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Moving frem *A Nation at Risk™ to “A Nation on the Move” : -

In 1980, Congress established the Department of Education as a Cabinet level agency.
Today, the Df:;;artme’m operaies some 11 large programs (over 3500 nuillion each) and 160
smaller programs that touch on many areas and every level of education. The Diepartiment’s
clanﬂ:mary and secondary pmgmms arnually serve 13,000 schoo! districts and maore than 50
mittion students attending over 85,000 public schools and serve many of the 26,000 private
schools. Department programs also provide gram, loan, and work-study agsistance to more than §
million postsecondary students.

Despite the increase in recognition in the importance of education as a sational priority,
the Department never strayed far from what would become its official misston: to e:z‘txum‘m;azﬁ
access to education and to promote educational excellence throughout the Nation, In addition,
the Depariment respected the fact that in America, education is o siate responsibili } and a local
function.

The Department carried out its mission in {wo major ways. First, thc-S,ei:_retary and the
Department played 3 leadership role in the ongoing national dinlogue over how i improve the
results of our schools and colleges for all students, This involved such activities as raising
national and community awareness of the eciucatian challenges confronting the nation,
disseminaling the latest discoveries on what works in teaching and lcarning, and helping
commmunit {:; work out solutions to difficult educational issues,

Recond, the Department pursued 13 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, however, the Department

" Ritey, Richard W, Secretary of Education, “Testimony of Education Secretary Richard W. Riley before the House
Education and the Workforee Commitiee,” Ociober 25, 2008,




.. focused on activities that fell under four programmatic prionties: (1) helping all students reach
challenging academic smn‘dards, {2) building a sa{id foundation for Jearning for all children, (33
ensuring aceess 1o posisccondary e'.ziu{:azioz‘l and lifclong Jearning, and {4) making the
Depariment a high-performance organizaiion.”

Since 1993, the adlminislraiion 1n concert with the Secretary of Education, Richard W,
Riley, made betier education a cornerstone of their prionties by helping Americans have the
educational opportupities necessary to succeed in loday’s glohat Information Age economy,

The progress on many key education measures stands as testimony to thelr vision and
their efforts on behall of America’s students of all ages to nvest-more in our nation’s schools
and demand more frora them. To show how far, the Clinton-Gore education tcam wwransferred the
direciion of education at £he natignal level, it is important to remember that in 1994 and 1993
several efforts were made to eliminate the Department. Six vears later, in i?&e@:mbf‘;? 2004, the
largest federat increase in education ($ 6.5 billion} was passed by Congress and signed into law
by President Chnton. The education team belped 1o make education the number one pz;im‘j iy by .,
the end of the 21 century and built 2 mainstream ‘n;ziionwi(ie agenda Tor belter education.

In just eight vears, through innovative policies and partnerships, they bolped e
raising standards in our schools the norm not the exception, They helped bring schools into the
technology era by increasing the number of ‘classrooms with aceess 1o the interet from 3 percent
to 63 percenl, They made reducing class size and expanding after school programs positive
opportunitics t¢ ff:duce the achievement gaps. They rigorousty promoied record investments i
;}rm«*c;z strategies 1o increase the educational opportunities and performance of all students and
greatly enhanced access to college by helping miltions of {amilics pay for coliege. They

mohilized o1 of thousands of parents and citizens 1o get more involved to improve educational

28 Depariment of ducation, DRAFT Siemegic Plao 2003-2005, p. 10,
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opportunitics and results. Finally, they also brought attention, at long last, for America to come
to grips with the rapidly increasing student population 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 by test scores, rigorous coursework, high

school graduation rates, and college enroliment has improved, ¢specially 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 of the
team in the Clinton Administration. With the juxtaposition of our current economic strength

against the awareness of an increasingly international cconomy, scrious federal investments to

improve the state of our schools is something that will likely continuc to be a priority for years 1o

come. If this doesn’t happen, it will be a scriously missed opportunity,

Collectively, our future leadcrslmusl think ahead to capitalize on the gains that have been
made b); expanding successful education improvement strategies and (o make [ederal
investments on those that have the greatest impact upon our future workforce—today’s students.
Working together with State and community lcaders, educators, and parents the next gencration
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 1o become the ’
Education Age.

