
• . ESEA Roauthorization Q&As for M<..ting with Hill Starr· 
(NOT FOR J)]STRIBUTlON) 

1) 	 \ViIJ the Department conso'idate existing [SEA programs or simplify pf'ograms? 

• 	 \\-'e are currently in the process of examining all ESEA progran1s h? determine their 
effectiveness and their contribution 10 the mission of ESEA .: helping all children 
reach high academic standards. OUf proposal wiH eliminate many of the small 
programs and try to incorporate the goals of the small programs in~o other Titles, 
where appropriate. We will work to consolidate andlor simplify where it makes sense 
and fits with our vision - all children learning to high standards and closing the gap. 

2) 	 Can )'OU give an example of some of the small programs y~u arc eliminating? 

• 	 We have not received sign-of( from the Secretary on eliminating any programs at this 
point. 

2) 	 \Ve hnc beard _he Secretary talk about '"rc..o;;fHmsible block grants,'" - do you , 
plan to put forth any "responsible block grants'"? 

• • When the Secretary talks about responsible block' gr;Ults:; h~ re'iIli;, is talking about 
simplifying programs where it makes good educationai sense. And, by a "block 
grant," he does D0:1 mean ~noney out t? states with no'mission and'no accountability. 
One example of a possibility that gives states flexibili1Y arid accountability. but 
continues to send,a strong message about the need "[cir: work'ami reform 'in the area is 

• • 	 , , .,. ~',''''''--.' -, ' ,.,,. -,-,-. p-- ­

Teacher Quality, Currently, many of our ESEA Tilles 'include professional 
'development as either an ailowable activity or are'q~iremen;':' Title I,' Title II. ~itle 
HI, Title VII - we are examining what it might look like to provide funding for 
professional development that would be available across Titles a~d programs, ~_. 

• 	 So again - the Secretary is interested in pushing us to think about how to get Stutes; 
school districts, and schools to think about our various programs in ways that support 
comprehensive reform. If consolidating some of our programs or set-asides withh,:.,. 
Thies will help move forward an agenda of comprehensive reform than we will . 
support it. 

3) 	 Are you going to reauthoril..e Goals 2000 as a stand~alonc; roU it into ESEA. or 
no longer support it? 

• 	 The President and the Secretary are commhted to supporting States as they complete 
their work on the develupment of content and performance struldards. And, mOre 

• importantly, we want to make sure that we support States and Districts in their work 
of getting standards into the classroom - making sure that teachers have the training 
and tools they need to teach children to high standards and ensuring that schools 



.. , 

• 	 receive on~goipg support 10 reform and :evise !.heir curriculum to align vdth State 
Standards. 

• 	 We are exploring several options for continu!ng s.tandards work - keeping a state~ 
based grant for standards - the follow-up grant to Goals 2000 - or doing this work 
through a larger grant focused on teacher quality_ Either way - the Administration 
will push for supporting States and Districts in the dc\'eJopmem of Standards and in 
the hard work of getting standards into the classroom. Work on Standards will 
continue to be central to our ESEA mission. 

2) 	 You stated that your four main themes are Equity, Teacher Qualit)', School 
Em-ironments Conducive (0 Learning, and Choice & Innovation? How does this 
look in legislaCion? "iill there be major new programs or will you highlight 
these themes wlt~ln the existing framework? 

• 


• 111ere wi!] he both - we are working on improving our existing pro{;;rums, 

understanding where there are gaps and putting forward new ideas to support our 

ongoing effort Under each theme. there will be provisions 10 support that theme, 

For examplc, Equity encompasses Title 1, Migrant Education, lndian Education. 

Homeless, etc. . , , 


• 	 Major ncw pieces wm include a much greater emphasis on Teacher QUll!ity, more 
opportunities for Public School Choice. and Early Childhood. ' 

: ... " 

• 	 The changes that were made in 1994 were viewed by the field as the Jargest changes 
in ESEA siJ)ce its inception in 1965. At the time, we wanted to put forth a tcn-ycar 
authorization because \\'C knew that major change and reform taKes time, This 
reauthorization is not staying with the "status quo," instead it is continuing and 
building on the hardwwork at1d major changes that the Administration and the 
Democrats put forth in 1994, 

2) 	 One of the messnges that we are certainly getting from the \\'hite House is a real 
hanl·Hned message of accountability - cutting off funding nfter a certain period 
of time if schools do not sbu,,: results? Will ~'OU be proposing this type of bard~ 
lined accountability? And, how docs it fit with the accountability provisions 
already in Tille I? 

• Accountability is a critical component of standards-based reform. but it cannot 

'. '., '- , 

• 
eome without support for States, Districts, and ~chools to meet challenging 
standards. . 

• 	 We are working on improving the accountability.-system in Title I to meet the 
following objec!ives: 



• <, 


• Objectives of an accountability s~'s1em under Title I: 
The system includes ALL students and holds them all to the same set of challenging 

slandards. 

Title I schools nre held accountahle through the same system ~s other schools. 

The system provides meaningful information to schools, parents and students about 

student achievement. 

The informatiDn generated by the system is used to impro\'e teaching and learning, 

The system promotes conlinu~us improvement. 

The system promotes a sense of responsibility among State staff, district personnel, 

principals, teachers, and students. 


The system includes rewards and interventions for'scbools based on student 

pCrfOmlaflCe. 


J) 	It sounds as though you still ha"f quite a bit of work (0 do to finalize your 
proposal. \\'hat type of ussuranCl'S can you give us that this bill will get up to the 
Hill in carly 1999'! 

• 	 We know and respect that we have n. tight timeline and do not want to lose the 
opporf~nity to work'with you to set the agenda. While we have much to do, we have 
also accomplished mueh and we are already in the process of writing specs on many 
ofour programs. We win continue to push llnd sec carly 1999 as a real deadline. • 


, '. .. 

• 
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• Reautltorization Briefing ofSenate Sttif/ers 
Monday, January 25.1999 

Questions 

• 	 'What is the Department's schedule for presenting its proposal? Is the Department meeting 
with groups before receiving feedback from the Senate representatives? . 

• 	 How, if at nil, would the Department encoumge and support efforts under the National Board 
fOf.Professional Teaching Standards at the locaJ and statc levels? 

• 	 \\'oat is the Department's plan for addressing out of field teachers? How will the 
Department's initiative work? More importantly, how will the effort to remove out of field 

. teachers affect ruml schools {given that the staffer believed most out of field teacher 
placements are in rural schools)? 

• 
• Vv'hat kind of assistance would the Department provide to school districts in providing 

interim placements and other services to accolT'.modate special needs student populations? 
How will the Department respond to the needs that a district may identify itself as having 
(i.e, transportation needs)? \-Vhat is the Department's overall message to school districts 
regarding how to deal with the costs associated \vith providing services such as interim 
placements? 

• 	 Does any part of the legislation address ways 10 ensure that schools have access to funds for 
school libraries. SInce Title VJ~ which is being considered for consolidation, is currently the 
only place where school libraries are mentioned? 

• ~ \\'hat are the criteria for need that the Department is planning to use for awarding funds 
unlier the Safe and Drug Free Schools program? 

• 

~-' ' 

• How 'Win teacher recruitment be addressed? Is it restricted or limited to Title II? 

•.•• ' 	 t, "" , 

What h2$ lhr: Department heard from the different groups regarding Ed~Flex and initiatives,• 	
" 

suc~ as endi~g social promotion, that may be construed as the federal government telling the 
locals what to'do? 

• 	 ,. 

Senate Staffers Briefing. MOIL, 1125199 (page I) 
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• Comments 

• 	 Regarding the consolidation of'the Goals 2000 program, n staffer expressed :hat it would be 

good for the Department to consider two key issues: (l) the political ane policy contexts of 

the consolidation strategy (using "such sums as necessary" language needs to reflect that the 

initiative, represents 3P. impro,'ed effort and ir:.creased commitment) and (2) the Department's 

r~soning behind the three programs 11 has chosen to focus 0:1 (and why ir:itiatives such as 

Class Size Reduction are not among thes;c programs) 


. 
• 	 Regarding the Choice initiative, a statTer explained that it is not true that magnet schools 


guide grmvth in schoo! districts, Rather, ~f the Department is talking ubout "good public 

schools" then it should not necessarily be promoting clmners since there is evidence that 

some charters are really bad. Charter schools, therefo're, may not be the best model for 

choice. Additionally, by promoting charter schools, the Department makes it difficult for 

Senate .supporters. The Ed Flex jJrogram also makes it difficult to ensure accountability, 

panicularly a.'11ong charter schools. 


• 	 The Department shou.!d not feel as though it is defending a federal role since federal 

programs COnil:1Ue to do more 10 ensure equity than ci~.her state or iocalities, es})eCially in 

view of evidence which indicates that states and locals are not distributing the funds they 


'. receive. equally. 

.• Regarding the coordination of services (in the context of Safe and Drug Free Schools), a 
",' staffer expressed concern thai the presentation did not make any reference to thc.Title I team, 

, . The $~affer urged the Department to give extensive consideration to how ser.'icesw,iU be . , 
·coordinated and \ ....hm would be the role ofHHS and mental health agencies in linking 
sen'ices for st'Jdents. 

