Reforming Public Education

A Structural Framework for Accountability and
Competence

Policy Framework Document

Prepared for Public Review

Version 1.0

Date: Dec, 2025



Attribution and Intended Audience

1 Attribution

This document is an independent policy framework developed for the purpose of structural
analysis and institutional redesign of compulsory public education.

It is not produced on behalf of any political party, government department, advocacy
organization, labor group, or commercial interest. It does not seek to advance electoral outcomes,
ideological positions, or stakeholder preferences.

The framework is grounded in governance principles, accountability theory, comparative
institutional analysis, and observable system performance. Where conclusions are drawn, they
are derived from structural conditions and outcome patterns rather than value judgments or
partisan alignment.

Responsibility for implementation, adaptation, or legislative action rests with the appropriate
public authorities. This document proposes a framework. It does not claim authority beyond
analysis and design.

2 Intended Audience

This document is written for:

o legislators and policy-makers responsible for public education statutes and funding

e senior public servants and institutional leaders responsible for system design

» oversight bodies concerned with accountability and public value

o members of the public seeking a clear, non-ideological explanation of systemic failure
and proposed correction

It is not written for:

e campaign messaging

e political advocacy

o professional self-defense

o institutional branding

e classroom-level operational guidance

The audience is assumed to be capable of engaging with structural argument, institutional
critique, and governance design without reliance on narrative framing or rhetorical persuasion.



3 Scope of Intent

This document is explicitly:

e not advocacy
It does not argue for positions based on moral preference, ideological alignment, or social
identity.

e not partisan
It does not assign blame to political parties, administrations, or elected officials, nor does
it recommend electoral outcomes.

e not operational micromanagement
It does not prescribe lesson plans, teaching methods, staffing models, or day-to-day
administrative practices.

The document is concerned exclusively with purpose, authority, accountability, structure,
and enforcement at the system level.

4 Use and Interpretation

This framework is intended to inform public discussion, legislative consideration, and
institutional redesign. It may be cited, adapted, or critiqued in whole or in part.

Selective use of excerpts without consideration of the full framework may misrepresent its intent.
Conclusions within the document are interdependent and should be evaluated as a coherent
system rather than as isolated proposals.

Section Bottom Line

This document is a structural governance framework.

It is not an argument for alignment, but a proposal for accountability.

It does not advocate positions; it defines mechanisms.

Its purpose is to clarify what compulsory public education is for, why the current structure fails
to deliver, and how that failure can be corrected through enforceable institutional design.



Executive Summary

What Is Happening

Public education is failing to deliver consistent, reliable competence outcomes despite sustained
public investment, continuous reform activity, and expanding administrative infrastructure.
Declining literacy and numeracy, uneven preparation for adult life, increasing curriculum
inconsistency, and rising downstream remediation costs indicate systemic failure rather than
isolated underperformance.

The failure is not confined to specific schools, regions, or demographic groups. It manifests
across jurisdictions with different funding levels, governance models, and political leadership.
This indicates a structural problem rather than a contextual or local one.

At the institutional level, education systems continue to function procedurally. Schools operate,
curricula are published, assessments are administered, and students advance. However, the
connection between participation and demonstrable competence has weakened. Credentials
increasingly fail to correspond to capability. Graduation rates rise while remediation expands.
Employers, post-secondary institutions, and families absorb the cost of skills not delivered
during compulsory education.

Public confidence reflects this disjunction. Parents increasingly report uncertainty about what is
being taught, how standards are enforced, and whether outcomes can be trusted. Teachers report
role overload, shifting expectations, and pressure unrelated to instruction. Oversight bodies
produce reports, but persistent failure rarely triggers correction.

This pattern is characteristic of institutional drift: the system remains active while outcomes
degrade and accountability dissolves.

Why It Is Happening

The central cause of failure is the absence of clear outcome ownership within education
governance.

Public education is compulsory, but no institution is structurally responsible for ensuring that
defined competencies are actually delivered. Authority is distributed across ministries, school
boards, administrative units, and schools, while responsibility for results is diffused. When
outcomes decline, failure is explained rather than corrected.

Curriculum drift emerges from this structure. Learning objectives expand without clear
prioritization. Core competencies are displaced by accumulated mandates. Curriculum changes
occur without transparency or enforceable justification. In the absence of binding adherence
requirements, delivery varies widely across regions and classrooms. Inconsistency becomes
normal, and evaluation becomes impossible.



Political exposure exacerbates drift. Curriculum standards and oversight functions are subject to
electoral cycles, ideological pressure, and advocacy capture. Stability required for long-term
competence development is undermined by short-term signaling. Governance bodies become
mediators of controversy rather than enforcers of standards.

School boards, originally designed for localized administration, now operate as redundant and
weak governance layers. They influence policy without owning outcomes, lack enforcement
authority, and are highly susceptible to political and ideological capture. Their presence
fragments accountability and provides insulation from consequence.

Teachers are placed at the point of failure without authority to correct structural problems. As
roles expand beyond instruction into counseling, mediation, and values arbitration, instructional
focus degrades. Burnout and turnover rise, further destabilizing delivery.

Funding increases do not correct these failures because they enter a system without outcome
enforcement. Resources expand activity but do not realign incentives. Complexity increases
while performance stagnates.

The system fails not because it lacks effort or concern, but because it lacks enforceable structure.

What Has Been Tried and Why It Fails

Reform efforts over several decades have focused primarily on inputs rather than governance.

Funding increases have been used to expand programming, reduce class sizes, deploy
technology, and add support services. While individually defensible, these investments were not
tied to enforceable standards or outcome ownership. As a result, they increased system
complexity without correcting drift. Costs rose while performance remained uneven.

Local control has been emphasized as a democratic safeguard. In practice, local autonomy
without external enforcement produced fragmented standards, inconsistent outcomes, and
governance capture. Poor performance could persist indefinitely because no authority was
empowered to intervene decisively.

Accountability initiatives relied heavily on internal review, narrative explanation, and perpetual
remediation. Escalation mechanisms were weak or discretionary. Persistent failure rarely
triggered structural correction. Institutions learned to manage optics rather than outcomes.

Curriculum reforms attempted modernization through expansion rather than discipline.
Additional mandates accumulated without removing ineffective content or restoring mastery
expectations. Overload displaced depth, repetition, and practice.

None of these approaches addressed the core issue: no institution owned the obligation to deliver
defined competence outcomes and correct failure when they were not met.



What Must Change

Structural correction requires reassignment of authority, not additional initiatives.

First, the purpose of public education must be defined in enforceable operational terms centered
on competence. Literacy, numeracy, analytical reasoning, civic understanding, and life readiness
must be treated as binding obligations, not aspirational goals.

Second, governance must be redesigned to assign clear outcome ownership. Education oversight
must be removed from direct political execution and from obsolete intermediary structures.
School boards must be dissolved as governing authorities.

Third, a permanent independent authority must be established to own standards, evaluate
performance, enforce adherence, and correct failure. This authority must be insulated from
political interference, constrained by statute, transparent by default, and accountable to the
public.

Fourth, curriculum must be stabilized, transparent, and binding. Deviation without authorization
must be treated as non-compliance. Flexibility must be defined rather than assumed.

Fifth, accountability must be automatic and non-discretionary. Institutional performance must be
publicly graded. Grades must trigger mandatory escalation. Failure must have consequence.

Sixth, parents must be provided with formal, meaningful mechanisms to evaluate institutional
performance and trigger review. Trust must be structural, not relational.

Finally, reform must be fiscally disciplined. The public already pays for education failure
through remediation, social services, and lost productivity. Structural reform reallocates existing
cost toward effectiveness rather than increasing taxation.

Summary of Recommendations

This framework proposes the following integrated reforms:

e Define the purpose of compulsory public education in enforceable competency terms

e Dissolve school boards as governing authorities

e Remove education oversight from direct government execution

o Establish the Independent Education Standards and Accountability Authority (IESAA)

o Assign IESAA exclusive authority over standards, curriculum approval, audits, grading,
and enforcement

e Implement a public 1-5 institutional grading system with automatic escalation

o Stabilize curriculum and enforce adherence through audit



o Restore teacher role clarity and protect compliant professionalism

o Create a parent institutional report card with trigger thresholds

e Require full public reporting of system performance and enforcement actions

o Reallocate existing education governance costs toward instruction, audit, and remediation
o Subject IESAA itself to public reporting, external audit, and legislative review

These recommendations are interdependent. Partial adoption will not correct systemic failure.

Executive Summary Bottom Line

Public education is a compulsory institution with lifelong consequences. It cannot function on
trust, intention, or explanation alone. It requires enforceable purpose, clear authority, transparent
performance measurement, and the ability to correct failure.

The current structure does not provide these conditions. This framework does.
The reforms proposed herein do not require new taxes, ideological alignment, or expanded
bureaucracy. They require structural honesty, institutional discipline, and the reassignment of

responsibility.

Failure to act will not preserve the system. It will continue its quiet degradation while costs rise
and confidence erodes.

This document presents a path to correction.
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Part I: Defining the System

1. Purpose of Public Education

Public education is a compulsory public institution funded by taxpayers and attended by minors
who do not have the option to opt out in any meaningful sense. Participation is mandated by law,
attendance is enforced by the state, and the outcomes of participation have lifelong consequences
for individuals and society. Because of this compulsory nature, public education carries a higher
obligation of clarity, restraint, and accountability than any voluntary public service.

Unlike optional public programs, individuals do not self-select into education based on
alignment, preference, or perceived benefit. Children enter the system before they possess legal
agency, political voice, or economic independence. Parents are legally required to comply, and
the state assumes authority over a substantial portion of a child’s formative years. That authority
cannot be justified by tradition, intent, or effort. It can only be justified by demonstrable
outcomes.

For this reason, ambiguity in purpose is not a benign flaw. It is an institutional failure.

The purpose of public education must therefore be defined in enforceable, operational terms,
not aspirational language, values-based rhetoric, or ideological preference. Vague mission
statements invite expansion without accountability. Ambiguous objectives permit substitution of
personal judgment for institutional obligation. Over time, this produces drift, inconsistency, and
failure without consequence.

This framework begins from a clear and binding premise:

Public education exists to produce competence, not conformity, and capability, not
ideological alignment.

Any function that cannot be defended in those terms lies outside the legitimate mandate of a
compulsory education system and must be excluded by design.

1.1 Functional Literacy and Numeracy

The first and non-negotiable purpose of public education is to ensure that all students achieve
functional literacy and numeracy.

Functional literacy is not exposure to text, participation in discussion, or subjective expression. It
is the demonstrated ability to read, comprehend, evaluate, and use complex real-world written
material. This includes the ability to understand contracts, policies, instructions, legal documents,
technical explanations, and public communications. It also includes the ability to write clearly,
coherently, and persuasively in a manner that conveys meaning, structure, and intent.



Students who lack functional literacy cannot reliably protect their own interests. They struggle to
navigate employment requirements, understand legal obligations, evaluate public claims, or
recognize manipulation. These deficits do not remain academic. They translate directly into
economic vulnerability, legal exposure, and civic disengagement.

Functional numeracy is the parallel capacity to apply quantitative reasoning in practical contexts.
It includes accurate arithmetic, proportional reasoning, percentage and probability
comprehension, interpretation of graphs and tables, and evaluation of basic statistical claims.
Numeracy is not advanced mathematics. It is the foundation of financial independence,
workplace competence, and informed decision-making.

Individuals who lack numeracy are disproportionately vulnerable to debt, exploitation, and
misinformation. This is not incidental. It is predictable.

These competencies are prerequisites for employment, post-secondary education, informed
citizenship, financial independence, and legal comprehension. Failure to deliver them constitutes
institutional failure, regardless of intent, effort, or explanatory narrative.

Crucially, literacy and numeracy outcomes are measurable, comparable, and auditable. They
therefore serve as primary accountability anchors for the education system. A system that
cannot reliably deliver these competencies cannot justify its compulsory authority.

1.2 Scientific and Analytical Competence

Public education must equip students with the ability to reason about evidence, causation, and
uncertainty.

Scientific and analytical competence refers to the capacity to understand how knowledge is
generated, tested, revised, and applied. This includes understanding the scientific method,
distinguishing hypothesis from evidence, separating correlation from causation, evaluating
claims based on data rather than authority, and recognizing uncertainty, limits of knowledge, and
trade-offs.

This competence does not require alignment with any worldview or ideological framework. It
requires intellectual discipline.

An education system that emphasizes conclusions without teaching the reasoning that produces
them creates graduates who are dependent on authority, vulnerable to misinformation, and
unable to evaluate competing claims. Such graduates are ill-equipped for scientific, technical,
economic, and civic domains alike.

Analytical competence is therefore not confined to science or mathematics. It is foundational to

democratic participation, economic productivity, institutional trust, and personal autonomy. A
population that cannot evaluate evidence cannot meaningfully consent, dissent, or self-govern.
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1.3 Civic Understanding: Law, Rights, and Obligations

Public education has a legitimate role in teaching how civic systems function. It does not have a
legitimate role in prescribing political belief.