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 1980s 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



[

Foor ML aghe ke

America’s schoolchildren-were leaming. The achiovement gap between rich and poor, white and
minority, have stubboraly persisted, so that—1o some--the promise of cducational epportunity
for every child appears to be an aimost‘ unr&:ac‘hable goal. cven as record numbers of youngsters
are coming of schoot age.

From the first days of the Riley administration, the Department 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 ]agge;i well behind the rest of the
induétria]izcd world, and allowed millions of Americans to teave school unable o read the first
paragraph of our own Constitution. The studunt foan default rine was at record levels costing
taxpayers $3 billion per year and the el Grant program had 4 32 E}iiii@a defieit. The
Department suffered from mistrust and management neglect, €23123{;$1 from i1 beginning. To
overcome this negative image and to lead the way in nationwide education ‘rcfmmi, the
Depariment was faced—even from day one of the mansition period--with the awesome task of
refashioning programs, and revitalizing fts management structure while realigning the means by

- - + + %
which 3t did business.

- eadine Education Reform

The following narrative is an attempt to summarize many of the education renewal and
reform initiatives undertaken during the Riley years. Unfortunately, to give proper attention (o
all of the Departtnent’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 af the last cight years in order to provide historians with a basic understanding
of the rationale behind the actions that were taken to establish goals aud objcctives to inform

education policy-making in the future. To this end, the Riley years are marked by several major



legislative milestones for educational reform: Goals 2000: Edueate America Ay, the Salp
Sf:htmis Act, the School-to-Work Opportunities Act, Student Loan Reform, the creation of after
school programs. teacher quality initiatives, and revitalization of Title [, turning arcund faiting
schoals, reducing class size and the fight for improving the infrastructure of America’s schools..
These policy ini{ia{ix'cs, complimented by a management strategy that restores productivity,
guality control, and a cutting edge use of wchnology never before experienced in a federal
goveriment agenc.y,x form the backbone of the Department’s last cight years,

1t is cur hope that this document—Iike the policies of this Administration—do not mark
the end of an era. Insiead, it is our hope that the process of tme education reform has just begun,
Far it is the students and teachers of the twenty-first century who will offer the best demarcation
of the Riley legacy.

Richard W, Rilev: A Sense Ounict Leadership

Numerous accolades were heaped upon Secretary of Education, Richard Wilson Riley
gven belore his term n office. Wherever he went Secretary Riley won respect for his integrity,
principled jcadership, and commitment to children, and passion for eduention.* Having |
.completed an eight year term as governor of Soath Caroling,’ President Clinton sapped Riley in
1992 to lead the way toward education reform because he showed the potential for being able to
reach an end-result that would yield higher test scores, more students gaining access o higher
education, and school teachers earming bigher salaries while exemplifving more productive

methods of teaching in the classroon.

* Jordan, Mary and Basr, Stephen, “Clinton Crowd Reports to Work,” The Washingion Post, fanuary 32, 1993,
* trnerst, Carel, “Straight Arrow: Bducation nominee bas repotation for integrity, cffiensy, snd moderation.” The

s Wachineton Times, lanuary 13, 1993,

* For more in-depth understanding of Richard W, Riley prior to his 1ermus of oifice us Secretary of Education see
Hodges, Sam. “The Right Man ot the Right Time.” Formean University Maoazine, Full 1998, pp. 32-35,
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Given the politically divided Congress, and a skeptical probing moedia.” it was necessary
for the Clinton adiministration to put into place a Secretary of Education that could be an
advoente for much needed education reform and do so 10 a way that would be palatable 1o
Members of Congress opposed to a national education policy. 7 With relatively litthk apposition
1o his appointment, Riley was approved by the full Committee on Labor and Human Resources

2
on January 19, 1993,

In a0 interview conducted with g staff momber from the National Education Assogiation
newsletter, NMEA Today. Riley explained the underlying philosophy behind his first 1erm of
office and the fundamental metivation that prompied modern national education reform. Me
says,

“You have to look back at our history in South Carelina to see why education has
been so important to me. A percentage of our people had heen systematically
deprived of education. The.only way for my state to come out of the hole
educationally was for us to fake major reforms. . With changing circamstances in
the economy and socicty andthe world in gencral, the demands put upon
education sre just much, much greater, 1 think we've made o mustake over the
years=-probably itwas-aperied-of transition—bul 2 Jot of young people are
wientified as heing poor students carly on and almost pointed in that

direction...my goal s to shift things from the negative to the positive. 2«-13'
molivation would be 1o change a nation at risk to a nation o the mave,