• 	 The Departi.Q~nt was advised to consider interfacing \\';th OSERS in focusing on students 

with disabiJity and tho:>.: in, high-risk areas, especially in the how charter and magnet schools 

arc: working tel accommodate students with special needs. AdditionaJly. teacher professional 

development programs need to include ways :'0 address accommodations fQr the needs of 

these stude'lit:, Disciplir::; matters raise additional concerns for special needs students that 

must be addressed. Final!/..a:1Y asper:~.of the legislation that focus on special needs 

populations must also include LEP and Bilingual children, 


• 	 The Department was encouraged to carefuUy consider \\'hich 'programs would use 
, competitive versus formula grants. A concern was expressed that competitive grants tend to 


place school districts with limited Or poor grant ,..,.riting ability at il grave disadvantage, such 

that certain districts (i.e" Hartford Connecticut in partnership with Harvard UniverSity) are 


• 
always successful in getting funds. Although it was believed that a combination of targeted 
and formula grants would be most helpful for schoo! districts, 

• 	 A staffer lndic,ated that in view of efforts 10 consolidate federal programs, the Department 

Senate Staffers Briefing. Mon" 1125199 (page: 2) 
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• needs to be clear on what is the focus and vision of the legislation, how the legislation 
preserves existing prograrr.s, and what the program would look like in the fl..'ture. 

• One staffer expressed that the Department needs to give careful cO!1sideration to"howit w:U 
address the accountability issue. The accountability bottom line could be viewed as how the' 
Department be able to ask the locals IIDid you do your job?'" 

• 	 ,The Department needs to al\vuys focus its programs on targeting for the neediest and poorest 
children. 

• 	 Staffe: expressed that ~he consolidation ofThle VI did not'nppear to pose a problem since the 
issu~s addressed by this program apPeared elsewhere in the legislation. 

• 	' The suggestion was made that the Department uses the principals of Goals 2000 and a focus 
on'continuous improvement as the key clements of its legislative language. Additionally. the 
Department should consider addressing how services will provided to secondary schools and 
\~ys to bring the high schools onboard, ' 

• , 
I' 

/ 

... 
~ 	

'.1 j. . .. .\,~ .. 

• 	
". , . 
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• Reauthorization Briefing ofHouse Staffers 
Tuesday. January 26.1999 

Questions 

• 	 \\''hat is the Derartment p1anning as part of ;t5 current initiative to set aside funds for 
administrators and principals for leadership training? What is tbe difference hetween the 
Department's proposal and what states and local school districts are currently doing under the 
LEAD program? Is the proposed initiative something new, separate or different from 
existing programs?, 

• 	 '\\'hat is the bottom line of the Department's investment of $2 million for <;orrcctive 
actions/interventions under its.accoun1ability proposal? JS the Department considering 
options ~uch as closing non-performing schools as part of the proposed corrective actions? 

• 	 Is the Department considering adjusting any language in the ~uITent authority. regarding 
corrective action for accountability? Since the legislation currently reserves harsher 
corrective actions for use with final assessments, the Department may not want to change 
these provisions. 

• • Would !he Department provide the names of the GAO reP9rt(s) cited in the overvle\~f and 
other segments of the presentation? 

• 	 Does the Department have a list of the schools andlor districts that have been identified as 
needing correction? ·Ifso, the Department has been asked to provide this information to the 
staffers, 

• 	 Is anyon(~ giving th'ought to how the Supre~e Court decision regarding f,!opulation sampling 
for the upcoming censuS.going to be nddresseu:under the Title J formula?'}!Qw does 

'. 
sampling factor into the Department's allocation for Tide J'? 

• 	 Recognlt'.ing tbat teacher quality was emphasized in both .Goals 2000 and !pe lASA, what can 
we/the Department do to put teeth into/strengthei.i'\!tfo.teacher iua!ity initiati~'e'Y -'>,-I 

• 

House Staffers Briefing ~~Tues" 1126/99 (pnge 1) 
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• C(lmment~ from Stuffers 

There were two polar positions regarding how the Department is presenting the choice initiative, 

Position (l) 

• 	 One staffer raised strong opposition to the Departr.1ent's p!'cscntation, ir.sisting that the 
Department has slated and continues to aSSert that choict: is a major theme of the 
reauthoril..ation. In the context of the President's State of the Union sp(""'ech, Democratic 
support, and public sentiment, the staffer urged that the Department is presenting a very 
defensive message for the House. He acknowledged that while the sam addressed charters 
and magnets in the son;, they were framed as innovative models; 10 do otherwise supports 
the.Rcpuhlican's ideal/position. lv1oreover, the Department's presentation of choice pits 
schools against each other, The Democrats, and the public) support good schools, teacher 
quality, etc. The issue of choice is critical and the reason the Department is getting strong 
reactions when presenting its choice proposal is because the Department's position is not 
aligned \vith the Democratic concept. 

• 	 Another ~taffer agreed that the Department does appear to be promoting chOice as a major 
theme of the rcuuthorization apd, as such, would encounter strong Democratic opposition. 

• Position (2) 


• One staffer disagreed with the aforementioned comments~ stating that the emphasis on choice 

• •• '," ..• . •. , -).,.',,, .. ,1, .• ,., .... ,"').. ..,:: ,

1S not COn'lu:g stnctly fromthc Department, but rather thc"Democrats also 'hi!ve ldentrfied . 
choice as One of their strategies and the Department' is: orily·tf)~ing'to·putisubsUU;ce into the 
proposaL 'The staffer also opined that if the Democrats had advanced lhe choice issue more 
openly, the public would have supported it. 

'-. 
• 	 Another staffer asserted that not addressing choice would c!0de, support among minority .•~ 

voters and inner city resldents:, adding that the two ideas are noi"mutually exclusive, Many' 
Democrats wilJ support the administration's position of keeping the issue at the forefront of 
the reauthorization discussions, •. "'., ,., ... 

• 	 One staffe.r expressed concern that the Departi'l,1ent's presentation did not mention how . 
initiatives address students with disabilities and urged that the Department work with OSERS 
10 addres.s how reauthorization would meets the needs of this student population. 

• 	 Regarding Ed-Flex and "'Rivers, the Department was asked to work closely vdth the House 
on these matters, especially In the context of Title L The ~ia:ffcr noted that a key issue with 
the Ed-Flex and waiver program is that it appears; and reports may corroborate, that the 

• Department is granting \\'fiivers in n manner that ailows schools tha~ were previously 
ineligible 10 be eligible for and participate in Title I. If true, this would be a course of action 
that would set a dangerous precedent. 	 ' 

House Staffers Briefin~··Tues., li26/99,{p::ge 2) 



• Department Responses 

Regarding public scbool choice 

• 	 Judith emphasized that the Department is currently exan:tining the choice proposal and 
interpretations of the Department's position and would like to mett with the House at a later 
time to discuss the subject in greater detail to gain the full benefit of their input and address 
and resolve their conc-e:ns. In addition j she asserted that, in response to feedback from the 
House and after careful review, .the Department decided w f:1ime choice as a strategy ~~ not a 
theme for reauthorization. Ann O'~eaf)' stressed that the choice' proposal reflects only one of 
the Department's strategies among a myriad of options. 

Regarding the teacher quality and professional development initiatives 

• 	 Judith pointed out thal the Department's current focus is on principais and teachers in high 
poverty schools who may lack the knowledge and skills necessary to move the reform agenda 
fon,\'ard. She asserted that the Department has not as of yet convinced the country that 
professional development is ongoing and continuous and needs to help the tea~hing 
community to articulate this. TIle issue is one of both policy and implementation. 

• 
Regarding the waiver for Title I 

• 	 Mary Jean a-;sured the staffers that reports of the Department's granting waivers to ineligible 
school districts to receive funds und;r Title J is: not <:,-ccur~te and she would pr<?vide 
infonnation on the waivers that have been granted. 

. 	 . ,:'"'l'.:. 

Regarding issues not addressed 

• 	 The Department would be available to meet with staffers at a later time to address other 
reauthorization initiatives and any additional details that were not covered Irrt~ay's 
presentations, 

'. 
'.'!,. 

. . 

'" 

• 
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• M&B/CFO BRIEFING FOR SECRETARY RILEY 

r Immediate Priorities 

• 

<, 

• 	 D~.yeloping th~.. Department'S FX 1994 budget proposa1. 

II M~jor Pending Activities 

• 	 He_authorization Qf Elementary and secondary Education 
programs: Authorization for the Elementary and secondary 
Education AC,t, as well as other elementary ~nd secondary 
education statutes, expire at the end of FY 1993. While 
Congress ~ay not complete reauthorization until next year, the 
House wants to complete its bill by Mayor 0une,'so we need to 
move quickly if we want to have substantive input into the 
process. The Department has developed a set Qf proposals that 
largely reflect the judgment of its senior career staff, and 
11&8 s'taff have l!tade substantial progress in preparing 
legislative specifications. To move forward, we need to 
establish the objectives of the new Secretary, and to, work 
with OMS on a fast-track clearance process.. , 	 . 

• 	 Reauthorizing the Office of Educational Research and 
Improvement: Authority for OERr's research activities expired 
at the end of FY 1992 , and authority for its statistics and 
assessment activities will e~pire at the end of FY 1993~ 
Research activities continue because Congress appropriated 
funds for that'purpose, and statistics and' assessment can be 
extended through FY 1994 under GEPA. congress refused to . 
consider an earlier Department reauthori~a~ion bill, a,~d. .!-~,~.:~t,',,;~ t: 
Department strongly opposed a House bill that would have ''/.':'' :', ,:,~ ­
limited secretarial authority over OERI I S activities. The 'new·, " 
Administration must decide when to 17esubmit a reauthorization 
proposal t and whether to combine an OERI proposal with the 
elementary and secondary reauthorization. NAEP legislation 
must be enacted by mid-February if State-level assessments are 
to be conducted in 1994'. 