Civic understanding is a form of institutional literacy, not ideological alignment. Students must
understand the structure of government, separation of powers, the role of courts and law
enforcement, the nature and limits of individual rights, and the obligations that accompany
citizenship. They must understand how laws are made, enforced, challenged, and changed
through lawful processes.

This instruction must be factual, neutral, grounded in law rather than ideology, and consistent
across classrooms. The objective is comprehension, not persuasion.

Students must leave school understanding how the system operates, how to engage with it
lawfully, and how rights are protected and constrained in practice. They must not be instructed
what political positions to adopt or what outcomes to advocate.

Teaching civic mechanics is not political advocacy. It is institutional literacy. A system that fails
to provide this literacy produces citizens who are either disengaged or reactive, neither of which
serves a functioning democracy.

1.4 Economic and Life Readiness

Public education must prepare students for the practical realities of adult life. This is not a
peripheral outcome. It is a core obligation of a compulsory system that transitions minors into
independent adulthood.

Economic and life readiness includes foundational competence in personal finance, budgeting,
credit, taxation basics, contracts, employment terms, time management, responsibility, and non-
academic problem-solving. These are not advanced skills. They are baseline protections against
predictable harm.

When students graduate without these competencies, they do not enter adulthood neutral. They
enter it vulnerable. They learn through debt, contractual exploitation, workplace
misunderstanding, and legal error. The costs of that learning are borne by families, employers,
social services, and the justice system.

This is not a cultural failure or a personal shortcoming. It is a risk management failure by the
institution entrusted with compulsory preparation.
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Preparing students for adult life is not vocational tracking, moral conditioning, or social
engineering. It is harm reduction in a system that mandates attendance, controls curriculum, and
determines progression.

1.5 Preparation for Work, Trades, Post-Secondary Education, or
Entrepreneurship

Public education must explicitly acknowledge that students pursue different post-school
pathways and must prepare them accordingly.

A system that implicitly treats one pathway as superior distorts incentives, disengages students,
and damages the economy. A credible system provides rigorous preparation for multiple
outcomes, including post-secondary education, skilled trades, technical careers, and
entrepreneurship.

Early identification of strengths and aptitudes is essential. This is not predetermination. It is
realism. Students differ in interests, capabilities, and goals. Preparation must reflect that reality
rather than deny it.

A system that prioritizes credentials over competence, prestige over suitability, and debt over
opportunity fails both individuals and society. Preparation must be plural, practical, and
grounded in real-world demand rather than institutional habit.

1.6 Explicit Rejection of Non-Purposes

To preserve legitimacy and trust, public education must explicitly reject functions it is not
equipped or authorized to perform. Boundary ambiguity is not neutral. It is the primary
mechanism through which institutions drift and accountability collapses.

Public education is not responsible for:

e ideological formation

o moral or value arbitration beyond shared civic fundamentals
e political advocacy or messaging

e social engineering experiments

o substitution of parental authority

o resolving societal conflict through classroom instruction

These functions are contested by nature and incompatible with a compulsory institution serving a

diverse population of minors. When education assumes responsibility for contested outcomes, it
forfeits neutrality and invites politicization.
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Where values are contested, the system must default to transparency, restraint, neutrality, and
parental primacy. These are legitimacy safeguards, not avoidance strategies.

1.7 Enforceability and Accountability

Purpose statements are meaningless without enforcement. Aspirational language does not correct
institutional failure.

Each purpose defined in this section must be translated into measurable outcomes, embedded in
curriculum standards, audited independently, and linked to institutional consequence. Without
this chain, purpose becomes narrative and failure becomes permanent.
When outcomes are not met, the system must respond predictably:

o diagnosis identifies cause

e correction addresses failure

e escalation occurs if failure persists

Explanation without consequence is not accountability. It is tolerance.

Section Bottom Line

Public education exists to produce competent, capable individuals prepared for adult life, civic
participation, and economic reality. Because participation is compulsory and authority is

imposed, purpose must be explicit, bounded, and enforceable. This section establishes the non-
negotiable foundation upon which governance, accountability, and structural reform must rest.
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Part II: Diagnosing Failure

4. Curriculum Drift

Curriculum drift is the gradual departure of an education system from its stated purpose without
formal authorization, transparent justification, or enforceable accountability. It is not the result of
a single policy decision, reform package, or political administration. It is a structural failure
mode that emerges when no entity is explicitly responsible for defending outcomes over time.

In a compulsory public institution, curriculum is not merely a pedagogical guide. It is the
operational contract between the state and the public. It defines what the system commits to
teach, what students are entitled to learn, and what society can reasonably expect graduates to
know and be able to do. When curriculum becomes unstable, discretionary, or opaque, the
institution loses its ability to justify compulsory participation.

Curriculum drift is particularly dangerous because it does not announce itself as failure. It
presents as responsiveness, modernization, flexibility, or adaptation. New language is
introduced. New frameworks are layered on. New initiatives are launched. Training increases.
Documentation expands. Yet beneath this activity, the system’s core competencies erode.

This occurs because the system lacks a single, non-political authority with both the mandate and
obligation to protect curriculum integrity. When curriculum is governed indirectly through
administrative layers, political processes, or localized interpretation, no actor is structurally
positioned to say no, to narrow scope, or to reverse ineffective change. As a result, curriculum
becomes expandable but not defensible.

Drift matters because curriculum is the foundation upon which every other component of
education depends. Teacher evaluation, student assessment, funding decisions, parent trust, and
institutional legitimacy all presuppose a stable, enforceable curriculum. When curriculum drifts,
accountability becomes performative. Failure becomes explainable rather than correctable.

4.1 Erosion of Core Competencies

The most consistent consequence of curriculum drift is the erosion of foundational competencies.
This erosion does not typically occur through explicit rejection of literacy, numeracy, or
analytical reasoning. Instead, it occurs through displacement.

Foundational skills are crowded out by additional objectives that are layered onto the curriculum
without corresponding removal of existing requirements. Over time, instructional time devoted
to mastery is replaced by exposure, discussion, and thematic engagement. Competence is
assumed to emerge indirectly rather than being deliberately built.

In reading instruction, this often manifests as reduced emphasis on rigorous comprehension in
favor of personal response or thematic exploration. Students may engage with texts frequently
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while receiving less instruction in vocabulary development, syntactic analysis, argument
structure, and evidence-based interpretation. The ability to read extended, complex material
precisely and critically becomes uneven and unreliable.

In writing, expectations frequently drift away from clarity, structure, and precision. Students may
write more often while receiving less instruction in how to organize thought, construct argument,
or document reasoning. Writing becomes expressive rather than instrumental. The result is a
population able to state preferences but less able to explain, persuade, or document clearly.

In mathematics, erosion appears in diminished expectations for mental arithmetic and practical
quantitative reasoning. Dependence on calculators, templates, and guided prompts increases.
Estimation, proportional reasoning, and numerical judgment become fragile. These are not
advanced skills. They are the foundation of financial competence, workplace reliability, and
informed decision-making.

These shifts are often framed as modernization or engagement strategies. In practice, they
weaken skill acquisition because foundational competencies require repetition, correction, and
progressive difficulty. They do not develop reliably through discussion or exposure alone.

This erosion is not primarily a resource problem. Well-funded systems experience the same
pattern. It is a governance failure. When no authority is empowered to protect core competencies
from displacement, drift is inevitable.

4.2 Inconsistency Across Regions and Classrooms

A defining symptom of curriculum drift is inconsistency. Students completing the same grade
level often receive materially different instruction depending on location, institution, or
classroom assignment. This occurs despite the existence of formally standardized curricula.

Inconsistency arises when curriculum objectives are treated as interpretive rather than binding. In
the absence of enforceable adherence mechanisms, curriculum becomes a reference point rather
than a requirement. Content is supplemented, omitted, reordered, or reframed based on local
priorities, administrative preferences, or individual judgment.

Even modest deviations compound over time. Small differences in emphasis, pacing, or omission
accumulate across years of schooling, producing large divergence in student preparation.
Graduates emerge from the same nominal system with fundamentally different competencies.

In a compulsory public institution, such variability is not benign. It creates inequity unrelated to
student ability or effort. Educational entitlement becomes a function of geography and

assignment rather than a guaranteed standard.

Inconsistency also destroys evaluability. When outcomes vary widely, failure can always be
attributed to context rather than design. Institutions can explain poor performance through
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demographics, complexity, or external factors without demonstrating whether the curriculum
itself is being delivered as intended. Without comparability, accountability collapses.

4.3 Opaque Curriculum Change

Curriculum drift accelerates when curriculum change is opaque. Increasingly, substantive
changes occur without clear documentation, public explanation, or transitional safeguards.

Learning objectives may be revised quietly. Language may be altered without notice.
Instructional priorities may shift through guidance documents, training sessions, or informal
expectations rather than through published curriculum revisions. Assessment criteria may change
without explanation of their impact on standards or outcomes.

Parents are often told that nothing substantive has changed while experiencing clear differences
in what and how their children are taught. This creates a credibility gap between official
statements and operational reality. Trust erodes accordingly.

Opacity also prevents institutional learning. If changes are not documented, outcomes cannot be
linked to decisions. Improvement cannot be attributed. Decline cannot be diagnosed.
Undocumented change cannot be evaluated, and unevaluated change cannot be corrected.

In a compulsory system funded by taxpayers and imposed on minors, opacity is not a neutral
administrative feature. It is a governance failure. A system that cannot explain what it teaches,
why it teaches it, and how it has changed cannot claim legitimacy.

4.4 Politicized Content Creep

Another driver of curriculum drift is politicized content creep. This occurs when instructional
material expands beyond knowledge transmission into contested interpretation, advocacy, or
normative framing.

This creep is rarely explicit. It does not usually appear as overt political instruction. Instead, it
emerges through framing choices. Historical and social topics are presented through
contemporary ideological lenses. Certain interpretations are privileged while others are excluded.
Contested claims are presented as settled fact. Students are encouraged toward alignment or
action rather than toward comprehension and evaluation.

Even when well intentioned, this shift produces predictable effects. Neutrality erodes in a
compulsory system. Parent trust declines. Teachers are placed under pressure to act as
interpreters, mediators, or moral authorities rather than instructors. Classroom conflict increases
around issues unrelated to instructional objectives.
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Politicized creep also destabilizes curriculum continuity. As political priorities shift, instructional
emphasis shifts. Education becomes reactive rather than cumulative. Long-term skill
development suffers.

This is not an argument against teaching complex or controversial topics. It is an argument for
discipline in how they are taught. Complexity requires higher standards of neutrality,
transparency, and evidence, not lower ones.

4.5 Curriculum Overload and Displacement

Curriculum drift is also driven by overload. As additional topics, initiatives, and cross-cutting
themes are added, instructional time does not expand proportionally. Something must give.

What is displaced is repetition, depth, mastery, and practice time. Foundational skills are
assumed to develop automatically and therefore receive less deliberate attention. They do not.

Curriculum overload creates the illusion of comprehensiveness while undermining competence.
Students are exposed to many concepts but master few. The system appears ambitious while
delivering less capability.

Overload is not a sign of inclusiveness or modernization. It is a failure of discipline. A functional
system makes explicit choices about what must be mastered, what is optional, and what must be
excluded. A drifting system accumulates objectives until none can be delivered well.

4.6 Absence of Outcome-Based Correction

The most damaging feature of curriculum drift is not drift itself, but the absence of correction
mechanisms.

When evidence shows declining literacy, falling numeracy, or graduates lacking basic
competencies, a functional system would narrow scope, restore rigor, remove ineffective content,
and enforce adherence. Declining competence would trigger correction.

Instead, failure is frequently explained rather than addressed. Outcomes are attributed to social
conditions, complexity, or resource constraints. Standards are adjusted downward to reduce
visible failure rather than interventions being designed to restore competence.

When explanation replaces correction, failure becomes institutionalized. Drift becomes

permanent. The system adapts its narrative to match its performance rather than adapting its
structure to meet its purpose.
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A compulsory institution that cannot correct failure cannot justify compulsion. Outcome-based
correction is not an enhancement. It is a condition of legitimacy.

Section Bottom Line

Curriculum drift is not accidental. It is the predictable outcome of unclear authority, opaque
change, and absent outcome ownership. Core competencies erode not because they are rejected,
but because no institution is structurally empowered to defend them. Until curriculum is treated
as a binding, transparent, and enforceable contract with the public, educational outcomes will
continue to decline while responsibility remains diffuse.
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Part III: Why Previous Reforms Fail

Public education has been the subject of continuous reform for decades. Curricula have been
revised, funding increased, administrative structures expanded, reporting frameworks updated,
and professional development intensified. Yet core outcomes continue to stagnate or decline.
This persistence is not the result of insufficient effort. It is the result of structural mis-design.

