
A History of the 

U.S. Department of Education 


During the Clinton Administration 

1993-2001 


, 
Prepared for the Clinton Administration History Project 


Washington, DC 

2000 


NARRATIVE 



• 

A History of the 


U.S. Department of Education 

During the Clinton Administration 


1993-200] 

.' " 

Prepared for the Clinton Administration History Project 


• Washington, DC 
2000 



U.S. Department of Education 
Richard W, Riley 1 
Secretary 

Office of the S~rct:ary 
T crry Peterson 
Counselor to the Secretary 

Timothy Stroud 
Special Assistant to the Counselor 

AdHm Ezring 
Conlidential Assistant to the Counselor 

'With Assistance From 

Fronk S, Holleman III 

Deputy Secretary of Education 


Judith A. Winston. 

Acting Under Secretary and General Counsel 


Scott S. Fleming 

Assistant Secretary, Office nf Legisiation and Congressionul Affairs 


G. Mario ~4orcno 
Assis1nnt Sccrctat}\ Office of (ntergovernmental and Interagency Affnirs 

l\"1ichael Cohen 
Assistant Secretary, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education 

Cyril Kent McGuire 
Assistant Secretary, Office of Educational Research and Improvement 

Patricia W. ~1cNeil 
Assistant S(.-cretary, Olrice of Vocational and Adult Education 

A, Lee Fritschler 
Assistant Secretary, Office of Postsecondary Education 

Judith E. Heumann 
Assistant Secretary, Office ofSpcciul Education and Rehabilitative Services 

Norma V. Cantu 
As~istant Secretary, Office ofCiv!i Rights 



• 

Moving from HA Nation at Risk" to "A !'\atiou on the ylo\'c" 


In 19801 Congress established the Department of Education as a Cabinet level agency. 


Today, th!: Department operates some 11 'large programs (over $500 million each) and 160 

smaller programs that touch on many areas and every level of education. "l1le Department's 

elementary and secondary progrnms annually serve J5,000 schoo! disiricts and more than 50 

million students attending over 85,000 puhlic schools and serve many of the 26,000 private 

schools, Department programs also provide grant, loan, and work-study assistance to more than R 

minion postsecondary studciHs. 

Despite the increase in recognition in the importance of education as a national priority, 

the Department tle~cr stray~d far from w~at would become its official miSSIon: to ensu:e; equal 

access lo education and to promote educational excellence througbout the Nation, In ~ldditit1n, 

the Department respected [he fact that in America, education IS a swtc responsibility :l:ld a local 

• 	 function. 

Th(', Department carried on! its mission in two mujor WJ.yS. First, thc.S.ecretaI'Y llnd the 

Department played a leadership role in the ongoing national dialogue over ho\~ 10 improve the 

results of our s'Choo!s and colleges for all students. This involved such activities as raising 

national rmd community awareness of the education chullcnges confronting the nation! > 

disseminating the latest discoveries on what works in teaching and learning, and helping 

communities work Ollt solutions 10 difficult educational issue~, 

Second, the Department pursued its twin goals of access and excellence through the 

administration of programs that ranged from preschool education through postdoctoral research. 

To make the most of the limited Federal investment in education, hov.'evcr, the Department 

• I Riley, Richard W .• Secretary ofEducatio~ "Testimony of Educatiun Secretary Richard W. Riiey before the House 
Education and lh:: Workforce Committee," OClober25, 2000. 



• 
.. focused on activities that feI! under four programmatic priontics: (1) helping all students reach 

challenging academic standards, (2) building a solid foundation for learning for all children, (3) , 

ensuring access 10 pos1!'Ccondary education alid lifelong learning, and (4) making the 

Department a bigh~pcrfonnance organi7..ation. 2 

Since 1993. the administration in concert with the Secretary ofEducalioll, Richard W. 

Riley, mude beW;r education a cornerstone of their priorities by helping Americans have the 

educational oppo'rtunities necessary to succeed in today's global Information Age economy. 

The progress on many key education measures stands 3S testimony to their vision and 

their effo~s on behalfof America's students of all ages to invest·morc in our nation's schools 

and demand more from them. To show how far, the Clinton-Gore education team transferred the 

direction of education at the national Jevel, it is important to remember that in 1994,and 1995 

several ciTorts were made to eliminate the Department. Six years later, in December :2000, the 

• 	 largest rederai increase in educalion ($ 6.5 billion) was passed by Congress and signed into law 

by President Clinton. The education team belped to make educallOl1 the number one priority hy .' 

the end of lhe 2]~! century and built i.l mainstream nalio:nvide ~Igt:ndtl for hetter education. 

I n just eiglH years, through innovative policies and par!nerships, they helped ~luke 

raising ~'Ulndurds in our school!, the norm not the exception. They helped bring schools into the 

technology em by increa~ing the number of classrooms with access to the internet rwm 3 percent 

to 63 percent. They made reduci;lg class size and expanding after school programs positive 

0ppol1unitics 10 reduce the achievemcnt gaps. l11ey rigorously promo~cd record investments in 

proven stndegies to increase tbe educational opportunities and performance of all students and 

greatly enhanced access to college by helping miHions of families pay for college" They 

• 
mobilized tens of thousands: ofparents and citizens to get more involved to improl'J! cducational 

,----_....._ ...._­
1 u.s, Department of!3ducatl(ll1, DRAFT $Irmegic Pl::m 200)-2005, p: 10. 
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• 
opportunities and results. Finally, they also brought attention, at long last, for America 10 come 

to grips with the rapidly increasing student populati~n and the need for 2.2 million new teachers 

and the need for billions of dollars for school 'renovation and new construction. 

As a result, student performance as measured hy test scores, rigorous coursework, high 

school graduation rates, and college enrollment has improved. especially for students in our most 

economically disadvantaged schools. 

• 

Poll after poll ,shows that providing federal support to improve our nation's schools cuts 

across the 'party affiliation of voters and that in part was due to the persistent leadership or the 

team in the Clinton Administration. With the juxtaposition of our curren! economic strength 

against the awareness ofan increasingly international economy. serious federal in\'cstments to 

.improvc the state of our schools is something that willlikcly continue to be a priority for years to 

come. If this doesn't happen, it \'·,'ill be a seriously missed opportunity. 

Collectively, our future leaders must think ahead to capitalize ,on the gains that have been 

~l'_" J'." '",I" made by cxpandirig successful education improvement strategies and to make lederal 

investments on those that have the greatest impact upon our future workforce-today's students. 

Working together with State and community leaders, educators, and parents the next generation 

of students 'of all ages have to be better educated and better prepared for the evolving demands of 

the new American economy. In short, it is time for the Information Age to become the 

Education ,t\ge. 

The Clinton Administration's promise to.challenge the status quo came at a time of 

tremendous need for change in American education. The last of the 19ROs and carly 1990s were 

marked by a growing national concern about the quality of teaching and learning. International 

• 
comparisons of student achievement revealed both strengths and weaknesses in what and how 
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• 
America's schoolchlldn.,>!Hvcn: learning, The achievement gap between rich o.nd poor, white and 

minority. have stubbornly persisted, so that-to some~~tbe promise of educational opportunity 

for every child appears to be an almost unreachable goal. even as record numbers of youngsters 

un: coming of school age. 

From the first days of the Riley administration~ the Dcpartmcnl of Education was under 

profuse scrutiny based upon a profound dissatisfaction with a system that produced SAT scores 

below the levels of 30 years ago, produced students who lagged well ot:hind the rest of the 

industrialized world, nnd allowed mjl1iOl~s or Anlericans to leave ScfJ(mJ unable to read the firs1 

paragraph of our own Constitution. 'Ille stud\!-nt loan default r,lle was a1 record levels costing 

taxpaycrs $3 billion per year and the Pell Gralu program had a $2 billion deficit. The 

Department ~uffercd r:'om mistrm;t and mtmngement neglect, almost from its beginning. To 

overcome this negative image and to lcad the way in nntionwidc cducation rcfaml, the 

• Department was faced-even from dny one of the transition pcriod~~with the awesome task of 

"c.,., refashioning programs. and revitalizing its ma:lagement structure while realigning the mcnns·by 

which it did business. -' 

Leading Education Reform 

The following narrative is an attcmpt to summnrize many of the education renewal and 

reform initiatives undertaken during the Riley years. Unfortunntcly, to give proper ,,!tcntinn to 

all of the Department's accomplishments would far surpass the available space of this document. 

Therefore, we have attempted to highlight some of the major policy and management 

accomplishments of the last eight years in order to provide hislOriams whh a basic understanding 

of the rationale behind the actions that were taken to establish goals and objectives to illfoml 

• 
educl.llion policy-making in the ruture. To this end, the Riley years arc marked by sevcral major 
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• 
legislativ(; milestones for cducalkmaJ n::fofJ'!1: Goals 2000: Educate America Act, the Safe 

Schools Act, the School-to-Work Opportunities Act, Student Loan Reform. the creation of after 

school pwgrams. teacher quality initiatives, and revitalization ofTitlc I, turning around failing 

schools, reducing ciass si~e and ~he fight for improving the infrastructure of America's $\)hooI5, 

These policy initiatives, complimented by a management strategy thal restores productivitYI 

quality controL and a cutting edge usc of tcchnology never before experienced in a federal 

government agenc-y, form the backbone of the Departmer\,( s last eight years. 

• 

It is our hope that this document-like the policies of this Administration-do not murk 

the end of an era, lnsLcad, it is our hope that the process of tru.;: education reform has just begun:, 

For it is the students and tcachers of the lwenty~first century who will orrer the best dcmarcntion 

of the RiI(:y legacy. 

Richard \\1. Rile\': A Sense Quiet LCl:ldership 

};umcrous accolades .were hcapt-~ upon Secretary of Edu.cation, Richard Wilson Riley 

cven hefore his tern, in office, ~herc\'er he went Secretary Riley won respect for his integrity> 

principled leadershipj and commium:nt to children, and passion for cducation. 4 Having 

.completed an eight year tenn as governor of South Carolina.s President Clinton tapped Riley in 

1992 to lead the way toward education ret<ml1 because he showed the potential for heing ahle to 

rcach an cnd~rcsult that would yield hIgher test scores. more students gaining access to higher 

education, and school teachers earning higher salaries while exemplifying more productive 

mctht1ds ofteachi!1g in thc classroom. 

l Jordan, Mal)' and Barr. Stephen, "Clinton Cnwtd Reports to Work," The Washinglon POSl, January 22, 1993, 
~ lnnCrtit. C111'0[, "S:raighl Arrow: EducatiQI) llolr.incc has reputation for illlegrity, efficacy, and modem!;on," llle 

• 

", \\'ashint.;to;) Times, January I), ;993, 


3For more in~depth understanding of Rich<lrd W. Riley prior to his terms of office as St:cretary of Education see 

Hodges. Sam. "The Righi Man at Inc Right Timl,;," Fuomm UniverSity Magazine, Falll993, pp. 32·.35. 
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• 
Given the politically divided Congress:, and a skeptical prohing mcdla,6 it ,>vas necessary 

for the CHnton administration to put into place a Secretary of Education that could he an 

advocate for much needed education re-rOn1) and do so iJl a way that would be palatable 10 

Members u[Congrcss opposed to a national education policy. 7 With relatively little opposition 

to his appointment. Riley was approved by the full Committee on Labor and Human Resources 

on January 19. 1993, 8 

[n nn interview conducted with a staff member from the National r;..ducalion Association 

newsletter, !'>SEA Todav. Riley explained the underlying philosophy behind his first term of, 

office and the fundamental motivation that prompted I}1ndcrn national education rdorm, He 

says, 

;'You have 10 look back at our history' in South Carolina to see why education has 
been so jmportant to me'. A pcrc.cnwgc of our people had heen systematically 

• 
deprived of education. The.only way for my state, to come out of the bole 
educationally was for us to make major reforms ... With changing drcUm$lanceS ill 
the economy and sncicty aod·thc world in gcncruJ) ihe demands put upon 
education are just much, much greater. I think we've made a li1istakc oyer the 
ycafS"":"'""'probably il,wa..,,'a'peri~d·oftransition-bl!l a Jot of young pc()ple nrc 
ulentifi"cd as heing poor students eurly on and almost pointed in that 
directiorl ... my goahs to shift things from the negative to the positive, ~'1y 

motivation would be to change a nation at risk to a I)ation on the move.<} 

DUling, the Presidcnt's first term, Riley hclped taWunch historic initiatives to rai;,e 

, academic standard.s; to improve instmction for the poor and disadvantaged; to expand gmtH~ and 

loan programs to help more Americans go to college; to prepare young people for the world of 

work; and to improve teaching. He also helped to create the Partnership for Family Involvemcnt 

(; Broder, David S., "The !line Junior High Example," The Washington Post, Novcmbe~ 28, 1993. 
1 Comn::tt-l!t <In Labor and Human Resources, Tran"cript of Procecdir.g;;, Untied $tn:e" SCllllte Conli.nnatiQH 
Hea:ing of GilVemor Richflrd W, Rilev to be Secreta,,' ofEducalion, JWluary 12, 1993 

• 

t See Answer~;~L1'Queslions submitted to Rifey by various members (lfthe Committee on Labor and Human 

Resources, J:muary 8,1993. 

9 National Educa.:lon Assodation, >-leA Todav, May 1994, pp. l:2. 
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• 
in Education, which today includes over 7,000 groups-starting just five years catHer with only 

43 groups, 

Rile)' wiil be remembered for his ability Lo get things done by reaching out to aU citizens, 

Hc prefer:.- partnership to partisanship, 10 His qujcl, self~effacing style "can drive impalicntr 

assertive young Washington movers Hnd shakers crazy," the National.!ournai has written. "He 

doesn't grab headlines or clamor for credit... But, inc,vitubly, Riley retlchcs his goaL ,<11 

• 

Riley's c~forts were :-<'l succcRsful during his first (enn that President Clinton asked him to 

siay un for fom more years in order to leuJ the President's continued n.lti(mal crusade for 

excellence in education. Riley and the President ngrecd thaI. education would be the pivotal issue 

thm would lead the nation's policy agenda for the nc~t four years, Tlierefnr~, it \vns time 10 

expand the foundations for cduca1ion rcform~~wh.ich had been established duril~g tbe first t('.nn, 

narrow the focus of several key programs;and move full steam ahead \vith II progrnm that would 

help all children to master·the basics of reading, and math:.makc schools safer; reduce class sizes 
l. 

in gmdcs 1·3 by helping states and schools to,hin:;;J 00,0'00 more good leachers: 12 lnodcrnlx.c unci 
_~ .:.~,:".,.:\ , :-:;':1<.:' 

build new schools to mecl reeordwbreaking studenfenrollments; help students learn to use 

compU[ers~ l3 and expanding after~sch(lol programs. 14 

Accompanied by his wife Ann Yarborough Riley and using the poiltical bnckg,round he 

gained during his almost 20 years as a member of the South Carolina legislature and state 

governor, Riley went at the traditional Washington. D,C. polic), making establishment and began 

:0 Sec U.S. Dt'pal1menl of Education, Newsletter, E.ducation Daily, November.:!, 1997, p. 19<2 L 

') Per:srcin, Linda. ""ursuinga 1'\t1ild-M:mncrcd Pnssion for Educat:on." Washington Post, December 15. i99R. 

t1 Anderson, Nkk "Wilh a Gift for Dialogue, Educntion Chief Gets Congress Talking", LA Times.eo-m, Tuesday, 

July 6, 1999. 

,J "£ducntion Secretary Richard Riley: Infrastructure, te.achers and lechnology head his unfinished agenda," ::D.!£ 

Hill, September 22,1999. . 


• 
T:rSce Riley, Richard W.:C1:3: Secretary of Education, "The Role oftl1e Fede:al Government in Educntion­
Supporting a National Desire for SuppOrt for State and Local Educatlon," Saint Louis Universitv Public Law 
Review. (Volume XVII. Number Om:, 1<)97), 
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to forge new trails that would lcod the \vay in"affecting education change in the eight y<:nr:; t(l 

come. 

< , 

." " . 

• 
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EDUCATION LANDMAllKS: 

I'OLICY MAKING TO !eFFECT POSITIVE CIIANGE 

'nlere were three \'isions thnt establishcd the foundation upo~ which Secretary Riley 

would ba.sc his policy-making deci:dom; during his first year at the Department: 

• 	 Creating process leadership to build ownership for sustained educational reform; 
• 	 Establishing comprehensive and systematic education rdom1; and ' 
• 	 Focusing on chalienging high standards and for all students. 

Each clement was introduced in one nr several speechc~ presented during the early 

• 

. months of the Clinton administration. On July 15, 1993, Secretary Riley descrihed the 

philosophy surrounding the administration's education policy agenda as one that im'olvcd 

"process l:~adcrsl:ip:' 15 Specifically, the reforms that were to be p:tTsucd in the next fou:- years 

were based upon the idea that local O\\'nership in education pnhcy making il1ust be preserved 

such that it compels local interest and excitement about the change process: The ovcr.:.riding 

objective was to insure that the buy-in oflocal education reform efforts' coupled with chnngcs iO' 
, 	 " ' 

rc?crul cducatil.1n policy would creale a partnership bel\\'cen state·and local'decision-making 

bodies thus securing the fi;>cal and polilica! ~upport ncccssar:y ror develuping consensus and 

ownership ror education reform, 16 

The Riley udministrution inherited ~i fragment~d education program that was based upon 

standards and i1sscssments haphaz.ardly implemented in only 14 states; rending nnd math scores 

that were below average especially for high~povert)' .schools; fC,dcra\ f~nding that was targeted 

toward groups of students and teachers who hud the least need; a kss than a 50% gmdu.atklfl m~c 

for high schoo! students in urban areas: and federal 'aid ror higher educ3tion assist3:1Ce that 

• 
, > .>, •• 
I~ Riley, Richard W., Remarks, "Educalion Commission of the Stales' N:Ittonat FO;1lm llnd An;lt:al Meeting," July 
15,t993< 
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bcnefit(;d only 43% of college slUden!s; und w~lh the most important Pel! grants frozen at $2300 

• 	 for alrnost fout years. 1?)n outlining his specific proposals for comprehensive education reform" 

Riley indicated that an initial assessment of stale and local rcfomis put into place during the late 

19XOs and carly 1990$ a:id their intended mltcomes wert: lin:;! required in order to determine 

where fedcral assistance could best be used. 19 

Politically, it was clear that if a new plan for education reform were to be the autonomy 

of already established stale programs would need to be maintaIned. Additionally, no swte, in the 

midst of an ambitious refonn effort should e\'cn think about reinvcnting itself as a result of new 

federal feform initiatives. Instead. the gnal was to establish a refuml policy that \vmild put in 

place a nalional program to help make systematic, bottom~up reform a reality. [9 

• 
In I)rder to provide a coherent direction and strJtegy, voluntary national standards whieh 

provided a sbared V1;;1011 of what all students needed tn know and would be able to do whe!1 they 

leave school needed to be developed. The hope expressed by senior slaff was that the present _, - , '. 

efforts cllrrently under way by subject-matter associations, state poticy-makers, ~nd l~)CaL~ch.?ol '/ ", ~ , 

districts could be reinforced by linking various federal programs to the same high standards and -', , 

offering all children the opportunity to achieve them.20 Specifically, the udministration would 

legislatively advance the following priorities: 

(1) Create il vision of excellence llnd equity that guides all fcdcr.ll education and related 

programs. This would involve wntipg the National Education Goals into law and tbe 

authorization 0[S3 milliolll~)r a National Edue,mlon Goals Panel to monitor and 

report on progress to\\'Urds achieving the goal; 

• 
J6 Riley, Richard W., "Rernurk!i at National Forum Annual Meeting," Jllly 1993, 
n 1..:.$, Department of&luenlim:. "K-12 Trri!lsition Team Excculive Summary, " Fchrullf>" 1993, r, 4 L 
J~ Ri:cy. RicLard W., Rl-'1Uarks. "Council (If ChiefofSttlte School Officers:' Seattle, Wa.5:;ii!gton, July 25. 1993 
J9 Ibid., r. 42~44: . 
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• 
(2) tluthorizc ;.;omprchcnsiyc grant programs 10 assist states and communities in 

de\'elopi.og :;ystcmatic reform plans that would include improvements in cllmculum, 

·.e-· 

teacher preparation, a!)Scssments, und strategies for increasing family an~ community 

involvement; 

(3) 	provide funding to cstahlish a National Skill Standards Board cor:1prised of 

represenlUtiycs from business and industry, labor unions, ~ducalion and training 

providcrs~ and other related groups that would be responsible for establishing a 

system of standards, aSS<:S501cnts and certification designed to facilitate li~dong 

learning. 2J 

These objectives would allow stales to use their established education objectives to 

analyze pmgm!11s cl:rrcl1tly in place and help hi determine the next SICP:l in the process for 

improving student achievement. 

