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Proposed requirements for States receiving funds under Phase 2 of the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund program were published in the Federal Register on July 29, 2009; see http://www.ed.gov/legislation/FedRegister/proprule/2009-3/072909e.html.  Below are tables, by education reform area, summarizing the proposed data and information collection and reporting requirements for States.  

Note:  New data or information collections marked with an asterisk (*) are collections that the Department estimates to be of low or minimal burden on States and local school districts.  For existing collections, the Department will provide the State with the data or information that the State will publicly report.

	Achieving Equity in Teacher Distribution (education reform area (a))

Summary: To enable State officials, parents, the Department of Education, local educators and other key stakeholders to measure States’ progress towards improving teacher effectiveness and achieving equity in the distribution of teachers and principals, States will need to collect, publish, and analyze basic information about how districts evaluate teacher and principal effectiveness and distribute their highly qualified and effective teachers among schools.  The objective is to highlight inequities that result in low-income and minority students being taught by inexperienced, unqualified, out-of-field or ineffective teachers at higher rates than other students.  Similarly, because principals play a critical role in teaching and learning, it is important to highlight inequities that result in low-income and minority students being taught in schools overseen by ineffective principals at higher rates than other students.  



	Citation
	Description
	Rationale
	Reporting Level
	New or Existing Collection?

	Indicator (a)(1)
	The number and percentage of core academic courses taught, in the highest-poverty and lowest-poverty schools, by teachers who are highly qualified consistent with section 9101(23) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
	This is a measure of teacher qualification that States currently collect and report to the Department. 
	State and District
	Existing data 

	Descriptor (a)(1)
	The systems used to evaluate the performance of teachers

	Teacher evaluation systems typically reflect a holistic view of teacher performance, and as such are an important information source for assessing the distribution of effective teachers.
	District
	New information

	Indicator (a)(2)
	Whether the systems used to evaluate the performance of teachers include student achievement outcomes as an evaluation criterion
	Evaluation systems that include student achievement outcomes yield reliable assessments of teacher performance.  Knowing if an evaluation system includes these outcomes informs the value of teacher performance ratings.


	District
	*New information (yes/no indication)

	Indicator (a)(3)
	If the district’s teachers receive performance ratings or levels through an evaluation system, the number and percentage of teachers rated at each performance rating or level
	Ratings from teacher evaluation systems further highlight the strengths and weaknesses of those systems and provide valuable information on the distribution of effective teachers across districts.


	District
	*New data 

	Indicator (a)(4)
	If the district’s teachers receive performance ratings or levels through an evaluation system, whether the number and percentage of teachers rated at each performance rating or level is available for each school in the district in a manner easily accessible and a format easily understandable by the public
	To the extent information on the distribution of teacher performance ratings is readily accessible by school, State officials, parents and other key stakeholders can identify and address inequities in the distribution of effective teachers on an ongoing basis.
	District
	*New information (yes/no indication)

	Descriptor (a)(2)
	The systems used to evaluate the performance of principals

	Principal evaluation systems typically provide a holistic view of principal performance, and as such are an important information source for assessing the distribution of effective principals.
	District
	New information

	Indicator (a)(5)
	Whether the systems used to evaluate the performance of principals include student achievement outcomes as an evaluation criterion
	Evaluation systems that include student achievement outcomes yield reliable assessments of principal performance.  Knowing if an evaluation system includes these outcomes informs the value of principal performance ratings.


	District
	*New information (yes/no indication)

	Indicator (a)(6)
	If the district’s principals receive performance ratings or levels through an evaluation system, the number and percentage of principals rated at each performance rating or level
	Ratings from principal evaluation systems further highlight the strengths and weaknesses of those systems and provide valuable information on the distribution of effective principals across districts.
	District
	*New data 


	Improving Collection and Use of Data (education reform area (b))

Summary:  Data are essential in informing educators, parents, and policymakers on the progress of students and schools.  Knowing where improvement is occurring – or not occurring – allows stakeholders to target resources, make mid-course corrections, and recognize success.  Having systems to collect and report this information in a meaningful way is vital to its use and transparency.  To measure progress in this reform area, we propose to require that States provide information on whether they have the minimum essential capabilities of a modern statewide longitudinal data system and whether they provide teachers with data on student performance that include estimates of individual teacher impact on student achievement in a manner that is timely and informs instruction.