Previous reforms fail not because they lack good intentions, but because they attempt to correct
failure from within a governance structure that is incapable of enforcing correction. Reform
has been layered onto a system that cannot discipline itself.

This part explains why.

9. Why More Funding Does Not Fix It

Public discussion of education reform routinely collapses into a funding debate. When outcomes
decline, underinvestment is cited. When reform stalls, additional spending is proposed. This
framing persists despite extensive evidence that increased funding alone does not reliably
improve educational outcomes.

This persistence is not accidental. Funding is politically legible. Structural reform is not.

Additional funding is attractive because it signals action without requiring institutional
confrontation. It avoids questions of authority, responsibility, and consequence. But money does
not correct governance failure. It adapts to it.

The central failure in education reform is not financial scarcity. It is the absence of an authority
that can enforce purpose, standards, and accountability independent of political pressure. In the
absence of such authority, additional funding does not fix failure. It stabilizes it.

9.1 Money Without Enforceable Authority

In government-operated education systems, funding flows through political and administrative
channels that are structurally insulated from outcome consequence. Ministries allocate resources.
Boards distribute budgets. Administrators implement programs. Teachers deliver instruction. At
no point does any entity own system-level outcomes.

As a result, new funding is absorbed into existing structures without altering incentives.
Resources expand administrative layers, generate new initiatives without sunset clauses, sustain
consultant-driven program churn, and multiply overlapping oversight mechanisms. Professional
development increases, but without binding connection to measurable outcomes.
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Each expenditure can be defended individually. Collectively, they increase institutional
complexity while leaving performance unchanged.

Because no authority is empowered to enforce correction, spending decisions are evaluated on
activity rather than impact. Programs persist because they exist, not because they work. Failure
becomes a justification for more funding rather than a trigger for structural change.

This pattern mirrors failures in other government-run systems such as homelessness response and
policing oversight. In each case, spending increased while outcomes stagnated because no
independent authority was responsible for resolution. Education follows the same trajectory.

Funding without enforceable authority does not solve problems. It embeds them more deeply.

9.2 Resources Without Binding Standards

Government-led education reform frequently deploys resources without binding, enforceable
standards tied to demonstrable student competence.

Technology investments are made without literacy or numeracy benchmarks. Staffing increases
occur without curriculum adherence requirements. Support programs are created without defined

success criteria or exit conditions. Class size reductions are implemented without outcome
thresholds.

These interventions generate visible activity but do not generate accountability. They rely on
professional discretion and internal reporting rather than enforceable standards.

This approach fails because resources only produce results when standards are non-
negotiable. Without binding standards, resources become symbolic gestures rather than
corrective instruments.

The same dynamic is observed in policing. Budget increases that do not alter authority, role
clarity, or enforcement mechanisms fail to restore trust or effectiveness. Education exhibits the
same pathology. Inputs increase. Outcomes do not.

Standards are the mechanism that convert spending into results. Government-run systems

consistently resist binding standards because standards create consequence. Political systems
avoid consequence by design.

9.3 Government Cannot Own QOutcomes It Politically Mediates

The most fundamental reason previous reforms fail is that government-operated education
systems cannot own outcomes while simultaneously mediating political pressure.
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In the prevailing structure:

e ministries fund and regulate
e boards interpret and buffer
e administrators manage

o teachers deliver

Responsibility is distributed, but ownership is absent.

When outcomes decline, explanations proliferate. Failure is attributed to complexity,
demographics, social conditions, or insufficient funding. Each explanation may be partially true,
but none produces correction because no institution is structurally obligated to act.

Government cannot enforce accountability against itself without political cost. Boards cannot
enforce accountability without political exposure. Both therefore default to explanation, delay,
and dilution.

This is not a failure of intent. It is a failure of design.
A system in which the same political authority defines standards, evaluates performance,

allocates funding, and absorbs blame cannot self-correct. Reform becomes performative.
Accountability becomes rhetorical.

9.4 The Illusion of Investment

Increased education spending creates the appearance of commitment while avoiding structural
confrontation. This illusion is politically useful. It postpones conflict, protects institutional
actors, and reframes failure as underfunding rather than mis-design.

But it is fiscally irresponsible.

Education failure generates downstream costs in remediation, social services, workforce
inefficiency, justice involvement, and reduced civic participation. These costs are already being
paid by taxpayers. They do not disappear when education budgets increase. They compound

when failure persists.

More funding without structural correction increases the cost of failure by sustaining systems
that do not deliver.

The question is not whether society can afford reform. It is whether society can afford continued
governance failure.
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10. Why Local Control and School Boards Cannot Correct Failure

Local control and school boards are frequently defended as democratic safeguards. In practice,
they function as political buffers rather than accountability mechanisms.

Local governance structures are not inherently malicious. They are structurally incapable of
enforcing system-wide standards.

10.1 School Boards as Accountability Diffusers

School boards do not own outcomes. They mediate pressure.

Operating with low voter turnout, limited scrutiny, and high susceptibility to organized interest
influence, boards absorb conflict rather than resolve it. They translate political pressure into
policy compromise, curriculum ambiguity, and enforcement hesitation.

When failure emerges, boards manage optics rather than outcomes. Responsibility is deferred
upward or downward. Structural correction is avoided because it would require confrontation

with entrenched interests.

Boards do not solve governance failure. They conceal it.

10.2 Fragmentation of Standards

Local control without external enforcement produces inconsistent standards by design.
Different regions interpret curriculum differently. Expectations vary. Tolerance for failure
differs. Students receive uneven preparation not because their needs differ, but because
governance does.

In a compulsory system, geographic lottery is indefensible.

Without a single, independent authority enforcing uniform standards, comparability collapses
and accountability becomes impossible.

10.3 Absence of Escalation Authority

Local governance structures lack escalation power. When failure persists, responses are limited
to extended timelines, additional funding, leadership reshuffles, or narrative reframing.
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There is no point at which failure forces intervention.
Local autonomy becomes insulation from consequence.

This mirrors failures in other government-operated systems where discretion without
enforcement allows chronic underperformance to persist indefinitely.

10.4 Political Instability and Curriculum Volatility

Local education governance is highly sensitive to political cycles. Curriculum priorities shift
with elections, board composition changes, public controversy, and media attention.

This instability undermines long-term planning and instructional continuity. Education becomes
reactive rather than cumulative. Students experience reform churn rather than sustained

improvement.

A system that rewrites itself every few years cannot improve. It can only adapt rhetorically.

10.5 The Structural Limit of Government-Led Education Governance

Local control and government oversight are not inherently corrupt. They are structurally
misaligned with outcome enforcement.

Without:

e independent standards

e non-political evaluation

e transparent public reporting

o enforceable escalation

o authority insulated from political cost

education systems cannot correct failure.
Government-led governance fragments responsibility and substitutes explanation for

enforcement. Boards diffuse accountability rather than impose it. Reform efforts fail because the
system cannot discipline itself.
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Part II1 Bottom Line

Previous education reforms fail because they attempt to correct outcomes without correcting
governance. Funding increases without authority embed failure. Local control without
enforcement fragments standards. Political oversight without insulation prevents correction.

Until education reform removes outcome ownership from political institutions and assigns it to

an independent authority with enforceable standards, transparent reporting, and mandatory
escalation, reform will remain performative, costly, and ineffective.

Part IV: The Solution Framework

Public education cannot be repaired through incremental adjustment. The failures identified in
Parts II and III are structural, not operational. They arise from a governance model in which
authority is fragmented, accountability is political, and no institution owns outcomes.

Correcting these failures requires replacing the existing governance structure, not refining it.

This part defines the replacement.

11. Governing Principles for Structural Reform

Effective reform requires principles that constrain institutional behavior rather than describe
institutional intent. Aspirational principles express values. Enforceable principles impose limits.

Because public education is compulsory, taxpayer-funded, and imposed on minors, its
governance must meet a higher standard than voluntary public services. The principles below are
therefore non-negotiable. Any reform that violates them will reproduce the same failures under a
different name.

11.1 Purpose Must Be Enforceable

Public education must be governed according to a clearly defined, enforceable purpose expressed
in terms of competencies and outcomes. Purpose that cannot be measured or enforced is not
purpose. It is narrative.

All standards, curriculum, funding allocations, and accountability mechanisms must be traceable

directly to this purpose. Where purpose is ambiguous, authority diffuses. Where authority
diffuses, accountability disappears.
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This framework treats purpose as a binding constraint on institutional action.

11.2 Authority Must Be Singular and Explicit

A system cannot function when authority is shared, buffered, or implied.
Education governance must identify a single institution responsible for:
e defining standards
e evaluating performance

o enforcing correction

Diffuse authority produces explanation instead of correction. Shared authority produces delay
instead of action. Buffered authority produces denial instead of accountability.

This framework therefore rejects multi-layered governance models in which responsibility is
distributed but owned by none.

11.3 Execution Must Be Insulated from Politics

Education outcomes require long-term consistency. Political systems operate on short electoral
cycles.

When curriculum standards, outcome evaluation, and enforcement are subject to political
pressure, education becomes reactive, unstable, and contested. Reform churn replaces

improvement.

Democratic oversight must operate at the level of mandate and review, not execution. Execution
must be insulated from partisan agendas and electoral pressure.

11.4 Transparency Must Be Structural

Transparency is not disclosure after controversy. It is continuous public visibility into
performance.

In a compulsory system, secrecy is indefensible. Curriculum, standards, audits, grades, and

corrective actions must be public by default. Transparency is not a communications strategy. It is
the enforcement mechanism.
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11.5 Accountability Must Be Automatic

Accountability requires standards, measurement, and consequence. Without consequence,
accountability is symbolic.

Failure must trigger escalation automatically, not at the discretion of political or administrative
actors. Systems that require courage to enforce accountability do not enforce accountability.

12. Removal of Government and School Board Governance

The failures identified in this document cannot be corrected while education oversight remains
within political institutions.

Government and school boards are structurally incapable of enforcing education outcomes
because:

o they absorb political pressure
o they mediate rather than correct failure
o they lack incentive to impose consequence on themselves

o they prioritize stability and optics over enforcement

This is not a moral judgment. It is a design limitation.
12.1 Discontinuation of School Boards

School boards are discontinued as governing authorities.

Boards do not own outcomes. They buffer conflict. They diffuse accountability across political,
administrative, and professional layers. When failure occurs, boards manage controversy rather
than impose correction.

Any advisory or community liaison functions performed by boards may be retained in non-
governing form, but boards shall have:

e no authority over curriculum
e o authority over standards
e no authority over performance evaluation

e o authority over enforcement

Governance functions must be centralized under a single accountable authority.
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12.2 Removal of Education Oversight from Government

Government shall no longer:

e define education standards

e approve curriculum

o evaluate institutional performance
e manage enforcement or escalation

Government retains responsibility to:
o legislate the framework
o fund the system
e appoint oversight leadership through defined processes
e receive public reports

o amend the framework through law if required

Execution, evaluation, and enforcement are removed from political control.

13. Independent Education Standards and Accountability Authority (IESAA)

To replace the failed governance model, this framework establishes the Independent Education
Standards and Accountability Authority (IESAA).

IESAA exists for one purpose: to own education outcomes.

It does not manage classrooms. It does not prescribe pedagogy. It does not discipline students. It
does not negotiate labor agreements.

It defines what the system must deliver, verifies whether it does so, and enforces correction when
it does not.

13.1 Mandate

IESAA is mandated to:

o define outcome standards aligned with the purpose of public education
e approve and stabilize curriculum

e audit curriculum adherence and performance

e assign institutional grades

» enforce corrective action

e publicly report all findings
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This mandate is exclusive.

13.2 Authority

IESAA has statutory authority to:

e approve or reject curriculum

e conduct mandatory audits

e require remediation plans

e impose escalation measures

e intervene in failing institutions
e publicly grade every school

Without enforcement authority, oversight is performative. This framework rejects performative
oversight.

13.3 Limits

IESAA does not:

e teach

e manage classrooms

o employ teachers

o discipline students

o adjudicate individual employment disputes

Limiting scope preserves legitimacy and prevents mission creep.

13.4 Governance and Independence

IESAA is established as an independent statutory authority with:

o fixed-term leadership

e cross-party appointment confirmation
e protected funding

e removal only for cause

e judicial review of decisions

Independence is balanced by transparency, not secrecy.
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14. Public Reporting and Institutional Grading
Accountability requires visibility.
14.1 The 1-5 Institutional Grading System

IESAA shall assign every school an institutional grade:
e Grade 1 — Full compliance with standards
e Grade 2 — Isolated deficiency identified
e Grade 3 — Continued unresolved failure
e Grade 4 — Multiple or systemic failures
e Grade 5 — Institutional failure

Grades are assigned annually and updated as required.

14.2 Mandatory Public Disclosure

All grades, audits, remediation directives, and escalation actions are public.
There is no internal-only performance tier.

Data may be anonymized only to protect individual student identity. Institutional performance is
not confidential.