In establishing a systematic rcn)rm~ it was the consenslis of senior srnff that a 

comprehensive reevaluation of the status quo that would focus poiicy making upon high~ 

performam;c teaching and learning was needed" The reauthorization of the Ekmentary and 

Secondary Act (ESEA) would provide the vehicle for establishing progrttms that would offer 

ongoing professional development for teachers; change the way postsecondary students received 

Federal aid by phasing in a new and more efficient Direct Loan program; change t~e way oar 

education system deals with school youth who do not plan to attend a 4~ycar collegc p;ogram hy 

improving the school~(o-work tmnsltion;21 opening up more crfective uscs of time and 

tcchnology; and create better ways of involving parents and tht: community in a child's 

• 

:ttl Ibid" p. 43.44 

;0 Riley, Richard W., Remarks, Fisenl Yellr 1994 Requcst for the Department of Education berore the !'Iouse ...~.2'" 


Subcommittee on Labor-HHS~Educalion Appropriations, JJly 1993. 

U Ibid, 


" 
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• 
education. Internally_ iCwouid require a massive reorganization of the Department that would 

streamline the policy-making process and create a continuous and effective system for 

evaluating program success. However, the key to making these changes ,,'ould rely upon an 

application of public policy that was both "constructive and helpful ... no! burdcnsomc.,,23 

Building Continuity; America 2000 to Goals 2000 

". 

Bl~ginning with the first days of the m:w administration, attention focused on policy 

initiatives that would clarify the stand alone, largely disconnected message and service delivery 

programs put into place by the previous administration. The previous Secretary of Education, 

Lamar Alexander, created an initiative, America 2000, that was intended to be a "bold strategy 

to ... move us tow.ard the six ambitious national education goals ... " which had been established in 

the late 1980s. Alexander America 2000 as a vehicle for creating an education "revolution" 

where higher standards would "break the grip of the educational complacency that was holding 

America back." 

"-. .-,,..,.\"\,. .I·le believed that programs like the New American Schools (goal two urthe America 

.. '" f": 	 2000 initiative) would help improve classroom teaching so that students could reach higher 

academic standards. He believed that by adding the notion of local and state Oexibility in 

impleme'nting new rules and regulations, every school could "chart its own course" to the new 

standards. 24 Fundamentally, the key to making America 2000 work was choice. Allow schools 

and America 2000 Co'mmunities to establish their own methods for achieving nationally set 

standards, then step back and let the progre.ss be achieved 25hoping that results would be realized 

by 1995. The problem was there were no significant resources or incentives to help communities 

and states put in place higher standards or quality assessments of the higher standards. In 

• 

-...... 


2~ [hid. 

24 Ibid., p. 2 . 
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• 
addition, !here were no prop(JSals in America 2000 10 provide the eXira help for students to reach 

the tought~r standards, 

• 

Those who worked against Am<::r1cl1 2000 deemed .it an effort to usc federal mOlicy for 

private schoo!s,::n Tbe- previous administration ref~rred to America 200{l as a "bold SltHlegy 

to ... move us toward six a.*11bitious national edu,cation goals"." and had ;Jut forth an intensive 

public'fchnlons campaign to promote the program, Ho\\'cver, while the philosophy was so~nd, 

the Amcriea 2000 pwgrams were fraught w1th simplistic program designs and would require a 

mas~i\'e allocation of federal resources which were not uvailab!c <.It the time. The prevIous 

administration spent an immense amount of time focusing on the most puhlicly recognized part 

of thc program-America 2000 Communities. The remaining three parts of the program were 

virtually ignored given that implemcntation of 44 separate action items wus viewed by many in 

the Alcxander administration as too large to be implemented on 11 national scale.27 

Ril~;y's transition team and first senior policy advisers found that under the Bush 

. administration; Sched.ule C employees had primarily staffed the program and left when the 

udministr:Jtion chall'ged. Thcrcfore~ the Dcpurtment, in attempting to understand the America 

2000 programs were left with a void in the base of knowledge needed to maintain the workability 

of the project Howeverl the motivation to cr~atc and implement new standards had not been 

embraced by many communities and the program was stagml,ting. The new starr was struck by 

the prcviou:. admimslration'$ lack of an "overall game plan or evidence of a comprehensive 

systematic plan for implementation ·,28 for America 2000. 

is Ibid, p. 2. 

• 
U Ibid, p. 3 
-n Ibid, p, 2. . 
-:. Ibid, p. 3, Sl:e margin notes prepared by Terry K. Peterson, Counselor to Secre:ary Riley, 
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• 
The first objective' of the Riley administration would be to build upollexisting local 

mobilization efforts and create a vision for excellence 3nd equity that would guide education and 

reluted prugrams?9 To carry out this mi~sion, the Dtpartntcnt would IIrst need to promote 

setting higher standards in each state, with :he voluntary national standards serving as 

benchmarks that w~uld lead to a comprehensive effort in assisting states and communities to 

11l1plcment a program that would mo\'c communities towards the previously articulated National 

Education Goals. Underlying higher standards was a unique developmental sequence of 

educational experiences that allowed for continuous life-long Icaming--a 1~lctor that was 

previoLlsly absent from federal education policy_ Also. new resources were provided to states 

and com mum ties thorougb the new icgislativc initiatives and ag)'('clnt:nts.' 

To curry oul tbe new initiative the Department would develop "new purtncr;;hips'l with 

states tlnd communities) all fcde'ral agencies, research centers, and ir:.tcrcSI,cd national advocacy 

• organizmiom; and corpor,ulions:who could become pn-Silivc fim:cs in education dmngc,:iO The 

goal was 10 cnipnaSiz(!·aIHc\'cls'of.cducalion delivery so as to improve thc capacity ofSiudents 

and teachers to'm'cet higher standards, improve coordination within and across programs, and 

'Iligning the national goals and standards with other policies and programs.:;! 

To motivate local and state school officers to become involved in this efforl. incc:1tives 

were crcmcd in the. form of grants, und commur.ity recognition cVclil'\ that promoted true reform 

efforts. Seulor advisors proposed that eaeb senior level officer v..'ithin the Department be 

assigned to a specific urban or rural area in order to develop a conduit for coordiumion of 

infonnation and technical aS$istanec. The Office of Educational Rc~carch a'nd lmprovcment 

• 
:19 U.S.'DqJartmen! of Education, K~12 Trnns~tion Team Execulj\'c Summary, February 1993. p. 42 
.11 Ibid, p. 43. 
.J Ibid, p. 43~44 
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• 
(OERJ) would be the key in coordinating this effort, us it served as the point of origin for other 

rcfonn programs. 

Perhaps 11)(I$t importantly, the Riley administration kllCW that the greatest ohstacle to 

achieving adoption oftlle reform effort would require a change in the public's attitude to\vard 

public education. Rather than focusing upor.. the failures of America's schoots, the Department 

would now stan a public outreach 'Campaign that would emp!ulsil'£ the Department' 5 role as a 

clearinghouse for infom1<ltion and education success stories. 32 This was facilitated by improving 

the llSC of ex is ling mediums currently being by the Department to promote its pmgmms; 

newsletters, hotlines, S~ltellitc town meetings, d~ily phone conference:>, and workshoj1s"J2. 

Additionally, the Department would put greater focus upon thc lise of technology to allow for 

greater HCC·CSS to the Department's resources ;md personnd 

·nle ideas for change were ubundant tbe early days of the Riley transilion, howevcr, the 

• 	 obstacles that \"'(luld need to addrcssedwcrc rcadiiy.appnrcnt and u plan I~lf quick 

implenlCI1tation of the Secretary)xcform;p.rogmm.would need to be initiated immcdl~tcJy. 

While speaking before the National' Schoo)' Boards Association un March 27" 1993, Riley outline 

the three g:Jidifig princip~lls that UU: would bccome backbone of cduc;.llional reform initiativ.:s for 

tbe next eight years: llexibility, fluidity and efticiency,J4 The first concrete legislative initiative 

of the Riley administration that would bridge the gap in assisting ~tatcs nne! communities to 

implement educution policies that would move communities towards the National Education 

Goals put into place four years earlier was Goals 2000: Educate America Act (Goais 2000} 

J) See u.s. D~partrncnt ofEducntlon, "bsicle Edition," Marer. 4, 1993. 

• 

n Ibid, p. 44. ~'o;1'<' 


).I Riley, Ricbard W., U,S. Sccn:tury of Education. speech before the National Schoo! B(lards As~oci"tion, March 77, 

1993. 
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On Apri1211 1993, Goals 2000 was formally i!Hroduccd before both Houses of 

• Congress.35 :Ine legislative strategy that would be pursued to insure comprehensive political 

support from Members of Congress In order to achieve passage before the FY 1994 

appropriaiions cycle was complete. 

Secretary Riley presented the administration's p05itio!1 on this legislation in :ll11nerOUS 

appearances before congressional panels' with jurisdiction36, in j)ublic speeches before private 

advocacy groups, and in perwnal co-rrcspondcl1cc exchanged with state and local cducators.37 

Goals 2000 was described, hy a nonpartisan, congressionally mandated review p<:mcl. <1<> olie of 

the most important education initiatives "in the history of postwar federal aid to clemcntury and 

secondary education. It saw ~I shift toward different ideas about educational impro\'c:ncnt and tbe 

ways the ft:dcral government could bcst support statCS rmd school:; dlstrlds.,,:;R 

• 
,;Goab 2000: Educate Americn Act 

Goals 2000 was signed into law March 31,. 1 9943.twith bjp~rtjsan congrcssional support 

unique in that it authorized few fedcral rcstrictionsmpon'the usc or funding of slate find local 

reform efforts that were e!lfTCntly underway while also scttitlg challenging academic standards 

ror all students. 

~5 Riley, Richard W., C"S. Secretary of Educal.ion, "Statement by Secretary Richard W. Rilt;>y im the G001s ::;'000: 
Education Amerk:a Act", April 21. 1993. ' 
J6 Riley, Richard W., U,S. Secretary (lfEduc<1tion, "Statement by S:ccrctary of Edl.lcmion Richard W_ Rilc)' bcfo~c 
Ihc u.S, SemIte Committee nn t~ilbnr und Human Resources." May 4,1993, 
37 Riley, Richard W., U.S. Secretary of Education, "Remarks Prep::m:d for Richard W. Riley U.S. Secre1ary of 
Education before the Education CO!I1111i»ioll of the States National rorunl and Annual Meeliog", Plnsburgh. 
Pennsylvania July 15, 1993, 
.;8 U.S. U.S. U.s. Department of Educ!ltion, Planning and Evalualion Service, Measured Pn;grcss~ The Report !lfthe 

• 

independenl Review Pane! on lht Ev;;!upH'iQ Qf;:CJeml EducaliOI! Legislation, April 1999, r'L 9. 

39 Riley, Richard W. "Signing ofG('>;lls 2000: Educate America Ad' San Diego, Caliihmia, March J I, ; 9,4, 

~e 108 Stat 125. Public Law 103-22', "Goals 2000: Educate AmerJca Ac!," March 31, 199·t 
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• 
Eight years later, in p~ac1ice, the mas! common uses of Goals 2000 fuoding has h ..--cn 

- supporting professional development initiatives aimed at improving teachers' ability to teach to. 

higher standards. aligning local curriculum nnd instruclion wilh state standards. and developing 

.ass(.!ssments linked 10 tnose standards. Stale participation b the program wns entirely voluntary 

under the nriIJinal Sti:ltutc, but widely adopted ;:1$ a means to nccOinplish a muchRncedcd end. 

Goals 2000 hecarne a lightning rod for questioning the political efficacy of fedl'ral 

education policy, bO\vcvcr, many detractors) in later years- concluded that the law '\-vas a 

measurablt! succ~ss. In fact some state politicallcadcrs(e.g, Governor George Allen of Virginia) 

lead efforts within their states w no; accept Goals 2000 funding:ll Some extreme conservative , 

• 
groups incf)rrcctly stated thut Goals 2000 could lead to massive fcderal intervcntion, despite the 

fact that the program had very few rcquirements or paperwork demanus assOc1J.tCrl with it 41 

Late, in,one evaluation of the program by lhe General Acc(>un~ing OfJicc i! was found 

tha.t the legislation, '"helped slate promote and accomplish reforms at an accelcratcd pace-which 
. - .'<... , ; :,;-:1-;.'h:H.'~.~::.'.-':.::;:.Ii:'.'.,;~ •. ~ .. , .. 

state officials believcd would nor havc occurred without this funding",4J ' . c 

111 1996. only 14 states hud designcd and adopted academic standards; toduy, 49 states 

have developed content standards und 48 have assessments to measure student progress in COf(' 

academic subjects, All stales arc required iO have standards, assessments, and accountability 

systems in place by FY 2000. For the first time, these systems are allowing states and districts It; 

identify low-performing schools and then offer solutions for cfn:ctivc change. 

41 Cohen, Mike, "Memorandum to Govemor Kunin re: Political SIr'JI!cgy for Implementing Goals :WOO," May 2, 
1994. 


41 Ril-cy, Richard W., U.S. Secretary ofEJuclltion, "Gouls 20(){) Legislation: Overview of Goals 2000: Educme 


• 
America Act" 1994. -....~.-
d General A~(:ounting Office, Rcpon '\0 Congressional Committees, Goa!s 2000: Plcxib!c tUllai!)!.! ;;:!lpPCl~ts Stale 
and Locall;ducfl!ion Reform, N()\-'cmbcr 1998, p. 15. 
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• 
" ESEA Reauthorization 1994!i., 

Passage ofGoals 2000 was only the first Step toward school reform. Now. the 

Administration would need to identify specific programs to meet the goals and secure 

authori:wtinn for fundjng. fit Marcb of J99:t, the Administrntion proposed u reauthorization of 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) later passed into law under lhe title of the . 

Improving America's Schools Act (IASA).4546 The legislation allowed the federal govcmmcnt 

to allocate resources for elementary and secondary education programs placed into sC:"'icc as far 

4Sback at 1965:41 It also encompassed a broad array or new programs and initiatives that \vould 

affect all ;:;iudcnts. parcnt5~ and teachcrs. 49 AddilionaH)'~ it W0ll1d rcorg:miZf.~ presently diver~~ 

education reform objectives around a centra!, unifying goal: support state and local dTorts to 

help students achieve at the challenging levels that Goals 2009 l~ad put into plaet'so while 

• 

codifying spocific gouls that IASA would seek to achieve. Those goals included: 
. . 

I. 	 All children in American will start school rcady to read, .' .. 
2. 	 The high schoo! graduation rate will increaSe 10 at least 90 percent 
,
.'. 	All students willlea\'c grad:.:s 4, &, and 12 h:H-'ing demonstrated compctcncy,ovcf,. ,.:4,':'tw 

challenging subject n-:.attcr. ' 
4. 	 The nation's tcnch:ng fOl\:-e willlw\'c the opportunity 10 acquire the knowledge nnd 

skills needed to instruct and prepare aU American students for the next century.' . 
5. 	 U.s. students will be first in the world in mathematics and science achievement. 
6. 	 Every adult American will, be literate and wlll possess the knowk"<ige and skills 

necessary to compete in a global economy and to exercise the rights and 
rcspo!lsibiHtic:. ofcitizenship.. 	 . 

.... See u.s, Department of Education, Office of Eiememary ilnd Secondary Education, "OESE-Bricf1n:.; Jm1U>lry 

23,1993," . 

45 White, H;lf:-Y lI;;d SilwhiH. Uelle, !vlerr:(lnmdum 10 Tom Corv.'in rc: Slams of the Elementary and $cc;nItJury 

EducatiOli Act (ESEA) R"'UlHhorlUllio!l-S. !513/J I.R. 6, July 28, 1994. 

4h U.S. Department of EduClItlnn, "Improving America's Schools Act of 1993," Executive Summary, Uno,I!!;)d, 


47 U.S. U.S. U,S, De;xlMment of EducatIU1l, Si-de-by-Side Comparison of"Current Law" and "Improving. Amt.'l"ica'~ 

Schools Act" November 3,1993, 

H1bid. 

~'9 U.S. Depmtrnent of Education, "evaluations Included in the [mr:-oving. America' s Schools Act of J9;14." 


• 
December 16; 1994. ~,,~,'" 

~ U.s. u.s. U.S. DcpHrtmenl of Education, Improving America's &hools Act of 19!i4: Summary Sheets, October 
n.1994. 
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• 
7. Every school in the United States win be free of drugs, violence, and the unauthorized 

presence offircanns and alcohol, and will ofTer a disciplined c]lYironmem CO~dllCj\,C 

to learning. 
S, Every ;;cho(}l will p:-omo1e involvement and participation' in the social, c:no:ionul, and 

academic grO\vth 0: children. 51 

Six of the goals were proposed to the 50 governors lead by Governor Bill Clinton of' 

Arkansas and President Bush in 1989 during the famous Charlottesville Summit.. Two new goals 

~'cre added in lASA--one to increase parent involvement the other io imj1fO\'e tt2ching. Also; a 

positive addition to the original goals was the indusion oftbe arts ~!.s a core academi;:: subject 

As a resul1 tbe Department und the National Endowment for the Arts created a successful Arts 

Education Partnership to help achieve this goal. 

In order 10 meet the more rigorous standards ofncademia cstablisho.!d in Goals 2000, 

IASA ul$O sought to align 5t31e and local standards with this new-mort: speeific--set offederal 

objectives,:l The idea was tu bring a coherent focus to what was prcv{;)llsly a disparate, largely 

unrelated collection of programs and standards so thut federal funds could be better u~d to more-e· 
t,f "t precisely meet the needs of all student populations. By providing federal ~Uppol1 for a push to· ';." ,~ 

"meet high{T standards, ~l hridgc could be built to bind the gap between the economically " " 

advantaged IJnd disadvantaged student 5) 

Specifically~ the final fom) orthc lcgislution sought to embody live fundamental 

principals: all children can achieve to high academic standards: professional development ror 

teachers and other educators must be an integral part of every educator1 s job; Federal rcsou:-ceS 

must be targeted to communi lies and SI;,h(!Qls where the needs arc greatest and in amounts 

!i Ibid. p, i, 
~2 See U,S. Department QfEducaiion, "Specification Documents for ES!3A 1994," dated May 5,1993 through 
Ot.<ecmbel'i994. . 

• 
j) See Riley, Rlchard W "The Implovins America's Schools Act :ltid Elemen1.1l}' nnd Sccurldal)' Educ;:.Lv;1 
Reform:' Journal of Law nnd Education, South Carolina Law Center and the University ()fL(l'Jisville School of 
Law. Fall, 1995, pp_ 513-566. 
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sufficient 10 make a diITerence.54; ·schools and school districts must have- the l1exibility to 

• 	 implement reform geared to their individual nccdsss; and reaching high standards \\'ill require a 

strong parlnerShip with parents and otbers in the community.S6 

Beginning with an overhaul ofihe "old" Chapter 1 program (now reverting back to its 

first-born state ofTi(ic I in the new a~lhoriza1ion package) new initiatives were introduced to 

provide resources to help link schools, parents, and communitlc.s. Over 30 progmms already 

administered by the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education (OESE) with a total budget 

of over $9 billion were' added to a long list of Chatlges made 10 create flexibility and efficiency. 

Previously, Chapter I served one in nine school.age children. largely providing compensmory 

reading and mathematics instruction at the elementary school level. The consensus was that the 

time to reinvent Clmptcr 1had cor:lC given thai, on t!\'cruge, tbc pwgrum added only about 10 

..minutes more to a day of reading and mathematics instruction and took a remedial basic skills 

. .•. "."~.aprroach that was inconsistent with substantive curricula 

:1l<1"i,~f'''''' ,.A..!."tr\l-'.. ,,1' ,Additionally, while the percentage of school distrkts l111cring in~daS5 Chapter 1 

, t' instnlction increased from 28 10 58 betwecn 1985-1986 and 1990~ 1991 schoo1 ycnrs, 

respectively, this instruction was onen charactcrized by drill and rrac:icc instruction und 

homogeneous groupings. 57 

A report of the Nmiona: Performance Review cO!l~ludcd thilt the need for reinventing 

Chapter 1 law and regulations was nil' past due, The reauthorization package sought to respond 

to thiS need and enumerated four specific goals: 

~ U.S. Deranment of Educ(Ition, Office oflhc G"..nera! Cmmscl, "Cross-Cul:iJll> Issues for ESEA ReliUlhcti:~:!Itilln\" 

July 7, 1993. 

