
Coordinator, Project Mentor, Austin
Independent School District, (512) 499-1700
x3802.

Project Raise. Kalman R. Hettleman,
Executive Director, Baltimore Mentoring
Institute, (410) 685-8316.

School Development Program. James
Comer, Maurice Falk Professor of the Child
Study Center and Child Psychiatry, Yale
University, (203) 785-2548.

2. A successful system is
performance or outcome based.

Maine. Heidi McGinley, Coordinator of the
Common Core of Learning, Maine State
Department of Education, (207) 287-5925.

Minnesota. Joan Wallin, Supervisor,
Instructional Design, Minnesota State
Department of Education, (612) 296-1570.

Oregon. Joyce Reinke, Assistant
Superintendent, 21st Century Schools
Council, Oregon Department of Education,
(503) 373-7118.

Lucinda Welch, Specialist, 21st Century
Schools Council, Oregon Department of

Education, (503) 373-7118.

Pennsylvania. Robert E. Feir, Executive
Director, State Board of Education,
(717) 787-3787.

3. A successful system uses
assessment strategies as strong
and rich as the outcomes.

Arizona. C. Diane Bishop, Superintendent
of Public Instruction, Arizona Department of
Education, (602) 542-5460.

Paul Koehler, Associate Superintendent,
Arizona Department of Education,
(602) 542-5754.

Charles Wiley, Testing Coordinator, Arizona
Department of Education, (602) 542-3759.

Maryland. Jessie Pollack, Chief of Test
Development and Administration, Maryland
State Department of Education,

(410) 333-2375.

Mathematical Sciences Education
Board. Linda P. Rosen, Associate Director
for Policy Studies, Mathematical Sciences
Education Board, (202) 334-1479.

National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP). Gary Phillips, Associate
Commissioner, Education Assessment
Division, National Assessment of
Educational Progress, (202) 219-1761.

National Council on Education
Standards and Testing. Emily Wurtz,
Senior Education Associate, National
Education Goals Panel, (202) 632-0952.

New Standards Project. Jim Gilchrist,
Director of Operations, New Standards
Project, (412) 624-7970.

New York. Carolyn Byme, Director,
Division of Educational Testing,
(518) 474-5902.



Vermont. Ross Brewer, Director of Planning
and Policy Development, Vermont
Department of Education, (802) 828—3135.

4. A successful system rewards
schools for success, helps
schools in trouble, and
penalizes schools for persistent
or dramatic failure.

New Jersey. John Woodbury, Deputy
Commissioner of Education, New Jersey
Department of Education, (609) 292-7078.

Ohio. John Goff, Deputy Director, Ohio
Department of Education, (614) 466-2329.

James Romich, Consultant, Ohio
Department of Education, (614) 466-2761.

South Carolina. Terry K. Peterson,
Executive Director, South Carolina
Business-Education Subcommittee of the
Education Improvement Act and “Target
2000, (803) 734-0487.

5. A successful system gives
school-based staff a major role
in instructional decisions.

Dade County, Florida. Gerald O. Dreyfuss,
Principal, Arvida Middle School,
(305) 385-7144.

Pat Tomillo, Executive Vice President,
United Teachers of Dade, (305) 854-0220.

Minnesota. Peggy Hunter, Enrollment
Options Coordinator, State Department of
Education, (612) 297-2241.

Becky Kelso, State Representative,
Minnesota House of Representatives,
(612) 296-1072.

Ted Kolderie, Senior Associate, Center for
Policy Studies, (612) 224-9703.

Ember Reichgott, State Senator, Minnesota
Senate, (612) 296-2889.

Rochester, New York. Ed Porter, Director
of the Rochester Program, National Center
on Education and the Economy,

(716) 546-7620.

Joanne Scully, Supervising Director of
School Improvement, Rochester City School
District, (716) 262-8307.

San Diego, California. Mary Hopper,
Administrator, Human Resource Services,
San Diego City Schools, (619) 293-8020.

Texas. Deborah Nance, Senior Director for
Institutional Development, Office of
Accountability, Texas Education Agency,
(512) 463-9642.

Dan Powell, Assistant Superintendent ,
Fort Worth Independent School District,
(817) 878-3718.

6. A successful system
emphasizes staff development.

California. School Level Planning: Barbara
Brandes, Administrator of High School
Education, Department of Education,

(916) 322-5016.

Resource Agencies and Consortia: Laura

Wagner, Manager of Teaching Support,
Department of Education, (916) 657-5463.

Subject Matter Projects: Robert Polkinghorn,
Director of University-School Education
Improvement, University of California,

(510) 987-9505.

National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards. James Smith, Senior
Vice President, National Board for
Professional Teaching Standards,

(313) 259-0830.