14.3 Automatic Escalation

Grades trigger mandatory response:
e Grade 2 initiates remediation
e (Grade 3 triggers intensified audit
e Grade 4 mandates leadership intervention
e Grade 5 requires direct IESAA control until compliance is restored

There is no discretionary delay.
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15. Cost Neutrality and Fiscal Reality

This framework does not require additional taxation.
Taxpayers already fund:

e overlapping governance layers
o administrative duplication

e reform churn

o failure remediation

e downstream social costs

By removing:

e school boards

e duplicative oversight

e politically driven program churn
o ineffective interventions

resources are reallocated toward:

e classroom instruction
e curriculum integrity
o teacher support aligned with standards

Structural correction reduces long-term cost by eliminating failure-driven expenditure. Reform
reallocates money. It does not expand obligation.

Part IV Bottom Line

Education reform fails when it avoids structural change. This framework replaces a diffuse,
politicized governance model with a singular, independent authority that owns outcomes,
enforces standards, reports publicly, and escalates automatically. Government is removed from
execution. School boards are discontinued as governors. Taxpayers fund results rather than
denial.

This is not reform layered onto a failing system.
It is a replacement of the system that failed.
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Part V: Implementation and Transition

Reform that cannot be implemented is not reform. It is commentary.

Public education reform has failed repeatedly not because problems were misunderstood, but
because implementation was treated as secondary to consensus-building and political
accommodation. Structural change was proposed without addressing authority transfer,
institutional dismantling, workforce displacement, or legal sequencing. Predictable resistance
was deferred rather than designed around. As a result, reforms were diluted, delayed, or reversed.

This framework treats implementation as a core design element. The objective is not to minimize
disruption. The objective is to ensure that disruption produces correction rather than collapse.

Durable reform does not depend on agreement. It depends on clarity, sequencing, and
enforceable authority.

16. Transition Architecture

Structural reform must be phased to preserve operational continuity while preventing avoidance.
Abrupt execution risks service disruption. Open-ended transition guarantees failure.

The transition defined here is deliberate, time-bound, and irreversible once initiated.

No phase exists to negotiate outcomes already decided. Phasing is a sequencing mechanism, not
a veto point.

16.1 Phased Transfer of Authority

The transition to independent education governance occurs in three defined phases. Each phase
has explicit objectives, authority boundaries, and completion criteria.

Phase One: Establishment and Observation

This phase creates the Independent Education Standards and Accountability Authority (IESAA)
as a functioning institution without enforcement authority.

Actions in this phase include:
e statutory establishment of [ESAA
e appointment of board and executive leadership

e publication of mandate, limits, and governance charter
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o assumption of system-wide data collection and reporting
e publication of initial transparency reports

During this phase, IESAA observes and documents. It does not enforce.

The purpose is to establish visibility, credibility, and baseline understanding of system
performance before correction begins.

Observation without enforcement is temporary by design.

Phase Two: Standardization and Baseline Fixation

This phase defines the standards against which the system will be held accountable.
Actions in this phase include:

o formal definition of outcome standards

e approval and publication of a stabilized curriculum
e creation of audit frameworks and grading criteria

e baseline system-wide assessment

e publication of school-level baseline reports

Baseline measurement is diagnostic, not punitive. Its purpose is to establish factual starting
conditions and eliminate ambiguity before enforcement begins.

No institution may be held accountable for standards that were not explicit, public, and
uniformly applied.

Phase Three: Enforcement Activation

This phase activates enforcement authority.
Actions in this phase include:

e initiation of curriculum fidelity audits

o assignment of institutional grades

e activation of remediation requirements

e publication of all audit and grading results
e automatic escalation for persistent failure

Enforcement is progressive but mandatory. Early intervention focuses on correction. Persistent
non-compliance triggers structural intervention.
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There is no discretionary delay once enforcement is activated.

16.2 Curriculum Stabilization Requirement

Reform cannot proceed while instructional targets are in flux.
A defined curriculum stabilization period is therefore mandatory.
During stabilization:

e curriculum changes are frozen except for urgent correction

e instructional expectations are consolidated and clarified

o materials are aligned to approved curriculum

e assessments are normalized across institutions
Stabilization allows:

o fair evaluation

e consistent delivery

e meaningful comparison

o defensible enforcement

Stability is not resistance to improvement. It is the precondition for it.

16.3 Audit Grace Periods

Initial audits are diagnostic rather than punitive.
Grace periods exist to:

e identify misalignment

o allow correction

e provide guidance

e normalize compliance
Grace periods are:

e time-limited

e publicly defined
e non-renewable except for extraordinary cause
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Grace periods are not exemptions. They are transition tools. Endless grace undermines credibility
and replicates prior failure.

16.4 Discontinuation of School Boards

School boards are discontinued as governance bodies.
This is not optional, conditional, or subject to local preference.
Boards have failed as governance institutions because they diffuse accountability, buffer political
pressure, and lack outcome ownership. Retaining them preserves the very structure this reform is
designed to replace.
During transition:
e board governance authority is revoked
e board administrative functions are terminated or reassigned
e advisory or liaison roles may continue only without decision authority
e no board retains control over curriculum, standards, evaluation, or enforcement
Where board staff perform operational or support functions, those roles are either:
o eliminated where redundant
o reassigned where necessary

o absorbed into IESAA or delivery institutions where justified

Tradition does not justify governance. Function does.

16.5 Withdrawal of Government from Education Execution

Government is removed from education execution and oversight.
Government retains responsibility to:

o legislate the framework

o fund the system

o appoint IESAA leadership through defined processes

e receive and publish reports

e amend the framework through law

Government no longer:
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e sets curriculum

e defines standards

e evaluates performance

e manages enforcement

¢ intervenes in individual institutions

This separation is essential. Political institutions cannot enforce accountability against

themselves without distortion. Execution must be insulated from electoral pressure to be
credible.

16.6 Workforce Transition and Cost Neutrality

This reform does not require new taxation.
Taxpayers already fund:
e duplicative governance layers
e administrative churn
o politically driven initiatives
o failure remediation
e downstream social costs
Structural reform reallocates existing expenditure.
Workforce impacts are real and unavoidable. Governance consolidation will reduce:
e board positions
e duplicative administrative roles
» overlapping oversight functions
These reductions are consequences, not design constraints.
Savings are redirected toward:
e classroom instruction
e curriculum-aligned teacher support
e instructional materials

» remediation capacity tied to standards

Long-term cost reduction emerges from eliminating failure-driven expenditure, not from
reducing service quality.
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17. Risk Management

Reform at this scale will generate resistance. This framework does not attempt to avoid it. It
anticipates it and designs around it.

17.1 Politicization Risk

Mitigated through:

e statutory independence

e cross-party appointments
o fixed leadership terms

e public reporting

e judicial review

Political disagreement is expected. Political control of execution is not permitted.

17.2 Labor Resistance

Mitigated through:

e clear standards

e system-wide application

e due process

e protection for compliant professionals

e separation of governance from discipline

Labor resistance does not alter governance design.

17.3 Legal Challenge

Mitigated through:

o explicit statutory authority
o documented rationale

e procedural fairness

e proportional enforcement
o defined appeal pathways

Clarity reduces legal vulnerability. Ambiguity invites it.
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17.4 Capture Prevention

Mitigated through:

e term limits

o conflict-of-interest rules

e public disclosure

e external review

o legislative reauthorization

Independence without accountability is not independence. It is replacement failure.

Part V Bottom Line

This reform succeeds because it transfers authority deliberately, removes failed governance
structures explicitly, reallocates existing resources rather than expanding cost, and enforces
accountability without political discretion. It assumes resistance and proceeds anyway. That is
how institutional reform becomes durable rather than cyclical.
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Part VI: Measuring Success

18. What Success Looks Like

Reform without a clear definition of success is indistinguishable from motion. Activity can
always be generated. Initiatives can always be launched. Documentation can always expand.
None of these constitute success.

In compulsory public institutions, success must be defined in terms of observable outcomes,
durability over time, and cost discipline across society. Intent, effort, alignment, and narrative
coherence are not success metrics. They are inputs. A system that evaluates itself by inputs
inevitably tolerates failure.

This framework therefore defines success as measurable performance under public scrutiny.
Success is not declared by institutions. It is demonstrated through outcomes, reported
transparently, and enforced consistently.

Success is not a statement. It is a condition.

18.1 Student Competence

The primary and non-negotiable measure of success is whether students graduate with
demonstrable competence.

Competence is not defined by credentials, seat time, or completion rates. It is defined by the
ability to apply knowledge and skills independently in real-world contexts. A student who cannot
read complex material, reason quantitatively, or understand basic civic structure has not been
educated, regardless of transcripts or diplomas.

Success means the system reliably produces graduates who meet published benchmarks in
functional literacy and numeracy, who can read, write, reason, and calculate without continuous
scaffolding, who can evaluate evidence and competing claims, who understand the structure of
law, rights, and obligations, and who are prepared to enter post-secondary education, trades,
employment, or entrepreneurship without remediation.

Success does not mean uniform outcomes. It does not mean eliminating difficulty, struggle, or
individual failure. It does not mean guaranteeing equal achievement.

It means the system itself does not advance students who lack fundamental skills. It means
credentials correspond to capability rather than endurance.

Where large numbers of graduates require remediation, the system has failed regardless of
graduation rates, equity narratives, or program diversity. Remediation is not evidence of
compassion. It is evidence of upstream failure.
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A system that cannot certify competence cannot justify compulsion.

18.2 Teacher Role Clarity

A successful education system is one in which teachers can perform their professional role
without ambiguity, politicization, or structural overload.

Teacher role clarity is not a workforce convenience. It is a governance indicator.

Success means teachers are evaluated on instructional delivery and curriculum adherence,
expectations are clear and stable, professional discretion operates within defined boundaries, and
educators are shielded from ideological pressure and institutional role creep.

It also means therapeutic, disciplinary, and social service responsibilities are not defaulted to
classrooms. When those functions are required, they are delivered by the systems designed to

perform them.

Chronic burnout, turnover, and role confusion are not staffing problems. They are symptoms of
governance failure.

Teacher protection and teacher accountability are complementary. When roles are clear,

professionalism increases and instruction improves. When roles are diffuse, accountability
collapses.

18.3 Parental Trust

In a compulsory system, legitimacy depends on trust.

Parental trust is not measured by silence or reduced complaint volume. Silence often reflects
resignation rather than confidence. Trust is measured by whether parents believe the system
operates predictably, transparently, and with enforceable standards.

Success means parents can see what is being taught, why it is being taught, how performance is
measured, and how failure is corrected. It means feedback mechanisms are formal, structured,
and consequential rather than informal or discretionary.

Trust grows when institutional performance is visible, comparable, and acted upon.

Trust is not restored through messaging, outreach campaigns, or reassurance. It is restored
through transparency, predictability, and consequence.
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18.4 Public Performance Reporting and Institutional Grading

Success requires that performance be visible to the public in a standardized, intelligible form.

IESAA shall publish an annual Institutional Performance Report for every public school using
a uniform five-level grading system.

Grades reflect curriculum adherence, outcome performance, audit results, and remediation status.
The grading scale is as follows:

Grade 1 — Full Compliance
The institution meets all curriculum, performance, and accountability standards.

Grade 2 — Isolated Failure Identified
A defined deficiency exists. Remediation is required. Monitoring increases.

Grade 3 — Sustained Failure
The deficiency persists beyond the remediation period. Escalation begins.

Grade 4 — Multiple or Systemic Failures
Multiple standards are unmet or failure has become institutional. Structural intervention is
mandatory.
Grade 5 — Institutional Failure
The institution is failing to deliver its compulsory mandate. IESAA must assume corrective
authority. Leadership and structure are subject to replacement.
Grades are:
e publicly disclosed
o archived year over year
e comparable across jurisdictions

e non-negotiable once assigned

Failure without grading is invisible. Grading without consequence is meaningless.

18.5 IESAA Accountability to the Public

IESAA itself is not exempt from accountability.

Success requires that the authority responsible for enforcement be subject to transparent public
evaluation.
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IESAA must publish:

o annual system-wide performance reports

o aggregate grading distributions

e intervention actions taken

e cost reallocation outcomes

o enforcement timelines and compliance rates
IESAA is evaluated on:

e clarity of standards

e consistency of enforcement

o timeliness of intervention

e durability of outcomes

e transparency of reporting

If systemic failure persists without escalation, that failure is attributed to IESAA, not schools.

Independent oversight authorities exist to own outcomes. Failure to correct failure constitutes
institutional breach.

18.6 System Stability

Reform succeeds only if it endures beyond political cycles.
Success means curriculum remains stable, standards persist long enough to be evaluated, metrics
remain comparable year over year, and accountability mechanisms operate regardless of

leadership change.

A system in constant reform cannot improve. Continuous restructuring destroys memory and
obscures responsibility.