~.~ U.S. Depa11mem of Education, Office of Inc Gl'TIcral Counsel, "'AmendmenlS: to the General. Education Provisions 

Act (OEPA). July 7,1993. 


• 

~6 Rile>" Richard W,. Letter to t.1e Honorab!e Alice M. Rtviin, October 17, 1994. 

~1 U-S. J)cpmtmcnl of Edm:ation, Rc-i;lVCr.tiol!, Chaprer 1: 'IlI!! Current Chnfllc-r 1 Program and New Direction", Final 

Report (If the Natkma: ;\sscssmem ofth\! C~ar(t':r I Program. (Washington, D,C., February 1993). 
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• 
• Replace rigidity In the Chapter I progranH\'lth accountability for results . 
• Reverse the disincentives ereated by the use ofstandttrdizcd testing, 
• 	 Concentrate Chapler 1 funding un schools serving large proportions of low~inco11lc 

students 
• 	 Use Chapter I funds-at the discretion of the schools llnd school districts-for 

needed social services. 58 

Sume of the Title [ programs and activities of OESE which were affected by JASA 

included: 

• 	 Part A of Chapter 1, Part A formula grants to local education agencies (LEAs) for 

i>upplemcntaJ i:1stn~cti(l!l a:ld support services :0 educnti!mally disadvantaged 

children. In FY 1993 S6.13 billion was distributed to over 5 million students through 

basic grants and Concentration grants. 

• 	 Chapter L Part D of the Migralit Education program approxinlutdy $300 million in 

grants to statr; agencies and nOIi~pro1il organizations were introdm;ed to assist migrant 

students from pre-K through college levels for supplemental instTU<:llon and intnt-and 

inter-state coordination of services 10 migrant children, 
....T._~t. • 	 ' 

• 	 ~hapler t, Part B of the Even Sta.rt program appn)ximatc!y $89 million is designated 

to foster parcnt literacy and child development needs. The program investiguted adult 

and child cduc;!tiol1, but scrved as thc hub fur communjty~bascd scrdees: ror low-

income children, often linking Head Start and Chapter 1 .. 

• 	 The OOicc ~rbdinJI EduL.cttioll where grums \.\'ere administered io LEAs ror 

progra~ls designed to meet educational needs ofNative American swdC"nts, 59 in 

;1 U.S. U,S, u.s, Depllr1:ncnl of Educ;1tion, "Statement by the SecrcL'\ry of Education 00 lhe FY ;993 Ecollomic 

• 

Stimulus Supph:mental Appropriation Kequ\"'Sl," February 23, 1993. 

W Sce U.S. DI:partment ofEducation, "Draft Specifications for Reauthorization oCthe Indian Education Act of 

1988:' . 
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addition, fellowships for graduate studies for !'ativc Amerkans and programs for 

• 	 adult education were nmded.M 

• 	 Impact Aid programs received $750 million to provide financial assistance to' schools 

in LEAs whose local revenues are adversely affccH:d by federal activity. 61 The funds 

were used to help serve J.8 million students whose parents \vork or live on fedcral 

propcrty including military bases, whose Federal presence has an adVCfl"C impact on 

local school distncts.o2 1l1c program wm; intended tn provide a more equitable 

• 

distribUtion formula for the distribution of aid, creates a separai~ catcgorical 

assistance prO\'ision for federally connected children with disabilities, 63 provides 

supplemental payments for school districts experiencillg increa<>cs in military 

dependent sludents. and established limited funding for school constnlc1:011 to LEAs 

adversciy aifected'hy fcderal ;;!clivily,64 

Under the new Title Lprograms $7.1 billion iii funds-for Tille ( alone--would be 

approprinted in,fis'Cal year:l99A amounting to ulmost 21 percent of the Department '$ total budget 

request. ' 

TIle implications oftbese changes would be monumentaL 

. "Ch:mges ...could bring Chapter 1 inio the mainstre.1m-indecd, the forefront-of ref(}rr~l 
in curricular standards, whole school improvement, performance monitoring. and 
integrated services. The urgent need to transform Chapter 1 reflects the need to 
lral1l:form American education wi~;: 'JP,~(;.i,!1 attc~tion paiJ to schools serving the most 
disadvantaged students.,,65 ,- . 

WSte lJ.S. Department of Education, Office urIne General C(JUf'lsei. "Draft Language Qfthe Indian Education 
Reauthorillltion,'" July 26, 1993. 
~l Sl.!C C.S. Department of Ed;lcation, "Impact Aid Reauthorization SpcdficatlOns," May 11, 1993. 
b2 $ee U.S, Department of EduC<ltlon, Office orthc Generol Counsel. "Key Issues tn Impact Aid," u:l\;lil1ed. 

• 

·101-Z~e U.S. Department ofEduc.'ltiofl, -Response to OMS Comments on Impact Ald Specifications," July 13, 1993. 

M See U.S. Dcpamncm ufEducntioH, "'J)rnft Impact Aid bill," July 20, 1993. 

6~ U.S, Dcpar1mem ufEducation, ReiaveHling Chapter 1. p. 1&3. 


22 


http:distncts.o2


• 
In addition to the significant beefing up of Title I progrnms~ the lcgislatjem consolidated many 

previously introduced school reform initiatives and established five new school improvement 

programs: 

• 

1. 	 The state and local Educational lmprovemcnt programs would be used to rund 

slate and local educa1ion accounts ror the general impnwemcnt of elementary 

and secondary education. 

2. 	 The Ebenno'\\'cr Math and Science State grant programs would be used tn 

provide fir:.andnl assi::::ancc 10 institutions of higher cducmkm I(); programs 

and activities 10 improve the skills ofieae-hers and the quality of instruction in 

mathematics and science in public and prIvate elementary and secondary 

5c-hooI5. 

3. 	 The Drug Free Schools and-Communities program would provide <1 formula 

grout to states for school and communities based programs of drug and 

alcoh91 abuse;educatj(!il an<}prevcntiofl. 
, . 

4. 	 The Magnet Schools Assistance Program would provide financial assistance 

to support the ciiminnlion, reducTion, or prevention of minority~group 

isolation in elementary and secondary scho~Is. Fuilds would be appropriated 

to support courses of instruction that will substantially strengthen the 
~~ 	. . , . 

knowledge or academic subjects and markctrlbie '~'ocalirinnl skills of students 

attending these schools. 

5. 	 The School Dropout Demonstration program would provide funds 10 

community-based organizations, and educational partnerships for dropout 

• 	
.f!~vcntion and reentry programs. 
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• 
Additional programs, which would have long tenn significance. addressed in the legislation 

included: 

1. 	 A reauthorization for the National Center for Education Statistics. h6 

2. Establishment of the' Fund for Innovation in EJucation. 67 

3. A Proposed Women's Educational Equity ACt.68 

4. The Jacob K . .Iavits Gifted and Talented Students Education Act. (,') 

5. The Public Charter Schools program 70 

6. 	 The Arts in Education program 7l 

C·· Ed·7. IVle 	 ucatlon programs 72 

. 
All of these programs, together, would be the beginning of an intense effort to improve 

teacher quality by stimulating high-quality professional development in the core academic 

subjects and address school and community needs that were necessary to help studcnts meet the 

• 	 more chalknging State and local content requirements as,we!l.as.meet the previously adopted 

National Education Goals. 73 

Additionally, prompted hy a Department mandatclo promote the usc oftechnCllogy in 

public schools, Congress appro\'ed new technology access and usc programs that would enhance 

66 See U.S. Department of Education, "Dmft Specifications for Rcauthorization of the National Center for Education 

Statistics." May 27, 1993. . 

67 U.S. Department of Education, Office of the Secretary; memorandum "Fund for Inno\;ation in Education,". May 

25,1993. 

(,K U.S. Department of Education. Office of the Genem! Counsel, "The Department's dmft legislative language for 

reauthori7.ation of title IV-A of ESEA (WEEA)," June 2,1993. 

69 See U.S. DGpartment of Education, "First Draft: Program Descriptions ESEA", October 1994 for program 

accomplishmt:nts, proposals that were not enacted, and proposals that were not supported by the Department. 

711 Ibid. 

• 
71 Ibid. 
72 Ibid. 
7) U.S. U.S. U.S. Department of Educntion, Improving America's Schools Act of 1994: Summal'\' Sheets, p. 9. 
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• 
curricula, instruction, and administrative support,7t. These programs included the Fund for the 

Improvement of Education (FlJlE), 

Tn 1999, an independent non-partisan cvaluution group evaluating the impact produced by 

these rcfOlms conducted a review, They concluded. especially with regard to Title I funding, that 

"for the first lime, the Title 1 13V,' [of ESEA1now explicitly states that the 
disadvantaged children should he held to the same standards as other children and 
it tics accountability tD these results, asking stutes to create consequences for 
schools that fail to raise the academic performance of children participating in the 
Title I program. is 

The 1994 laws complemented and helped to accelerate reforms in states and school 

districts. School districts in states that had begun s.tandard~-bu5cd rcfom1s early found new 

feder:11 ~tlrport to help them use challenging standards to im,prove teaching and learning.. In 

states and districts where standards are used as a tool for classroom instruction; student 

• achievement has shown :;ignilican! gaios in both reading.and maih. "«' '''':"", "'~-. '... • 

For states that hatl'not yet begun standards-bascd.refnrm, thc.1994'laws were a cat'alrst to 

change curriculum. lcaching,practices. and assessments in !'lUpport 'of more rigorous and 

challenging instruction. According 10 the General Accounting Ofl\cc (GAO). state officials 

believe tbat Goals 2000 and ESEA arc spurring standards~bascd rcfmlTI in local scbe:ols a>ld 

commur:.ities,'ih More than 80 percent of poor school district;:;, und almost half 0: aU districts 

nationwide, reported that Title I is "driving standards-based rdorm in the district as a wh~ic: ,;11 

14 Ibid. p. 10. 
13 U.s. Dcp:n:mcni of Educatinn. Planning and Evaluation Service, Mea~ured F.ot':re;;;;; 11le Iha'!(lrt of the 
Independent Review Panel on the EF'rl!utlllnn ofFed~al Education Legl;;!atio;;, A;Jril 1999, y, 9. 
7~ Sec U.S. Cenerel Acemmllng OfnCl,\ Goals 2000; Flexihle funding S:lPP"rts slnte and 10(;:;1 education reform," 

• 

Washington, D.C. 1998. '-~"'" 


" U.s. Deparlment or Education, Office of the Under Secretary Planning nnd Evaluation Service. ·'Promising 

resnUs, continuing challenges: TIle final report ohhe na!funal assessment of Tide I," Wllshingtoo, D,C., 1999. 
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• 
In 1994 laws significantly expanded lhe fh:xibili1y (lf~tates to submit a single, 

consolidalcd application for the majority of ESEA prognl.nlS, helping reduce paperwork by 85 

percent \\'hile encouraging j, comprehensive approach to planning. The laws also allowed the 

Deportment to waiyc statutory and regulator requirements that block innovative refonn upon the 

re:.l\lcst of states districts and schools. The Department has received 6.18 rcouests for waivers. . 	 . 
roughly 85 pcrcent that were cither approved or withdrawn because applicants learned they had 

sufficient tlcxibiHty under the la\'.' to proceed without a waivcr,7
8 

Partnership for Family Involvement in Education 

As an outgrov,th of the Goals 2000 moVcntcnl the administration, a1 lhe 

prompting of Sccrciary Riley. began to recruit the business community \0 participate in reform 

initiatives Yin educational partnerships. Family~scho()t, community, business. ~md faith~bnsed 

organi/.~ti(lns were atso encouraged 10 work together 10 increase family invulvement and.to 

• 	 improve schook Most organizations, in the priyatc sector, Were creatcd,to ttdvocatc narrow ... 

interests, ho\vever, it was widely proven that-entering into a partnership,cncourages:grOllp;::.to 

form alliun.:es so tbat the ..vhole is larger than the sum of the puris, ' ': ' . 

. Prcsidcnt Clinlon. acknowledging the importancc of one of the Depurtrm::n11s first 

.. 
education/business partnership advocacy organizations, the New American Scbools 

Developl~1cni Corporation (NASDC). This program, introduced by the previous administration to 

inv91ve the private sector in tbe America 2000 campuign, nimcd to l..:verage venture capital runds 

to he used townrds the development or innovmive models and designs for education reform?' In 

. fact. the President ond Riley helped build support for the New American Schools Corporation 

• 

7i U S. Dcpul1ment ofEdllcalion, "Waivers: Flexibility 10 Achlcv~ High :::!::,rJa:ds Report l() Congrcs~ on Waivers 

Granted Under the Elementary and Secondnry EducatinD Ace· Wasilington" D.C. 1998, 

19 Memorandum of UnderstandinG, New American Schools Development Corporaiion, 1991. 
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and other reform efforts through the creation of a very highly visible White House event 

o announcing a multi·million dollar gift from Walter Annenberg. 

Riley, upon taking over the leadership of the Department, maintained that groups like 

NASDS: were essential to the design and implementation of exciting and innovative ideas. He 

believed that they could act as a catalyst for developing customer focused materials and activities 

that could make resources available in larger quantities that would strengthen family 

involvement as well as community connection to education. Out of this the Partnership for 

Family Im:olve[~ent in Education (PFIE) was born. 80 

Since its launch in 1994, over 7,500 partnering organizations have pledged to implement 

effective family involvement practices using resources and research provided by the Department. 

Stales, corporations, unions, non·profits, local schools, and faith communities have jointed. 

Diverse partners include major national entities such as federal agencies, YMCA, Girl Scouts,,'· 

• 	 National Parent Teacher Association, IBM, AT &T, National Tennis Association, as,well.as ...., - .. "" ...". 

individual schools, churches, museums and cultural alliances .. Organizations arc.working;.~ ..:..·>.. J, :t,,:c· 

together on issues such as expanding after·school programs, improving reading, increasing. nlther 

involvement, preparing teachers to· involve families, supporting Cumily·fricndly husiness 

practices, and prcparing guidt:lincs for raith community to support children's learning. 

Based on 30 years of research th1.lt finds that children learn better and arc more successful 

---'.! 
in school when their families and communities are involved in their education, more than 6,000 

schools, businesses, community groups and faith based organizations are conduits for providing 

information, expanding professional development and sharing via community networks the 

• 80 Sec U.S. Dcpanmeo[ of Education, "White Paper on the Partnership for Family Involvement," undated. 
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• 
education practice and theory.8t PFIE begun as a \\'ay 10 incre~Bc opportunities for families to be 

more involved in their chilcrcn's teaming nt school and Ht home while also sircngthcning schools 

and improving student achievement. 82 

At ~hc local level, ppm supported efforts to strengthen communication and mutual. 

responsibility for a child's learning,s) provide before and afitr-:.:;chDollcaming activities. make 

effective usc of fiu.:ilitk:s-schools, community hui~dings, am} churches for cbildn:n and flUllilics 

while giving parents the resources, training and information they need to help childn.m learn. ~4 

At the state and nalionallevcL PFIE forums and conferences have been used to educate 

their pompers ~bout current. relevant family-friendly policies and exemplary prnciiecs while 

providing partners with the resources and research provided by ihe Department nnd t>ther 

national, state, or local partners 10 mobilize interest, energy. and expertise through conycncd 

, ,-., , meetings, directed rescarch materials, hosted teleconferences, a monthly nc'\\'slcuer. J Web site, 

.... ". ' ',,' _~ and extendcd,tcchnknl assistance.s5 

America Goes Back to School 

.: , Started by the Secretary in 1995 and sponSored by the Partnership for Family 

Involvement in Education, the America Goes Back to School program encouraged families and 

com~u'nities 10 make the most of. the back-ta-school time by launching or expanding fumily­

!>cho()l-e()ml11u~ity partnerships, In the lirst two years of the program, 100 different evenl!' were 
-'. .~,. , ,'. 

Sl US. Department of Education, "The SJ:udy ofOpportunities for and Barriers 10 Fami.l)' lnvolvcment in 

Education," pp. 2-13, 

3l See U.S. D(.-prtr!mcnl of Etluculion, COrpOfalC Involvement in eduC;ltion publicuti(;rts 0;; individual bepill1ment 

inil1atiws promoted hy the business COtlHlwnll)\ 


RJ See U.S. Departmenl of Education, "CtltillllUnily Update" neWS!cUCTS for cxm~PJe of PFtr:: communication 

mediums. 


• 

H US, Department of8duentlon, '"The Purtrwrship for Family Invol .... ement iii Education: Who We Arc nnd W: 1.;( 


We Do,"" April 2000, p. 13, 

M lbld., p. 1. 
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• 
typicaHy ho.sted in local communities and attended by various Cabinet and sub-CnblnclleveJ 

officials to SlrcS~ the importance of involvement in cQucation. 

By 1999, over 1000 different cvcntsU were taking place in communities all over the 

country that would encourage famify and community involvement in educatlon.1t7 To lead the 

effort, the Secrctary,lIt accompanied hy staff, community leadc:s, teachers and siudentsg9 would 

board school buses and travel through u r.umber of communities.YO During these bus tours a 

series of events in each state '.\tere conducted intended to highlight educational successes and 

partnerships. These visits and other events ignited employers. parents, educat(!fs,. community 

leaders, law enforcement officials, teachers and students 10 hccome excited j)bou~ the op:..ming of 

school and stress the importance of involvement in education.lfj During the 2000 blls tour up the 

Mississippi Delta, 24 communities in SeVen states \vere visited in five days-all during record 

breaking temperatures usuafly cX,cccding 105 degrees. 

• n ,"'I<'. AnH.·ric'l.Rcad Campaign 

·'1,r:'·;rf;.f;.'Tiv.' >, ~·~;.iln;J 994, the Department's National Center Jor Education Statistics (NCES) cO!~plelCd a 

~r ;periodic SUf\'eys of student achievement, and found evidence of an alarming national problem: 

The inability of many children to read welL forty percent of fourth graders bad not al1aincd its 

Ba':iic level of reading skills, and 70 percent could not he considered Proficicfit 1:1 rcuding. Tbe 

n;:sults were blenker for students from poor families nnd students attending, urban public schools. 

, ".. 
Two-thirds ofAfrican-American and Hispanic studenl') had not attained Basic reading skills. 

11<. U.S, Deparl:nen! of Edncati{)n, "Succcss Express: Destination Education Event Description." Augu);\ 3fl, 2000. 
17 See "Speech Chart ror Suc.eess Express B1I5 Tour", pp. ]-3. 
IS Riley. Richard W., U.S. Secreta!)· of Educa1ion, "Remarks by Secretary Richard W, Rile)" Wur::en t!. Heames 
Elementary SchooL Charleston. Missouri. Success Express Bus Jour," AugUSI3 1. :2000, 
Ii See "AGBTS :2000: Bus Manifest," August 30, 2000. pp 2S-30. 

• 

'Xl See Sampl<~ Map or"America-Goes-Back-To-$chool Bus Tour." AuguSt 27·3 J, 200{):, 

": Riley, Richard W. U.S. Secretary of Education. "Back-to~SdlOol Time is Not Jus! for Kids AOY1llmc'" 20OQ, 
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Research, indicated that early interventions aimed at improving reading skills. can produce 

lasting rewards, The America Reads Challenge ~ an initiative unveiled in August 1996 - took 

advantage of this opportunity to make early investments that yield long~lcnn rewards.92 The 

initiative was a model new approach to g(:vcmance - often called the "Third Way" -. which 

emphasized the mobilizJl!on of communil), resource;; i(1 conquer the most pressing social 

problems, America Reads was a summer progmm thnt arose out of a desire 10 im-'oive parents 

m1d community volunteers in a campi.lign to read with their children for at least 30 min:ltcs each 

dtly and secure fI library card for their child. The first summer. perhaps 100,000 children 

panicipatcd. Oy the summer of 2000 over 3 million children were reached. The effect of tbe 

progrom has grO\\l1 into a year around initiative that provides best practices guidance to tcachers 

in {he classroom during the regular scllool year. 

\Vith limited ·m,!w· resources individuals and organizatiof?s across the c{)un1ry were 

• energized into actlDI1"America Reads was responsible for raising the public's awareness of what 

organizations wcre,making intensive efforts hi start or improvl; pr('fgrams for young children. 