Nebraska. Melodee Landis, Director,
Instructional Technology Team, Nebraska
Department of Education, (402) 471-2918.

Vermont. Ross Brewer, Director of Planning
and Policy Development, Department of
Education, (802) 828-3135.

‘West Virginia. Henry Marockie, State

Superintendent of Schools, West Virginia
Department of Education, (304) 558-2681.

7. A successful system provides
high-quality prekindergarten
programs, at least for every
disadvantaged child.

Connecticut. Paul Vivian, Coordinator of
Family Resource Centers, Connecticut
Department of Human Resources,

(203) 566-8048.

New Jersey. Tynette W. Hills, Program
Coordinator, Office of Early Childhood
Education, Division of Educational
Programs and Student Services, New Jersey
Department of Education, (609) 984-3429,

Ohio. Chris Stoneburner, Director, Head
Start, State of Ohio Collaboration Project,
Governor’s Office, (614) 644-0791.

Oregon. Dell Ford, Head Start Specialist,
Oregon Department of Education,
(503) 378-5585.

Success By 6. Beverly P. Propes, Director of
Community Initiatives, United Way of
Minneapolis Area, (612) 340-7686.

Success By 6: Interim Evaluation Report
(Minneapolis: United Way of Minneapolis
Area, 1991).

Success By 6: The Early Days (Minneapolis:
United Way of Minneapolis Area, 1991).
Washington. Mary Frost, Children’s
Services Unit Manager, Department of
Community Development, Washington State

Department of Community Development,
(206) 7534106.

8. A successful system provides
health and other social services
sufficient to reduce significant
barriers to learning.

California. Jane Henderson, Assistant
Superintendent, Interagency Children and
Youth Services Division, California
Department of Education, (916) 657-3558.

Iowa. Raymond E. Morley, Consultant,
Department of Education; (515) 281-3966.

New Beginnings. Jeanne Jehl,
Administrator on Special Assignment,
San Diego Schools, (619) 293-8371.

New Futures. William J. Rust, Director of
Communications, Annie E. Casey
Foundation, (800) 222-1099.

“New Futures: The Challenge of Change,”
A.E.C. Focus (a quarterly report from the
Annie E. Casey Foundation), spring, 1992.

New Jersey. Edward Tetelman, Director,
Office of Legal and Regulatory Affairs, New
Jersey Department of Human Services,
(609) 292-1617.
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9. A successful system uses
technology to raise student and
teacher productivity and
expand access to learning.

Arkansas. Cecil McDermott, Program
Director, IMPAC Learning Systems, Inc.,
(501) 324-9652.

California. Ron A. Miles, Branch Manager,
IBM EDUQUEST, (916) 326-5030.

South Carolina. Henry J. Cauthen,
President and General Manager, South
Carolina Educational Television,

(803) 737-3240.

Texas. Geoffrey H. Fletcher, Associate
Commissioner for Technology, Texas
Education Agency, (512) 463-9087.

Washington. Albert S. Huff, Executive °
Director, Washington School Information
Processing Cooperative, (206) 775-8471.

The Kentucky Approach

Steve Swift, Director of Public Information,
Kentucky Department of Education,
(502) 564-3421.

1. Operating Assumptions. William G.
Scott, Director, Division of Student and
Family Support Services, Kentucky
Department of Education, (502) 564-3678.

2. Outcome-Based System. Edward Reidy,

Associate Commissioner, Kentucky
Department of Education, (502) 564-4394.

3. Strong and Rich Assessment
Strategies. Edward Reidy, Associate
Commissioner, Kentucky Department of
Education, (502) 564-439%4.

Scott Trimble, Division Director, Division of

Accountability, Kentucky Department of
Education, (502) 564-4394.

4. Rewards, Assistance, and Penalties.
David Thomas, Deputy Commissioner,
Learning Results Services, (502) 564-43%4.

5. School-Based Decision Making. Bernie

Carr, Director, Division of School Based

Decision Making, Kentucky Department of
Education, (502) 564-4201.

6. Staff Development. Certification: Traci
Bliss, Associate Commissioner, Kentucky
Department of Education, (502) 564-46006.

Professional Development: Gail Gerry,
Director, Division of Professional
Development, Kentucky Department of
Education, (502) 564-2672.

7. High Quality Pre-Kindergarten
Program. Abbie Robinson-Armstrong,
Director, Division of Early Childhood,
Kentucky Departiment of Education,
(502) 564-3064.

8. Integrated Health and Social
Services. Ronnie Dunn, Branch Manager,
Family Resource Youth Service Centers,
(502) 564-4986.

9. Technology. Joe Kirkman, Associate
Commissioner, Office of Education
Technology, (502) 564-4770.
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