"

During the President's first term, Riley helped launch historie initiatives to raise
, academic standards; {0 improve instruction for the poor and disadvantaged; to expand granis and
loan programs te belp more Americans go to college; o prépare young people for the world of

work: and (o improve teaching, He also helped to create the Partnership for Family Involvement

“ Broder, David S., “The Hine Junior High Example,” The Washinglon Post, November 28, 1993,

T Commitiee on Labor and Human Resources, Transcript of Proceedings, Hnlted States Sermte Conlinnation
Hearing of Goavernar Richard W, Riley to be Secretarv of Education, fanuary 12, 1953

? See Answers o Questions submitted to Ritey by varicus members of the Commitice en Labor and Huoman
Resources, January 8, 1993

* Nutional Education Association, NEA Taday, May 1994, pp. 11 .




in Education, which today includes over 7,000 groups—starting just five years eavtier with only
43 groups,
Riley will be remembered for his ability 1o get things done by reaching cut 10 all citizens.

He prefers partnership o partisanship.™® His quiet, sell-effacing style "can drive impatient,

"

asseriive young Washington movers and shakers crazy,” the National Journal has written. "He

doesn’t grab headlines of clamor for credir., But, incvitably, Riley reaches his goal""
Riley’s offorts were so successful during his first term that President Climon asked him to

stay on for four more vears in order 1o leed the President’s continued nationa! crusade for

-

excellence in education. Riley and the President sgreed that education would be the pivnial issue
that would Jead the nation's policy agenda Jor the next four years, Therefore, it was time to

expand the foundations for education reform--which had been established during the first wrm,

narrow the focus of several key programs, and move full stcam ahead with a progran that would
help all children to master the basics of reading and math;-make schoels safer; reduce class sizes
. ; e b .

in grades 1-3 by helping states and sehoals to-hires] 00,000 more good teachers: ' modernize and
oo :‘NE CE e my e :}‘p“ x ‘

build new schools to meet record-breaking ;tuéezz%téz;miinxezzzs; help students learn 1o use
computers; ° and cxpanding afzcrvéchaei programs.’”

Accompanied by his wife Ann Yarborough Riley and usiné the political background he
gained during his almost 20 years as 4 member of the South b(:amlina jegislature and state

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

# See 11,8, Dupartment of Education, Newsletter, Education Daily, Movember 4, 1997, p, 19221,

7 peristeln, Linda. “Pursging a Mild-Munnered Pogsion for Bducation,” Washineton Post, December 15, 1998

2 Anderson, Mick. “With a2 Gift for Dialogue, Educution Chief Gets Congress Talking™, LA Times.Com, Tuesdyy,
suly 6, 18999,

H g ducation Seeretary Richard Riley: Infrastructure, tachers and 1echnology bead his unfinished agendn.” Thy
Hill, Somember 27, 1999, )

e Riley, Richard W3 TS Secretary of Education, “The Role of the Federal Government in Bducation—
Supporting 3 National Desire for Support for State and Local Education,” Saint Louis University Public Law
Review, {Valeme XV, Number Onz, 1997)
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1o forge new trails that would lead the way inaffecting education change in the eight years ©
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EDUCATION LANDMARKS:
POLICY MAKING TO EFFECT POSITIVE CHANGE

Setting the Avenda

There were three Visions that established the foundation upon which Secretary Riley
would base his policy-making decigions during his first vear at the Department:
» Creating process leadership to build ownership for sestained educational reform;
o Establishing compreliensive and systematic education refornt; and ’
¢ Focusing on chalienging high standards and {or all students.
Each element was infraduced in one of several speeches prosented during the cardy
‘months of the Clinon administration. On July 13, 1993, Secretary Riley described the
philosophy surrounding the administeation’s education policy agenda as one that involved
“orocess Inadership.” ' Specifically, the reforms that were to be pursued in the next four years
were based upon the idea that local ownership in education pobicy ma%{in[‘; must be preserved
such that i compels local interest and excntment about the change process. The oversriding
ohiective was 1o ingure that the buy-in of local education reform eﬁ’arts‘cfqu%cd with'?h‘zingcs in
federal education pelicy would ¢reate a partnership between state-and local decision-making
hoxdies thus scenring the fiscal and politiea! support neeessary for developing consensus and
ownership for education reform, *°
The Riley administration inheriied a fragmented education program that was based upon
standards and assessmients haphazardly implemented in only 14 states; reading and math scores
that were below average especially for high-poverty schools; fe.déral ﬂfnding that was targeted
wward groups of siudenis and teachers who had the least need; a less than a 33% graduation rate