	Citation
	Description
	Rationale
	Reporting Level
	New or Existing Collection?

	Indicator (b)(1)
	Which of the 12 elements described in section 6401(e)(2)(D) of the America COMPETES Act (20 U.S.C. 9871) are included in the State’s statewide longitudinal data system
	Knowing the extent to which a State has developed a system that includes all of the elements described in the America COMPETES Act provides valuable information on the capabilities of the State’s data systems and on any limitations on the use of data to inform instruction.
	State
	*New information (yes/no indication with respect to each element)

	Indicator (b)(2)
	Whether the State provides teachers of reading/language arts and mathematics in grades in which the State administers assessments in those subjects with data on the performance of their students on those assessments that include estimates of individual teacher impact on student achievement, in a manner that is timely and informs instruction
	To provide transparency on whether the State is utilizing data from its statewide longitudinal data system in ways that enable teachers, principals and district leaders to be reflective on their practice and drive education reform and improvements in the classroom.
	State
	*New information (yes/no indication)


	Standards and Assessments (education reform area (c))

Summary:  For students to be successfully prepared for college and careers, States must have high expectations that embrace rigorous, high quality standards and assessments that challenge and include all students.  As we move to increase the level of rigor and benchmark our efforts, it’s vital that States be transparent and provide information on their current standards and assessment systems and progress underway to enhance these systems. 

To measure progress on the implementation of high-quality State assessments, a State will be required to publically share existing information on the approval status of its assessment system and any new information on the activities in which the State is engaged in order to enhance its assessments.  Additional and specific reporting on the State’s assessment of  students with disabilities and limited English proficient students will be required as well as information on whether the State conducts analyses of the accommodations it provides those students to determine their effectiveness.  This information can be used by stakeholders to target resources and improvement efforts. 

To measure progress on improving standards, the State would confirm that it is providing an opportunity for the public to compare student performance on its State’s assessment results against common national assessment results.  Additionally, the State would provide new data on the rates at which students graduate from high school and complete credit-bearing coursework in college.  These data and information will provide useful perspectives and comparisons on whether the State has developed and is implementing academic content and student achievement standards that are of high quality and contribute effectively to student preparation for college without the need for remediation.



	Citation
	Description
	Rationale
	Reporting Level
	New or Existing Collection?

	Indicator (c)(1)
	The approval status, as determined by the Department, of the State’s assessment system under section 1111(b)(3) of the ESEA with respect to reading/language arts, mathematics, and science assessments
	Although public, the approval status of a State’s assessment system is not widely known.  By confirming this status, the State is providing greater transparency regarding whether it is meeting the minimum ESEA requirements and is implementing valid and reliable State academic assessments. 
	State
	Existing information 

	Indicator (c)(2)
	Whether the State is engaged in activities consistent with section 6112(a) of the ESEA (20 U.S.C. 7301a) to enhance the quality of its academic assessments
	To inform stakeholders on whether and how the State is taking actions to enhance the quality of its assessments, beyond the minimum ESEA requirements, to better assess and meet the needs of its students.
	State
	*New information (yes/no indication with respect to each specified activity)

	Descriptor (c)(1)
	The nature of any such activities indicated in Indicator (c)(2)
	
	State
	*New information

	Indicator (c)(3)
	Whether the State has developed and implemented valid and reliable alternate assessments for students with disabilities that are approved by the Department
	To provide transparency on the effort a State is making to include students with disabilities and limited English proficient students in a valid and reliable assessment system. States are also asked to provide additional information on recent activities to provide a more comprehensive picture of their overall efforts and supports.  
	State
	Existing information

	Indicator (c)(4)
	Whether the State’s alternate assessments for students with disabilities, if approved by the Department, are based on grade-level, modified, or alternate academic achievement standards
	
	State
	Existing information

	Indicator (c)(5)
	Whether the State has completed, within the last two years, an analysis of the appropriateness and effectiveness of the accommodations it provides students with disabilities to ensure their meaningful participation in State assessments
	
	State
	*New information (yes/no indication)

	Indicator (c)(6)
	The number and percentage of students with disabilities who are included in State reading/language arts and mathematics assessments
	
	State
	Existing data 

	Indicator (c)(7)
	Whether the State has completed, within the last two years, an analysis of the appropriateness and effectiveness of the accommodations it provides limited English proficient students to ensure their meaningful participation in State assessments
	
	State
	*New information (yes/no indication)