Stability does not mean stagnation. It means disciplined change governed by evidence rather than
ideology.

18.7 Long-Term Cost Reduction

Cost reduction is not achieved through austerity. It is achieved by eliminating failure.

Education failure generates downstream cost in remediation, social services, justice involvement,
retraining, and lost productivity. These costs already exist. They are simply hidden.
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Success means reduced remediation, reduced reliance on external support systems, improved
workforce readiness, and declining failure-driven expenditure across government.

This framework reallocates existing public spending toward effectiveness rather than denial.

Competence is the most cost-effective intervention.

18.8 What Success Is Not

Success is not increased spending, expanded programming, reduced controversy, narrative
alignment, employment stability alone, or absence of resistance.

Resistance is not evidence of failure. In systems long insulated from accountability, resistance is
often evidence that accountability has returned.

A reform that encounters no resistance has not changed structure.

Part VI Bottom Line

Success in public education is achieved when competence is delivered, performance is publicly
graded, failure is visible, correction is mandatory, governance remains stable, and society no
longer absorbs the hidden costs of institutional dysfunction. These outcomes are measurable,
enforceable, and durable. They cannot be achieved through incremental adjustment. They require
structural replacement.
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Appendix A: Glossary

Accountability

The condition in which clearly defined standards, measurable outcomes, and enforceable
consequences are all present. Accountability does not exist where any one of these elements is
missing.

Accountability Authority
An institution legally empowered to define standards, measure compliance, and impose
correction. Advisory bodies do not constitute accountability authorities.

Advisory Body
An entity that may offer recommendations but lacks enforcement authority. Advisory bodies do
not own outcomes.

Audit

A formal, evidence-based review conducted to verify adherence to published standards. Audits
are evaluative, documented, and repeatable. They are distinct from internal reviews or self-
assessments.

Baseline Assessment
An initial system-wide measurement conducted prior to enforcement to establish the actual state
of performance. Baselines are diagnostic, not punitive.

Binding Standard
A requirement that must be followed as written. Deviation constitutes non-compliance unless
explicitly authorized.

Capture
The process by which an institution intended to act independently becomes influenced or
controlled by political, ideological, financial, or organizational interests it is meant to regulate.

Civic Understanding
Knowledge of how civic systems function, including law, rights, obligations, and institutional
structure. Civic understanding excludes political advocacy or belief formation.

Compulsory Institution
A public system participation in which is mandated by law and enforced by the state.
Compulsory institutions carry heightened obligations of neutrality, clarity, and accountability.

Competence

Demonstrated ability to apply knowledge and skills independently in real-world contexts.
Competence is observable and measurable, not inferred from participation or completion.
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Core Competencies
Foundational skills that the education system is obligated to deliver, including functional
literacy, numeracy, analytical reasoning, and civic literacy.

Corrective Action
A mandatory intervention triggered by failure to meet standards. Corrective action addresses
causes of failure and is time-bound.

Credential Inflation
The phenomenon whereby credentials are awarded without corresponding competence, reducing
their informational value.

Curriculum
The formally approved body of knowledge, skills, and expectations that institutions are required
to teach. Curriculum is a public contract, not a discretionary guide.

Curriculum Drift
The gradual departure of curriculum from its stated purpose due to ambiguity in authority, lack
of enforcement, and accumulation of unbounded objectives.

Curriculum Stabilization Period
A defined interval during which curriculum changes are frozen except for urgent correction,
enabling fair evaluation and consistent delivery.

Due Process
Procedural safeguards ensuring that enforcement actions are based on documented evidence,
allow response, include independent review, and apply proportional consequence.

Enforcement
The application of consequence following non-compliance. Enforcement distinguishes
accountability from aspiration.

Escalation
A structured increase in intervention severity triggered by persistent or systemic failure.

Failure
The inability of an institution to meet defined standards within established timelines. Failure is
an outcome, not a moral judgment.

Functional Literacy
The ability to read, comprehend, evaluate, and produce complex real-world written material
independently.

Functional Numeracy

The ability to apply quantitative reasoning to practical decisions involving cost, risk, proportion,
and data interpretation.
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Governance
The structure through which authority, responsibility, and accountability are assigned and
exercised.

Governance Failure
A condition in which authority is unclear, responsibility is diffuse, and outcomes are not owned
or corrected.

Grade (Institutional)
A standardized public rating assigned by IESAA reflecting compliance, performance, and
remediation status.

Grade 1 (Full Compliance)
All standards met. No corrective action required.

Grade 2 (Isolated Failure)
A defined deficiency identified. Remediation required.

Grade 3 (Sustained Failure)
Failure persists beyond remediation period. Escalation initiated.

Grade 4 (Systemic Failure)
Multiple or institutional failures present. Structural intervention required.

Grade 5 (Institutional Failure)
The institution has failed its compulsory mandate. IESAA intervention is mandatory.

IESAA (Independent Education Standards and Accountability Authority)
The independent statutory authority responsible for defining standards, auditing compliance,
grading institutions, and enforcing correction.

Independence
Structural insulation from political direction in execution and enforcement, combined with public
accountability through reporting and review.

Institutional Performance Report
A publicly published document detailing standards compliance, audit results, grading, and
corrective actions.

Legitimacy
Public acceptance of institutional authority derived from transparency, neutrality, and
accountability rather than persuasion.

Local Control

Governance exercised at the community or board level. Local control without system-level
accountability is structurally incomplete.
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Outcome Ownership
The assignment of responsibility for results to a specific authority empowered to correct failure.

Opaque Change
Curriculum or policy modification conducted without public documentation, rationale, or
transitional safeguards.

Performance Metric
A measurable indicator used to evaluate adherence to standards and delivery of outcomes.

Politicization
The intrusion of ideological, electoral, or advocacy pressures into execution, evaluation, or
enforcement functions.

Professional Role Integrity
The alignment of responsibilities with training, authority, and accountability boundaries.

Public Disclosure
Mandatory publication of standards, performance data, grades, and enforcement actions.

Remediation
Time-bound corrective measures designed to restore compliance. Remediation does not excuse
failure.

Resistance
Opposition to reform arising from loss of discretion, authority, or insulation. Resistance is not
evidence of reform failure.

Role Creep
The gradual expansion of institutional responsibilities beyond competence or mandate.

Stability
Durability of standards, metrics, and accountability mechanisms across political cycles.

Standard
A defined requirement specifying what must be delivered and how performance is measured.

System Integrity
The condition in which purpose, standards, enforcement, and accountability are aligned.

Transparency
Continuous public visibility into curriculum, performance, and enforcement. Transparency is

structural, not communicative.

Outcome-Based Correction
Intervention driven by measurable failure rather than explanation or narrative.
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Public Trust
Confidence that an institution operates predictably, neutrally, and with enforceable
accountability.

Glossary Bottom Line
This glossary establishes a shared operational language for governance, enforcement, and public

evaluation. Where terminology is vague, accountability fails. Where definitions are fixed,
authority can be exercised, performance can be measured, and correction can occur.
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Appendix B: Comparative models (jurisdictions without boards)

The continued reliance on local school boards is often defended as a historical norm rather than a
functional necessity. When examined comparatively, this defense collapses. Multiple high-
performing education systems operate without elected school boards, relying instead on
centralized or independent authorities with clear standards, professional administration, and
enforceable accountability.

These systems demonstrate a critical point: school boards are not an inherent feature of
effective public education. They are a governance choice. In many cases, they are a failed one.

This section examines comparative governance models that have either eliminated school boards
entirely or sharply limited their authority, replacing them with professionalized, standardized,
and accountable structures. The purpose is not imitation for its own sake. It is to demonstrate that
the reforms proposed in this framework are not speculative. They are aligned with proven
institutional design.

1. England (Post-Local Authority Model)

England no longer operates a traditional local school board system comparable to North
American models.

Over the past two decades, governance authority has shifted away from local education
authorities toward academies and multi-academy trusts, which operate under direct
contractual accountability to a central authority rather than local boards. Curriculum
standards, assessment, and inspection are centralized. Oversight is conducted by Ofsted, an
independent inspectorate with enforcement authority.

Key characteristics:

e No elected school boards controlling curriculum
o National curriculum standards

o Independent inspection authority

e Public reporting of school performance

e Escalation and intervention when failure persists

While England’s system has its own challenges, one point is unambiguous: curriculum
governance, evaluation, and enforcement are not left to local political bodies. Accountability

is external, standardized, and enforceable.

This aligns directly with the IESAA model. Standards are national. Evaluation is independent.
Intervention is mandatory when failure persists.
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2. Finland (Professional Administration, No Boards)

Finland, frequently cited for strong educational outcomes, does not rely on elected school boards
to govern curriculum or standards.

Education governance in Finland is characterized by:

e National curriculum frameworks

o Professional civil service administration

e (lear role separation between policymakers and educators
e Minimal political interference at the school level

o Strong inspection and evaluation mechanisms

Local municipalities may administer schools operationally, but they do not set curriculum
standards, nor do they operate as ideological or political intermediaries. Curriculum is treated as
a professional and national responsibility.

Importantly, Finland demonstrates that removing school boards does not reduce teacher
professionalism or public trust. It increases both by eliminating political churn and ambiguity.

3. Singapore (Fully Centralized, Board-Free Governance)

Singapore represents the most explicit example of a high-performing system without school
boards.

The Ministry of Education directly governs curriculum, standards, teacher training, and
evaluation. Schools are administered professionally, not politically. There are no elected boards.
There 1s no local discretion over curriculum content.

Key outcomes:

o Extremely high literacy and numeracy outcomes
e Clear performance accountability

o Stable curriculum over decades

e Strong public trust

e Low ideological conflict within classrooms

Singapore’s model demonstrates a core truth relevant to this framework: education outcomes
improve when governance is boring, predictable, and insulated from politics.

IESAA does not replicate Singapore’s full centralization. However, it adopts the same principle:
standards and accountability must be removed from local political bodies.
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4. Japan (Central Standards, No Local Boards)

Japan operates under a national curriculum and centralized standards overseen by the Ministry of
Education. Local boards exist in an administrative capacity but do not function as independent
political bodies with discretionary authority over curriculum or standards.

Curriculum stability is a defining feature. Changes occur infrequently, deliberately, and with
long-term evaluation. Teachers operate within clear professional boundaries. Outcomes are
nationally comparable.

Japan demonstrates that:
e Curriculum stability is achievable
e Political neutrality can be enforced

e Local administration does not require local governance
e Accountability can exist without boards

5. Alberta Charter Schools (Partial Domestic Example)
Even within board-based systems, charter schools provide a domestic proof of concept.
Charter schools operate under:

o Direct accountability to a central authority

e Defined performance contracts

o Renewal contingent on outcomes

o Removal of elected board governance over curriculum

Charters succeed not because they are innovative, but because they are accountable. When they
fail, they are closed. That outcome ownership does not exist in board-governed systems.

IESAA generalizes this accountability structure system-wide.

What These Models Prove
Across jurisdictions, several consistent patterns emerge:

High-performing systems do not rely on elected school boards to govern curriculum
Standards are centralized or independently enforced

Evaluation is external and professional

Political interference is structurally limited

Failure triggers intervention, not explanation

Nk W=
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Where boards persist, their role is administrative or advisory, not ideological or discretionary.

Why School Boards Persist Despite Evidence
School boards persist not because they are effective, but because:

e They are politically entrenched

o They diffuse responsibility

e They provide insulation from consequence

e They allow governments to avoid ownership of outcomes

Boards act as buffers. When systems fail, blame is absorbed locally. Reform is delayed.
Accountability evaporates.

This is governance by diffusion, not design.

Alignment With the IESAA Model

The Independent Education Standards and Accountability Authority aligns directly with
successful comparative models by:

e Removing curriculum standards from local political bodies

e Centralizing outcome definition

o Externalizing evaluation and grading

o Enforcing escalation when failure persists

o Publishing transparent performance metrics

o Treating education as a professional system, not a political arena

IESAA does not represent radical innovation. It represents governance normalization.

Comparative Bottom Line

School boards are not a prerequisite for democratic education. They are a historical artifact that
persists despite repeated failure.

Jurisdictions that have reduced or eliminated board governance demonstrate higher stability,
clearer accountability, and stronger outcomes. The evidence is clear: education systems
function best when standards, evaluation, and enforcement are removed from local
political control.
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The question is no longer whether education can function without school boards. It demonstrably
can.

The real question is whether continued reliance on boards can be justified in the face of
persistent failure.

This framework answers that question in the negative.
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Appendix C: Sample Curriculum Transparency Template

(IESAA-Mandated Public Disclosure Format)

Curriculum Identification

o Jurisdiction
e School / Institution Name
e Grade Level(s)
e Subject Area
e Curriculum Version Identifier
o Effective Date
e Approval Date (IESAA)
o Next Scheduled Review Date
o Stabilization Status
] Stable
1 Under Remediation

[ Under Escalation Review

1. Curriculum Purpose Statement

This curriculum exists to deliver the following defined competencies, aligned with the
enforceable purposes of public education.