America Rends involved a simple but important goal. all children should be able to read 

well and independently by the end of thi~d grade. One clement of the strategy for achieving that 

goa! aimed at a major obstacle to improved reuding skills: the lack of practice time, In August 
--. .., ~ 

1996, President Clinton proposed a national literacy campaign that would enlist ·'one million 

\'oluntcer tutors rendy and able to' give children the personal atten1ion they need to catch up and 

gel 'Ihcad," The federal governmenl would play n crucial hut limited role as u catalyst in building 

tlu.: President's "citizen army" of reuding tutors, Using existing programs like the Department's 

• 
"C-::-"______ 

\12 NASFAA. Student Aid Transcrint, "America Reads and America Coun:s" Communi!y ServICe in Action," 
Summer 2000. 
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• 
work~sludy program, which in 1996 provid<.--u $617 million to support part·timc employment for· 

713,000 students at 3,400 colleges and universities, the government would waive the 

requirement that one-quarter of wages for work-study students be paid by the employers. The 

new rule bet;amc effective in .Iuly 1997. 

In addition. the Adminlstrntion recruited college and university presidents to champio:1 

the establishment of new work-study tutoring programs. In December 1996. the Presidellt 

appointed of a steering conimittec of 2! prc:;idcnts, chaired by Rohert Corrigan ,of San Fr311Cisc(l 

State Univcr~ity, to recruit other institutions to the crunpoign, Euch 0f1h: 21 pledg~d thm their 

institutions would dedicate half of any increase in \".,ork-study funding to new Hdoring progmms. 

An overall increase of $213 million in work-s1udy funding was planned 1:1 the FY i 998 b<ldgcL 

• 
By June 1<)98~ 1,100 col!cgcs nnd univcrs£t:cs were using the America Reads waiver. and 22,000 

students WI;:rc working as reading tutors: 93. 

In 1998, its Offiee· EducattQna]"Rcseareh and lmprovcincnt provided $3 million in 

funding to 60 projects, thaitwould· identify ·:'promising voluntccr tutoring. practices. A rcporl on. . 
best practices, l.$o Tha1 ,Every Child Can Read". was published in April j 999. Thc Office of 

Elementary and Secondary Educalion worked witll one of its grantees, the not-for-profit 

organi711tion Reading Is Fundamental 

111e Offic.e of. Posting-Secondary Education used "its Teacher Quulity Initiative. to 

lmprO\JI! teachers' skills in reading lnstruction. 

Dir;;:ct government at:tion was only one part of the America Reads C:'allengc. A more 

important component is the recruhment of individuals within a community to identify and 

respond 10 local needs. To promote public awareness about early childhood literacy, tbe 

• <n U.S. Department of Educatioll. "Federal Work-Study and Community Service Award Year 2000-2001 and the 
America Roads Challenge:' 2000. 

1J 
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Education Dc.'partmcnt has huilt links with llon-govcrnmcntul orgunizations already working in 

the urea, ,It cnc(lurages its partners to participate in the annual "Read Across America Day". 

sponsored by the National Education Association! and "National Family Literacy Day", 

spomiOfcd by the Nationul Cemer tor Family Literacy. It al!'o tm::oumgcd,lhc Leami!1g First 

Alliance - which includes a dozen national associations representing teachers. parents, and 

school administrators - to give more prominence to the issue. 

Fur!hcf) the Dcpnrtmcnt of EdUGltJOll encouraged participation from thc prlVUle s(:ctor. 

Scholastic Inc" a leading publisher of children's books, hus supported America Reads by· 

developing a training kit for tutors who work with young rcadcr~. In 1997, tlw company pledged 

to duna~c oVt:r u million books to national and state literacy programs aimed at you:lger chi:drctl. 

In 1998. the Pizzrt Hut Corporation introduced a new reading program for prc~schoolcrs, "BOOK 

IT! Bc:ginners"1 modeled on a school-based reading mOll\'31ion progr~ that began in 1984. 

• 	 Twenty thousand preschool and pre-kindcrgartcr.:-f<!ciljties arc now punicipating in the rend-

aloud program, 

'I11C Department worked hard to -providc,. to build a national community of gmups 

committed to ,America Reads,_ In 1997, it began President Clinton's Coalitlo!'; fel ; the America 

Reads Challenge, which now includes more than 300 local; state and national organiwtiolls, 

Over the last two years; the department has sponsored conferences, satellite town meetings, .and 

teleconferences that' provide forum in which coalition mcmhcrs can discuss issues thut (Jrisc in 

the implementation or literacy programs. An electronic mailing list maintained by the 

Corpomtion for National Service serves the same purpose. /\ range of print; video and web 

resources \verc: also available 10 support local efforts. TIle Dcpnnmcnl has dbtrihulcd over 3 

• 
million orits Read-Write~N0,~~r Reading activity kits in English and Spanish since )998, 
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While it has been possible to implement much of America Reads through an inventive 

use of established programs, the plan also included Icgislativc' action. The America Reads 

Challenge ~et, sent to Congress in April 1997, proposed a new program that would provide $2.5 

billion in grants over five years to state and local agencies, and national not-for-profit 

organizations, to support reading tutoring programs for young children. 

Obtaining congressional support for the legislation was not u simple task. There were 

serious differences about the federal role in education, evidenced in the debate over the 

President's proposal for a voluntary national testing initiative, and congressional proposals to 

convert federal education aid into block grants to state governments. 

A commitment to fund a child literacy initiative consistent with the America Reads 

Challenge program was included in the balanced budget agreement of May ·1997 and 

r-
appropriations for the program were approved in Novemh.er. contingent on the passage of 

• 	 authorizing legislation ,by July 1998. That .deadline ,·lapsed,. however, .and negotiations on 

authorizing legislntion continued into the fall of 1998:, ,-Finally, The.Reading Excellence Act was 

adopted in October 1998 as part of the omnibus:appropri~tions bil! for FY 1999.94 Its focus was 

broader thaI the original bilL Eighty-fi\'c percent of funding would be used to support .in~prove~ 

. 
reading instruction within schools through professional development for teachers ...as well as 

family literacy programs. The balance dedicated to tuto~ial assistance programs. 

-. . 	 . 
The Act authorized the Department of Education to undertake evaluations of literncy 

programs' funded by the law. The Department will submit a detailed assessment plan for 2002. 

In the short term, feedback from tutoring programs has been vcry positive. So much so 

that in December 1998 the department began a companion initiative, America Counts, intended 

• 
to help stud{~nts master the fundamentals r\~Sllgcbra and geometry by eighth grade. 
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Amcric:a Counts Initiative and Intcr~Agener Agreements 

Many initiatives undertaken during the Riley administration utilized more intc~.agency 

coopcmlivc agreements than any other agency in the federal government. E;:;tablishcd in April 

of 1998. the Federal Resources for Educational Excellence (FREE) created a one-stop shopping 

rC50U!"CC "vas established by the Dt.:partmcnt to make available the [t'$oun,.:c:; of ovcr 35 federal 

agencies tbat would be beneficia! for carr;rillg out education initiatives. originating at the state 

and localle::vcl. The Amedcn Com1t~ initiative was one oflurgesl such iniiiatives. 

• 

America Counts was horn out of a :vJarch 6. J997, directive from the President directing 

the Secretary and the Dirccwr of the National Science Foundation to fonn an interagency 

working gwup to ccvc10p rul action strategy for using Federal resources to u;;;sist States ~md iocal 

school systems in preparing students to meet challenging mathematics standards in the eighth 

grade, and for invoiving the mathematical, scientific, and technic:d communities in support of the 

these efforts. 

The program set out to accomplish-six spedfic goals: 

• 	 Equip teachers to teach challenging mathematics through higlHJuality pn.:paration 

and o:1going professional growth. 

• 	 Provide personal attention and addHionallcarning time for students. 

• 	 Build public understanding of the mathematics today's students must 111uster. 

• 	 Encourage a challenging and engaging curriculum for nil students based on rigorous 

-standards. 

• 	 Promote the coordinated and effective use of FederaL State, and local resources. 

• "-1 U,S. Congress, Tille V[I-Reaeing Excellence Act, 1999. 
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The act jon strategy identified three priorities that would help to focus Federal il:ve:~tment in the 

ll11provem~nt of math a.'1d science skills. They included: 

• 	 Assisting States, local school districts, and the nation's colleges and t:nivefs:ties 10 provide 

likills and knowledge that equip teachers in grades 5-8 10 leach chaJ:e:nging mathematics 

contanl in effective ways, with high expecta1ions tor st;;dents; 

• 	 Assisting States and local school district to sdect and implement high-quality, standards 

based c,ul-deu]a and instrucliol~al'materlals, inc~uding dfec:.ive use of educational 

technologies; and 

• 	 Building parent and public understanding of challenging mathematics in grades 5-8, and 

• 
gaining public support for misl!',g student achievement toward high standards.,!5 

In a follow-'Jp assessment of the: program. it was determined thai programs like Amcrka Counts 

were having a positive tmpact upon the learning occurring in the classroom. Specificaily, 

-
muthcmatics sco::es from the National Asse!)sment of Education Progress {NAEP} :ncrcascd'from ,'",,',v '¥' " 

1978 by 15 percent 13m that greater resources would be-necessary to insure that tea'chers' io'K- ~ ;;.t't~·,~~" 

12 schools were prepared to iench even the most basic ofmath courses. I '" 
From this effort, in 1999, the Secretary estahllshed the National Commission on 

Mathematics and Science Teachmg for the 21 st Century :0 focus or; the prcpandon o/'teachcrs 

for higher :;tandards in math and science classrooms,97 

'f5 See U,S, Department of Education, "An Actior: Strategy fOf improving Achievement in Mathematics and 

Science," 1998. 

% Riley, Rkhanl W" U. g, Secretary of Education, "1l1e Slate of Mathematics EduC<1tion: Building a Strong, 

Foundation fOf the 21 mCentury," January 8, 1998, Conference of American Mathematical Society ai~d Mllthcrnatical 

A!;.:;octatinn of America. 


• 
'f'i Riley, Richard W., "Remarks a:q)~eiJ3rcd :or delivery by V,S. Secretary ofEducatiol1'r<.iejHlrd W. Riley, 
AnnounCClTn,nl of1\aliollnl Cor.U;!tSS!Ol1 Mathematics and Science Teaching for the 21.1 Century," July 20, ;999, 
Washiflglon, D,C, 
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Aftcr-!'chllol r·rograms: The 21 st Century Community Learning Centers 

'the 21 at Century Community Lcmning Ccnlc:-s progrnm was tluthorizcd under Ti!le X, 

Part J, ofthc ESEA9
!! It \'.'U$ a key component of the administrotion's commitment to help 

families and communities keep their children safe and provide additionalleaming opportunities. 

Tbe program enabled school districts to partner with community based groups and kc~p public 

schools open a.s community cducallon centers, keeping children safe in the aftcr~schooJ hours 

while they learn and build new skills, Congress 'supported this initiative by initially . 

appropriating $1 million in FY 1994. Since tbat time, Congress has appropriated nearly $454 

millkul for after-school programs in FY 2000 and $S45 million in FY 2001, These funding 

levcls allow the Depnrtmcnt to offer grunts to 600 21 S\ Century Community Leurning Centers in 

ever), state, the District of Columbia. Puerto Rico, the Virgin I!'-Iunds and :hc Federated Stat.:s of 

Micronesia, The grants wcre used to provide high-quality academic, art5••md cultura! 

....."., 	 cnrichmcn1 expanded youth services, within a cO:11rnunity school;; context, for 6700 $chonl;::; and , .',' 

provides services to oyer 1,2 million children and 675.000 adults. 99 AJ11lljor factor contributing 

10 the suec(!ss of the rapid expansion of the 21 ~I Century Community Learning Center:" was a 

unique public foundation partnership with the Mott Foundation. The Foundnliollcunder Bill 

White's leadership, invested over JOO million .in training, technical assL<;tancc, networking, 

sharing best practices to bring high quality and grass roots oV/ncrship to this initiative. An After 

.' l •
School Alliance is developing Qut of this partnership promoting,iocaL SHHC, nnd fedcraf efforts to 

make schools the center of the community, 

98 See U_S, rkp3rlmCnl of Edceatton, '"While Paper on 21'" Century CommunilY Learning Centers: A 5 Year Plan," 

• 
undated. 	 ~'....."" . 
'-<I See U.S. rkp;1I1ment of Eduentton. "2:1>1 CCittury Community Learning Centers: Providing Qllulily Ancr~sch(Jol 
Leaming Opportunities for America's Families," September 2000. 
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1999 t.:SEA ifill 

Through the 1994 rcauthori7..ation of ESEA and the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, 

".'\,.,."'.-w~, ..'" 


Congress and the Administration took a number of historic steps toward addressing the concerns 

thm "vere expressed regarding preparing America~s students to mce~ high academic standards. 

As the Department began un extremely officious effon lOI to address the reauthoriz";'ltion of the 

1994 ESEA law in [997_1999 1C12103 
, it was forced to examine the performance indicators 

de\'eloped under the Government Progress and Results Act; l04 congressionally mandated 

cvaluntion!': of Title I and other federal education p~ogrnms resulting from the law; and 

. 'd' W~ h r D rr . I j()t;F" h' ..nallonWI e mput hy undrcds 0 cpartment 0 IClll S, 'lcac ers, prmctpal~:L parents, 

community activists, Hlll state rind local policynulkers,I(;9 researchers,: 10 and other education 

1lJexperts. 

However, despite this multi·year cffort !o prepare for ESEA reuuthoril.rllion. Cor:.gre~s 

1121fhilcd 10 ;11)1. 1: Because or the importance or lhis initi<ltivc and its resull~, \vhal fo!lo\\,s is a 

III() Scc background informmion and major thenu,,:,; to be outlined in·l1u: 1999 RcalHlwrizatior.legis;;uIon In US 

Depnrtmt.;'ll of education, "The 199(} RCllulhotization of the Elementary and Secondary !~ucn:lon Act." November 

24,199&. • 

101 See U.S. Department of Educatinn "Rcauthorization Work Plan" numerOUS plnnning documefils, undmed. 

101 U.s. Dcp<lrtrnenl of Education, "Agenda, Meeting on Orgnniz.ing the ESEA Rennthori7.<ltioo Process," 

November::!,1997. 

10) See U,S, D\.partment on~ducatlc:l, "Thc Role and Function of ESEA Rcauthotil'Atioli Groups." undated, 

\~ See U.S. Department ofEducalion, "Prelimlna.ry Plans-Gearing Up fot Reauthorization. ufESEA," Novcmber 

21, 1997. 

to; See listing of ESEA Re.:.uthorir..atlOn Forum June 3, 1998 represculing a small portion orthe populations 

involved in providing policy inpvt. ' 

l(lb See ulso, U.s. Department of Education, "Minutes: ESEA Re3uthorizall{ln Meeting," June 2, 1998, 

101 U.S, Depnrtmenl of GeuclIIlOn. "Wolt Group Meeting Minutes:' February 19, 199.8. 

lot See Dran AASA Reform PHlposal and Press Relense dated JaMary 21, 1998. 

1\1\1 See U S. Dep:n1mcm ofEducatiou. "ESEA Reauthorizatiou Omreach ACtivities, Cro$$~Cnttjng lssucs," 199R. 

I... Federal Register. Oep.lrtmcu! uf Edllcu~ion, "Realllborization of Elementary and Secondary Education 

rrograms," reqnest for comment;;, June 2, !998. 


• 
111 See U.S. Department ofEdIlC,ntlOU. "::-Joles frum Reauiliurization Meeting on December 15," December 17. 1997. "'"",. 
j Il See "Meeting witll Honse Dcmoc:'ats," H1lkbg points for Secretary Riley in discussing the ESEA rcauthorl:wlion 
pmposul. May 13, 1999. 
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By 1998, 48 states, Puerto Rico, and the District of Colu:nbia completed the development, 

of state content standards fjJ[ all children, 1I4 and the other two states had promoted challenging 

standards at the local level-ali mandated under Goals 2000 and the 1994 [SEA reauthorization. 

In supporting the development of the same challenging standards (hf all children in all public 

schools, the reforms ?-dvanced by the 1994 laws had fundamenlnlly transformed the f'edeml role 

iii ed:lcation, which hurl for too long accepted lower expectations for low-income students in 

high-pOVc!1Y schools. However, the concerns T?iscd by severa! ;;enior officials at ~he Department 

indicated thall'!1ajor changes to the 1994 Act may HO! be necc:;s:£!ry-in order to cO:ltinuc f~ndillg 

or the Goals 20(j{) initialivcmll(;-but were probably nccc:.-:sary to a<.:bic\'c the original G0:11s 

2000objec!ivcs. 117 

The goals of the proposed 1999 Edutatiollid Excellence for All Childnm Act 

(EEACA)wcre to continue to build upon the progress that had been made by supporting the 

• 	 ,,,,. , .efforts~or stales, .scbool.districts, and, individual schools to make high standards u r'cality in 

.",~: ..Amcrican,classrooms. lIs Specifically, the EEACA would attempt to meet four goals: make 3 

: •. J. ,firm commitment to high standards in every classroom; improve teachcr and principal quality to 

ensure high-quality instruction for all children; strengthen Oexibility coupled ·with nccountabBlty 

for results; and ensure safe, healthy, disciplined, and drug-free school environmems where all 

" 

10 U.s. D(:partmcnt of Education , "Questions a~d Answers to Qucstit>ns fwm \1clIlb-.:rl> ill' Congress on eS£A 9$1," 

undated. 

II~ lohmon, Judith, "Memorandum to ESEA Re::mthorizalion CORE Group re; The Status ofStandtl;ds~Based 

RcfonTI and Summary orSlatc Status Re: Slandards," April 13. 1~S:. 


115 Tirozzi. Gerald and Joh~son, Judich. "Memorandum re: the ESEA kcnulhotlzatinn," January 6, 199?L 

116 SCe U,S. Dcpar1menl of Education, "Summary oflhe First Retreat on the Rcnuthorir..ation of ESEA;' January 21, 

1998. 

117 Tiroui. Gerry, "Memorandum to Mike Smith rc: Considcration Regarding lhe RC3uthorizntion of (iu>11s 2000 

• 

July 7, 1997. 

II' Fagan, Tom, Memorandum to Reauthorization workgroup re: Request for dc",cl()pmcnl ofopliolt for 

reaulhori)'.ation ofGoats 2000 "n~ other programs." May 1998. 
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• 
children feel connected, motivated. and cnnlltnged to team. and where parents afC welcomed and 

involved.119 

In term", of nusmg student performance through rigorous academic standards. the 

Department's proposal would retain many of the programs that proved successful from the 1994 

I mpro\'ing America's Schools Act. IlO However, in order to hold schools l teachers, and students 

tlccountablc for meeting higher academic standards, a great denl of fine-tuning \.\'as initialcd. 121 

1;01' example, the 1994 Title 1 requirements mandated content standards: studeat performance 

standards, and assessments aligned 10 high academic standards, i22 The 1999 proposed legislation 

made these standards a requirement for implcmcntntion by 2000-01 school year. 

• 

Additionally) under tbe proposed legislation the De?artme!1t would continue the C!3SS~ 

5i:(.;; Reduction inilimivc by not only hiring additional ~eachers to give all students tht' indivldutll 

attcmion they need to read. well and independently by the end of the lhird grade. By focusing 

professional dcvelopment.',programs, extend learning timc~ and family literacy through the 

Reading ,Exccllcncc.Act·'{passcd.,J.ycar, cariicr)·all children would be given the opporlunity!O 

start school·ready t()'Ic~rn'--'-espccia!ly when these efforts were complimCnlt'd by family litcmey 

scrvices provided under the Even Start Family Literacy program, 123 

-Undcr tbe Teaching to High Standards initiative contained in Title II, sUltc~ wnuld 

receive a Sl;HlSirlc to continue the development and implementation of standards with a specific -.';: . 
1 '9 U.S. Dcpn:tmer.t of Educa!loo, "Overview nflhe Educational Excellence for an Children 1\,;1 of 1999", 
Wa:.hingHm. D.C 1998. 
In U,S, Dcpa:tmenl of Education, "Agenda: Reauthorization orGoals 2000 and ESEA:' August 18, 1998 tlno 
"ESEA Reaulhorlzullon Proposnl to Support St...mdards Based School Reform," AugustQ, 1998 and "Working Draft: 
Rationale for a restructured Goals 2000/ESEA." August 26, 1998, 
m U,S. Department of Educatloll, "Back-up Sheet Proposed Program Creations, Repeal, and Consolidations," 
f~S£A 1999. undated. 
tn See U,S, Department of Educatioll, "Title 1 Reauthoriz-ation ]ssues," various planning documeTIls, Nt)vclTl ber 

• 
lJ'fijj, 
11) 112 Stat 2681, Public Law 105-277, Omnibus Cm:solidalcd lind Em~rgtllcy SlIppkmcnta! Appropriations ;\cl nr 
1999, Octo!>cr 21, 1991t 
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focus on bringing standards into the classroom through improved professional development Tbc 

initiative would also help states and districts n!ign instruction) curriculum. assessmc:1ts, al1d 

professional development to challenging academic standards. 