• 	 HEA Technical Amendments: The higher education community is 
encour~ging Congress to enact technical amendments to last 
year's reauthorization of the HEA, and the Department needs to 
develop its own package ~f amendments as soon as possible. 

• 	 HEA Regulatory Negotiation: The Higher Education Amendments 
of 1992 require "negotiated rulemaking". prior to publication 
of proposed regulations for GSL, most student aid progr~msl 
and the institutional eligibility process. In deference to 
the incoming Administration, ED negotiators avoided ltIakinq 
policy commitments at the initial public negotiating sessions 

• 
held January 4-8. Concluding sessions are scheduled for 
February 1-5. There are number of major issues that·l'equire 
the Secretary's guidance regarding the Departrnent*s position, 
and delaying the final sessions would allow adequate time for 
the secretary to consider these issues. 
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III Upcoming Conqressiona~ Hearings 

• 	 January 26: The House ARpropriations Subcommittee for 
. Interior and Related Agencies will hold a hearing on the 

FY 1994 budget for lndian Education. The hearing will address 
the Bush current. services budget as well as various issues 
related to Indian Ed.ucation programs',. The Acting Assistant 
Secretaries for OESE and II&B/CFO will testify. 

• 	 Februarv 16: The HQuse Labor-HHS~kducati9n Agpropriations 
SubcQlT'.mittee has scheduled an Jill overview br-iefing that will 
include a statistical overview of education, Inspector General 
issues, and an historical review of education program .funding. 
The purpose is to provide new Members with background 
information on education issues and Department activities. 

• 	 March~.~5 (approximately): The House ..~gpropriations 
S~bcommittee will conduct hearings on the pepartment's FY 1994 
budget request~ These dates assume the Clinton budget will be 
transmitted to Congress in mid-March;, and depend on the 
availability of the secretary. The first witness will be the 
S.ecretary, foll9'wed by the assistant secretaries for each 
program area. 

• No Scheduled, Date:· The, Senate Labor-HHS-ED Appropriations,' 
Subcommittee has yet to schedule a hearing on the. D~partreentts 

'. ., 1994 budget. In. the1past, the Secretary has 9~,~!l~.~p~,.'?l}ly 
witness requested for this hearing~- , ­

• 	 No Scheduled Date: Both House and Senate bU-:lget and 
autho~izing co~~ittees may hold hearings on the Department's 
1994 budget, but none are currently sched~led. These hearings 
u6unlly involve only the secretary. 

IV Administrative Issues' 

• 	 f.g.....1.J Grant Pawent Schedule: The Pell G,rant pa:Yllient schedule 
for i\l~ademH:: yea'r 1993-$4 is required by law to be distributed 
to postsecondary institutions by February 1, 1993. OPE has 
prepared the schedule I but is delaying distribution to allow 
time for incoming Clinton officials to review the situation. 
This review should take place in time to meet the .February 1 
deadline . 

, . 

• 
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v status of FY 1993 Budget 

• 	 status of Salaries and Expenses (S&El budg,t: Last October 
each office received a ~993 S&E allocation to cover full-time 
equivalent (PTE) employment and operating expenses. The 
Department's S&E appropriations for FY 1993 Were considerably 
less than the levels-requested by President Bush. 

• 	 Hiring Waiver Process: EO has used a hiring waiver process to 
ensure that offices live within their FTE ceilings~ Approval 
from both M&B/CFO and OKRA is required to authorize hiring., 
Continuing'this process is probably the most practioal way to 
prese~ve the Secretary's options for future hiring and use of 
limited S&E funds. 

• 	 Discretionary funds available for Secretarial priorities: A 
,separate analysis is being prepared on this~ 

VI Financial Management Issues 

III Performance Measures: 'A Department-wide Monitoring and 
'Performance Measures Team is working to develop outcome 
measures for a.pilot project involving five programs. The 

· goal is to expand performance measurement activities to all. e ... 
c programs ~l' 

. ,", ... 	 :' , 

.. ... 

-. -. 

e 




• Summary of ProgrOlm Terminations 

Question: Can you tell me how many programs the Department currently 
manages and how many programs the Department has terminated in the past 
several years? 

. Answer: The Department currently manages 171 programs in FY 1999. The FY 
2000 budget includes 10 new initiatives, offset by the termination of seven . 
programs for a net increase of 3, or a total of 174. 

From FY 1994 through FY 1999, the Department has terminated 68 programs 
totaling $642 million. In the FY 2000 budget. the Administration proposes to 
terminate an additional seven programs totaling $503 million. 

Total 
Number of Prior Year's 

Terminations 11 Appropriation 

• 
Program Terminations in 1994 Appropriations 4 $10,693 
Program J erminations io 1995 Appropriations 14 81.925 
Program Terminations in 1995 Rescissions 25 358.506 
Program Terminations in 1996 Omnibus Appropriations 21 . 173,291 

.' " 
Program Terrnj~aJLo~.s._in 1997 Omnibus Appropriations 0 0 ..' 

Program Terminations in 1998 Appropriations a '0 

Program Terminations in 1999 Appropriations ,. 4 17, ~55,. 
Total 68 641,570 . 

-
Program Terminations in 2000 President's Budget 7 $503,587 

11 Reflects Conference aditiO on appropriations bills . 

.' 
',,, "', ::.. 

• 
- -" 
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• Wish Lis\; .wbat If There Were NQ Cap§ 


QuesliQQ: What would yo~ request for education if there were no discretionary 


• -, 

, - , 

caps? 

Answer: 

• 	 The President insists on fixing Social SecurilY before we usa the surplus for 
anything el,se_ 

• 	 Ho"wever, If we fixed Social Security and Medicare, and the caps were 
efiminated, we could effective!)' use additional resour~es for education. 

• 	 If not for the caps" I would consider increases in:, 

- Class size to expedite hiring of Ihe 100,000 additional teachers; 

- Special Educa~on services to students, as long as there is accountability, 
but not just revenue sharing _ 


- Pell Grants for low-income students - , 


- Investments In'teacherqu-a!ity and development 

, 	 - , 

• 
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• Eesponse to pomenjci 

Questioo: What do you think of Senator Domenici's proposal to increase 
spending on elementary and s~condary education by 40% or $40 billion over 5 
years? 

AnsWer: 

• 	 I'm for anythlng that would add education resources to serve a national 
educ:ation purpose as long as there is accountability for results. 

'. 	 I WOIJI~ prefer that the fu~ds be targeted on those most in need, including 
economically disadvantaged, disabled, and limited English speaking students. 

• 	 I would welcome the Senators support for education funding. but I haven't 
heard all the details of his plan Of-how the increase would be funded within' 
the caps. 

• 	 In 1999, the Department will spend $21.4 billion on elementary and 
secondary education. If continued for 5 years, that would be $107 billion. A 
40% increase spread out over 5·years. vyou!dbe abOui $40 billion. 

• • Throwing money at the pmbled, is noHii'es'olution. I'd like to have billions to 
throw, but I'd like to do it in a way thatwould·achieve results. 

"" ;: : .;., .. ~ . " , 
," , .., ' , -, ...-

" . Five years is a long time!JFive budgets'ag'o: ' 
- Our discretionary budget for 2000 is 50 percent targer than the 1996 

appropriation ($23,0 billion vs $34.7 billion). 
- In 1996. elementary/secondary funding was $14.7 billion. We are 

proposing about 52% more in FY 2000 (S22,3h.Ulion). 
". 

". 	 " '.: . 	.. • 

• 
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• , Class Si~e Matching Requirement 

QuestiQ!): Why are you proposing that local districts provide a match for their FY 
2000 Class Size Reduction funds (particularty when that was not a part of the'FY 
1999 budge! agreement)? 

Answer: 

• 	 We are not attaching any new conditions to the amount of Class Size funds 
districts will receive in FY 1999, A match would be required only on funds a 

, district received in excess of its FY 1999 allocation. 
, ' 

• 	 We know that poorer districts lack the resowces to provide a match. That is 
why we are not 'asking districts with the highest concentrations of poor 
children to provide a m,atch, 

• 	 Research has shown that reducing class size. particularly in the early 
elementary grades, can have a significant impact on student achievement, 
but the FederaJ government cannot,near the entire burden of reducing class 
sizes nationally, Requiring a match from local districts would ensure that 

• 
class~size reduction is a joint Federal, State, and'iocal',jnitiative. ' , 	 . 

, 	 ' 

• 	 The President has set as a goal the hiring of 100,000 additional teacher over 
7 years to reduce class size so that all children'can'achieve to high 
standards, The match would allow for the [;iring of 1.900 of the 8,000 
addilional teachers that we estimatedistrii;ts':would,hire'with Ihese funds, . " 

\.;·:i~·r~1 ;';",r ,:»00 i~ :,,',' ~.,.~~ 
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• ED REFORM 

21" Century Community Leaming Centers ,,',',<0,",''''''''',<0,' .... ,<0, ... ,;,." "",',<0, ,2 
Ed ucational Technology, '" """,""..,,""'" ,..,.."" ......,,"<0,,""'"'''' " ......... ",,"" ,,3 
Recognition and Reward " .." ..,""..",.. "." ......................"."'"...........".""" .. ,,..4 ' 
Small, Safe and Successful High Schools .... , .. <0 ............ <0 .... <0 ...........5".<0<0<0 ...... 