for high schioed students in urban areas; and federal aid for higher education assistance that

w
B Riley, Richard W., Remarks, “Education Commission of the States” National Forum and Annval Mesting,” July
13, 1993,
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benefited only 43% of collage students; and with the most important Pell grants frozen at $2300
for almast four vears.” In outlining his specific proposals for comprehensive education reform,
Riley indicated that an initial assessmont of state and local reforms put into place during the late ’
1980s and carly 1990s and their intended outcomes were first required in order 1o determine
where federal assisiance could best be used. "

Politteally, i1 wag ciéz’zr that if & new plan for cducation reform were (o be the autonomy
of iﬁ}'i‘:éié}' esiablished state programs would need to be maintained.  Additionally, no state, in the
midst of on ambitious reform effort should even think about refnventing itself as a result of new
federal reform mmtintives.  Instead, the goal was 1o establish a reform policy that ;k’t\li]d put in
place 2 national program 10 help make systematic, botton-up reform a reality,

It order 1o provide a coherent direction and strategy, voluntary national stondards which
provided a shared vision of what all students needed to know and would be able 10 do when they :
teave school needed to be developed. The hope expressed by senior staff was that the preseat L -
efforts currently under way by subject-matter associations, state policy-makers, and localischool <. s
districts could be reinforced by linking various federal programs to the sume aigh standards and |
offering all children the opportunity to achieve thern. ™ Specifically, the wdministration would
legislatively advance the following priorities:

(1) Create a vision of cxeelience and equity that guides all federal education az%é related
programs. This would invelve writing the National Educution Goals into law and the
authorization of $3 million fur o National Education Goals Panel 1o monitor and

repart on progress towards achieving the goal;

* Riley, Richard W, “Remarks st National Forum Annual Mgsting, © Ioly 1993,
LS, Depastment of Educntion, “K-12 Trapsition Team Hxesutive Summary, * Febrowy 5}93 p4i,
¥ Ritey, Richard W., Remarks, “Council of Chief of State Schaol Officary,” Seattie, Wasiiis gion, July 25, 1993
8y - ;
ibid,, p. 42-44:

18


http:fcdcr.ll

4‘.\. -

AMRTIRAL, L, e
e L RN

(2} authorize mmpz‘c}‘zensiafg grant programs 1o assist states and communitics in
developing systematic reform plans that would include improvements in curriculum,
teacher preparation, assessments, and strategies &;r mereasing family and community
%zwa!vcmcm;

{3} prm;idfe funding 1o cstablish a National Skifl Standards Board comprised of
representatives from business and indusiry, 151’3{};“ uniens, education and training
providers, and other related groups that would be responsible for establishing a
system of standards, assessments and certification designed to {acilitate lifelong
learning. *

These ohjectives would altow stales to use their established education objectives to
analyze programs currently in place and help to determine the next steps in the process for
improving student achicvement.

In establishing a systematic reform, il was the consensus of senior staff that a
(30111;)rcllensivc reevaluation of the status quo that would focus policy muaking upon high-
performance teaching and learning was needed. The reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Act (ESEAY would provide the vehicle for establishing programs that would offer
ongoing p;ol" cssional development {or teachers; change the way posisecondary students received
Federal aid by phasing in a new and more efficient Direct Loan program; change the way our
education system deals with school vouth who do not plan to attend 1 d-year college program by
improving the school-to-work transition: = opening up more effcetive uses of time and

technology; and create betier ways of invalving parents and the community in a child’s

m . e
ibid,, p. 43-44
¥ Riley, Richard W., Remarks, Fiscal Year 1994 Request for the Department of Edocation before the House <~
Subcommitter on Labor-HHS-Educntion Approphstions, July 1993,
“ ibid,

wr A
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education. Internally. it would require a massive reorganization of the Dcp:irtmcnt that would
strecamline the policy-making process and create a continuous and cffective system for
e.valuating program success. However, the key to making these changes would rely upon an
23

application of public policy that was both “constructive and helpful...not burdensome.