The new. tcaching initIative would continue placing an emphasis on improving 

mathematics and ~cit!ice i!iS:ltlJctiOl~ hy dedicating the first $300 million oj' the T caching to High 

Standards grants to improve professional development opportunities for tcachers of math and 

science. j:~4Thc poor performance of U,S, students on thl: Third Imcnmtional f\:1athcmatics ar.d 

Science Study (TIMSS) and the evidence that high student achievement depends greatly on high-

quality leaching made it imperative to continue this special emphasis, 'Illcrcfore, the proposal 

eJ.llcd for reauthorization (If the Eiscnho\ver Nnl10nal Clearinghouse for Math..:matics and 

Science Education llnd the Eisenhower Regional Mathematics anp Science Education Consortia. 

(iiven all (If the udv.mces'ln .the are.t of technology over the previous four yCtlrs, the 

• 	 legislation created the Tcchnology,.~or:,Educotjon inltlativc thai would (l) help prepare new 

teachcrs to actively eng~gc,sludents~in Jcaming,chalicnging content; (2) support high poverty 

school districts' cITorts. to hclp.'teachers( usc .. tcehnology-including simulations, "hands-on 

modeling;' and cxplomtion in virtual environments-to bettcr teach students to challenging stale 

standards; (3) usc such tools us distance ka:'Ii:ng and \veb-tmscd instruction lo bring cha~lcnging 

subject matter into all classrooms;·and {4) provide nationa~ leadership by cllcournging innovativc 

-- J 	 f.,." 
technology o.pplications and disseminating information ab(lu~ lhcm, 12~ 

To implement these rcQuir~ments would require a more focused cffort to educate. teachers 

and attmct individuals to the profession in higher numbers. Specifically. teachers would b~ 

given profcssion;;J dcvelop'ment·oppMtunitics to teach to the high stamhlrus> recruit ta!en:ed 

• 
1~4 U,S, Depllrtrnent ~i;:Trducation, Dr~fi RC:1l1thortzation ~",'ee:ing minutes re: TC;1Chcr QU'llily i:;:;ues, NOH':Tlber'l. 
;99'8, . 
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indi,,!dua!s to become better principals and support their professional dcve!opmcnt.126 This 

legislation mandated an end to the practice of hiring emergency certified teacher:; tlnd asking 

tcachers to teach classes out of their subject area. Special focus was placed upon better serving 

limited English proficiency (LEP) students. School di:micls ond schools would be beld 

accountable_ fnr ensuring that all LEt> students make progress toward mastering challenging 

standards and developing English proticie-nc),,, 

Finally, in Title XI urthe legislation, the Education Accountability Act was included that 

cstnhlished measures 10 hold schools~ district; tcachers~ and students to e\'cr~highcr stftndmds. 

Building upt?n the. success of the 1994 laws and the recently passed Educatic10 Fi<:xibility 

Partnership Act of J999, states and districts wou!d have increased flexibility to coordinate. 

modify mItI eombine program activilies in exchange for greater accountability [clr their schonls' 

und students' performunce. m States, districts; and.'sehools were interested in being given the 

• 	 0ppot\1Jnity to develop one rigorous accountabjlity" ~)'slem .for, ail districts and schools, provide 

additional resources to lurn around low.-pcrrormin'g .. schools., and update the recently enacted 

Education Flcxihility Purtnersbip Act of 1999,>1!lUt:would waive sek"'Ctcd requirements of ESEA 

programs. 

F(lllowing the introduction of 1he Adminis.tration's proposal, the House and Senate 

introduced their own versions of an ESEA reauthorization bilL (28 A great deal of discussion took 
" : 	 ....., 

place over the followtng 10 months netween key members of the Congress. the AdministrJ.tion, 

and representatives from the Department. The Senate Health, Education, Labor and Pensions 

(HELP) Committee fin~shed their work on the Senate ESEA bill, S.2, nn March 9t
", 2000. An 

• 

m u.s. Depm1:ncn: of Edlleation, "Educa:ion Technology," planning documents, undatcd, 

!ll· Conaway, f::llen, e-mail correspondence re: Tax Credit for Professional Developm"n; for K~ll Teachers, 

September 8, 1998, ' . :,';.'''.' . 

IlJ See 1.r.S. Department of Educalion, "Issues Related to State Competitkm Programs." September 4, J998. 
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amendmenl to the bill, tbe Straight A's plan introduced by" Senator Judd Gregg of New 

Hampshirr, made it possible for a state to dismantle ESEA funds into block gra:l1s, 

Additionally, Senator Gregg proposed that the Title I funds be given to schools to serve 

disadvantaged students become portable. This meant that individual students could demand thai' 

their alloc;Hio!) of Title 1 grants go to any qualified service provider, including cOI!lmcrcinl 

tutoring 0: services provided by private schools. Tbis proposal diluted the !mpact T:t!c J funding 

would h,m: on indiVidual public schools thm serve all c-hildren and potentially could turn Title I 

into 'u :,oucher'progrurn u direc.tion that neither the Administration nor the Department was 

willing to accept. 

The House passed three sepumtc illili<ltives; "Teacher Empowerment Act," the '''S?tudenl 

Rcsults Act", and their version of "Straight A's" legislation. Each ofthesc bills would impact 

upon the 1 ~)94 legislation by diluting torgcted funds,to high-povcrty, schools) failing to provide 

• 	 resources to ensure a quutiH!.!u teacher in every dassroom.,and eliminating class, size reduction as 

a program of ESEA. While the Student Rcsults, Act ·rc:mthonzcd. theJ~ilingual Education Act 

(Title VI), rural educ,ttion' programs and programs for'giftcd and ,talented: migrant and homeless 

students) the bill diverted some of the Title I funding in the bill to "ncademic achievement 

awards" and exempted charter schools from maintaining teacher quality Siandards. 

Under the House passed version of the Straight A's bill, Governors would bave the ability to 

combine Tille I funds aiong with funds from other ESEA programs into one block grant. 

Given 1hc contentious atmosphere of the coming presidential elections, and -distinct 

differences hetween the House and Scnatl.' hills, neither chamber I,r Congress \>,1.1.'\ able to agree 

on a compromised position prior to the end of the l061h Congress. As a stopgap measure, the 

• 
~----------------~,~-~---------------------
m See u.s j);:rartmcn! (If EduCH!IOl), "ESEA Reauthorization Q & As for Meeting with! Iill Swfr, undated. ~ce 
also, "ReauthorizatJon Briefing ofSenme Staffers," JanulilY 25, ! 999. 
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finai Labor-HHS-EducmioI: Appropriations package, passed in December 2000, included a fey\' 

reauthorization provisic!lls, including: 

• 	 An cxt~nsiol1 of the Even Start Family Literacy program; 

• 	 A onc·yenr R~ral i'Al.lcation Initiative (REI) allowing smail, rural di5tricts to combine funds 

received under ESEA Tilles H (professional dcvck'pmcnt), lIT (c-d~cati(ll1 technology), IV 

(Safe and Drug-Free schools)j and VI (fnnov<ltive Education Strategics), and to llSC these 

funds for programs under Titlc~ I, Il, Ill, or IV" 

.. 	 Expansion of provisions requiting Title I LEAs to provide public schooi choice to stude:1!s in 

low performing schools. 

.. A provision requiring schools and libraries receiving either E-rate or technology funds to 

install Internet blocking and filtering software. 

• Funds for demonstration programs for high school rcformt physical education' pr(igr,~ns in 

Ed t " S I"4 uca JOn '- perLd"mg­

l11C direct Fede:-al investment in ecucntion has grown su!;stanliallY"inci'casiJ1g from' £23 

bilEOJ~ in FY 1996 to $42 billion in f'y 2000, The Riley administration ho<; made eV;,;f aHcc)pt10 

insure that education remain primanly a State and local responsibilIty in the United Sta!cs, yet a 

national priority, It is States and communities, as well as public and private organizallon~ of all 

kinds, that establish schools and colleges; develop curricula, and determine :-equircmcnts for 

enroliment and graduation, "1l1C structure of education fi1)ancc in America reOccts this 

predominant Stale and local role. Oi'the rno:-c th;:m $600 b~lIi{jn spent nationwide on education at 

all levels each year, 91 pcrccm comes from State, local, and private sources:, 

• 	
~ ".," 

'l9 St.""f; "1'.1 & I3!cro Briding for Secretary Riley," Tnmsition doculTIr:nts, 1993. 
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That means the Federal contribution to national education expenditure-s is ahma 9 

percent. However, this 9 perccnt includes educational expenditures fWn1 olher Federal agencies, 

such as tht: Department of Health and Human Sen'ices' Head Start program and the Department 

of Agriculture'$ School Lunch program, Subtract these dollars, and the Department is·ldl \\lith 

only about 7 percent uftotul education spending, or roughly $42 billion a year. That 542 billion, 

by the waYl is just 2 percent of the Federal Government's 51 1.8 trillion budget. 

Sc\cn percent may nol sound like much, but the Depurtmenl works hard to get u big hang 

for its taxpuycr-pn1vidcd bt:cks by la~geling its funds where they can d() the mo:-;t good, This 

targeting reflects the historical development of tbe Federal role in edueotion a~ ;} kind of 

"emergency rt:SpoOlll.! system," a means of filling gaps in State and local support ror education 

'\.\'hon critical natiomll needs arise, no In arca~ critkal to the mission of the DCp;~ftmem, tbe 

percentage of the budge1 is much higher, For example, iOl vcry higb povert), schuols. the federal · - e . budget share may be us high a~ one fourth, 

In addition 10 direct appropriations to increase resources to achieve excellence and cquity~.;.,. \. 

in, cdw:atio:l, the Administration has championed innovativ,e v,'ays tu providc invcstmen~~ j~, .\ 

improving $choois and help familics pay for college. For example, the educiltion mtc (e-mtc) 

program, paid from the universal fund for telephone ac.ccss, provides about $2,5 billion annually 

io help get Interriet service to schools and libraries. This involved effort \vas lead by Vice 
, . 

President Gore and Riley and has made a profound impact on technology use in Amcrlcilrl 

schools, 

The tax credits for ('ollegc tuition-the Hope and Lifetime Learning tax credits-

championed by the Presidcnt pnwidcs. about $1 0 b~lljon a year in aid for colleges hound students 

• 
in an indirect hut efft'Ctive wa)' . 

44 




• 
While the Department's responsibilities have grown substantially Over the years) the 

Dcpal1ment itself has not. In fact, the staff of 4.}00 is nearly 40 perccnt below the 7!500 

~mployeefi who administered Federal education p:-ogrums in 5c\'craJ different agem;i::s in 19S0. 

when the Department was crcuted, These staff reductions. Jlong \';.lth a ""'ide range of 

management improvcments. have helpd Hmlt adminis-lrath'c costs to less than 2 percent of the 

Department's budget. This means that the Dcpartment delivcrs 98 cents on the dollar in education 

assistance to Statcs~ school districts, postsecondary institutions, Jnd students" In fact a recent 

GAO study found thut 99 rcreent of the funds from the 1 () largest programs went to states and . . 

local schoo!s with little time required for processing the funds at the school site. 

In terms of progmms administered by~ the Department. in 1993 the Department was 

responsible for 240 progr.lt11s, Through the process· of consolidation and streamlining, lhis 

, ","-"<. number bas been reduced to 174 program over n seven-year period. ;]1 M~st of the programs are 

""",.,;.. , ". small demonstrn1ion ,programs that play an important role as a lest bed of new ideas. The 

:":'>."';""~~'\ll: <DeparUl1ent administers only 1Lprograms over $500 million eJch, 1n FYOL the Department'. ':'. 

proposed adding sc\'cral initiatives to address the growing unmct needs facing Americll's 

students, These included a school renovation program. Teaching to High Standards. the Small, 

Sufe, an~ ~uccessfuJ High Schools program, and expansion of the Teacher Quality Inc(:lltives. 132 

. The approved FY 2001 budget puckage included $6.5 billion in nev,; funding to n.:duce 

... ~ f " 

clnss size, provide emergency rcpai:s for nHi~down ~cho()ls, incrcast; afti.Or-school opportunitli.Os, 

improve teacher quality, help turn around low*perlorming schools, strengthen support fur 

• 

I'~ Sec U.S, DCp3l1rnen! (lfEduc<ltiol'l, FY 1993·2001 Department of Educat!on Budget by Major l'r('smm. '" T 


1'1 U.s. OepJ.ftrH:tit of&!\lcation. ril'cal Year 2000 Briefing: Summary (J!'Progr(1nl Terminations, 1~}99,;", 5, 

m U$.lA:pc)rtmcnt ofFA!\lcation. FY200J ED Reform Briefing Dm:umcll!s," 20~)O, 
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• 
children with disabilitks, and expand access to and funding for college. 133 The increased funding 

levels reflected an 18 percent increase ovcr thc FY 2000 and was the largest one-year increase in 

education funding in the Department's history. 134 

The FY2001 Appropriations bill provided funds to: 

• 	 Provide:l 25 percent increase in the initiative to reduce ChlSS size which would assist in 

training and hiring 8,000 of the 100,000 necessary new teachers over seven years in early 

gradl.!s to 18 students per class: $1.6 billion. 

• 	 Increase by 45 percent funds for the improvement of tueher skills :md qUHli~' with 

Eisenhower Professional Development State Grants with nearly 15,000 school districts 

receiving $485 million to help reduce the number of uncertified teachers and teachers who 

arc not trained in the subjects they arc teaching. os 

• 
• Inercasing Title 1 gr:mts to improve reading and math scores to help disadvantaged 

"", . ". students' learn the' basics and achieve high· standards: $8.6 billion - an 8.3 percent increase . 

. ,':t;~l';::':)o)· Till:.' bilI""also included the full Administration request - $286 million - for the Reading 

,. ... I' ~xce IIencc A 11(,....;, 	" '. et. 

• 	 Begin much needed school renonllion projects by providing Urgent School Reno\'ation 

Grants for emergency repairs, such as repair of roofs, plumbing and electricnl systems, and 

meeting fire and safety codes. These funds also includc funding for special education 

serviccs or technology-related construction activities and support for a new charter school 

facility financing pilot: this new program was funded j~r $1.2 hillion. 137 

1J3 Sec U.S. Department of Education. FY 2000 Budget Request Committee Program Questions and Answers", 

November 2000. 

lJ4 U.S. Department of Education, News Release, "Congress Passes Record $42 Billion Education Budget," 

December 2 L 2000. . 


• 

m U.S. [)cpmtment of Education, "Fiscal Year 2001 Congressional Action," December 21,2000, p. 18. 

136 Ibid., p. I. 

137 Ibid., p. 6. 
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• Increased funding of the 21st Century After-School Programs providing 650.000 

additional school-age children in 3,100 new family centers a safe, drug-free environment to 

Jearn during after-school and summertime hours while helping strengthen aC(lcil:mic 

achievement: $845 million - an increase of 87 percent. These centers, approximately 6,700 

centers in 200 I, would also offer lifdong learning opportunities for adults. DH 

• 	 Strengthen Accountahility by accelerating state and local efforts to improve the lowest 

performing Title I schools with rcrorms ranging from intensive tcacher training to required 

implementation of proven reforms to school takeovers: $225 million.!39 

• 	 Increase hy $50 million funding 10 help teachers to effectively use technolQgy III their 

classrooms. 

• 	 Increase by 18 percent funding comprehensive schoo) reform programs that help schools 

develoJl o'r adapt: comprehensive school reform models hased on reliable research and 

• 	 efTecti\'e pwctices:·$260'million. 140 
. 

• 	 Incrcasc'hy'S80'iTtilWiri the effort to crC~ltC sm~IIIcr and successful high schools. 

• 	 Incrca:se b)' 27 percent the Special Educ~'tion GnIDts to Stlltes to assist them in providing 

a free appropriate public education to more than 6.3 million children with disabilities 

nationally: $6.3 billion. 141 

• 	 Inerea,l,c hy 15 percent funding for Pell Grants thm provide grant assistance to help low­
, 

income undergraduate students attend college: $8.8 billion which provides an increase of 

$450 in the maximum Pell Grant to $3,750. 142 

m Ibid" p. 10. 

I,? U.S, Department of Education, "Fiscal Year 2001 Congressional Action," December 21,2000. 


• 

140 Ibid., p. l. 

141 Ibid., p. 10. 

141 Ibid .. p. II. 
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• • Increase by 9.5 percent the Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants to provide to 

t'Jil!!)n assis1x)ce 10 low~incomc undergraduate students: $691 ~illion. 143 

• 	 Increase by 8 percent funding for the Federal Work~Study \vhich hdps undc:-gradume 

~md graduate students pay for c-oHcgc through parl-time work assistance: $1 biJlion. 144 

• 	 Expand funding for the GEAR UP and TRIO programs which prepare low-income 

middle and high school students for college through a variety of approaches: $295 million for 

GEAR UP find $730 million forTRlO, '45 

In addition, a number of important expansions were made in a:CU$ thot provide guidance 

:.md support to innova1ions in education, Arts ("duc3~ion, intema:ional education and foreign 

language acquisition, adult educat:on ar:d civ:c Ekracy, charter schools, rcading, comprehensive 

school reform; community technology ~e~mling center!;, a.nd small und successful high schools 

me mnor:g the aetivit!cs that reech'cd nC'w or expanded funding. 

• l:!igher Education'Rcf()r:m~'~~~'''''''''''-'''''~'''''':-lW .f" " 

• ,I.- The Higher·Educution.component of the Department, administered ane supporled 

projects th:lt brouch::ned)lCCCSS t(~· higher education. The High..::r Education Programs OIEP) can 

be divided into nve s]1cd1ic service areas: (1) Federal TRJO programs, (2) Institutional 

Dcve!opm,:nt and C"ndergradu3tc Educa:ion Programs Service, (3) imernatlcmal education and 

Graduate Programs Service, and (4) Program Monitoring and inf0!'rnatJOn Tech:lol,1gy Service. 

Early in 19981 the Clinton administration intmdOlced legislation that would rcau:horize 

the Bigher Education Act of 1965. The rcauthorlzatio:1 effort propo;;al was based on ;;cven 

guiding pnnciples: (1) make college mDre affordable, (2) simp!i(y the student aid process, (3) 

W 	 !bid",f'!" II" 

• 
1'14 Ibid", p>i 2.
I!' Ibid", p. 14. 
1'6"SC 'H'I Ed ' \ 1"998"u...ongress,· 1£ )(':!" - \lcatlOn! ct 0 . 
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• 
ensure students recdve a high quulity education and taxpayer dollars arc well spent, (4) 

encourage Americans 10 work and save for college, (5) help more low-income Americans 

prepare for and go to college, (6) help working Americans improve their wages and their lives 

through further education, and (1) recruit qualified teachers to high~nced communities with a 

teacher sh(}f!age. 

To support the continued authorization of higher education progrums~ the Department 

relied not only upon the philosophy of college access, but the facts as well. It was noted that 

under !-lEA, access to postsecondary education was accclernted wi1h college cll,rollmcnt 

increasing from 5.9 million students in the fall of 196510143 million in the fall of 1995. In 

academic year 1998*99, over 8 million studcnts received more than $40 billion through HEA 

student financial aid programs, at n cost to the Fcderul Government of approximately $12 billion. 

In 1996, only 49 percent of 18- and 19-ycar~old.hjgh school graduutes from the lowest 

• income quinlilc entered college within)~o.;y<:nrs. of-graduation, compared to 58 percent or 

Pcl1 Grams, \""hicb were tbe r9_u~d?t~9i1.of F~dernl 'student uid, mudc postscc0r!dary 

education possible for millions of low~income students: who otherwise would not have had lhc 

opportunity to attend college. To this end, the Administration proposed n $3.100 maximum 

a\\'ard. in the'1999 hudget to provide a total of$7.6 hill ion in Pell Grants to nearly 4 million 

students. 

In order to reduce the cost::; of borrowing, the Department propo$cd to reduce the ionn 

fees that borrowers t pay by I percent in 1999. and eliminating them entirely for needy StUdC:11S 

by 2003, ;.:,wing tbe average stude:lt borrower $40 in 2000 and needier student borrowers an 

• 
.average of $150 by 2003. t'0r.studcnts who choose to rcpuy their D;rectlmm$ as a share of their 
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income, tbe DeplJrtmcnt proposed n loan forgiveness program that nllowcd the student to pay" 

their lQans from pr~HOx income ror up to 25 years of repayment The juslificatio:1 '.vas that this , 

tax burden should not be inflicted on borrowers who responsibly worked to payoff their debts 

over a Jong period of time. 