Increase for,Community Technology Centa's",............... ,",<o" .. , ...... ",,<o<o,,<o, ..6 

, No,Request for Goals 2000 amj School·To-Work ........ ,,<0,<0<0,<0 ..
, .... ,<0<0 ........ <0,7 
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• 21st Century Community Learning Centers 

Question:' Why are you proposing a significant expansion of the 21" Century 
Community Learning Centers program? Will the program work any differently in 
2001? 

Answer: 

• 	 Our request of $1 billion for 21st Century Learning Centers includes a $547 
million increase that more than doubles the 2000 appropriation, Tne request 
would supporl about 10,000 center,. serving 2,5 million students, 

• 	 ,Under the proposal, The Deparlment schools iden1ified for "corrective action" or 
"improvement" under Tille I would receive priority for grants, but they would still 

, have to compete for funds and demonstrate that they have well thought out 
plans to provide their students with high-quality extended learning opportunities, 

• 	 The amount requested is sufficient fundinq to provide every student in a tailing 
50'1001 the opportunity 10 receive extended learning services, whi:e also allowing 
the program to continue to serve a wide range of students, 

• 

• Research has found that effective schools use extended learning time in reading " 


and mathematics to improve student achievement While the amount of ., 

extended learning time provided in Tirle I schools has increased since the 1994 T 


ESEA reauthorization, still only 11 percent of students in .Title'! schOOls were':4:'·'m··,r. 

served by extended learning time programs during the school year. Summer , ' 
programs served only 19 percer.1 of Tjtl~,J<students. . ", ':;f!";1t''!:;,Y''':::''~:!::~:r\;t:;:i~~ 

• 	 During the reauthorization process, the Department intends.!o work with ',' ' 
Co,ogress to obtain enactment of a bill that makes changes along the following 
lines: 

-- converting the authorityto a formula grant program once it.raaches an 
appropriate funding level (except that the Department would continue to, 
administer the direct grants made prior to the conversion): ' 

.... 
-- requiring Slates to distribute funds within the State through competitive 
subgrants, giving priority to applications from LEAS tha: are in Title I 
"corre'ctive action" or «school improvement" status; and 

•• requiring grantees to pay 50 percent of the cost of any project' 

• 
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• 
Educational Technology 

Question: What is the Department's bedget policy for technology,programs? 

Answer: The Department's technology programs are supporting the integration of 
technology into elementary, secondary, and postsecondary education, as well as 
Inservice and preservice teacher professional development 

• 	 The Technology Literacy_Challenge Fund (+$25 million to $450 million) provides 

States with funding to make grants to districts to help them ir.1plement local 

technology plans, The Department's ESEA reauthorization proposal would more 

explicitly target funds to high'poverty districts to increase the capacity of teachers 

in those districts to use technology elleclively in their classrooms. 


• 	 The new Next Generation Technology tnnovation program (,$26.8 million to $170 

million) will develop new applications of educationallechnologies and 

telecommunications for teaching and learning. The amount requested will fund all 

exisling grants under the Iwo antecedent programs, Technology Innovation 

Challenge Grants and Star Schools. Under the new program, funds will be used 

for competitions in three areas: Advanced Technology Application awards, 

research and development initiatives Ihat advance state-ol,the'art educational 

technology applications; the Mississippi Delta Initiative, a targeted demonstration 

project to provide training to middle school teachers; and Ch"llenqinq Coursework 

On-Line awards, which will support the development of high quality, web-based 

courses. 

• 1", , !' - ,'. ' " , 

• Preparing Tomorrow's Teachers to Use Technology (-<:F5millio[l to +150 million), '. - , 

will award grants to consortia of States, colleges of education, LEAs, and other "', 
entities to oreDare all teachers to use technology effecti~"ly in the classroom, ,.. 

• 	 CQf!lmunity-Based Technology Centers (+$67,5 million to $100 million) will 

support 400 model technology centers, including 280 new centers, ;n low,income 

urban and rural communities. 

• 	 Leeming Anytime Il,oywhere Partmenrships (+$23.3 million to $30 million) 

supp'orts distance learning projects using technology and other inne'Jlltions to 
" 
exoand postsecondary education and lifetong learning opportunities, 

• 	 The Telecommunications Demonstration program (,$3.5 million to $5 million) 

provides support for mathematics professional development activities. The 

Department believes that $5 million - the same level as in 1999 - will be sufficient 

to provide continued support for on-going mathematics activities and to begin 

planning for activities in other subject areas . 

• • Other programs: Regional Technology in Education Consortia (level funding, 10 
million Ready to Learn Digital Television (level funding, $16 million); Technology 
Leadership Activities (level funding, $2 million). 

3 
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• 
Recognition and Reward 

Question: 'What are you planning to do under the new Recognition and Reward 
program? 

Answer: 

• 	 The Department is requesting $50 million for the new Recognition and Reward 
,program. The Department would use those funds to reward States that have 
made Significant progress in increasjDq student achievement 

• A State would be eligible for an award if it can demonstrate that it made 
significant statewide achl?vement.gains and narrowed the achievement gap. 
between high- and low-penorming students in mathematics between 1996 and 
20ll0; as measured by NAEP. 

• 	 In2001, theDepartmimt anticipates making awards to 10 States. 

• 	 The FY 2001 tunds would be the first step toward implementing the vision, 
embeded in Ihe Department's ESEA reauthorization proposal, of providing 
financial incentives to States to fully implement the types of standards-based 
accounlability systems that have proven eflective in improving student 
achievement" 

By requiring that States (1) demonstrate increases in student.achievement in the 
core academic subjects over an extended period oj lime. and (2) simultaneously " . 
narrow the achievement gap between high- and 10w-performingsJudents; the, 
Administration's proposal deliberately sels a high standard for States to achieve 

, ! " 	 to before receiving an award. 

-. 

• 
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• Small, Safe and Successful.High Schools 

Question: Why is ,he Department proposing such a large expansion of the Smaller 
Learning Communltll's program? 	 ' 

Answer: 

• 	 Th" Small, Safe and Successful High Schools program wo,lId continue and 
expand on the activities first funded under the Smaller Leaming Communities, 
program in FY 2000 to help high schools to create smaller learning, 
environments. 

• 	 Th" $120 million request would help approximately 700 high schools to create' 
smaller, safer, and, more intimate learning communilies throu'gh such strategies 
as schools~within~schools or career academies. 

• 	 Research shows that students are best served when they attend high schools of 
between 600 and 900 students, Currently, 4,500 high schools, 40 percent of all 
'high schools, have enrollments of more tha~ 1,000 students, These schools 
serve more than 70 percent of the Natio~'s high school students, 

• 	 Also;when students are part of a smaller learning community they are more 

• successful academically and socially. Smaller schoots promote stronger bonds 
, ,.", ' "", bet.ieen teachers and students and a saJ", and improved school climate. ' 

'-'" 

'", , , 
" ,,"", 

'. 

,y;:j, ,,:, '.' 

L 
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• Increase'for Community Technology Centers 

Ouestion: How will the Department use the $67.5 millien increase fer the Community 
Technology Centers? 

AnSiver. 

• 	 The requested increase would allow the Department to significantly expand this 
initiative, begun in .1999, Ie establish model community technology centers in lew­
income urb_2:D and rmal communities. These centers provide access to 
technelegy,as well as other services, lor disadvantaged students and adults who. 
do not have access to computers at home .. 

• 	 . The requested increase would a[low the Department 10 expand the p:ogram to an 
addilional280 low-income communities, and centinue funding lor 120 projects 
funded in previous years. 

• 	 Community-Based Technology Centers will enable residents 01 low-income 
co.mmunities to. take courses on line,. access on-line job data bases, take 
computer-based adult literacy classes, and, In general, enjoy the full benefits of 
educationaLand training technology. 

, ,_. 
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• 	 No.!'!eguesl for Goals 2000 And School-To·Work 

Question; No funds are included in the 2001 budget for the Goals 2000 and School­

• 


to-Work Opportunities programs. Why? 

Answer: 

• 	 The Department's fiscal year 2000 appropriations act repealed the Goals 2000: 
Educate America Act effective September 30, 2000. States and school districts 
could continue Goals 2000 activities under the Administration's reauthorization 
proposal for Title II Teaching to High Standards State Grants. Goals 2000 has 
been important in promo:rng State and local reform efforts and helping all States 
establish high standards in the core academic subjects. 

• 	 The School-to-Work Opportunities Act "sunsets· on October 1, 2001. Afler 
Federal support winds down, Stales would be able 10 continue their school-1o­
work activities with funding from other Federal programs, such as Vocational 
Education and the Workforce Investment Act, 'and with State and local dollars . 

, ." 	 I ", 

• 
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• 40 Percent CosUn IDEA 

Question: How much would it cost to provide 40 percent of average per pupil 

• 


expenditure for special education under the Grants to States program? 

Answer: 

• 	'. It would cost about $15.3 billion in FY 2000 to provide 40 percent of the 
average per pupil expenditure or lil billion more than the amQuot provid~Q in 
1illll!. This level would provide about 34 percent of the excess cost of , 
providing special education to children with disabilities. 

!IQj,ercent of the national average pee pupil expenditure times the number of 
Qbildren servedjs the maximum amQuntlhat m~y be provided to Slates under 
the Gmnts to Stales orogram, . 