Building Continuity: America 2000 to Goals 2000

Beginming with the first days of the new administmtion; attention focused on policy
inttiatives 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 toward the six ambitious national education goals...” which had becn established in
the late 19‘805. 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.”

y et He believed that programs like the New American Schools (goal two of the Amierica

2000 initiative) would help improve classroom teaching so that studeats could reach higher
academic :;laqdards. He believed that by adding the notion of local and state flexibility in
implementing new rules and rcgulation‘s, every school could “chart 11s own course™ to the new
standards. ** Fundamentally, the key to making America 2000 work was choice. Allow schools
and America 2000 Communities to establish their own methods for achieving nationally set
standards, then step back and let the progress be achieved “hoping 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 Ibid.
 1bid., p. 2.
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ddditian, there were no praposals in America 2000 1o provide the extra help for students to reach.
the 1ougher standards. |

Those who worked against Amertca 2000 deemed it an effort 1o usc federal money for
privite schools, ™ The previous administration referred to America 2000 as a “bold strategy
.. move us toward siX ambitious national edtg{:atim gaals...” and had put forth an intensive
public refations campaign o promoie the program. However, while lhé philosophy was sound,
the America 2000 programs were fraught with simplistic program designs and would require a
massive allocation of federal resources which were not available at the time, The previous
administration spent an immense amount of time focusing on the most publicly recognized part
of the program--America 2000 Communities, The remaining thiee parts of the program were
virtually ignored given that implcmcntatign ol 44 separate action items was viewed by many in
the Alexander administration as 100 large 1o be implemented on a national scale.”’

Riley’s transition team and first senior policy advisers found that under the Bush

- administration; Schedule C employees had primarily staffed the program and left when the

-ndministration chatged. Therefore, the Department, in attempting to understand the America

2008 programs were left with a void in the base of knowledge needed 10 mainiain the workahilily
of the project. However, the motivation 1o ercate and implement new standards had not been
embraced by many f:'orzzzmznities and the program was stagnating, The new stafl was struck by
the previous admintsiration™s lack of an “overall game plan or evidence of a comprehensive

systematic plan for implementation™ for America 2000,

# id, p.
# 1hid, p.
7 thid, p.
* thid, .

Led Dnd Led B

. Bze margin notes prepared by Teoy KL Peterson, Counselor 1o Seeretary Riley.
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The first objective of the Riley administration would be ta build upon-existing local
. mobilization efferts and crc;;m a vision for excellence and equity that would guide eéﬁc&tiou and
related programs.” To carry out this mission, the Department would first need to promote
setting higher standards 1n cach state, with the voluntary national standards serving as
benchimarks that would lead to a comprehensive effort in assisting states and commumities to
implement s prograns that would move communities towards the previously aniculated National

Educntion Goals. Underlying higher standards was a unigoe developmontal sequence of ‘

educational experiences that allowed for comtinuous life-long leaming-a factor that was

previously sbaent from federal education policy. Also. new resources were brovidcd to states
and sommunities thorough the new Jegislative initiatives and agreements,:

‘ To carry out the pew i!‘liiiiﬂi\"c the Department would develop “now parinerships” with
states and comntnitics, all federal agencies, research centers, and interested mational advaocacy
o ' arganizations and corporations.who could become p{}S'l?.iW.:‘; forees ineducation cézngc,”a The

g(:;a] was to emiphagize alklevels-of.educalion delivery so as to improve the ::zzg;zza:iz’}f of students
and teachers 10 mecl lhigh‘er standards, improve coordination within and across programs, and
aligning the national goals and standards with other policies and programs.”!

To motivate local and state school officers 1o become involved in zlzis*i effort, incentives
were created in the form of grants, and community recognition events that promoted truc reform
efforts, Sentor advisors propased that each senior level officer within the Department be '

assigned to a specific urban or rural area in order 1o develop a conduit for coardination of

information and wechnical assistance. The Office of Educational Research and Improvement

¥ 11,5 Department of Education, K-172 Transition Team Executive Summary, February 1993, p. 42
* 1bid, p. 43.
. ) 1bid, p. 43-44
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(OERI) would be the key in coordinating this effort, us 1t served as the point of origin for other
reform programs.