The /irs! of the proposals to he addresRcd in the reauthorization process was to Dl<lke 

college more affordable. The Riley adrninistr.ttion cmpliaslzcd universal access to postsecondary 

t"(]ucat.lon :md lifelong learning as a top priority. Realizing that more than eyer before. education 

was the fUlllt 	line hclwccn those who would prosper in the !1CW !J~on(llny~ rmd ·~h()sc \vho would 

be left behind) Riley stressed programs that would develop skills and training beyond tl high 

school education, and made avuilable effective and accessible postsecondary education critical to 

enhai1cing th...: productivity the workforce and enriching lives. 

Dc!)pite the progress being made in ensuring access and making coll~ge more affordable, 

• 	 the Dcp~trtmcnt was concerned that students and parents, especially ihoseJrom \ow~income 
families, had incomplete'and sometimes misleading inr~rm4tipn:on the (?('\):>t,of attending 

postsecondary education, the availability of fLnuncinl aid,' a{ld;digi!,>ility requirements lor aid. 

Recent reports indicated that parents of even vcry )'oung childrcn vicw college costs as one of 

their foremost worries. Although it is not the rok of the Federal Go\,cmmcnt to determine tuition 

love:5, it was Riley's: desire it. create an avenue or ncce;;s that would aU tty fears ,abollt college 

prices by providing more up-to-date information for famities, encourage long-term planning for 

education after high school, and help institutions find innovative \\'ays to lower their own cos1s. 

, 
The, i)cpant1)Cllt produced and widely distributed an information guide entitled "Gctting 

Ready for College Eady" thaI was intended to address these needs, This guide for parents of 

• 
middle s~hool students described typical collc:~e.costs~ the financial and academic steps 
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necessary ta prepare far college, and the types of financial aid available to students. Although the 

publication has only been in print since August of 2000. the Department has already dis~ributed 

nea~ly 400,000 copies. 

Additionally, the President requested in his FY 1999 budget funds to provide 

in!(mnatioll on preparation for college to over 10 million middle school ~tud,ents, with particular 

emphasis on students from high-povert)' areas. The·$ J5 million Early Awareness Information 

program would educate studen'ts and their parents about the importance of higher education and 

the many steps necessary to prepare for college, through pamphlets and videos, community 

events, and public service announcements. This new program would inform families about the 

academic course work that is needed in middle school and high school to gain entrance into 

college, and about the financial aid opportunities available to finance postsecondary educntion. 

Additionally, the Department encouraged institutions to operate more emcicl~tly through 

• 	 programs such as the Fund for thc Improvcment of Postsecondary Education,(FJl~SE). mRSE...... 

supported projects encouraged innovation in postsecondary education.w~ik enl,lUnci.ng q~<;ll.ity . 

and cost effectiveness. This effort is consistent with the recommendations of,n~e,National· 

Commission on the Cost of Higher Education. which highlighted FIPSE as a valuable program 

and recommended tl~at it be reauthorized. Riley, even from his earliest days in office continually 

stressed the dissemination of model practices as an important feature or the realltl~oriz<.:d FlPSE, 

thereby encouraging replication oCthe exciting and effective projects it funded. 

Simplifying the Student Aid Process 

The second guiding principle sought during the reauthorization af HEA revolved around 

efforts to improve Student Financial Aid program management and simplify aid delivery. The 

• 	
.-'::-"­
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Department was intent on reducing the burden on institutions by providing them wit~ the 

flexibility 10 manage the programs so that they can beuer serve students, 

A haifcentury after the in:tial G1 Bm, three dC~(ldcs since the establishment of federally 

gU3mn~eel: student loans, and more lhan 1wo decades following the creatio!1 of a nali(mnl basic 

grant program, both the Department and the Clinton administration maintained a central 

commitment 10 federal support for higher education. What has changed since the principal 

federal uid ;:rograms nftoday \verc firSt legislated" In one sense not a great deal. The s1Udcnl~ 

based strategy Congress udoplcd in the 1960$ and 1970s-~graming and lending to students rather 

than institutions--has heCOfl1C the system's hal1mark, Today more tban 90 percent of Dcpurtil1C!11 

funds for pos1sel:omlary cduc<ltinn are provided in the form of student financial <lid. With 

additions and elaborations, in fUl:l, the same programs arc in place that were established a quarter ~ 

century ago, 

However, the underlying policies have shIfted dramatically. On,many counts, todu)/s,a:d., 'c, , ' . 

syt.1cm looks much different from what the carly legislative :rmr:crs eavisio!1cd. " " 

EV::11 as Congress was planning out their 1992 legislative agenda, presiclcntiall:andidatc I'! . 

Bill Clinton was on the c3mpnign tr:Jil promising al:ompletc ovcrnaJ;l of the s1udent aid SY5~C:n:f' 

he was elected, He repeatedly cited defaults, excessive bank fecs. high government costs of the 

loan program, and the aid system'~ overall lack of effectiveness in making college affordablc. 
, 

Emphasizitlg the responsibilitles uflhose who receive aid, Climon called for beGefilS that 

students coulq earn through c\)"mmunity service or reimb'Jrse at r'dh.:s geared to their future 

Soon after taking office, President Clinton sent to the Congress a student loan rcfor:ll 

package that would revamp the student Joan system 10 simplify the adml0is1 f £tlise tasks of 
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educational instltutlon~1 make the ,system casier to understand, provide students with greater 

choice In repayment plans and lower the costs to the taxpayers and students. 147 

The system,. then under operation, consis;;ec of 7,SOn lenders, 46 guufantee agencies, and 

numerous services and secondary markets. The result? An error prone j'Jfvcess which was hard 

to monitor and cumbersome to borrowc!'s and schoo:s. ;48 On-A :1gu~1 10. 1993, President Clinton 

signed the S:udcnt Loan Reform Act of 1993 uuthorizing tbe FederulDirect Student Loan 

PrClgrams ,149 The Student Loan Ref()[ln Act 'of 1993. a part of tile Omnibus Budget 

Reconciliation Act of 1993, appropriated funding aod ucted as an authonzlIlg agent for the 

incremental phase in of the program. 

The Act was intc:1ded 10 redress many of the prnblcms that had grown over the previous 

25 )'cars with the existing Federal Family Educational Loan Program (FFELP). The [ollowi:lg 

spccific changes resulted: 

,',• 	 Improved service to students by providing onc-stop shopping for aid and choices ie 
repayment plans that were income cont!:1gcnL 

• 	 Simplified admlnistrativc tasks for sehools,:~o <','",''': 

• 	 Simplified sYstem designs making it casier for participants and ]()wcr costs to 
taxpayers,l:5[ . 

Th.:: legislation authorized :he implementation oftbe William D Ford Federal DjfCct 

Lmm p;ogram which rcsu;ted in irnpro"ved aecounl:lbility, simplIcity in administration, 

integration of existing .student financial aid stracturcs wltbin the Department, cuslomer service to 
-. 	 ~, " 

insure excellent service to studc:11S and schools, and timeliness to insure fasler deliver in student 

aid: 

a~ Riley. Richard \\". Dear C(}lIeague letlcr to college, university and tr<lde school presidcf:ts mmcuncing :hc r:cw 

studen: 10at: program. April 29,1993. 

I"' U$. Department of Education, "Direct Lending: [hekground Materia! for Edm:<if:on l:tsti~u;.iollS," April 1993, 

14) J07 StaL 3D. Public Law ]03-66, "Omnibus Bud"el Reconciliation Ac, of 1993," Augm;\ ! 0, 1993. ".w 


, j' 

• 

l${l U.S. Dcpmtme:lt ofEduca'.ion, Press Release, "105 Schools Seiected for Dirt;::t Loan Pn)gram's First Year,"",· ,,' 

Novemocr 15,1993 . 

151 Ibid. 
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The Direct Loan program established four types of lndividual Educntion Accounts 

(Direct Stafford Loans~ Direct Unsubsidized Loans, Direct PLUS Loans and Direct 

Consolidation Loans) that could help to streamline procedures for students, parents and schools 

and save the taxpayers $4.3 billion over a 5 y~ar period. This program symbolized one orthe 

biggest changes to hit the sturlcn1Joan industry since 1973 \vhen the Pell Grant Program was 

initiated. The law required phi.lst:~in of 5 percent of the total volume of participating imtitutions 

in 1994 M 1995, 40 percent In 1995-1996, 50 percent in.1996-J997 and 1997-1998, and 60 pen,:c!1! 

in 1998-1999. 152 

Such a phase-in \vould be based (1Il lOlal gU3:amccd student loan volume; 5 percent in the 

first year, 1994-95; 40 perccnt in the second year. J995-96: 50 percent in thc third and "fourth 

. years, 1996-97 and 1991~98; ilnd 60 percent in the fifth year, 1998-99. After the 1995-96 year. 

the_loan vDlume pcrcentages may be incre;:{scd if institutional demand for ranieipmloll is g'reatcl', 

".:4f"'I_-';">' .... ,·,,,,"",The 1993 Icgislation olso greatly expanded on the Direct Loan demollstration program 

''''' • !, ~\:;'f:·'r;{lr.... nu~wjzed in ] 992. In the approved Direct Loan program there were only three players; the 

r: 	 ~, 'student, the school Lind the Department of Education. Students completed only onc upplicutionl 

the Free Application for Federal Stll~cnt Aid (FAFSA). The new law called for at least ll(lO ' 

percent conversion of fcderal student loan volume from guaranteed to direct lcnding over a live-

year period. The Department and. key members of Congress recognized that more l1exibility in 

how borrowers repaid. their loan, including an inCOll"H;:.conlingcnt plan thUl calibrates monthly 

. repayments to a percentage or the borrower's Income for up to 25 years, was more eniciem and 

less costly to the potential user. 

• 132 u.s. Department of £ducation, Officc or Public AtTairs. "lndividuai Ed:Jcatior. Account Background 
Information," undated. 
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From an :;I\Jminlstnitive standpoint the Direct Loan program offt;:rcd many ad\'unt.:igcs to 

postsecondary institutions, There was no longer a need for a separate lonll application to a bank. 

The school dctc~mined how much could be borrowed and electronically transmitted all the 

required loan information ttl the Department. When the loan was approvcd l the student siinply 

signed a pr{llnissory note and the s.choo; credited the student's tuition account, 

The prhl1ury henefits to students were 3 qUicker receipt of their loan funds; a strcamllncd 

• 

communication process for ~xacdy who to contact for deferments and repayment or any 

qucsiions that might arise about their loan, because their loans would never be soid. The benefits 

for schools were: greater enntrt'} over 1he loan pmcess by receiving the loan funds electronically: 

receipt of tuition payments in a nH)r~ timely manner; and improvcmenl of cash flow, a hcnefit 

for large s<:llOols as well us smaller on~s. In the lirsl year of the program 104 institutions. 

participated. By lhc:.1997~98 schou) year approximately 1350 institutions \vere participating 

providers ... 

. . /"·~r.'Having made.student aid rerorm a top domestic policy comrnilmcnt, and having \Von 

early Icgisl,,:tive victories 10 support plans in this area; the Clinton Adminbaratil.n s1ruggled 10 

fulfill another campaign promise--to streamline the regulalory process for student aid programs. 

l/et to implement tbe host of legislative initiatives passed in both 1992 and 1993 the Depa:-lmcnt 

ultimately gcnerali:d more than 70 rule-makiag packages_ The volumc and complexity of the new 
, 

rules as well as contention within the education community over many of them. led to a senSe 

tlm( the regulatory process was as overwhelming as ever. 

Riley, thererore; sougbt W pfUjcct a longer-range, Phase 11 agenda of stude!;.! aid rcfonn. 

The Department held regional hearings around the counti)' to test reactions and g<.lIher ideas 011 

how federal aid mlght be further restructured, bettcr targeted, and simplified. However, the 
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Riley's Phase 11 vision sparked little enthusiasm among aid administmtors coping with the broad 

scale of change already under way. or \yith college leaders preoccupied \vhh the Administration's 

SPRE pwposals. The Phase JI designs were also overtaken by political event$, omncly the 1994 

election, 

After the election, Riley's second term began with an implementation ofsc"cral key 

enhancements 10 the financial aid progr•.un. From a management perspective. the Office of 

Student rinancial Aid developed·~nd implcm~nted the second of its five-year plans. The focus 

of the second Riley term would be to achieve three fundamental goals: 

• Improve Service 

• Reduce Costs 
• SYS1"::lHS In1cgration and N1odcrnization 

• 
As a result tbe first of several initiatives were pursued to offer gtudcnls mNe direcl Hnes 

of reccivI;1g financial aid: lric' oPeration of both the FFEL and DirrCI Loan programs, since 1995 

fostered strong'program competition between the IwO programs and among FFEL lenders, 

re~ulting in improved.custoinef:serviec'lo students and institutions/along with a grealer emphasis 

on borrower satisfa'ciion.· FFEI}improvemcnts. spurred by Direct LOUllllll1Uvutions, included 

simpler and faster 1mm processing. new inc(lme~re!ated repayment options. lower rees on100n 

origination. and improved loan counseling. 

Under the Tuition Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997, thc federal government provided two 

ways of delivering college financial assistance - onc through the tax eodc, and one, thwugh direct 

appropriations. These two sets ofhcnefits operated on diITcrcnt principles and served differcm, 

though overlapping populations, In general, under the tax code, the more income one had (up to 

thc income ceilings established 1!1 the law), the more one benefited. Under the nced~based ..lid 

• 
proU':'J.:ns authorized by Title lV of the Higher Education Act m1'.cnc:llenls of t998, the less 
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income one hud. the more one benefited, And, again, in generul, the tuition tax benefits went 

primarily to students and families with i,ncomcs above the median, \,.,hile most Title IV as~istancc 

goes to families below the median. 

Today, the Administration leaves behind a $30 bilHon expansion ofcligibilil)' for the 

Lifetime Learning Credit over the next 10 ycurs. Currently> SFA has completed its Y2K 

renovation and tCl>1ing and now is working to insure that institutional partners arc ready for the 

new millennium. The Department's goa; was to provide customers with nine new positive 

experiences in service delivery between 1999ltnd 2001, They include FAFSA Corrcclions on 

the Web, wch~based Din.:ct Lotm Exit Counseling, and the establishment or"hu:sine~s 

partnerships') \llith Guaranty Agencies to share best practices rclaH.:d to debt collection efforts. 

Thl! Department has introduced five new electronic products and services. One product 

is "SFA Coach" a basic training eoursc for sch.OQIIl~d. ~dministmtors. Its dcvc]opmt:nt was 

• 	 accelcrated in response to Ihe ux~res.scd !lccds,of;.lhe prlst.secondary institutions. Avnilabk on 

the web, the course contains 36 Icss<?n~:jl~h~J~~p~.rt}ll~n.tmct the spirit of the. goal to. complete all 

critical trnllsnctiolis al1ccting schools.so 1!1<lt We woqld not disrupt servicl: to the sludcnts. The 

Student Financial Aid office wa.,,> able to manage to av{)id disrupting service to students. but only 

by devising workarounds for Ime trummctions. 

From a financial perspective. the overall cost of delivering Student Aid decreased 

, 
dramatically. DefauH costs moved from 15 percent ;n FY1992 10 8.8 percent in FY 1998. 

rn FY 99,the FFEL nnd the Direct Loan program acc()unt<.'<i for an estimated $30,1 

billion in new loans, representing 57 percent of all federal postsecondary student financial 

assistance. 	When Consolidalion loan volume is considered the overall loan \'olume in FY 1999 

• 
totaled some $42,8 billj011~ 
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• 
Additionally, both programs helped to ellsure access 10 J i.:on~plctjon ofhigh~qllaJjty 

postsecondary education, In past years new FFEL and Direct Lo"n volume have expanded 

tremendously increasing from $16 billion in FY 1993 to $30. I billion in FY 1999. Similarly, the 

number of1oans taken out hus- also expandL~ from 52 million in FY 1993 to ahout 8.2 million in 

FY 1999. 

Additi()nally, it was the goal of the Department thaI students and postsecondary_ 

institutions receive efficient, scnmlcss and prcdicwblc cllstomer service that (:nablcd them to plan 

abcad~ while maintaining accountability for Federal funds. TilL: 1998 HEA reauthorization 

proposals, thu.s, in<;ludcd a number of changes that would allow the Department io develop and 

use new technologies and systems, simplify existing systems. und roouce burden ror students, 

schools and the Depm1incnl: 

For example, the Department eagerly sought the adoption nflhe fU'1dumcntul dements of 

• 	 a performance-based organization (PBO) structure f\~r.deli\'ering student ~id, Creation of this 

type or organization cnhunced the Department's!n~xj~ilitX.\\:.itJ1,r('sp('ct'H!.!potcnt;al m:IIHlgcment 

and contra<:ting reforms, and allowed the DepartmcnLto".dc:liv{!f ~tudcnt·aid more efficiently At 

the same time, the organi:r.atioll could now be held accountable ror rcsults, 

In addition to the changes !"!lade during HEA reauthorizatiun. the Department S(lnghl 

,vays to simplify the student aid application process and allow institutions to makc carlier 

financial aid packaging dccisions, The Department consulted with all relevan.t parties before 

implementing this authority, hut bC!k'vcd th,lt it would help ~tudcJ1s. and parents plan for and 

finance college more effectively while reducing administrmive and applicant hurden, 

Additionally, the Department proposed clarifications to the provisions tha1 authorized fjnan~ial 

• 
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aid administrators to use their professional judgment in making adjustments in the determination 

of need that would clarify whether :hc~c pUl1icular protection;; applied to dislocated workers. 

One c)<;umple nfthe agency's efforts to reduce th~ filing burden for students was to alluw 

the use of the Free Application for Federal Student Aid CFAFSA) as the loan application for the 

FFEL program. This proposal had the widespread support of the higher education community 

and streamlined the application process for SCh(K)1s~ lenders~ und ~hc Dcpartll"lCnt. 

The Department made big strides in n:invcnting federal regulations and tailoring 

regulations that balanced flexibility tl:'!d accuulltability, In order to continue to move away from 

a "one size filS all" upproach these changes enahled the Departmcnt to more effectively larget its 

rCS(HI[CCS t(l institutions needing more attention and assistance, The pCrfi)miUl1cc-bused 

:.Jppn..)uch to institutional oversight would create >l balance hclwl:Cn n:ducieg burdens on ;:;cbnols 

and protecting students >lnd Federal funds, A gatckccping and oversight system based on the 

• institutions' respective track records and the relative risk each posed.to.theJ:;~dcral.ta.xpayer,. ,. 

reduce bUlden where appropriate, vihik providing incentives for i!1stit.uti9~~to·b~,flse<!lIy and 

adminhmativcly responsible. To do so. the Department proposed a systcin,t(~,~irnrli!Y; 

substantially. the rules that institutions would follow when providing a refund of Federal student 

aid after a student \vilhdrawn. These changes to the refund requirements made the refund proees~ 

SImpler and easier to understand for both schools and students. 

Ensuring lha1 Tide IV student aid funds·arc used appropriately and that taxpHyer funds 

were not \vastcd continued to be a crucial pm1 of the Department's rnission, To that emL the 

Department sought to impose lime limits on a student's ability to receive Pell Grants. Students 

would be able to receive Pell Grants for up 10 ISO percent of the time normally required to 

complete their course of s:udy. Time limits would be adjl!sted. for parHime students, while 
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students with disabilities would be exempt from the time limits. For example, a student who was 

enrolled half~time in 11 2~year aswcime degree program would be eligible for Pell Grants for up 

10 six years, By providing dlfTcrcnl treatment for students with disabilities and those who 

enrolled p3li~time, the requested proposal was sensitive to their particular needs. 

In addition; the Department believed that institutions that were not providing adequate 

education or training SllOUid not be cJi~iblc to participate in federal programs. The Dcpartncnt 

proposed an extension of the so-called "70170" requirement, which required that 70 percent of an 

institution's students must graduate and 70 percent must find jobs in order for a program to 

continue to he eligible fi)f Title IV Hid. Under pn.winus policy, the r~q\.liremt.:nt upplied (lnly to 

very short~tenn vocational programs; however) the Department are proposed that all vocational 

programs of one year or less at all proprietary institutions b~ subject to the 70/70 rule, Extending 

this requirement to more sdmo1s cl1s'!lred that proprietary inslitutions that offered vocational 

• programs \ ....erc providing effective education, serving their studcnts well, and mceting their"... .. ...,..~..,. 

'I11e- Secretary was also nuthnrized to prescribe in regulation uddit!ono! pcrfo;--muncc'.' 

measures that that institution!' make publicly available regarding certain studcnt outcome 

information (i,e. program completion rates, job placement rutcs, and curnings) for programs thut 

are two academic years or less and provide occupational training, These new requirements would 
-. 