- ~tes have primary e~sppnsibililY for educaliog all children. including childre~ 
lliillHlisal:!ilu;es: ID.E.aauthorizesDayments 10 State.lo assist them in 
carrying aut their resoQosibiliiies. The rights and proteclions provided by the 
IDEA are fundamental civil rights. 

- J.1p to $2.2 billion of the $11 billion eQuid be used to reduce local soendiQg for 
JlPf):cial educatio~. Under the 1997 amendments to the IDEA, once the 
appropriation for the program exceeds $4J billion. schoot districts may use 
up to 20 percent of any increase in. funding to offset local special education 
expenditures. 

- IIle legjslati~e history surrounding the enaQ(!llIL1ll of Public Law 94-142 io 
1975 indicates that members regarded the 4Q percent as a goal. not a 
PLomise or commitment. and membex;; acknowledged tbat the aulhodzed 
;,IQOI!nts were natli!sely )0 be~PQrcprialed, .~ 

, 
• 	 Increases proposed by the AdministratiQn in the area of elementary and 

secondary education will increase and improve services for children, including 
children with disabjltlies. These include: the Class Size RedC!r.tion !~itiativ3, 
School Construction, 21" Century Community Learning Centers': and Title"l. 

- Special' Education increases include: $50 million for the Dew Primary 
education Intervention program to help address the needs of children with 
disabilities early in life when they can be mosl effective in improving results, 
.1 Qmillion for State Improv~ment Grants to help States reform and improve 
their educational, early intervention, and transitional services systems, and 
$4 millkmfo[ Parent Informatiml.CenterS to help parents understand what 

• 	 they can do to improve th~ir children's education • 
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• 	 Why Nothing Has Hallllened in Education 

• 


Questioo: Some have argued that despite substantial investments in edu'cation, 
we seem to have little to show in the way of results. What is your opinion? 

Answer: 

I would disagree. We have a lot of specific data that shows measurable 
improvement by Ameri~an students in recent years. 

• 	 Reading SCQres have improved. significantly at all three grades tested in a 
reGent national reading assessment. This is a "first" for the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). According to the 1998 NAEP 
reading "report card: since 1994 average scores have increased for students 
In grades 4. 8, and 12 -- with lower perlorming 4" graders and most iniddle 
school students making the most Significant progress. 

• 	 NAEP has also sh'own significant increases in the percentages of 4" grade 
math students scoring at both the basic and proficient achievement levels-­
particularly among students in high-poverty schools. In addition. the National 
Education Goals Panel reported Ihat between 1990 and 1996,27 States 
significantly increased the percentage of 8mgraders scoring·.at either the 
Proficient or the Advanced level on the NAEP mathtes!>" .~:: ., . 

Several Slates have·made remarkable progress in',Nery snort: period of time. 
Texas. tor exampleilricreased the percentage·of Its 4~ grade students 
scoring at the Proficient or Advanced levels on the NAEP ma:h test from 15 
percent in 1992 to 25 percent in 1996. Norih:Carollria 'm·ore·than doubled the 
percentage of its 8" graders reaching the same' standard in math 
achlevemeni, from 9 percent in 1990 to 20 percent in 1996. 

~ 

States like these that are most successful in improving student achievement. 
have pursued education pOlicies that aligned standards. curricula, and 
assessments. and that held schools accountable for student academic 
performance. '". 

• 	 The recenl Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) for 
4~' grade,s showed that America's 4'" graders are perlorming above the 
national average in math and science. In facl, our 41h graders ranked second 
in the world in science in the TIMSS lests, jusl behind Korea. 

We afe making great strides, and we've built a solid foundation in our national 
effort to estabtish standards of excellence in education . 

• 
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., 	 Test Score progress 

1998 NAEP 

• 	 Reading scores have improved significantly at all three grades (418/12) 

• 	 Significant increases in percentages of 4In grade math students scoring at 
llllsic and prQficieot acbievemellt levels--particularly in high-poverty schools 

SAT/ACT 

• 	 Average national SAT and ACT scores for 1998 are the oighest ill2Q years . 

• 	 SAT scores of black students have increased b~ Ibe greatest oercentage of 
any group-from 686 to 747--over the past twenty years 

• 	 SAT scores of Mexican-origin students went from 781 te 803 (same period) 
", 	 ". 

• 

• SAT scores of Puerto Rican students went from 765 to 790 (same period) ." :. 


'" 	 .'. ". ., , 

• 	 Contrary to normal test patterns, improvement in the scores of these minority 
students has been accompanied by ~ifjcant increases in the number of -: '; 
mjoQJjj~ stud.enlS..w..l:m..Mve taken the SAT . " '.,,' ,"', I,. 'j ".':c·. 

- ,~ ..':;",,(,. '-'~.';:"I".'" - ~ ..~,: r"~"l.(::1f'; i/ [L; ,~~:' .;;;:;:(.':., ."" ". 

INTERNATIONAL 


• 41h graders are ranked second in the wQrld in science (behind Korea) 


• 	 Nine year-olds scored l1lllX)ud in the world in reading (~ehind Finland) 

... BLACKJWHITE 

'. 	 The black/white test gap on the math NAEP test has shrun~ from 40 QQinl~ to 
2I over a twenty year period (1973-1996) 

• 	 The black/white test gap on the reading NAEP test has shrunk from 52 oojnts 
.JQ..3Q over a twenty year period (1971-1990) 

• 
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• !&u>f FIE Funds - SchQols as Centel}i of Commynity 

Question: Please tell me more about the $10 million Schools as Centers of 
Community initiative. 

Answer: Based on recommendations from the National Symposium on School 
Design held last October, the Department plans to make competitive grants to 
loca' sebocl districts to assist them in Ihe olanniog and desi9[lQf new school 
buildio,l. that would meet a number of objectives: ' 

1) enhance teaching and learning and accornmodate the needs of all 
learners; 

2) serve as the center of the community; 
3) invclve all stakeholders; , 
4) orovide for health, safety, and security; 
5) make effective use of all available resources; and 
6) allow for flexibility and adaptability to cha~ging needs, 

• 	 This project, which is to be part of the multi-billion dollar, government-wide 
Livable Commantties initiative, seeks to encourage broader' citizec 
~enl in deYelQtling a school system master Dian or an indiyidual 
~oQI site soace and design 1lJan, ...,., 

• 	 The competitive grants program would provide funds for up to one year and, • '.', 
require a local community match. .. " , . '.,. .. ..' '.", ~~'~f ,',"'"• 	

, 

.~' ~ {. ­
• 	 Irwofving teachers, parents. students, museums, and other community groups); . '., .. .', ': 

in the process of planning and design of new schools brings a fresh wave 6fn :',: ", .. ,.. ,' 
.Qreativity to the olanning process: and often provides the impe.tus for cost, ;":,rr :;, " 

sharing. saying., and maximum use of tbe school facility by the entire 
community, 

• 	 The Department would make approximately 200 to 225 grants in the first 
year, with grants averaging $50,000 - $75,000, 

• 	 , -­
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• 	 ~IL2f Increase for ~Granjs to States 

Questioo: Why haven't you included an increase for Special Education Grants to 
States? Shouldn't we fund IDEA instead of lots of new programs? And, wha~ about the 
Federal Govemment's commitment to pay for 40 percent of the ,costs? 

Answer. 

• 	 Our request includes $4,3 bflljQrlfudD£P. Grants!Q States, Since FY 1996, funding 
for the program has increased by almost $2 bmion, or 85 percent. 

• 	 _Our special education budget has a $116 million increase for early irltervention and 
parental involvement: 

-	 $50 million for Primary Education Intervention (ages 5-9) fo:- children with reading 0;­
beha'l"ioral problems. 


- $20 mimon for Infants and Families (ages 0-2), 

- $28 minion for preschool (ages 3~5), 


• 	 Our request would maintain the Federal contributio:1 at 10 ;Jercert of th\l.!ixcess 
~ of serving over 6,2 million chiidren wlth disabilities. 

• Providing 40 percent of the AVerage Per Pupil Expenditu"e, as 3:Jlhorized by IDEA. 
would require an $11 b;!lron ii1crease (to a $15.3 bIllion total). 

• 	 Stat~$ have primary responsib:Fty for ~he educajion of an children, The protections 
embedded in IDEA are fundamentally civil rights that gU3ra,mee children with 
dlsabllities access to equal educational oppor.unity, IDEA helps Statel? carrY O'Jt < .', .• ;~/"j} v' 

h 
: 

_ 
," , "", " ' 

, 

" . their ,esponsibH!Ues. . 	 ,,', '-,'_'1"" '. ,if ;'-,' '-f 

• 	 Funding increases proposed in the area of elementary and seconda'ry education wil! 
improve opportunities for children with disabilities, especially those in poor Schools. 
These include: 
" 

- +$200 million (17 percent) for Class Size Reductioo. 

- +$26 million (10 percent) for America Reads. 


·.7. +$320 million (4 percent) for mi. i 01 ESEA. 

, 1 ~" ' 

_.. +$2& billio:} in bonding auU10rity for Sc.':lQQI Constructioo. 

• 	 ,More than 70 percent of all ch:!dren with disabilities spend more th8:1 40 percent of 
, their time in the regular classroom, 

• 
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• 95 Perkllllt to the Clas§room 

Questioo: How much of the Federal funding for elementary and secondary 
programs is used for administration? What is your posltlon on legislative 
proposals to require that 95 percent of funds fiow to the cl,assroom? 