The purpose of this curriculum is to ensure students acquire:
o Functional literacy and numeracy
o Scientific and analytical reasoning skills
e Civic understanding of law, rights, and obligations
e Economic and life readiness appropriate to grade level

e Preparation for defined post-school pathways

This curriculum explicitly excludes ideological instruction, political advocacy, and value
arbitration beyond shared civic fundamentals.

2. Required Learning Outcomes (Binding)

For each outcome, students must demonstrate competence, not exposure.
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Each outcome must be written as an observable capability.
Example Format:

Outcome ID: ENG-LIT-04
Outcome Statement:
Students can read a non-fiction text of increasing complexity and accurately:

o identify the central argument

e extract supporting evidence

o distinguish assertion from fact

e summarize meaning without paraphrase distortion

Outcome Type:

L] Literacy

[ Numeracy

L] Analytical Reasoning
O Civic Understanding
L] Life Readiness

Assessment Alignment Required: Yes
Minimum Proficiency Threshold: Defined by IESAA

3. Scope and Content Boundaries
This section defines what is included and what is excluded.
Included Content:

o Core subject knowledge necessary to meet stated outcomes

e Supporting concepts directly linked to outcome mastery

e Practice activities that reinforce defined competencies
Explicitly Excluded Content:

e Ideological framing unrelated to outcomes

e Political advocacy or activism

o Normative value instruction beyond civic mechanics

o Substitution of opinion-based discussion for skill mastery

Deviation outside defined scope constitutes non-compliance.
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4. Instructional Time Allocation

Instructional time must reflect priority.

Competency Area % of Instructional Time

Core Literacy / Numeracy %
Analytical Reasoning %
Civic Instruction %
Life Readiness %
Enrichment / Extension %

Displacement of core competencies below minimum thresholds requires IESAA approval.

5. Assessment and Evidence of Mastery
Assessments must demonstrate competence, not participation.

Assessment Types Used:

L1 Written demonstration

00 Applied problem solving

L1 Structured response

0] Independent task performance

Assessment Alignment Verification:
O] Verified by IESAA

0] Pending Review

[J Non-Compliant

Promotion or completion without demonstrated mastery constitutes credential inflation and
triggers audit review.

6. Curriculum Stability Declaration
This curriculum is subject to stabilization rules.
e No informal modification permitted

e No undocumented supplementation permitted
e No re-framing of outcomes permitted
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All changes require:
e Public documentation
o Rationale tied to outcomes
o [ESAA approval
e Updated version identifier

Undocumented change constitutes opaque curriculum alteration.

7. Teacher Role and Discretion Boundaries
Teachers are authorized to:
¢ select instructional methods consistent with curriculum
e adapt pacing within defined limits
e provide additional practice to support mastery
Teachers are not authorized to:
e substitute curriculum content
e omit required outcomes
e introduce ideological framing

o redefine success criteria

This protects teachers by making expectations explicit and enforceable.

8. Parent Access and Review

This curriculum is:

U Fully public

L] Accessible online

L] Written in plain language

Parents are entitled to:
e review full curriculum content
e see outcome definitions
e view assessment criteria

e access version history

Opacity is a compliance failure.
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9. Compliance Status and IESAA Grade
IESAA assigns a public compliance grade annually.
Current Grade:

e Grade 1: Full compliance

e Grade 2: Isolated failure identified

e Grade 3: Persistent failure

e Grade 4: Multiple failures

e Grade 5: Institutional failure

Current Status: Grade

10. Escalation and Correction Status

If Grade 2 or higher:

e Failure Identified: [1 Yes [1 No

¢ Remediation Plan Issued: [1 Yes [1 No
e Timeline Defined: (1 Yes [ No

e Re-Audit Scheduled: [J Yes [] No

Grade 5 triggers mandatory IESAA intervention.

11. Public Disclosure Statement
This document is an official public record.
It is published to enable:

e parental evaluation

e public accountability

e system comparison

e institutional trust

Failure to publish or maintain accuracy constitutes non-compliance.
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Appendix D: Parent report card sample

Institution Identification

e School Name

e Jurisdiction

o Reporting Year

e IESAA Oversight Region

e Curriculum Version in Effect
o IESAA Audit Cycle Status

Overall Institutional Grade

IESAA Compliance Grade:
GradeO 102030405

Plain-Language Meaning:

e Grade 1: Fully compliant. No unresolved failures.

e Grade 2: Isolated failure identified. Correction required.

e Grade 3: Failure persisted beyond initial correction period.

e Grade 4: Multiple failures or systemic breakdown.

e Grade 5: Institutional failure. Mandatory IESAA intervention.

This grade is assigned by IESAA, not the school.

1. Curriculum Delivery and Integrity

What this measures:
Whether the approved curriculum is being delivered as written, without omission, substitution, or
ideological framing.

Parent-Facing Indicators:
e Curriculum publicly accessible and up to date
e Required learning outcomes clearly defined
o Instruction aligned with published curriculum
e No undocumented curriculum changes
IESAA Rating:
U] Fully Compliant
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01 Partial Non-Compliance
L] Persistent Non-Compliance

Summary Finding:
(Plain-language explanation written by IESAA)

2. Student Competence Qutcomes

What this measures:
Whether students are achieving defined competency benchmarks, not just progressing by age or
attendance.

Parent-Facing Indicators:

o Literacy benchmarks met

e Numeracy benchmarks met

o Evidence of analytical reasoning
e Reduction in remediation need

IESAA Rating:

[J Outcomes Met

L] Outcomes Partially Met
[J Outcomes Not Met

Trend:

0] Improving
[ Stable

0] Declining

Summary Finding:
(Plain-language explanation written by IESAA)

3. Instructional Consistency

What this measures:
Whether students receive a comparable education regardless of classroom assignment.

Parent-Facing Indicators:

o Consistent expectations across classrooms
e Common assessment alignment
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e No discretionary curriculum substitution
o Comparable instructional pacing

IESAA Rating:

L1 Consistent

L] Inconsistent

01 Structurally Inconsistent

Summary Finding:
(Plain-language explanation written by IESAA)

4. Teacher Role Clarity

What this measures:
Whether teachers are operating within defined professional roles and protected from
inappropriate role expansion.

Parent-Facing Indicators:
e Teachers evaluated on instruction, not ideology
e Curriculum adherence protected institutionally
o No expectation of therapeutic or political roles

e Due process protections in place

IESAA Rating:

0] Role Integrity Maintained
L] Role Creep Identified

L1 Role Breakdown Evident

Summary Finding:
(Plain-language explanation written by IESAA)

5. Transparency and Parent Access

What this measures:
Whether parents can clearly see what is taught, how success is measured, and how failure is
addressed.

Parent-Facing Indicators:

e Curriculum published and readable
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o Assessment criteria available
e Change logs accessible
e (lear complaint and review pathways

IESAA Rating:

L] Transparent

U Partially Transparent
LJ Opaque

Summary Finding:
(Plain-language explanation written by IESAA)

6. Responsiveness to Identified Failure

What this measures:
Whether the institution responds to failure with correction rather than explanation.

Parent-Facing Indicators:
e Documented remediation plans
o Defined timelines for correction
o Follow-up audits conducted

o Escalation applied where required

IESAA Rating:

[ Corrective Action Effective
O Corrective Action In Progress
[ Corrective Action Absent

Summary Finding:
(Plain-language explanation written by IESAA)

7. Parent Confidence Indicator

This is not a popularity score.
Parents are asked one standardized question:

Based on the information available, do you have confidence that this institution is delivering the
approved curriculum competently, transparently, and accountably?
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Response Distribution:

o [ High Confidence
e [ Moderate Confidence
o« [ Low Confidence

IESAA Interpretation:
Parent confidence is used as an early warning indicator, not as a veto or management tool.

Sustained low confidence triggers:
e Mandatory review

e Audit escalation
o Institutional intervention

8. Required Actions (If Applicable)
(Completed by IESAA)

Failures Identified: OJ Yes [ No

Remediation Plan Issued: (0 Yes [ No
Deadline for Correction:
Next Audit Date:

9. Public Disclosure Statement

This report card is:

o issued by the Independent Education Standards and Accountability Authority
e published publicly

o archived year over year

e comparable across institutions

Failure to improve does not reset annually.
Grades accumulate.
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Parent Guidance

Parents do not manage schools.
Parents do not discipline teachers.
Parents do not negotiate curriculum.

Parents evaluate institutional integrity.

IESAA enforces correction.

Why This Matters

This report card exists because:

e public education is compulsory

e parents lack meaningful exit options

e accountability must be institutional, not individual
e transparency must precede trust

Without this report, accountability is rhetorical.
With it, accountability is visible.
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Appendix E: IESAA Audit Framework

(System Integrity, Curriculum Compliance, and Outcome Accountability)

Purpose of the Audit Framework

Audits exist to determine whether public education institutions are delivering what they are
legally required to deliver, not whether they are trying, improving, or well intentioned.

The audit framework serves four non-negotiable purposes:

Verify compliance with approved curriculum and standards
Measure outcomes against defined competency benchmarks
Identify failure early before harm compounds

Trigger correction and escalation where failure persists

b=

Audits are not punitive.
They are corrective.

However, correction without consequence is not correction.
It is tolerance.

Audit Authority

All audits are conducted by, or under the direct authority of, the Independent Education
Standards and Accountability Authority (IESAA).

No ministry, school board, or local authority may:
e veto an audit
o modify audit scope
e suppress findings
e delay publication

e negotiate conclusions

Audit authority is statutory, not discretionary.

Audit Scope

Each audit examines system performance, not individual personalities.
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Audits explicitly exclude:

student discipline decisions

individual teacher employment disputes
classroom pedagogy preferences
political or ideological alignment

Audits explicitly include:

curriculum adherence
instructional consistency
outcome delivery

transparency compliance
institutional response to failure

Audit Types

IESAA employs five audit types.
Each serves a different governance function.

1. Curriculum Fidelity Audit

Purpose:
To determine whether the approved curriculum is being delivered as written.

What is examined:

e published curriculum vs instructional materials
e lesson alignment to required outcomes

e omission, substitution, or reframing of content
e unauthorized supplemental material

o assessment alignment

Evidence sources:

e curriculum documents

e instructional plans

e assessment instruments

e anonymized classroom materials
e teacher delivery records
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Key question:
Is the curriculum being delivered as approved, without ideological substitution or discretionary
omission?

2. Outcome Performance Audit

Purpose:
To determine whether students are achieving defined competency benchmarks.

What is examined:

e literacy and numeracy benchmarks

o analytical reasoning indicators

o remediation rates

e graduation-to-competence alignment
o trend data over time

Evidence sources:
o standardized assessments
e external benchmarking
« remediation statistics

e longitudinal outcome data

Key question:
Are students demonstrably competent, or merely progressing?

3. Instructional Consistency Audit
Purpose:
To determine whether students receive comparable education regardless of classroom
assignment.
What is examined:
e pacing consistency
e assessment comparability
e outcome variance across classrooms

o discretionary deviation patterns

Evidence sources:
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o anonymized class-level data
o assessment results by cohort
e curriculum delivery logs

Key question:
Does educational quality depend on assignment rather than entitlement?

4. Transparency and Disclosure Audit

Purpose:
To verify that parents and the public can see what is being taught and how performance is
measured.

What is examined:

e public curriculum access

o change logs and revision notices

e assessment transparency

e parent access to performance information

Evidence sources:

e public websites

e parent communications
e published documents

e version histories

Key question:
Is the institution transparent by design, or only responsive under pressure?

5. Institutional Response Audit

Purpose:
To evaluate how the institution responds once failure is identified.

What is examined:

o remediation plans

e timelines

o follow-up actions

e escalation behavior
e repeat failures
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Evidence sources:

corrective action plans
audit follow-ups
leadership decisions
compliance records

Key question:
Does the institution correct failure, or explain it away?

Audit Cycle
Audits operate on a fixed, non-negotiable cycle.
Baseline Audit
e Conducted during transition phase
o Establishes reference conditions
e No penalties applied
Routine Audit
e Conducted on a fixed schedule

o All institutions audited
e Results published

Triggered Audit
Initiated when:
e Grade 2 or higher is issued
o parental confidence falls below threshold
e outcome decline is detected
« whistleblower evidence is substantiated
Escalation Audit
Triggered automatically at:
e QGrade 3 and above

e repeated non-compliance
o failure to implement remediation
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Audit Grading Integration

Each audit feeds directly into the IESAA Grade 1-5 system.

Grade Meaning Audit Consequence

1 Full compliance =~ Routine monitoring

2 Isolated failure Mandatory remediation
3 Persistent failure  Escalation audit

4 Systemic failure  Structural intervention
5 Institutional failure Direct [IESAA control

Grades are cumulative.
They do not reset annually.