',' J • 

significantly enhance tht:: ability of students to make infonned choices. 

Similarly. institutions with high student loan default mtes -~ dcfimil rates greater than 25 

percent for three consecutive years ~~ were not serving their students well and would 110i be 

eligible to participate in any of thc student aid programs, 153 Ccn3i11 institutions that faced 

• 
exceptional circlImstances. slIch as those cnmUing a significantly high pr~IQrrtion of I{)w~incomc 
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students and othcrs with few borrowers, would be exempt from the loss of eligibility under tbe 

1998 law. 

. Finally. in order to reduce federal costs and improve efficiency in the Federal Fmnily 

Education Loan (FFEL) program, the Department streamlined the current guaranty agency 

system (0 make it more accountable and pcrf(irmancc~hased, and claril1cd that the Federal 

Government is the sole insurer of all gu::rrnnH."ed student loans, )'4 

Encuurage Americans To Work And Sa\'e For College 

Not only was making college more af!ordublc a primary goal oCthe Department, hut 

cnsuring access to postsecondary education for all Americans was equally impOJ1anL 

Recognizing that while States) institutions orhigber edueatlont and the rcderal Government ttll 

had important roles in making that opportullity ~ reality. swdcnts and their parents were most 

responsible for taking an active role iti financing their OWn education. Riley. though, believcd 

..,.,...'''''.... ,. that tbey should be givcn ineentivcs to .,vork and saY;! (M postsecondary education. and do 50 

~,:.;:.,~.~~r:l., !, \\'ithout jeopardizing the amount of aid that wnuld otherwise bc available, .~. 

. .. , . ' "' lIelp More Low-Jncomc Americans Prepare For And Go To CoUcge 

As a rcsull orthe programs and initiatives instituted during the Riley administration 

slUdenl.S are now better prepared for COllege and are lUore likely to succeed than they werc a 

decade ago. 
, 

/\s students go 10 college in record numbers the Department continually worked to ensure 

that all st\.Idents-especially iow·income sludcnts~had access to demanding coursework and 

solid a~ademics, good information rmd advice about fin'anciuJ Hid and college options, us well liS 

adequate resour<.:cs and preparation for college entrance exams. 

• 
I') U,S, Department of Education, "Student Loan Defaults Decltnlng. Rile>, Says," September ':.1:. 1994. 
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_. ____.__ Recognizing that carly preparation and intervention were crucial to gaining ;\dmissio:1 to 

• 	 college, the Department in 1998 worked, as part of the HEA legislation. [0 authorize GEAR 

UP-Gaining A \vatenCS$ and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs-to encourage students to 

begin planning for coUege as early uS 6th grade, Through GEAR UP, high-poverty middle 

schools partnered with local colleges and universities to provide all students at a particular grade 

levd (typically beginning with 6th or 7th grade) and their families with information about 

college options, financial aid, and guiding and supporting students tn tuke the right classes. The 

program offered academic enrichment a~d mentors to each class of participating students not 

only during middle school but also throughout high school. In some Ci.l:;;CS, States and district:: 

used GEAR UP funds to support college sch~larships. In GEAR UIPs first year, the Department 

(If Educati,)n received 678 applications for the $120 million a\'ailubk in grants from all 50 States 

. 
involving 4,500 school districts and other organizations parlnering with more than one-nnh of 

• 	 the Nation's colleges, The program nO\';' benefits over 250"000 st.udcnts and involvcs 164. ,~.- ~ 
institutions of higher cc~cation. Given the demand fhr rundll1g. the Administration successfully.". 

increased GEAR UP funding each year, enabling the program to ~cncfit an nddilional 230,000 

students. 

In addition, creating unique partnerships with private education founda! IOtll'i tllld 

ad\'ocacy group leaders_ Secretary Riley launched a Pathways to College Network to provide a 

catalyst by which to huild school-college partnership$ and increasing college ac~css, Qy 

providing funding to Occidental College. the Department triggered the treation of a coalition of 

14· major private advocacy groups and 5 edocational foundations to join together to Inak<.> post· 

secondary ¢duca{iO!~ a reality for all students. 

• IH u.s, D!;partmenl of Education, "Statement by U.S. Secretary cfEducalion, Richard \\" Riley on the Student 
Loan Default Rate,'" Washington, D.C. October 2, 2000. 
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In additiooo the Department also expanded the TRIO programs, a network of 8 initiatives 

designed to help low-income, first-generation college, and disabled individuals achieve academic 

success beginning in middle school, throughout college, and into graduate school. Since 1993, 

funding for tbe programs has increased from $3Hg million to $645 rnilli(1n, nod TRIO programs. 

now offer services to 730,000 students. Upward Bound, ror example~ provides intensive 

mcntoring and academic enrichmcn11hrougholll high school to row-income, first-gcncnltion 

college-bound youth. In 1999. over 560 Upward Bound projects engaged 42,000 students in 

uo..!J1l1.111ding courscwork and summer residential progrnms, Educational Opportunity Cenfers 

provided pre-college academic and financial aid counseling primarily for adulL') seeking to rcturn 

10 school. Student Support Service,s provided tutoring and cl)unseling help students swy in 

college, And the Ronald McNair Post-baccalaureate Achievement Program provided colleges 

• 
and univer>itics with funds to sunsidize research projects by low~incmne students to prepare 

them for a doctoral program. 

Complementing GEAR 1;P [Uld TRIO.,,1hc Departmcnt:s Think College Early campaign 

provided accessible guidance to swdents and Iheir,famiiics as they planned for college. The 

c<.ltnpaigo targeted the Nntion's 19 million adolescents, 20 percent of whom live in povc:ty, 

Recognizing that disproportionate numbers of low-income students and minority students aHcnd 

2~ycar e()lh:g~s, Think College Early encouraged all students to pur!'llc admission 10 a 4-yei.!r 

college. 

I n particular, the campaign urges students 10 take algebra by the 8th gmdc. as students 

who gaincd carly exposure to high school math were far more likely to go 10 a 4~year college 

than those who did not Furthermore, early exposure to career opportunities also helped cm;ure 

• 
that young people and their parents·si.!t their sights high as they planned for the future. 
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Through the School~to~Work Opportunities Act of 1994. the Admlnislralion provided 

seed nton(:y 10 help every State develop progrnms that broadened young people's career options, 

make learning more rclcvant~ and promoting successful transitions to college and careers, The 

School-to-Work Opportunl1u:s Act of 1994. responded 10 a gro\O,ing awareness of the challenges 

young people face as they transition from high school to further college, jobs, a~d life long 

teaming, Over the pati 6 years, this unique legislation provid.:d roughly $1.6 billion in seed 

money to all States to encourage teachin£ -!1nd learning strategies that increase student 

opportunities for integrating work~bascd learning with classroom academics, 

. 

• 

The Admini.stration has mnde additional efforts to help low-income students prepare for 

college. II! 1999, tbe Dcpartment~s Advztnced Placement Incentive Program provide£! funGing:o 

40 states in order to belp scbools encourage low~income students to take AP classes and lests .. 

Schools used the funds to pay te-st fees for low~incom~ students. 1S5 Schools also used funds for 

tutoring, classrool1l mhtcrials, and other illn'ovativc methods 10 boo::t the numher and quality of 

. •.. .." '4"'·'!':J'.A-,'J·iJ.~r,",~., .
AP classes and partiCIpatIOn by iow-lIleo!l)c ~t'Jocnts.'" " I 

Since 1998, over 92~OOO lowwineome st\id~lltS have bCllefiled from the program. Federal 

support has also encouraged many schools tlmt had not participated in the AP program to begin 

offering AP courses. 

Adult Lifl'fimc lcnrntng OI}portunitlcs 

Responding to changes in the demographics of the college population as well as 

te<:hnological innovations Riley saw the want, and need, to improve opportunities in adult 

cducot.ion that would upgrade their SkJIIR. By 1995,33 perccnt orull bigher education 

institutions offered distance educati,:m to more than 700,000 students. While the rapid growth in 

• 
• + .'", 

IH federal Register NOtice. '"'Office or ElemenLary and Secondary Education-Advanccd Placcment Incentive 
Program; Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal Year (FY) 2000," February 10.10UO. 
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technology-based education was not envisioned U$ reccully as five yean; prior, it was apparent 

that this model would continue to spread dramatically. While on~enmpus, or site-based, 

. 	 . 
education continucd to play an important role in providing students with c:xperiences and 

opportunilies that could not be duplicated in a technological environmeni, the use of technology 

became even morc important in expanding access to students who we.re unable to take advantage 

of on~carnpus progrnms. 

In institutions that offered distance learning ~rogrilms and which soughl to participate in 

the Federal student aid programs, the Dcpurtment assisted in developing and enforcing 

nppropriatr: outcome standard:; in order 10 ensure program quality. 

In addition, the Department proposed a new $30 millIon 'competitive grunt progr:.nu, Tbe 

Learning Anytime Anywhere Partnership Program would encourage partnerships bct\vecn 

educational institutions (including four-year institutions, community collegc~, lcchni:~1 

• 	 institutes, ndult literacy and education programs, and regional vocmionu.J/~cc\1I1iea[ schools that 

served adults), community~bHsed organizations, software and technology 9c\dopers"lenn~illg
• , '. 	 " ,f .. " 

assessment specialists, and private industry employers in an effort to develDp.l,1e\~ models of 

quality education that could reach a variety of students who faced time and place constraints. 

Under this Initiative, projects emphasized tbe development oCinnovm:ve ways to ensure quality 

and measure student achievement that were app:-opriate to distance education. 

In order to make these new educational opportunities ti reaUty> the Department offered 

financial Incentives. When President Clinton took office in 1993, the maximum Pell Grant was 

$2,300. l'O\V, it is $),500> n $92 hillion investment that will benefit ovcr 3.& million students. 

)n addition. under the Riley administration, Federal work~study funds increased 43%, since 1993, 

Mure than $934 million in work-study funds \vere pro\'ided~t!)"gi\'e one million students the 

• 
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• 
opportunity to participate in post-secondary education, over 250,000 Clore students than in 1993. 

" " 

Since 1994, AmcriCorps panic;pants earned up to $4.725 for college while serving local 

. communities. 

As part of his goul to make 2 years o~C(ll1ege as universal as high s.chool, the President 

signed the Hope Scholarship tax credit legislation into law in 1997. The Hope credit provided a 

tux credit for low~ and middle-lncome students '.vorth up 10 $1 ,500 per student against tuition and 

fees for the first 2 years of college. Also in 1997, the President signed il1lo lin\' the Lifetime 

_Learning tax credit propo$tll, which provided [l 20 percent credit .iguil1st tuition a:)d fces for 

c{)lIege~ gmduatc study, or job training"worth up to $1.000 per family through 2002 and up to 

$2,000 thereafter, In J998.1 these measures provided $3.5 billion in educational savings for 4,8 

• 
million families, 

Recruit QUlilificd Tcachers To HiUh-Nccd 

Finally, one of the greatest concerns that was consistently addressed in Department 

policy was the investment in teacher recruitment and prcrar~!ion, In,ordcno helping meel the . :. . 

President's goal of ensuring a talented, dedic.ated, and wcll.pr:cpared lcacher in e\'ery Al~eric<lll. 

classroom) the Department proposed replacing the numerous small, disconnected <Hllbmitlc.:; 

'within the old HEA Title V with two new programs that would attract 35,000 qualified teachcrs 

10 high-poverty urban und rural areas, while also drammical!y improving the qtlnlily of tminmg 

and pr~paration provided to our future teachers, )56 

The Recruiting New Teachers fm Undeserved Arcns proposaJ ,Vas designed to increase 

the number ofwell~prepared teachers, especiatly in underserved urban and rurnl areas. The 

program would award competitive SruHl;'; to partnerships between tem::hcr preparation pmgr'Jms 

• m, Ritey. Richard W., "Remarks as prepnrcd for ctelivt:ry 5)' ·C.S. Secrelnry of Education Richard W, Riley, Annual 
Back 10 School Address," Press ClUb. Washing:on, D.C. September 15, 1998. 
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• 
and high-poverty school districts. These pa.'1ncrships collaboratlvely determined their schooh;' 

needs fur teachers, identified a pool of potential teachers to meet those needs. ilnd developed 

recruitment, preparation, and retemion programs tailored to those individuals 

The Lighthouse Partnerships program was also designed to be u c.atalyst for improving 

tcacher education. It would provide five.year competitive grant to n number of partnerships 

among teacher preparation institutions and schoo! districts in high-poverty urban and rural areas. 

The program, which emphasized the vital role ofK~12 educators play in designing and 

implementing effective teacher preparation programs, linked higher education institutions from 

aCf,?SS the COUntry with cach other. and w'ith K-12 schools, shared best practices, learned ftom 

each other's work) nnd improved their teacher education programs, 

The Administration's !-lEA reauthori7.ation programs addressed important national needs and 

priorities that aided in the continuing development of a strong system of postsecondary education 

• 	 and Ilfclong learning for all Americans. Tbey.were the product of a long and open Department •. " 

polky development process, including extensive public hearings that sougbt to·ohtall1'lhe best "., 

ideas from alt concerned, 

Civil Rights Initiative!'!: EU!iurint:. Equity and Excellence for All Students 

V"I"ht:n Riley look over the Department of Education, there were immediate problems to 

be addressed in the Office of Civil Rights. Discrimination complaints had increased 125% since 

1987. In 1992,4,432 complaints had been filed, the highest in OCR's history.15 7 
OCR also' 

. 
pointed out several issues of their own tbut needed to be addressed including) unresolved policy 

:ssues! the lack,o[tirr:efran.lCs by which complaint processing should be completed, and Ih~ need 

• i57 U.S. Department of Education, Briefing o.n the Office for Ch'il Rights Major Issues for Secretary Richard W. 
Riley, January 2J.. 1993. 
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for new policies regarding desegregation processes and compliance reviews, m Outside groups 

• went so far as to recommend a major overhaul for the Office ofCi"iJ Rights to address even 

more issu(:s in need of attention, 159 

The imroduction to the U,S. Department of Education's (the Department's) Strategic Plan 

(the Plan) emphasizes that the words ";111 children" means "aJr' regardless of race) nmional 

{:rigin, color, gender, age, or disability. )60 The Plan makes a clear commitlllcnt to closing 

aehie\'em~nt gaps, increasing acc!Jss, and cli,ninating diserimiliatory practices within schools 

while' supporting educ:1tional reform thm meets the diverse needs of "aU students." 

lnformed by multiple data source;; and input from parents, educators. researchers and others, 

Office of Civil Rights (OCR) traced the symptoms that occur when there arc barriers to equal 

educational opportunity -such as large achievement gaps, significant drop-out ratcs.lowcr high 

school graduation rates, and lower college entry ratc::., among others-- to the core civil rights 

• 	 problems. OCR's civil rights agenda for the las! eight years was designe.d tu identify th~ barriers .... 

and to'not only alleviate the symptoms, out also eliminate or prevent the discriminatoiVpracticcs : 

that arc their cause w;tb lcgaily and educationally sound'solutions. OCR's civil rights agclida 

induded th~ following issues: 

" 	 Provision of SefY)CeS to English language learners; 
• 	 Dispmpn:-l10nate rcp:cscnlation of minority children in special education: 
• 	 Access {Of minority students and girls to high quality, advanced level classes 5uch as 

Advanced Placement classes, Gifted and Talented classes, and higher level courses; 
• 	 Provision of a safe environment for IC<lming free from haras:;ment on the basis or mce, 

gendt;r or disability; , 

• 	 Access to athletic opportunity for all students regardless of gender; 
• 	 Elimination of the vestiges of de iur;e segregation in elementary and secondary and higher 

educution institutions; 

l~l Talel, Dl'lvid $, Office for Civil Rights, Memorandum t9 Governor Richard Rile;" Jat.lUary I~, 1993, 

• 

IS'} Brown, Cynthia G, Council ofChiefState S~hool Officers, Memorandum to $ecrCI£..lj·;)csign:uc Richard Riley, 

Januarl l4, 19~j3, . 

It)) U,S. Department dEducation Strategic Plan, 2001·2005, September :;WOO, p.l, 
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• 
• Promotion of the lawful efforts to create a diverse learning environment for all students in 

elementary and secondary and post~sccondary institutions; 
• 	 Involvement of parents in their child's educution by being infonned about their rights and 

responsibilities and being empowered to eficctively interact with school officials to ensure 
access to high quality education for tbeir children; 

• 	 Affirmative action 
• 	 Encouragemell1 of fair, accurate and non~discrjmi!latory use of high stakes tests: and 
• 	 P~ovision of equal educational opportunity in school choice programs, 

The promotion of cducati-onai excellence for all students has heen central to tbe direction of 

OCR policy ,ince 1993, , 

Beginning in 1993. this Administrmiotl inherited a I"..!<lctivc approa<:h to civil rights 

cnfon:cment J\.10fC than 420 complaints of discrimination from the public had been unresolved 

for more than a year. Then, hardly a year went by without a public report critical of OCR's 

(lperations. Credibility among parc~ts, advocates, as well as nmong the schooL coBege and 

university offLciaIs, who had to work with the agency, was low, 111c majority of the agene{s 

n:sourec~ were spent reacting to complaints. !(,I 

- '.'- :, ....Toduy, OCR devotes 40% of its resources to n proactive civil rights 1m>,: enforcement 

program that can credibly claim to protect America's most vulnerable stuuents from [Uegal 

di~crimination, The results of our efforts over the last eight years evidence succt:ss: by the 

measure of performance that really counts,- making a difference in the Jives of swdcnls: 

• 	 111 FY 2000 alone, OCR activities impacted over 7 million sWdcnls,162 
• 	 F, 010 FY ~ 99g through FY 2000, OCR made a difference in the lives ofover 20 million 


students. 163 . 


• 	 Sillte FY 1998"oYcr 5,000 recipients changed policies, practices, and procedures to 

comply \\;th Federal Civil rights laws.164 


• 	 Front 1993 through 2000, 'more than two thirds "If the staleS c!1tercd into agreements to 

'd '-I - h bl '" 
correct or prevent statewl C ClVl ng ts pro ems. 

]51 OCR Annual Report to Congress Fiscal Year 1993, p, 10 
J61 OCR FY 2002 Performance Pillo and FY 2000 Pcrformnnce Report 

• 
~6~ Ibid 
1M Ibid 
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• 
• O\'cr 825 OCR initiated pruactive.l.lctivities have resulted in positive change for students 

since FY 1994. J" 

• 	 The average time to resolve complaints and the inventory of unresolved complaints has 
been significantly reduced since 1993. 167 

, 

These achievements were at a cost significantly below the cost of doing business prior to FY 

1993. and OCR not only reached more students but a wider array ofstudents facing 

discrimination throughout the country. This includes minority students seeking access to 

challenging curricula, female athletes, English language learners from emerging immigrant 

populations, and others. OCR '$ persistent anJ focused attention to civil rights problems sin-.:c 

1993 i~ paying ofC in SU,bSt<1lltiuJ i:nprovemclUs for students. If,ji 

The 'Ictivitics ofOeR alone arc insufficient to SlOp illegal di.scrimination in education. 