Answer: 

• 	 Overall. only a very small p!;rcentage of Federal &;lucation funding goes fQr 
federal and State administrative costs, At the Federal level. we use. for 
administration. the equivalent of only about 112 of one percent of the 
appropriation far elementary and seco~dary programs, 'And only about 4 
percent of funds from Slate formula programs (2 percent under ESEA 
programs) is retained at the State level. for administratio~ or other purposes, 
Thus. more than 95 percent of the money fiows to local educational agenCies 
where it is used to serve students and teachers. 

• 	 We have more limited data on costs within school districts, but those data 
also suggest that administrative costs are very low, Eor Title I, the largest, 
elementary and secondary prQgram, aOQroximately 90 percent of the funding 
goes for instruction-related ,~such as teacher salaries. computers. 
instructional materials, and professional development. 

,. . . .."".... . « 	 • The Oflpartment has made legislative proposa!s to reduce the amount of'.' 
funding that can be spent on administration. and wi(l continue to do so. Our 

:c..: :,1., ")~ ':~::i ,. . .' 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act reauthorization bill will include"'.",,, 

t 	 t " 
~ - " , '.. '. measures for further reducing administrative costs and making more money 

available for services directly benefiting students and teachers . 

• \ 
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• SeMol ConstrucliQn 

Question: What is the President's School ConstrJction Initiative? Is it in the 
budget? How wi!: il be funded? 

ilnswer: The Administration is proposing to offer school construction funding by 
(1) expanding an existing bond program and (2) creating a new bond program. 

• 	 "Qualifier! Zone ilcademy 60nds" (QZABs) -- Under current law, through an 
authority created by the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997, the Federal Government 
is subsidizing the issuance of $800 million in nQ-interest bonds through the 
use of tax credits. Of the $800 million, $400 million is available in both . 
calendar years 1998 and 1999. Funds raised from the issuance of these 
bonds may be used for scbOQI repairs, 'lQuipment. curriculum deyelopment: 
l!Dd..llrQfesskmal develooment (but not new construction). 

We are proposing to subsidize th~ issuance of new QZASs in 2QOO and 2001. 
We propose to subsidize $1 billion in bonds in 2000 and $1.4 billion in 2001. 
We are also proposing to expand the use of these funds to include neW 
constructioo. 

• • S.chool Coost(Uction Bond... Our similar new proposal would subsidize the 
issuance of $22 billion in 2000 and 2001 available entirely for the purposes of 
SQhool construG!lQn and reoairs. As under the QZABs program, bond holders 
wciuld receive atax credit in lieu of interest. States and school districts would 

. "only need topay.the pnncipal on the loan, because the bond holders would 
I. 	 .factor in the substantial tax-credit they would receive from the Federal 

Government when purchasing the bond. In addition to the $22 billion, the 
Federal Government would subsidize $400 million in bonds for Bureau of 
Indian Affairs schools, 

• 	 Sudget Imoact -- Taken together, the two bond programs would cost the 
Federal Government $146 million in' FY 2000 and $3,7 billion RVer 5 years 
(with more after that, as the bonds continue to be repaid). These tax 
expenditures would not !J"~M of the !1>€'partment of Education's budget. 

• 	 Jie.eJj -- Funds are needed for both new construction and to repair existing 
school buildings. : 

New construction. Many SChools are already overcrowded and the National 
Center for Education Statistics projects that elementary and secondary 
enrollment will swell from 52.2 million in .1997 to 54.4 million by the year 2006, 

• Repairing existing schools. In 1996, GAQ estimated it would cost $112 billion 
to bring existing schools into good overall condition. NCES estimates that 
schools are 42 years old on average. 
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• GEAR UP 

QYI:l.tiQO: You are requesting a 100 percent increase for Gaining Early 
Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduates Programs (GEAR UP). Why are 
you proposing such a large increase? . 

Answer: GEAR UP is a national effort to give more low-income students in 
elementary and secondary schools the skills, encouragement. and academic 
preparation needed to successfully pursue postsecondary education. 

• 	 Our t~4D million reauest for GEARUP, an increase 01$120 milliQO ever 
1999, would create a strong impact at the· national level by providing funds to 
all of the 53 eliQible States JIlld.. to almost 1.QQQ of the 6,000 middle grade 
~!lli that have half of their students Jiving in poverty, ' 

• 	 ~.cnilliQn for State graals would support 28 continuation awa'rds and furid 
approximately 25 new awardS to States, serving a total of almost 16Q,000 
disadvantageds)udents, . . 

• 
• $15B,3 mijljQ!1jor Partnership grants would allow some of the continuation 

partnerships to expand services to an additiona! grade level of students in 
high-poverty schools and.would fund approximately 270 new Partnership 
grants, serving a'total of'alrnost 22.1.,000 disadvantaged students. 

• ,< ':'; ....~\5;: .~':'\: ::i7,!.r:. llr': -., ~.-:, l' ~ "''' " 

• 	 Qi'>Gretionary grants·are'awarged'wmpetitively to States OJ Partnerships 
comprised of'colieges"high-pOvertY'elemenlary and secondary schools, and 
community-bas'edrorganizations!"" . , " 

. :~,: ...'-'."" .':, ,:,~. 

• 	 Both Partnership grants and State grants are required to provide 
l,Qwprehensive menlQring, tutoring, "Qlm~e!iog, outreach, and supportive 
services. iocludiug information to studentS.:::ng their,families about the 
benefits 0( postsecondary education and the availability ofFederal financial 
assistance to attend college. 

• 	 State grants are required to award CQlj;;"ij,;'l.'.cl:JQ!ar«hhoil to participating 
students. Partnership grants are encouraged to provide scholarships but are 
not required to do so . 

• 
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• Class Size Redyction Initiative: FY 2000 Reguest 

Question: What is the Department's request for Class Size Reduction in FY 
2000? Are you proposing any c~anges to the program? 	 ' 

Aos.~er: 

• 	 The Department is requesting $1 A billion for the Class Size Reduction 
initiative in FY 2000, a $200 million increase, 

• 	 For FY 2000, the Department is proposing that local districts provide a 
35 perr:ent match on any funds they receive above their FY 1999 allocations, 
Districts with at least 50 percent of their students from low-income homes 
would be exempt from the match, Otherwise, the program would continue 
under the same terms and conditions sel forth in the 1999 appropriations bill. 

• 	 The amount requested and the matching funds would allow districts to hire 
over 38,000 highly-qualified teachers, or approximately 8,000 more than in 
FY 1999, , 

• 	
" . 

, , 

• 
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• .7.1)0 Federal Education Pro!jcam§ 


Qyestion: Over two years ago,Hep. Hoekslra's subcommittee found Ihallhere 

are 760 Federal programs dealing wilh educalion. Despite this large number of 
Federal educalion programs, we all know Ihal educational achievement has 
stagnated over the past 20 years. And now President Clinton wants!o create 
even more educa!ion programs. How can you justify this? 

Answer: Despite all the talk about the 760 Federal education programs, this 
number has little meri!, in my view, in any discussion about the effectiveness of 
the Feder~11 role in education. 

• 	 The vast majority of the 760 figure are research, training, or other service 
programs created for specific purposes such as boating safety, health 
manpower, or narcotics' and dangerous drug training that have nothing to do . 
with improving our Nation's ~verall education system. Examples include: 

• 

Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program (Agriculture) 

Appalachian Loan Access Roads (ARC) 

Aquaculture Program (Commerce) 

University Coal Research (Energy) '. . . 

Cancer Biology Research (HHS) '.,' ,. ~.,.' . 

Cell Biology and Biophysics Research (HHS): . : .,., .," 

Donations/Loans of Obsolete DOD PropertY.(DOD); •. v .• ' 


Military Construction, National Guard (009):, ;"" .".>...." 

Government Publication Sales and;9is!~~u.!ig,n:«3P'9)~,:"", . 

NIEHS Hazardous Waste Worker Health(.~rd,~.~fmy .rr~ining (HHS) 

National Register of Historic Places (Interi9r) '. . 

Law Enforcement Assistance: FBI Advanced Police Training (Justice) 

Local Veterans Employment Represeniative Program (Labor) 

Books for the Blind and PhySically Handicapped (Library of Conyress) 

Financial Assistance for Nuclear Regulatory Commission Local Pub!'ic 


Documents Rooms (NRC) 

• 	 Within the Department of Education, we now have about 175 pro~,am~,."od I. 
would be the first to admit that even !hat is probably too many. ...... . . .. . 

• 	 Virtually every budget submitted by President Clinton has included significant 
numbers of recommended program eliminations and consolidations, and we 
have succeeded in eliminating more than 60 programs over the past six 
years. 

• 	 The President's new initiatives respond io significant unmet needs within our 

• 
education syslem in critical areao like literacy, accounlability, school 
construction, and helping families pay college cosls. 
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• Class Size Reduction: _California Wajyer Reque§l 

Question: The Department has received a request from California to waive the 
requirement that all districts lower class size in graces 1·3 to 18. When will the 
Department have a definitive answer for the State? 

Answer 

• We have received the waiver request from California; however, before we can 
reach any decision on the request, the State must provide local districts and 
the general public with the opportunity to comment on it. 

• 	 Once California has considered those comments, we look forward to working 
with the State to find a quick and satisfactory resolution. 