Public Disclosure Requirements

All audit results must be:
e published in plain language
o released without institutional approval
o archived year over year
e comparable across institutions

Redaction is permitted only for:

o student identity protection
e legally privileged information

Opacity is grounds for escalation.

Correction and Escalation Rules

Correction
e Mandatory remediation plan
e Defined deadlines
o Follow-up audit scheduled

Escalation
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Triggered automatically when:

e deadlines are missed
o failures persist
o additional failures emerge

Escalation options include:

e leadership intervention

e curriculum enforcement directives
e governance restructuring

o removal of local authority

e temporary IESAA administration

Due Process and Legal Defensibility

Audits must adhere to:

e documented standards

e evidence-based findings

o right of institutional response

e proportional enforcement

e appeal on procedural grounds only

Disagreement with findings does not suspend enforcement.

Why This Audit Framework Exists

This framework exists because:

e education is compulsory

o failure causes lifelong harm

e public trust requires visibility
e correction requires authority

Audits do not exist to embarrass institutions.
They exist to prevent quiet failure.
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Audit Framework Bottom Line

If education outcomes matter, audits must have teeth.
If audits have no consequences, they are theater.
If consequences are discretionary, they are political.

This framework makes audits:
e structural
e enforceable
e transparent
e corrective

e unavoidable

That is how accountability becomes real.
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Appendix F: Governance Charter

Independent Education Standards and Accountability Authority (IESAA)

1. Legal Status and Purpose

1.1 Establishment

The Independent Education Standards and Accountability Authority (IESAA) is established as
an independent statutory authority by enabling legislation.

IESAA is not a department of government, not an agency under ministerial direction, and not a
subsidiary of any ministry, board, or political body.

Its authority derives directly from statute.

1.2 Core Purpose
IESAA exists to own outcomes in public education.
Its sole purpose is to ensure that the compulsory public education system delivers:
e defined competencies
e approved curriculum
e measurable outcomes
e transparent reporting
o enforceable correction
IESAA does not exist to:
e advance ideology
e manage classrooms
e protect institutions

e Dbalance political interests

It exists to ensure delivery or enforce correction.

2. Governance Principles

IESAA is governed by the following non-negotiable principles:
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1. Outcome Ownership

Someone must be responsible for results. That authority is IESAA.
2. Structural Independence

Execution and evaluation must be insulated from political cycles.
3. Transparency by Default

Public visibility is the primary accountability mechanism.
4. Enforcement over Explanation

Persistent failure requires correction, not narrative.
5. Proportional Authority

Powers escalate with demonstrated failure.

These principles override convenience, tradition, and institutional comfort.

3. Scope of Authority

3.1 What IESAA Governs
IESAA has exclusive authority over:

e education outcome standards

e curriculum approval and stabilization
e system-wide audits

e institutional grading

e escalation and intervention

e public reporting

No other body may exercise overlapping authority in these areas.

3.2 What IESAA Does Not Govern
IESAA does not:

e deliver instruction

e employ teachers

e discipline students

e manage daily operations

e negotiate labor agreements

e adjudicate individual disputes

Operational delivery remains local.
Outcome authority does not.
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4. Relationship to Government

4.1 Role of Government
Government retains authority to:
e enact enabling legislation
e appropriate funding
e define compulsory education parameters
e receive public reports
e amend the statutory framework through legislation
Government does not:
e direct curriculum decisions
e intervene in audits
e suppress findings

o alter grades
e delay enforcement

4.2 Ministerial Non-Interference

No minister, cabinet member, or political office-holder may:
o issue directives to IESAA on specific institutions
o influence audit scope or timing
o interfere in enforcement actions

e negotiate compliance outcomes

Any such attempt must be recorded and publicly disclosed.

5. Board of Governors

5.1 Composition
IESAA is governed by a Board of Governors consisting of 7 to 11 members.
Board composition must include expertise in:

e education standards and curriculum
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o audit and compliance

e data and performance measurement

e public governance and administrative law
e institutional risk management

No single professional background may constitute a majority.

5.2 Eligibility Restrictions
Board members may not:
e hold elected political office
e serve on school boards
e be employed by education ministries
e hold executive roles in teacher unions

e have financial interests in curriculum vendors

This prevents capture at the governance level.

5.3 Appointment Process
Board members are appointed through:
e public nomination process
o merit-based evaluation
e cross-party legislative confirmation

o fixed, staggered terms

Appointments require supermajority confirmation to prevent partisan stacking.

5.4 Term Limits

e Terms are fixed at 5 years
e Maximum of two terms
o Terms are staggered to prevent full board turnover
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6. Executive Leadership

6.1 Chief Executive Officer
IESAA is led by a Chief Executive Officer (CEO), appointed by the Board.
The CEO is responsible for:

e operational execution

o audit deployment

o enforcement actions

e reporting accuracy

o staff management

The CEO may not be removed for political reasons.

Removal requires documented cause.

6.2 Independence of Staff
IESAA staff operate under statutory independence.

Secondment from ministries or boards is prohibited.

7. Reporting Structure

7.1 Mandatory Public Reporting
IESAA must publish:

o annual national education performance report
e institution-level grades (1-5)

e audit summaries

e escalation actions

e trend analysis

Reports must be:
e plain language

e machine-readable
e archived permanently
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7.2 Reporting to Legislature
IESAA submits an annual report to the legislature.
This report:

e is informational

e does not require approval

e cannot be amended by government

Legislative review may question IESAA but may not direct it.

8. Public Accountability of IESAA

8.1 Public Evaluation
IESAA itself is subject to:
o independent external audit every 5 years
e statutory performance review
e public confidence reporting
IESAA is graded on:
e timeliness
e transparency

« enforcement consistency
¢ resistance to interference

8.2 Failure of IESAA

If IESAA fails to enforce standards, suppresses findings, or becomes captured, statutory
mechanisms allow:

o leadership removal for cause
e structural reform

o legislative reset

Independence does not mean immunity.
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9. Funding Model

9.1 Protected Funding
IESAA funding is:

e multi-year

o formula-based

o protected from annual political bargaining

Funding levels reflect that costs already exist and are being reallocated, not increased.

9.2 Cost Discipline

IESAA must publish:
e operating costs
e cost-per-audit

e cost-per-intervention

Efficiency is a governance obligation.

10. Enforcement and Escalation Authority

IESAA holds exclusive authority to:
e issue compliance directives
o mandate remediation
o impose leadership intervention
e assume temporary operational control
o dissolve or replace governance structures

Enforcement authority escalates automatically based on grade.

11. Judicial Review and Due Process

IESAA decisions are subject to judicial review on:
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e procedural fairness
o jurisdictional authority
e proportionality

Courts may not substitute judgment on standards or outcomes.

12. Transparency and Records

IESAA records are public by default.
Exceptions are limited to:

e personal privacy

e legal privilege

e student protection

Failure to disclose is itself a governance breach.

13. Dissolution and Sunset Protection

IESAA cannot be dissolved without:
e supermajority legislative approval
e public justification

o independent impact assessment

This prevents quiet rollback.

Governance Charter Bottom Line

This charter does three things deliberately:
1. Removes education outcomes from political execution
2. Assigns clear ownership of results
3. Makes accountability unavoidable and visible

IESAA exists because:

e education is compulsory
o failure is costly
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o drift is predictable
e accountability must be structural

This charter makes reform real.
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Appendix G: IESAA Grade 1-5 Escalation Authority Matrix

Purpose of the Grading System

The IESAA grading system exists to replace discretionary oversight with automatic, visible,
and enforceable accountability.

Grades are not symbolic.
They are operational triggers.

Each grade corresponds to a predefined set of consequences that must occur.
No negotiation. No delay. No political intervention.

This structure ensures that:
o failure is identified early,
e correction is mandatory,
e escalation is unavoidable,

e and prolonged dysfunction cannot be normalized.

Grades apply to every public school and governing educational unit within the compulsory
education system.

Grade Definitions and Mandatory Actions

Grade 1 — Full Compliance

Definition
The institution:

o delivers approved curriculum as written
e meets or exceeds outcome standards

e complies with audit requirements

e maintains transparent reporting

o demonstrates stable performance trends

IESAA Authority and Action
e Routine monitoring only

e Publication of Grade 1 status
e No intervention required
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Public Disclosure
e Grade publicly posted
e Audit summary published

e Trend data visible

Grade 1 represents institutional competence.

Grade 2 — Noted Deficiency

Definition
One or more deficiencies identified, including:
e partial curriculum non-adherence
o early outcome degradation
e documentation or transparency gaps
e isolated audit failures
Deficiencies are correctable and limited in scope.

IESAA Authority and Action

o Formal deficiency notice issued

e Mandatory corrective action plan required
e Defined correction timeline imposed

o Follow-up audit scheduled

Public Disclosure
e Grade 2 designation published
e Deficiency summary disclosed

e Correction timeline visible

Grade 2 is an early warning, not a penalty.

Grade 3 — Persistent Failure

Definition

o Deficiencies persist beyond remediation timelines, or
o Multiple deficiencies identified across audits, or
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e Outcomes continue to decline despite corrective plans
This indicates institutional resistance or incapacity.
IESAA Authority and Action

e Mandatory remediation imposed

e Leadership required to submit compliance attestations
e Increased audit frequency

o External instructional or governance support assigned
o Budgetary reallocation authority activated

Public Disclosure

e Grade 3 designation published
e Detailed failure analysis released
o Remediation status updated quarterly

Grade 3 is a credibility failure requiring intervention.

Grade 4 — Systemic Failure

Definition

e Multiple failures across curriculum, outcomes, and compliance
o Demonstrated inability to correct deficiencies

e Governance structures failing to enforce standards

o Continued decline in student competence

This is institutional dysfunction, not isolated error.
IESAA Authority and Action

e Mandatory leadership intervention

e Suspension or removal of governing authority

e Temporary assumption of operational control

e Structural reorganization imposed

o Staff redeployment or replacement authority exercised

Public Disclosure

e Grade 4 designation published
o Full audit report released
e Intervention actions disclosed
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e Progress reports issued monthly

Grade 4 represents loss of institutional autonomy.

Grade 5 — Institutional Failure

Definition
e Chronic failure across multiple cycles
o Refusal or inability to comply
o Persistent harm to student competence

e Breakdown of governance and delivery

Grade 5 means the institution has failed its compulsory mandate.
IESAA Authority and Action

o Immediate takeover authority exercised

o Dissolution of existing governance structures

o Full administrative replacement

e Curriculum reset imposed
e Reconstitution under direct IESAA supervision

Public Disclosure
e Grade 5 designation published prominently
o Full failure determination released
e Replacement plan disclosed
e Timelines for reconstitution provided

Grade S is not a warning. It is termination of autonomy.

Non-Discretionary Escalation Rule

IESAA may not downgrade, delay, or negotiate escalation once a grade threshold is met.

Failure to escalate is itself a governance breach.
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Grade System Bottom Line

This grading framework ensures:
e accountability is automatic
o authority is proportional
o failure is visible

e correction is unavoidable

No institution is entitled to autonomy it cannot justify through performance.
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Appendix H: Public Annual Education Performance Report
(IESAA Template)

Purpose of the Report

The Public Annual Education Performance Report exists to provide plain-language,
comparable, and comprehensive visibility into the performance of the compulsory education
system.

It replaces opaque internal reporting with direct public accountability.
This report is not advocacy.

It is not reassurance.
It is evidence.

Section 1 — Executive Snapshot

e National / jurisdiction-wide performance summary
e Percentage of schools by grade (1-5)

e Trend comparison to prior years

o Summary of escalations and interventions

o Statement of system integrity risks

Section 2 — Outcome Performance

2.1 Literacy Outcomes
e Functional literacy benchmarks
e Year-over-year trend analysis
e Regional variance
e Remediation rates
2.2 Numeracy OQutcomes
e Quantitative reasoning benchmarks
e Applied math proficiency
o Longitudinal trends
2.3 Civic and Analytical Competence

o Institutional literacy indicators
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o Evidence-based reasoning assessments

Section 3 — Curriculum Compliance

e Curriculum adherence rates
o Deviations identified

o Unauthorized substitutions
e Corrective actions taken

Section 4 — Institutional Grades

For every public school:

e Assigned grade (1-5)

e Prior-year comparison

e Summary justification

o Current remediation or intervention status

This section must be:

e searchable
o downloadable
e permanently archived

Section 5 — Parent Institutional Confidence Index

o Aggregated confidence scores

e Trend analysis

e Correlation with performance grades
o Triggered interventions

Section 6 — Enforcement and Escalation Actions

e (Grade 3-5 interventions initiated

e Leadership changes imposed

e Governance structures dissolved or replaced
e Operational control actions taken
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Section 7 — Cost and Resource Allocation

o Total system cost

e Cost per student

e Cost per audit

e Cost per intervention

o Comparative cost of failure vs correction

This section explicitly documents that cost already exists and tracks reallocation efficiency.