	Indicator (c)(8)
	Whether the State provides native language versions of State assessments for limited English proficient students that are approved by the Department
	
	State
	Existing information

	Indicator (c)(9)
	The number and percentage of limited English proficient students who are included in State reading/language arts and mathematics assessments
	
	State
	Existing data 

	Indicator (c)(10)
	Whether the State’s annual State Report Card (under ESEA section 1111(h)(1)) contains the most recent available State reading and mathematics NAEP results as required by 34 CFR 200.11(c)
	Through the comparison of student achievement results on State assessments versus national assessments, the public can see the extent to which a State has developed and is implementing high-quality academic content and student achievement standards.
	State
	Existing information

	Indicator (c)(11)
	The number and percentage of students who graduate from high school using a four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate as required by 34 CFR 200.19(b)(1)(i)
	By reporting graduation, college enrollment and course completion rates back to high schools, stakeholders will have information on the extent to which schools, districts and the State have developed and are implementing secondary school academic content and achievement standards that contribute effectively to students’ preparation and access to college without the need for remediation.
	State, district, and school (by subgroup)
	New data 

	Indicator (c)(12)
	Of the students who graduate from high school consistent with 34 CFR 200.19(b)(1)(i), the number who enroll in an institution of higher education (IHE) as defined in section 101(a) of the Higher Education Act
	
	State, district, and school (by subgroup)
	New data 

	Indicator (c)(13)
	Of the students who graduate from high school consistent with 34 CFR 200.19(b)(1)(i) who enroll in a public IHE in the State, the number who complete at least one year’s worth of college credit (applicable to a degree) within two years
	
	State, district, and school (by subgroup)
	New data 


	Supporting Struggling Schools (education reform area (d))

Summary:  In chronically low-performing schools, superficial or minor interventions that simply tinker around the edges of reform have not demonstrated substantial impact in increasing student achievement outcomes.  Struggling schools require thoughtful and transformative interventions.  For this education reform area, we propose that States collect and report data and information on the extent to which dramatic reforms to improve student academic achievement are implemented in schools identified for improvement, corrective action or restructuring under Title I of the ESEA.  These data inform students, parents, and local and national stakeholders of places where significant interventions are being implemented to improve educational opportunities for students.

Quality charter schools offer additional options and models to serve students and improve struggling schools.  Knowing where quality charter school options exist and the extent to which districts and States hold the schools accountable helps stakeholders assess the progress the State is making to reduce the number of struggling schools and improve the overall quality of schools within the State.



	Citation
	Description
	Rationale
	Reporting Level
	New or Existing Collection?

	Indicator (d)(1)
	The number and percentage (including numerator and denominator) of schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that have made progress on State assessments in reading/language arts in the last year
	To provide transparency on whether effective reforms are being implemented in schools in need of academic intervention in the State.
	State and  district
	*New data 

	Indicator (d)(2)
	The number and percentage of schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that have made progress on State assessments in mathematics in the last year
	
	State and  district
	*New data 

	Indicator (d)(3)
	The number and percentage (including numerator and denominator) of schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that have been turned around, consolidated, or closed in the last year
	
	State and  district
	*New data 

	Indicator (d)(4)
	Of the schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring, the number and identity of schools in the lowest-achieving five percent that have been turned around, consolidated, or closed in the last year
	
	State
	*New data and information 

	Indicator (d)(5)
	Of the schools in the lowest-achieving five percent of schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that have been turned around, consolidated, or closed in the last year, the number that are secondary schools
	
	State
	*New data 

	Indicator (d)(6)
	The number of charter schools that are currently permitted to operate
	To provide transparency on the extent to which opening charter schools is a viable reform option for  districts with schools in improvement, corrective action,  or restructuring and other struggling schools.
	State and (if applicable)  district
	*New data 

	Indicator (d)(7)
	The number of charter schools currently operating
	
	State and  district
	Existing data

	Indicator (d)(8)
	The number and identity of charter schools that have closed (including schools that were not reauthorized to operate) within the last five years
	The extent to which States and districts have closed charter schools indicates the strength of charter school accountability systems and ensures that only quality options remain available while unsuccessful schools are closed. 
	State and  district
	*New data and information

	Indicator (d)(9)
	For each charter school that closed within the last five years, whether the closure of the school was for financial, enrollment, academic, or other reasons
	
	School
	*New information
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