• 	 We expect to issue guidelines on ,Class Size thiS week. 

• 	 We will try for as much Oexibi1ity as possible . 

• 
"~ ... 
. '- " ,.. 

< i' 

l'", "1>.;'''- ""_' _ " .. 

• 

18 




, 


• Iille I Funds to Wealthy Districts 

QuestiQn; Changes in the 1994 reauthorization were supposed to signmcantly 
improve thee targeting of Tille I funds tQ the distric~s with high nU,mbers of poor 
children. Even so, Title I funds still flow to many wealthy districts with relatively 
few poor children, Why? 

Answer: The 1994 reauthorization improved targeting by eliminating Hie I funds 
for distcil<l~ i:iiIb 2 percent or less Door cbildreo and basing allocations an payert¥ 
data that. beginning .in 1997, are to be uadated once every two years rather than 
once a decade. 

• 	 These Changes have had some impact, but other Title I provisions delay their 
full effects. For example: 

- The 100 percent "hold harmless" in the 1998 and 1999 appropriations 

acts, which guaranteed that LEAs received not less than their previous 

year's Title I allocation, prevented the new poverty data from shifting funds 

to districts that experienced increases in poverty. 

Most Title I funds continue to be allocated through the Title I Basic Gr.nts 
formula, which spreads funds thinly across· ali districts with both high and 
low poverty schools. Weak targeting leaves the poorest districts with. , . 
insufficient funds to serve all of their high,poverty,schools and tow, .•' .. " .. ,. 
achieving children. . . .,.. 

, 	 ',', ~,-"., • :.-,..",i.\;,\;:'.\!,t:.~·_i(.,',,l" 

The President proposed spending $756 million on targeted grants,to(09~S~ ::"" '.].,:, 
funds on the poorest districts. . E· 

• 


• 
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• Follow the Child and rille I Funds 

Q~estion: Under Title I, needy students lose the benefit of Title I if they transfer 
to a school that is not eligible for Titie I funds. Wouldn't it make more sense to 
have the TWe I funds follow the child? 

Answer: 

• 	 To effectively help millions of children, Title I focuses on the school as the unit 
of intervention, especially schools wah high QPOcllotcaliQo. pf low-income 
children. Title I is needed in high-poverty schools because the concentration 
of poor students in those schools brings down the achievement of all 
students, . 

• 	 If a child leaves a high-poverty school to attend a low-poverty school, his 
chances of improved student achievement increase, even without Title! 
services. 

• 
• If Title I funds followed the child the program WoUld be difficult to administec 

and services would be disrupted to millions of students to accommodate a 
few. l'.Iso, the stigma of being singled out tor services in a new school might 
outweigh the benefit of those services. 

, ," 
NOTE: The poor student population in California has increased recently, but the 

.' · , California share of Title I funds has not grown as fast bec?use' of "liold harmless," 
".' provisions, The Administration opposed the use of such hold harmless 

provisions. 

. -. 
'. 

, ~" 

, . ." 
'. ,1" "~', •.. '" ;'" ... 

• 
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• 	 Ap!lI~lng the Title I Hold Harmless to Other Programs 

QU!i$!iQo; Should the Title I "hold harmless" also apply to other programs that 
base their allocations on TrtJe I? 

Answer: 

• 	 Because of language in the appropriations acts. the Title I formulas currently 
include hold hamless provisions to ensure that each LEA receives 100 
percent 01 !he amount it received in the prior year . 

• 	 Hold harmless provisions detract from targeting because, by guaranteeing 
each State and LEA an amount equal to its previous yea~s Title I allocation. 
the new poverty data are prevented from shifting funding to distr'cts with 
recent increases in poverty, 

• 	 Because the Title I hold harmless amounts have been incorporated in Title I 
formulas in recent years. they already apply to other programs that base their 
allocations on Title I shares, 

• Examples of other programs using Title I formula: 
- Class Size 
- Reading 

. Technology 
')-;" 'I' ,,~',,« Construction 

. , .::~. t;{::y:.::..~ : /. ' : ,;,. 	 - Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communi!ies 
- Eisenhower Professional Development 
- Education for Homeless Children 'and Youth 

. 	 . 
• 	 If li,e)iolrl harmless amounts did not apply to the other programs. targeting to 

poor children would improve slightly in those programs. 

• 	 The Administration opposes hold harmless provisions that prevent use of the 
mO$t·r~v~jt'da1:t ... · ". 	 , 

• 
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• e.sing on Alloc.tions on Academic Need Instead of Povedy 

Question: Title I funds are allocated to LEAs and schools based on their number 
of poor children, but the purpose of Title I is to help children meet high standards. 
Wouldn't it make more sense to base alloca!ions on children'S academic need? 

Answer: 

• 	 Un!iI1994, Title I used to base allocations on academic need, 

• 	 Within districts, schools now receive Title I allocations based on the number 
of poor children. 

• 	 Prior to 1994, LEAs distributed funds based on the number of children who 
were "educationally deprived" (Le., scoring poorly on tests). 

• 	 Congress changed the law in 1994 after researchers pointed out that the old 
distrbution acted as a disincentive to raising student achievement (If a 
student's lest scores went up, it might lose Title I funds,) 

• 	 Within schools, children are selected for Tille I services based on their relative 
academic need, unless the school is o;:>erating aschoolwide program to serve 
all children in the school. 


,- . ' 
. 
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• 	 Bilingual Education: Eft.gUveness 

Question: Are Federal Bilingual projects effective? 

Answer: 

• 	 The projects we fund are effective in leaching English to limited English 
proficient students and in assisting them to make progress In other classes. 

• 	 According to a recent sample of 1998 biennial evaluation reports, 91 percent 
of projects showed that at least three-quarters of participating students made 
gains in:oral English proficiency and 82 percent of projects showed that at 
leasl three-quarters of participating students made gains in written English 
pioficiency. . 

• 	 In language arts, reading and math, 61 percent of projects showed that al 

least three-quarters of students made gains in those subjects. 


Q!.!e~!ion: How does the Department plan to fix them? 
•• ;'i 	..'.', ' 

Answer: As part of the reaulhorization of the Elemenlary and Secondary 
Educalion Act;the;Department plans to propose amendments that will strenglhen 
accountability requirements for Title VII projects and place additional emphasis 

. on English languag~ acquisition within.three years. 

' . 

• 


• 
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• Eif.t/l-,Year Pell Grant E!igibilit~ 


Questipo What is the implementation status of the HEA provision that expands 

Pell·Grant eligibility for students enrolled in non-graduate degree. post- . 
baccalaureate teacher certification programs? 

Answer 

• 	 This new provision is included under Title IV of the reauthorized Higher 
Education Act and, as required by statu Ie, is currently under discussion as 
part of ongoing negotiated rulemaking making sessions with the Higher 
Education community. Final regulations are expected by November I, 1999 
to be effective for the 2000-2001 award year. 

• 	 We are working wilh the Higher Education. community to see if this provision 
can be implemented on acase-by-case basis for the 1999-2000 award year 
or sooner. 

• 	 Pell Grants were only available to undergraduate students until the Higher 
Education Amendments of -,998,. . 

• 	 Individuals pursuing a post_baccalaureate.teaching license or crede~tial will 
now be eligible for Pell:G:~~t~':i't':"*n:~; ~~rt _,f,• 


' . 


• 
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• Wicker Bm Allowing Stales 10 Provide for Unifocm Treatment in Discipli,:e. 

Question: I recently introduced a bill that would allow States to provide for 
uniform treatment of children with and without disabilities in the area of diSCipline, 
I am responding to complaints that many people have about the ability of SChools 
to provide for safe and orderly classrooms under the current IDEA statute, 
including the harmful effects of differential treatment for students involved in the 
same incirlent of misconduct Mr. Secretary, would you support equitable 
treatment of disabled and nondlsabled students in the area of discipline? 

Answer: 

• 	 We absolutely agree that schools mus~ provide for safe and orderly 
environments for all qur students. 

• 	 However, your proposal would appear to jeopardize vital protections provided 
by IDEA to children with disabilities. it would allow seMols to Dunish children 
with disabilities without conducting a mahir.'~statiQn determination to determine 
the relationship belween the student's disability and the behavior-a violation 
lill!:iJ; Qaild'u;ivil [ighls, ',"

• • It would also permit the cessation of education":s~erVices-to children who have 
been suspended ar expelled:' We~believe that continuing services to children 
whQ have been removed from schaol fordiscioline problems arfresseolial to 
eosurine that these children complete:schaal successfully, .. 	 - . , 

• 	 We believe that the recenJly ame~ded IDEA. along with the regulations we 
are issuing. provide for eovironments conduciV2.tO learning, while protecting 
the rights of disabled children to a free appropriate public edu~.ation. 

'. 
• 	 We believe that the IDEA, as amended, and implemented by the regulations 

we have issued, provides scbool officials will11tJe lools they oeed: 

Schools have the authority to do multiple suspensions of ci1)u'\1 (} days ",,' 
a time and services need not be provided for the first 1 0 days'." , 

- Schools have the authority to remove a student for misconduct involving 
weapons or drugs for up to 45 days and to ask a hearing officer to extend 
the removal if the child's retum would result in a substantial risk of injury to 
others, 

. 