Students, parents, and cducator~ must havc the knowledge and skilb; to,I)t'cvcnl illegal. 

discrimination from occurring in the first place. Wherc rcsource limitations in tho..! past caused 

,. "•..., ., almost exclusive focus on responding 10 discrimination ufter it happened, OCR's program is now 

" 4r'}~\~: . . ' . aimed at prevention as welL We work .with p:u-cnts and educalors to help lhem develop local 

partnership:" and we givc parents and eciuC2tors the tools to solve problems themselves, For 

example., OCR sponsored severa! workshops for 10cal education agencies at which experts in 

fllmily involvcmef'!t provided guidance on various meanS of working in partnership with parents 

on their children's education. Many of the districts reported to OCR that they used ideas gleaned 
, 

from these infonnal working sessions and \vere' more successful in reaching out to the parents of 

English language learners. As a result, some of the districts formed Parent Action Committcc,.<; 

• 
1~7 GAO RcpOJiO<t8174}\" Department of Education: Resolvina Discriminn:ion Compla;nts Has lmprovt.:c with 
New Processing Svslcm, Murch 23,1999 
i!\k See OCR Annual Reports tn Congress Fiscal Y~m> 1993·1999 for nmncr()us examples of success stories. 
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and most acknowledged an increased invoh'ement of ELL parents in their children's 

• education.I~9 
•The first phase of an OCR outreach initiative is aimed at empowering others 10 dcvelop, 

for example, effective harassment prevention programs in clcmen1ary and secondary education 

institutions. OCR typically held conferences and workshops designed 10 promote understanding 

ofthe complex issues confronted by school districts attempting to address harassment and 

violence and prcsented at statewide conferences focused on this theme. These activities provided 

useful information about el1cctivc prevention strategies and in some CI.1$CS fetilUred educators 

with r1rst~hl.1nd c"pcricnl:'e about dcaling with real life hamssmcl1t cases. 10 addition, many of 

these \\orkshops provided partiCipants an opportunit)· to examine their own anti~!-larassment 

policies and procedures for c\a~ity, effectiveness. and legal sufficiency, 

The second phase aftna outreach initiative focuses on building partnerships among 

• 	 parents, students. school districts and the community ,to empower them to identify and address 

civil rights problems~fclated to the provision ofappropriate 'service~ for students with disabilities, 
, 	 , 

For ~xumpJe, a . .scries 0:' (oew; group meetings were held in Wi&:onsin to identify the kinds of 

information needed by lhc stakeholders to serve students with dis:..Ibilities appropriately lmd the 

districts and individuals most in need ~f clarification about Scction 504 obligmi.ons, Thesc open 

fhrums with our customers were helpful in shaping a resource document that explains in plain 

language the Section 504 requircmj,'!nts and dispc1l~d the tl1cn cxisting confusion among 

stakcholderg in Wisconsin. It is anticipated that tne resource document will be made avuilubie nn 

the Wiscon:;in Departmcnt of Education's website in FY 200 Llift 

• 
!~" 'd 0·" R .Ml wcstcm ~V1Slon ctrospecltve 
no Ibid, 
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With n renewed focus on t:lfCvcntion, OCR worked to describe in clear terms the laws and 

• 	 policies that should guide recipients in their efforts to eliminate discrimination, a:1d OCR has 

developed sclfhelp tools and guides that enhance prevention efforts, More than 4400 parents, 

educatorS, and others call the OCR hotline in headqt:arters for information and assistance every 

year. Tbis figure docs n01 include the st;Jbstantia! service rendered by customer service staff in 

OCR's 11 enforcement offices who respond to many more illquirics from the public. Over 

32,230 OCR publications were distributed in response to customer demand during FY 2000. 

• 

Using partnerships, OCR has become a unique civil rights enforcement organization that 

goes beyond the wmpJaint workload 10 address the compiex systemic civil rights probk'ms of 

today. OCR partners with stakeholdcrs who share its interest in equal opportunity for all students 

to identify and Create legally and cducationally sound solutions to CJ\'il rights problems. OCR 

brings these stakeholdcl's·to the table for joint problem identification and prublem su\v.ing. OCR 

has also eneouragc<.Lparcntal and stakeholder, involvemen1 in monitoring voluntary action plans 

that are developed as-part-of corrcctivcactioll measures resulting from its' compliance activities. 

OCR set its course afier holding (ill unprecedented number of town mectings, focus 

groups, and other forums nt the luc<11, state, and national level to uncover the concerns hopes and 

idcas of OCR staff and the educational community, In each of OCR'$ 12 enforcement offices in , 

the field, OCR staff listened to their local communities. This outreach continues to proyide the 

foundation for the clear articulation of OCR's civil righl~ ~genda: the direction of OCR's 

enforcement activities, and staff resources. 

OCR has facilitated discussion on a \vidc range of policy problems that had received less 

attention over the previous decade: minorities and special education. access to challenging. 

colh.'gc Pf0I!.courscs, racial and sexual harassment, illegal testing and assessment practices. In 

• 



• 
ather emerging issues rcquiri:lg the collective attention of policy makers inside and outs~de ofIhe 

Department. OCR has been a leader in creating the national dialogue among stakeholders to 

address issues of fairness in the areas of diversity and the appropriate usc of nigh .::takes tests, 

• 

Excmpiifying OCR's efforts 10 remain current with the critical C1\'il rights issues of the 

day is the 2000 Civil Rights.Compliance Report (E&S Survey) which will collect civil rights 

information from the nation's 16,800 public school districts and its 92,500 public schools for the 

first time since 1916. In response to stakeholder input, the E&S Survey hus bee:1 improved to 

collect Information on a v.ide range of civil righlS issues in the nation's public schools, including 

local and slate 7xrO tolerance polides, high stakes testing! teacher certification. and services to 

I~nglish I,)nguage learners. The availability of this unprecedented amount of inJornwtion will 

enahle OCR, other components o( the Department, other Federal agencies, civil rights 

stakeholder groups~ educational researchers, and'cducational institutions to identify trends and 

target civil rights problems, 

. OCR has responded to cust9m~fs:by;articulating standards for equal access to high 

quality education for all students in'guida~ee that is responsive to CUITCnt needs, retldily Qvuiluble 

in a variety of media, understandable by the publk [parents, students, teachers, educ;1ti,1nal 

institutions[. and usable by educational institutions. l'i10CR;s re-invented process for policy 

development and disscminution makes it faster. more responsive, and more inclusive ,of internal .. . 
and external input of stakeholders and customers, Policy is betier inf~nneJ and effidently 

developed by teams of OCR field and HQ staffs in coordination with communities of interest 

c<}l1cd Issue Networks that develop and shure infonnation and expertise intcrliully, 

With an emphasis on prevention, OCR proactively engages stakeholders at the table hy 

providing common sen9"" guidance to real-world problems. For example, OCR co~aulhored, with 

• 



• 
the National Association ofAttorneys General, a guide intended to help schoo! officials deal 

more effectively with Instances of harassment and violence in elementary and secondary schools. 

l11e guidt: provides practical advice on how to deal with persistent episodes of student 

har.:1.ssmcnt and hah:·motivated threats and violence. In 

OCR <llso coordinates closely with Department offices and other Federal agcnclCS. OCR 

has h<:cn u visible and consistent presence in the work ofule Department, ensuring thut equity 

considerations are addressed in Department programs. particularly key legislative nod DoHcy 

initiatives. Building on these relationships. OCR has collaborated with other offices ill the, 

Department to ensure attention to equity considerations is included in the policy initiatives, 

OCR has created a unique approach to ensuring that school districts~ coUeges. and 

univer~ities provide access to quality education for all students. We meet with purcnts, 

educatcr~. administrators, and other interested parties-to identify acute or systemic problems that 

'. arc not adequalely addrc.,,-sctl through our complaint process. Effons undertaken as a rcs~llt of 

tbis outrcach cn~urc that civil rights issue:dhat unlawfully'limit sltldcnts' ac!.:c$S to qua;ity 

education are dealt with strategically, 

AIx.ve all, OCR's program is now fair and bHlanccd in its impJemcnt<){ion and meets 

rigorous performance measures, Increased emphaSIS (m providing information an~ assistance for 

students and educatprs about their rights and responsibilities under the civil rights laws ha'> lead 

. . 
to improved compliance by educ3tional institutions. Preventio~ strategies translates ilito less 

. 
money expendt-d in private litigo.tion and Silves time and money for institutioI1.<; that nrc subject to 

clnims of discrimination. 

• 
PI See Apper.d:x YJ 1 1993· 2{)OO Summary'orDeR Policy and lnvestigutive Guidance 
111 Protecting Students from Harassment and Hate Crime, U,S. Department of Education and the National 
Assodfllion of Attorney General, January 1999. 
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Impn)\'ing Te:IChcr QmtUty and Retention 

Educators and non-educators alike ttgrce that the Nation's success in increasing student 

achiewmcnt hinges on the quality of it:; tcnchers. The Department played a pivotal role in 

supporting state and local efforts to ensure that all students have the benefit of capable and 

dedicnted teachers. Given that approximately 2 million new teachers would be m."Cdcd in 

America's classroom before 2010, the Department recognized lhe need 10 make sure that these 

new leachers~aJung \\'Ith their veterM colleagues-were prepared to teach all students to higher 

$'Ia d Inarcs, !73 

In 1992~ the Higher Education Act WtiS reauthorized with a multitude of disconnected 

programs designed 10 recruit, prepare, tlnd provide ongoing proressional development to tcnchcrs 

or administrators. With no dear focus, these programs addressed the whole continuum of 

teacher development and essentially represented the pet ideas and projects nfvarlOus members of 

• 	 Congress and their {;onslilllcnts. \Vhih: authorized at $446 million, onlY'Olle program in.Tit1c V, 

II minority teacher recruitmcOI program \\'as funded in 1997 at a mere $2:·2·milllon>;~::;;';·. 

]n 1993, no single of1icc bad the rcsponsibiiity or means for coordinating clTorts in ~he 

key area of teacher quality. Rather, individual offices ;)(I~ressed issues of lcm:her quality through 

the various programs and activities they administered t and staff working on then'i ofren did not 

know of'activities other offices were ~mpJemcn~ing or proposing, TIle result was replil:atioH, 

overlap, and a disjointed policy focus. 174 

113 Sec U,R Department QfEduCiilion, National Cen:er for Education Statistics, "Teacher Quality: A Report on the 

• 

Propar<ltkm and QUlIlifiCalions QfPublic $l:hool Teachers," NeBS :9~~OSO, ;999, 

114 See U$, Clepartment of Ecuvlltion, National Center for Educutlon Statistics, 1993-1994 Schools und Staffing 

Survey, unpublished tabulations. 1999, 
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• 
In 1994, the Secretary created a Teacher Quality Team l75 

1.0 help focus the teacher quality" 

issues while streamlining the Departments efforts in outreach and reform. ;16 Headed by the 

Sccl'ctury's ?cnior Advisor on Tead:ing, a fo:mcr National Teacher of the Year. the Team was 

comprised of representatives from cach principal office and o:hcr stafr whose work was related 

to teacher quality. The Tenm met hi-weekly to share ongoing projects, shure and carry ouuhc 

Department's strtltegic plan. ;lOd initiate activities that supported- the Adminismnion: s priorities. 

'In 1996, a report of the National CommiSSlon on Teaching and America's future 

(NCT AF) identified five major barriers to successful education reform that related directly to the 

(IUtility of teaching in America. 171 They induded: 

1. Poor teacher recruitment and hiring pructiees. 

• 

2. Seriously fl(lwed h,'acher preparation programs. 


). Unenforced standords for teachers. 


4, Inadequate support for beginning teachers. . >,. '. . , 


5. Lack of professional development and rewards for knowledge and skills~I?~\??:~lt~•.;~, ;:.....:". 

To address these necds, RUey issued a !lumbcr of' chailengcs to thc' higher education 

community, stales and school districts seeking i(\ redress the Haws of the current preparation 

pro¥ram and offer federal as;;istancc to Slates and districts, l1<1 Supported by an ~mrrccedcfl1cd. 

one~quartcr of the President's. 1997 State of the Union speech whieh issued a <'call to actio:1 for 
., 

in See "Noh.:s: \1eeling wilh First La;!y I El1ary Clinton, Sc-c:-e:ary Riley aa:.! Deputy Secretary Dcsignli.!e Kunir.," 
lanllll!V 28.1993, 
11.. ~e'Riley, Ricbard W., U$, $ccretary ofEducation.. "Remnrks: Education Issues before [he American Public­
1994"" GC(1'rgc Wnshingtofl U:'Iivc;;;ilY, W'l~hiflgton, I),C Octuber 13, 1994. 
\7! See NmiQtUlI Commission on Teachmg and Amed;;; .. 's Fu1ure. "What Mauers Most: Teaching Fur America's 
Future." New York, 1996. 
)111 Ibid. 
175 See also, Riley. Richard W. and Kunin. Madeleine. Dear Colleague letter calling fnr inp~l regardini; profeSSional 
development stralegies for !caCheTS Md edncators, December 19, t994. • 

• 
1M! See "Thc Ci!..'nls 2000 Tcachl!f Fonlms: f.iuildmg Teachcrs' Leadcrship Capadty whi;e:,Vapcr and sample 
information packet SCnllO Ms. EUen A. Thnmpson regarding !he Gonls :WOO Teacher Forum, February 1) 1994. 
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American Education," the goal of placing a talented. dedicated, and \vcll-prepared teacher in 

every classroom would become a reality, 

By J998, the focus began to shift toward the: reauthorization of the Higher Education Act 

and a new emphasis was emerging with regard to Title V programs, !)rompted by exten$i\'c 

press covtragc of the release of il 1996 report; \\That Matters Most: Teaching for America's 

Future issued by the National Commission on Teaching and America's Future, serious questions 

were be asked about the effectiveness of the teaching profession, 

The, Department worked oyer. the next.5 years 10 aggressively improve the quality of the 

nation"s leaching force, To do so, would require strengthening the recruitment, preparation and 

support of neW teachers. 1112 The Rep"ublicnn Ic~dcrship in Congress felt that the schools of 

education were the problem and therefore, CDuld not be part of the solution. The), opposed 

programs that would give money to schools of education, They also mistrusted !he :.;.tatc 

education ugencics that in their view had heen unable to address the innd:-.:quacy of teacher' 

'education in the past. ' 

, 
, Representatives of the K-12 community felt that institutions ofhighcr educalion ',.\,ere nol 

responsive to their needs and concerns. Teacher cducution fOCUM:d too much on theory and not 

enough on practice. These- feelings were reinforced with the higher education community 

organized a working group to develop a proposnl for Title Y Except for the Council of Chief 

• 
State School Officcrs~ the Kw)2 organizations were not sought or involved. 

As the Clinton Administrntil:m began work on the HEA, many small task forces were 

created 10 develop options. However, months after other groups hlld been meeting, no te;ichcr 

• 

181 See Riley, Richard V;I. U.S. Secrctary of Uducntkm, "J~ourth Annual State of Amerlcur. Edueatio!l Addnos$ 

Putting Standards of exceBence Inl(! Action," "Ine Carter Center, A:laotB, Georgia, February 1 H, : 997, ~... "'. 

lSI See Riley, Richard W. U.s, Secrctary of Education, "National Forum: Attracting and Prepa:ing Teachers !or the 

21 1l Century," April 17, 1997, 
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education group had been created. This was in large part due to the fact that the Office of Post 

Scco=-tdary Education (OPE) was dominated by financial uid experts and because Title V hml not. 

generated any rea! support in Congress. The sheer size (\f the appropriations for the rest of HEA 

made efforts to focus OJ) Title V 11 vcry low priority. 

TIle reauthorization of the HEA. of 1998 vi.'Ould eventually respond to the Nution's crhical 

need for high-quality teachers by enacting much of l:lC Ad:ninistration's proposai to improve 

tC<lchcr rccrultment and preparation. nn Leading this effort would be a task force developed 

specifically for the purpose of cn.:nting Title V, 1£4 'me stated goul was to hire 2.2 million 

tcochers over. the next decade that would meet the highest standards of teaching to replace an 

. I" f h d'· 1 11l~IN6agmg porn aimn 0 1cac crs an pnnclpa s. ' 

Tille V provided new opportunities to im'est in the rccruitmcnt.187 preparation~ licensing, 

18'·I·h ·1" h Q I· I· 1 C·· .. , d 1and suppctrt 0f tcae1wrs, e CJe er :m It) ~.li 1ilnccment mmts Ulltmtl\le crcate l lrcc 


separate programs to implemen~ stronger national tcncher· education progmms: Partnersbip 


,J<" '..t" ,1\",. ,-Grants for Improving Te'lcher Education, State Grants, and 'l\:acilcr Recruitment GrGnls,IP:<) " 


Partnership Grants for Improving Teacher Edm.:ation were designed to provide funds to 

pnrtnerships Llmong teacher preparation institutions, .schools of arts Jnd sciences, and local 

school districts in highwneed areas. The partners would work to strengthen teacher education 

through activities such us: impJcmenli:1g reforms that hold tcnchcr education programs 

!Il Riley, Rkhard W. U. S. Secretary ofl~ducatiQn, "Statement on the Reauthoriza!ion oflbe Higher £ducatl!ln Act 

before Ihe St'n<ite Cnmmlttcc on Lnb{)( and Human Resoorces," Fcbru4f}' 27, 1997. 

114 See Dosier, Terry. White Paper titied "Dcvelnping the Til!e V Propusal: Logic Mixed with Luck" lIndatt:d. 

IH See Riley. Richard W. Annual Bael< to Schoo! Addn:ss "Nationall'tess Club, "'The Challenge for Americana High 

Ouality Teacher in Every Classroom." September 15, ! 998­
lib See Also US. Department of Educalion, "Summary of HE:A Title V Task Foree Meeting," April 10, 1997, 

\~, See Dosier, T:;~ry. White Purcrtitled, "nu' Minority Teacher Recruitment Prng~f1:ll: Policy Optiuns, £>mgm<ltk 

C{lncerns and Poli:ical Realities," Undated. 

1U U,S. Department of Eduemion, White Paper entitled "Transforming jhc Vision 1n10 a Legis-lative Stralegy," draft . 


• 

Marcb 28, 1997. "~-.". .. 

m See U,S. Departmel1l ofEduca:ion, Gmnt Announcement, "'.A, Partnership for Excellence and AccountabililY 111 

Tcaching," January 3 L, 1997. 
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m:countnhle. improving prospective teachers' knowledge of academic content, cn!'unng that 

teachers are well-prepared for the realities of the classroom, and preparing prospective teachc:-s 

to use technology and to work ctTectively with diverse students. 

State Grants would encourage Swtes to improve the quality of Iheir teaching force 

through activities such as; strengthening their teacher certification standards, implementing 

reform& that hold institutions of higher education accountable. establishing or strengthening 

alternativt: pathways into teaching, and recruiting new high~quality teachers fol' higb-need arc:t~, 

Teacher Recruitment Grants supported Swtc and local efforts to recruit highly qualified 

teachers for high-need areus. The pl'Ogr:lm's goal was to establish high-quality teacher 

preparation and induction progrnms tailored to meet local!y-idcntified nced;;, identify pools or 

potential teachel's who address these shortages, and recruit individuals from those pools. 

By FY 200r over $567 million was specificnlly targeted to !iUpport improved tcach!ng. 

• 	 ,. '. and cfToru:,to recl'uit and I'etnin·high quality teachers, Of thcse funds, millions would be used to 

, 	 ~ "r' \'_' ! support professional devclopmen[, rceruit and place new teachers promote rigorous standards rOl' 

-.cxcellent teaching, and targct the strengthening of schoollcadership.19(J 

In addition to authorizing the funding of ~euchcr education programs, thi:! HEA also 

established the first requirements for states and institutions of higher education to prepare "report 

~ards" on the quality (If teacher prcpam:ion. An adion that would help in identifying, 

• 
weaknesses in vital teucher training programs, 

To support the reform efforts of stales and local school districts, the Departnu.:nt 

instituted severul national initiatives that would provide guidance and reward for outstanding 

• I')() Sec United States Congress, "FY 2001 Budget," Kovcmbcr 2000, 

79 




• 
teacher recruitment,191 preparation and support programs.192 Specifically, the Preparing 

Tomorrow's Teachers to Usc Technology initiative to provide grants to build the capacity of 

·tcachcr preparation institutions to ensure that new teachers were prepared to integrate techn()logy 

effectively into the curriculum. 193 

The Contextual Teaching and Learning project studied the design and dissemination of 

teacher preparation and professional development models that could adcquat.::ly,prepare tcachers 

to help !itudcnts make connections between what they arc Icuming and ilS value in their lives in 

and beyond school. 

A National Job Bank and Clearinghouse oli T cacheT Recrultml.!111 would link teachers 

with the schools that need them and pro\'ide infonnation on suc\.:cssful teacher recruitment 

programs and poiicies" 

The Troops to Teachers program recruited retired military personnel and other mid~curee~ 

• 	 professionals: into teachers., , , '. 

:rhe NUllo,nul,Awards Program for Model Teacher Preparu:lon was developed to highlight 

exemplary teacher preparation prognims. 

Addili?nally. the Teacher QU[llity Initiative :;trengthencd standnrds within the profession 

by supporting state~mandntcd standards for initial teacher licensure ror general and special 

educators be developed by the lnterstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium. 

• 	 . ' S 

The National Academy of Sciences was directed to analyze the state of teacher lcsling and 

recommend \vays to improve existing tests while suggesting viable alternatives to measuring a 

HI Sec Rilc)', Kichard W, lJS- Secrctary ofEJucation, "National Cor.fcrcnce on Minority Teacher R~'cruitmcnt," 
Arlingtoll. Virginia, January 23, 1996. 
m Riley, kkhtl:rd W, U,S. Sttretary of Education. "New Challenges, A New Res-olve: Moving American Education 
into the 21'1 Century," 'nle Sixth Annual S:ale of American Education Speech. Long Beach, Culifomia, February 16, 

• 

"i!'>99. 


m See Memorandum from Kirk to Terry D., Mnry Anne, Alan re: estllblishing the technological capad:}' to connect 

teacherS to Dcpartment resnurces, June 23, 1993. 
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