Section 8 — IESAA Self-Reporting

IESAA must report on:

o audits conducted

o enforcement actions taken

o timelines met or missed

o interference attempts disclosed
e internal performance metrics

IESAA is not exempt from scrutiny.

Section 9 — Public Access and Data Integrity

o Data sources listed

e Methodology explained

o Limitations disclosed

o Independent verification references

Report Bottom Line

This report ensures that:
o the public can see performance
o failure cannot be hidden
o reform cannot be symbolic

o authority is accountable

A compulsory system must justify itself continuously.
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Appendix I: School Board Dissolution and Authority Transfer

Purpose of This Section

This section addresses a structural failure that cannot be corrected through incremental reform.

School boards, as governing authorities within public education, no longer serve a defensible
function. Their continued existence fragments accountability, politicizes curriculum, obscures
responsibility, and prevents enforceable correction of failure.

This framework therefore removes school boards from education governance and transfers
their oversight authority to the Independent Education Standards and Accountability
Authority (IESAA).

This is not a critique of individuals.
It is a structural correction.

1. The Original Function of School Boards

School boards emerged in an era when:

e education systems were small and localized
e curriculum was limited in scope

e administrative capacity was minimal

o standardized data did not exist

o central oversight was impractical

Boards historically served as:

community administrators

fiscal overseers

local coordinators

intermediaries between schools and government

That context no longer exists.

2. Why School Boards No Longer Serve a Legitimate Governance Role

Modern public education is:

e compulsory
o standardized in law
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e publicly funded at scale

e data-rich

e subject to national economic and civic consequences
Despite this, school boards operate with:

o diffuse authority

e minimal outcome responsibility

e low voter participation

o high susceptibility to political and ideological capture

e o enforceable accountability for student competence
Boards can influence curriculum without owning outcomes.
They can approve budgets without being accountable for results.

They can shape policy without being responsible for failure.

This violates every principle of effective governance.

3. Structural Failures Inherent to School Boards

3.1 Diffused Accountability
School boards occupy a governance space where:
o authority is shared
o responsibility is unclear
o failure is explainable but not correctable
When outcomes decline:
e boards cite ministries
e ministries cite boards
e schools cite policy

o teachers cite complexity

No actor owns results.

3.2 Political and Ideological Capture
Boards are uniquely vulnerable to capture because they:

e operate with low electoral scrutiny
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e attract motivated minority participation
e are responsive to advocacy pressure rather than performance data
e lack insulation from political signaling

Curriculum and policy decisions increasingly reflect agenda management rather than competence
delivery.

This is not democratic responsiveness.
It is governance distortion.

3.3 Absence of Enforcement Authority
Boards cannot:
e enforce curriculum fidelity consistently
e impose system-wide correction
e intervene decisively in failing institutions
o override entrenched local resistance
They can recommend.
They can deliberate.

They cannot correct.

A governance body that cannot correct failure should not govern a compulsory system.

3.4 Structural Redundancy
Every core function attributed to boards:
e budgeting
e policy interpretation
e curriculum influence
e oversight

Is either:

e Dbetter executed by IESAA, or
e purely administrative and operational

Boards add an extra layer without adding accountability.
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Redundancy without value is not oversight.
It is obstruction.

4. Decision: Dissolution of School Boards

Under this framework:
e School boards cease to exist as governing authorities
o Their statutory powers are repealed
e Their policy, curriculum, and oversight roles are terminated

e No successor board structure is created

This is a clean removal, not a rebranding exercise.

5. Authority Transfer to IESAA

All governance authority formerly exercised by school boards is transferred to IESAA,
including:

e curriculum approval and compliance oversight

e institutional performance evaluation

o enforcement and escalation authority

e public reporting obligations

o leadership intervention powers

IESAA becomes the sole outcome-owning authority.

6. Separation of Governance and Operations

Dissolving boards does not centralize daily operations.
Operational functions remain local and administrative, including:
e school management
o staffing logistics
o facility operations
e scheduling

e resource deployment

The separation is deliberate:
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e IESAA governs outcomes
e Schools deliver instruction
e Administration supports delivery

Governance without delivery avoids micromanagement.
Delivery without governance avoids drift.

7. Fiscal Reallocation, Not Cost Expansion

School boards currently consume substantial public resources through:

e administrative staffing

o offices and infrastructure
e legal and consulting costs
e duplicative reporting

e political process overhead

Dissolution does not increase cost.
It reallocates existing cost.

Savings are redirected to:
e classroom instruction
e curriculum support
o audit capacity
e remediation resources

o data transparency

The public is already paying.
This framework changes what they pay for.

8. Transition Mechanism

Board dissolution occurs through:
e statutory repeal
e defined sunset period
o transfer of records and data

e reassignment or severance under existing labor law

No transitional advisory bodies are created unless explicitly justified by function.
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Avoidance through “temporary committees” is prohibited.

9. Why This Change Is Necessary

As long as school boards exist:
e accountability can be deflected
e enforcement can be delayed
e curriculum can drift

e outcomes can decline without consequence

Dissolving boards is not radical.
Allowing a compulsory system to operate without outcome ownership is.

Section Bottom Line

School boards no longer serve a defensible governance role in modern public education. They
fragment accountability, politicize curriculum, and insulate failure.

This framework removes them.

Authority is transferred to an independent, outcome-owning institution with enforceable powers,
transparent reporting, and automatic escalation.

Compulsory education requires clear authority, visible accountability, and the ability to
correct failure.

School boards provide none of these.

IESAA does.
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Appendix J: Selection and Democratic Legitimacy of IESAA
Leadership

Purpose of This Section

Removing education oversight from government and dissolving school boards creates a
necessary question:

Who selects the people who govern the system?
This framework answers that question directly.
IESAA leadership must be:

o independent from political control

o insulated from ideology

e accountable to the public

o selected through a process that is legitimate but not populist

This section defines that balance.

1. Why Direct Election Is Rejected

IESAA leadership is not elected by popular vote.
This is deliberate.
Direct elections:
e incentivize messaging over competence
o reward ideological alignment over performance
e introduce campaign financing pressures
e politicize enforcement decisions

o recreate the failures of school boards under a different name

A system designed to enforce standards cannot be governed by officials who must campaign
for approval.

Enforcement authority and electoral dependency are structurally incompatible.
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2. Why Closed Appointment Is Also Rejected

At the same time, IESAA leadership cannot be selected through opaque executive appointment.
Closed appointment:

e undermines public trust

e enables quiet capture

e concentrates power

o shields failure from scrutiny

Legitimacy requires public visibility and constraint, not secrecy.

3. The Hybrid Legitimacy Model (Adopted)

IESAA leadership is selected through a hybrid democratic legitimacy model that combines:
e public nomination
e merit-based evaluation
o legislative confirmation
o fixed terms
o removal only for cause

This preserves independence without sacrificing accountability.

4. Board of Governors Selection Process

4.1 Public Nomination

Any qualified individual may be nominated through:
e public call for nominations
o professional bodies
e civic organizations

e self-nomination

Nomination materials are public.

4.2 Independent Qualification Review
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An independent qualifications panel evaluates nominees against statutory criteria, including:
o demonstrated expertise
e governance experience
e absence of conflicts of interest
e institutional independence
e disciplinary history

Ungqualified nominees do not advance.

This prevents ideological stacking.

4.3 Legislative Confirmation (Supermajority)

Shortlisted candidates are subject to cross-party legislative confirmation requiring a
supermajority vote.

This ensures:

e no single party controls appointments

e extremism is filtered out

e competence is prioritized over alignment
Confirmation hearings focus on:

e governance philosophy

e enforcement approach

e interpretation of mandate
e resistance to political pressure

4.4 Fixed and Staggered Terms
o Fixed 5-year terms
o Staggered expiration

¢ Maximum of two terms

This prevents mass turnover and political resets.
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5. Chief Executive Officer (CEQO)

The CEO is:

o selected by the Board of Governors

e subject to public confirmation hearing
e appointed for a fixed term

e removable only for documented cause

The CEO is not elected and not politically appointed.

6. Public Accountability Without Elections

IESAA leadership is accountable through:

e mandatory public reporting

e published grades and enforcement actions
o external audits

e judicial review

o legislative review (non-directive)

e public confidence reporting

The public does not vote for IESAA officials.
The public evaluates their performance.

This is outcome-based legitimacy, not popularity-based legitimacy.

7. Removal for Cause

IESAA leadership may be removed only for:

o failure to enforce standards

e suppression or manipulation of findings
e abuse of authority

o conflicts of interest

e procedural misconduct

Removal requires:
e documented findings

e public disclosure
e independent review
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o legislative confirmation

Political disagreement is not cause.

8. Why This Model Works

This selection model:

e avoids politicization

e prevents capture

e ensures competence

e preserves independence

e maintains democratic legitimacy

o aligns authority with responsibility

It replaces popularity with performance.

Section Bottom Line

IESAA leadership is not elected, because enforcement cannot be subjected to electoral pressure.
It is not secretly appointed, because legitimacy cannot be hidden.

Instead, leadership is:

e publicly nominated

o professionally screened

e cross-party confirmed

o fixed-term limited

o transparently accountable

This model ensures that the people who govern compulsory education are selected for

competence and integrity, not ideology or popularity — while remaining fully accountable to
the public they serve.
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Appendix K: Transition of Existing School Board Members
Eligibility, Prohibition, and Mandatory Reauthorization

Purpose of This Section

Structural reform fails when legacy authority is allowed to persist by default.
When school boards are dissolved, the individuals who previously exercised governance
authority over education do not retain legitimacy automatically. Authority in the new system
must be earned, not inherited.
This section ensures that:

e no individual is grandfathered into the new governance structure

e 1o authority carries forward without explicit public validation

o reform represents a real break from the failed system

Continuity of personnel without reauthorization would undermine the credibility of the entire
framework.

1. Absolute Prohibition on Automatic Transition

No current or former school board member shall:
o automatically assume a role within IESAA
e retain governance authority during transition
e serve in an interim oversight capacity by virtue of prior position
o exercise influence over curriculum, standards, audits, or enforcement

All governance authority exercised by school boards terminates upon dissolution.

There are no transitional exemptions.

2. Principle of Mandatory Reauthorization

Every individual serving within IESAA must receive affirmative authorization under the new
governance model.

Prior service:
e confers no entitlement
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e grants no presumption of qualification
e carries no continuity of authority

Experience may be considered.
Authority must be re-earned.

3. Eligibility of Former Board Members

Former school board members are not categorically barred from participation in the new
system. However, eligibility is strictly conditional.

To be eligible for any role within IESAA governance or leadership, a former board member
must:

o resign all prior education governance positions

e complete a mandatory cooling-off period

e publicly disclose prior decisions and affiliations

e submit to the same nomination and vetting process as any other candidate
o receive full legislative confirmation through the standard process

Eligibility does not imply appointment.

4. Cooling-Off Period

Former school board members are subject to a mandatory cooling-off period before
nomination.

Minimum cooling-off period:

e 24 months from date of board dissolution or resignation
This prevents:

o continuity of influence

e perception of self-replacement

o entrenchment of failed governance culture

No waivers are permitted.
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5. Mandatory Public Confirmation Vote

Every IESAA board member, without exception, must be voted in through the defined
confirmation process.

This includes:

e new appointees

e former board members

e subject-matter experts

e interim leadership
There are no interim appointments without confirmation.
Confirmation requires:

e public nomination

e transparent qualification review

o legislative hearing

e supermajority vote

Authority exists only after confirmation.

6. Prohibition on Transitional Governance Capture

Former board members may not:
e participate in drafting IESAA’s founding operational rules
» influence appointment criteria
e serve on transitional advisory committees
e shape enforcement frameworks
e advise on dissolution sequencing

Allowing outgoing governance actors to design the replacement structure is a conflict of interest.

7. Administrative and Operational Roles

Former board members may apply for non-governance administrative roles only if:
o the role carries no oversight authority

o the role does not influence curriculum, audits, grading, or enforcement
o the individual passes conflict-of-interest review
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o employment is subject to standard civil service rules

Governance and administration are not interchangeable.

8. Public Disclosure Requirements

All former board members who seek roles within [IESAA must have:
e their prior service history disclosed
e voting records summarized where applicable
o conflicts of interest published

e confirmation proceedings archived publicly

Transparency is non-negotiable.

9. Rationale for This Requirement

This framework deliberately rejects the assumption that prior authority equals future legitimacy.
School boards are being dissolved because the governance model failed.
Allowing that failure to persist through personnel continuity would:

e undermine public trust

o weaken reform credibility

o recreate informal power networks

o dilute enforcement resolve

Reform must be structural and cultural.

Section Bottom Line

No individual transitions into IESAA by default.
No authority survives dissolution without reauthorization.
No governance role exists without an explicit public vote.

Experience may follow.
Authority does not.

Every member of the new education oversight system must be:
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e nominated openly

o vetted independently

e confirmed publicly

e accountable structurally

This is how reform becomes real rather than cosmetic.
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