• 
- Schools can ask a hearing officer to remove a child for up to 45 days (with 

extensions) if maintaini,"g the child in the original classroom would result 
in a substantial risk of injury, 

- Schools can apply the same disciplinary actions applied to nondisabled 
children if the child's behavior is not caused by the c~,ild's disability, 

25 

http:conduciV2.tO


• IOEA -- Oiscipline 


Question: One of the chief concerns abot.:1 the new regulations you are putting out has' 

to do with the issue of "discipline." Can yot: tell us your views or. this important issue. 

AnSWfiir: Let me start oy giving you a "clear~ picture about what we are,talking about 

• 	 We have dose to 53 million children in our schools and about 5 'h million are 
children with disabilities. 

• 	 300,000 children with disabilities wlll be suspended at least once,during the school 
year, That's a suspension rate that is similar to non~disabled children 
(3,078,604 -1994 dala) and just a fraction of the tOlal number of young people in our 
schools. 

• 	 45,000 of these you!'!g people wfl! receive a suspension of more than 10 days, 

• 	 Only 15,000 will receive a suspension for a serious,offense like violence. ,We 
take e'lery suspension seriously and especially those that deal with a serious 
offense. . 

Let's remember. however, that 95% of the young people with disabilities are 
successfuily gOing to school every day and almost 99% Of these children are n'Jt 

• 

involved in the most serious of discipline issues, 


Sometimes when I hear people go on about s'pecial"educatio'n'they only see the 
few children who we realty have'to'worry'about an'(norget~about all'th(fother' " 
young p(~ople. We need to see the whore picture. ,Our effort~Jo,9i5te chlldren . 
with disabilities a q~,ality.e~!-!c~tic~m·is one ~f,t~ejg~.~~t'~~C£!;3~~A;t£ri€}".!!,,9f' 
American education. 	 . 

:.jl'"'7:~,." , 
Now a comment on the regs. They will, first of all, incorporate thif1997 amendment 
giving school personnel unilateral authority to remove a child who has brought a weapon 
to school for up to 45 days, 

• 	 You .vll! also see that we made a concerted effort to find a solid middle ground 
between the concerns of educators regarding the ability to discipline a Child and the 
concerns of parents who want their chHdren to get an educatlon. 

• 	 I suspect that neither side will be particularly happy with lhis middle g,ound which 
suggests to me that we are about where we need to be. 

• 	 We have listened to school administrators and given them more flexibility, At the 
same time, we seek to protect the rights of the students and we have put a strong 
focus on early identification of problem behavior, 

• 	 I befieve that jf we do a jot more early prevention work we will have fewer problems 

• 
and that is why we are proposing $116.miUton for add:tional prevention efforts, , 

'.$:~~ . 
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• 	 Billease of IDEA Regulations 

Question: When are the regulations coming out lor IDEA? 

• 	 We intend to meet our deadline of getting these regulations Qut by March 5th. 

• 	 We will immediately put them up on the Web and then gel them printed in Ihe 
Federal Register. The latter may take a few more days. 

• 	 We plan an extensive outreach effort 10 make sure thai everyone understands 
how to use Ihese regulations wisely. Judy Heumann will start the process today 
when she holds the firsl of two national teleconferences. 

• 	 The Department will sponsor 6 regional workshops in April. 

• 

• The Department has also recently funded 4 "IDEA Partnership Projects" to 


give many more people the expertise they need to understand how to . . •.. 

implement IDEA. These partnerships will make extensive outreach efforts to' 

school administrators, service providers, parents and teachers and families and . 

advocates. 	 . '~,,< " ;' ~~.:::, ,": ­

, r. . , ,. t .. ,."-,~" '~~1:r:;:~~2j~ :,~}:>t 'r~'1 

• 	 These 4 IDEA Partnership Projects will be year around efforts:" " ""1,·'C'. ',: '1' 
, 	 .' '"1' --.:, ,u. . ,." ~", ~1:t,~"'i..;·Y,!:;·;l>'}r'~~"i';,;;,-:' , 	 .~~ ,,'- . ., .."­

'. , 

: -~ 

• 	 27 



CONGRESS PASSES RECORD $42 BlLLlON EDUCATION BUDGET Puge 1 of2 

UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCA "n~1
• NEWS 


Contact: Roberta Heine or Alexander FOR RELEASE: 
WoW

De~ember 21,2000 (202) 401-3026 

CONGRESS PASSES RECORD 542 BILLION EJ)UCATJON IlUl)GET 
Secretary Rile), cails 181'ercel1t increase a "/undmatk r: 

u.s. Secretary of Educatjon Richard W, Riley today hailed the: record $42J billion appropriations bill 
passed by Congress as "a landmark in the nation's commitment 10 the education of our children." 

The package includes $6.5 billion in new funding 10 reduce class size, provide emergency repairs for. 
run-down schools, increase after-school opportunities, improve teacher quulity. heIp tum around low~ 
performing schools, strengthen support for children with disabilities., and expand access to and funding 
for college, 

"The 1 g percent increase over last ycar is the largest one-year increase in education funding in the 

• 

Department's history," Riley said, "This increased investment in education is a tribute to the strong' 

leadership of President Clinton and Vice President Gore, to the hard work ofa bipartisan coalition in. ::" ,) 

Congress who have produced thi;.; bold legislation, and to the desires and interests of the American .."'<i ;'. '. " 


people, \\'hu huve made educntion a nm~onal priority." ',-." ','J.'!,1 ·tU':·:~r:,"7?!"" ,! 


,', ,:)_,i''):'.r~~~''l.''::"":':'" 

The Secretary added, "This was a vcry good next step, but additionaffunds will still' be needed 'over;thc; 5, ; '~7""~~~ 
next l{:w years t(i achieve full implementation of legi5lation designed to strengthen slucic-nt achievement) 
indudill£ smaller c1asscs~ teacher quality, school renovation, and afler~school programs," 

Riley said he was especially disappointed that the school renovation program was not funded to the 
Administration!s :cqucst and suggested that passage of the Johnsou*Rangel School Modcrnil.ation Bond 
Bill, which had 230 bipartisan co~sponsors in the Congress that just adjourned I should be enacted early 
in the new Congress. 

Among the highlights orthe FY2001 Appropriations bill: 

Reducing Class Sile with the third installment toward training and hiring 100.000 new teachers 
over seven years to reduce class sizes in early grades to 18 students per class: $1.6 billion ~ a 25 
percent increase - which will mean approximately 8,000 heW highly qualified teachers in the 
nati0n's schools, ' 

Upgrade Teacher Skills and Quality with Eisenhower Professional Development Slate Grants 

• 
\\·jth nearly 15,000 school districts receiving $485 million - a 45 percent increase ~ to help reduce 
the number of uncertified teachers and teachl;rs who arc not trained in the subjects they arc 
tcaching. 

Jmpro\'c Rcading and Math by increasing Tille I Grants to local education agencies which help 

I12/0 J 

disndvantagcd slt:dents learn the hasics and achieve high standards: $8:6 billion - an 8,3 percent 
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CONGRESS PASSES RECORD $42 BILLION EDUCATION BUDGET Page 2 of2 

• 
increa:'lc. The biB also Includes the full Administration request - $286 million - for the Reading 
Excellence Act. 

Urgent School Renovation Grants would pro\'idc support for emergency repairs, such as repair 
of roofs, plumbing and electrical systems, and meeting' fjre and safety codes, and includes funding 
for special education services or 1Cc!J.nology~relatcd construction activities and support for a new 
charter school facility linancing pilot: this nc\v progrtlm was funded for $1.2 billion. 

21st Century After-School Programs offer 650,000 additional school-age children in ),100 new 
family centeno a safe, drug~free environnlent to learn dunng lifter-school and summertime hours 
\,"hile helping strengthen academic achicvement: $845 million - an increase of 87 percent. These 
centers, appr{)ximmely 6,700 centers in 2001~ wO~lld also om;r lifelong learning opportunitie:; for 
adults. 

Strengthen Accountahility by accelerating state a~d local efforts to improve the lowest 
performing Title 1 schools with rcfomls ranging from intensive teacher training to required 
implementation of proven reforms to school takeovers: $225 million. 

Comp-rchcnsJ\'{' School Reform helps schools develop or adapt comprehensive schoo! reform 
. modcls that arc based on reliabie research and effective practices: $260 mil!ion - an 18 percent 

Increase, 

Special Education Grants to Statl's to assist them in providing a rree appropriute public 
, education to more than 6.3 million children with disabilities nationally: $6,3 billion - a 27 percent 

Increase..'.J' • p'" , ., 

Pcll Grants provide grimt assis\uncc to help 100v~incomc undergraduate stude:1ts attend college: 
$8.8 billion ~ an increuse of 15 pcrccnl - coupled with a $450 increase in the maximum Pel! Granl 
to $3,750. Supplemcntal Educational Opportunity Grants pr~vide grant assis·tance to lo\\,-in{;otrlc' 
t:ndergrac'Jate students: $69J million ~ a 9.5 percent increase, 

Federal \Vork-Study helps undergraduate and graduate students pay fOl' college tnrDugh part~ 
time _':York tlssistance: $1 billion - an 8 percent increase. 

GEAR UJ> and TRIO prepare low~income middle and high school students for college throug~ a 
variety of apprnachcs: ,295 million for GEAR UP and $730 million for TRIO, 

"""'";., O!:O' • 

NOTE TO EIlITORS: State·bY-Slate and national budget tables can be found on the Education 
Department's Web site at hHP/6.\-}yy.',c_d.gov(omccs/DJ';~S~blldg('LhunL 
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