Perhaps maost importantly, the Riley administration knew that the greatest abstacle to
achieving adoption of the reform cffort would reguire a change in the public’s attinde toward
public education. Rather than focusing upon the fuilures of America’s schoods, the Departiment
would now start a public outrcach campaign that would emphasize the Department’s role as a
clearinghouse for information and education success stories. ** This was fucilitsed by improving
the usc of existing mediums currently being by the Department to promote its programs;
newsletters, hotlines, Satellite town meetings, daily phone conferences, and u-‘w%c&iw;)sxﬁ
Additionally, the Department woukd put greater focus upon the use of technology to sllow for
greater aceess o the Department’s resources and persennel

The idess for change were abundant the early days of the Riley ransition, however, the
obstacles that would need 1o nddressed were readily- apparcent and g plan for quick
implenientation of the Sccrfﬁtziz};jsxm formvprogram would need to be initiated immediately,
While speaking before the National Schodl Boards -Association on March 27, 1993, Riley outline
the three guiding principals that the would bccmw‘ne backbone of educational reform initiatives for
the next ¢ight years: flexibility, fluidity and efficiency.™ The first concrete legislutive inéiiativeb
of the Rilev administration that would bridge the gap in assisting slales and communities ta
imblemem educstion policies that would move communities towards the National Education

Goals put into place four years carlier was Qonls 2000 Educale America Act (Goals 2000}

* See U.S. Department of Education, “Inside Hdition,” March 4, 1993,

* 1hid, p. 44. o

 Riley, Richard W., 1.8, Seorotary of Eduvation. speech before the National Schoo! Boards Association, March 27,
1693,



Ohy April 21, 1992, Geals 2000 was formally introdoced before both Houses of
Congress.”™ The legistative strategy that would be pursued 1o insure comprehensive palitical
support from Members of Congress in order 10 achieve passage before the FY 1994
appropriations cvcle was complete.

Secretary Riley presented the administration’s position on this legislation in numerous
appearances before congressional panels with furisdiction™, in public spccche‘s belore privae
advacacy groups, and in personal cérrcspondezmc exchanged with staie and local educators.”’
Goals 2000 was described, by @ nonpartisan, congressionally mandated review panel, as one of
the most naporiant edﬁcatim‘z mitigtives ' the history of postwar federal aid to clementary and
secondary education. 1t saw a shifi toward different ideas about educational improvement and the

3R

ways the federal government could best support stades ond schools districts.

Goals 20068 Fducate America Act

Goals 2000 was signed into law March 31 . 1994% with bipartisan congressional support
and the baeking of major educution, business, and labororganizations S The Jegistation was-
unique in that it authorized few federl resteictionsiupon-the use of Tunding of siate and local
reform efforts that were currently underway while also setting challenging acudemic standards

for all swudents.

* Riley, Richard W., 1.8, Secretary of Education, “Statement by Secretary Rmharti W. Riley oa the Goals 2000
Fducation America Act™, April 21, 1993,
* Riley, Richard W, U.8, Secretary of Education, “Statement by Secretary of Bducntion Richard W. Riley before
the L1.5. Senate Cnmmitwc on Labor and Human Resources,” May 4, 1993,
*7 Riley, Richard W., U.8, Secretary of Education, “Remarks Prepared for Richard W. Riley U.8. Secrctary of
Education before the Edueation Commission of the States National Forum and Amual Meeting”, Pinsbargh,
Penasylvania. July 13, 1993,
118 US. US. Department of Efduaath}% “’lannzr}-ﬂ and Eva]aa&zm $@n ice, Measurad Provrens The Hevort of the
independent Review Panel on the Evalua Srde coisintion, April 1998 n 9.
¥ Riley, Richard W, “Signing of Goals 1{30{} Eéw‘?ie Ammm Act Siafz Diego, Calitfomia, Margh 31, 1994,
108 Stat. 125, Public Law 193.227, “Goals 2000: Educate America Ac,” March 31, 1994,
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Eiuht years later, in practice, the most commen uses of Goals 2000 funding has been

- supporting professional development initiatives aimed at improving teachers’ ability 10 reach 10
higher standards. aligning local curriculum and instruction with state standards, and developing
assessments Hoked 1o those standards. State participation in the program was entirely voluntary

under the original statute, but widely adopted as a means 10 aecomplish a much-needed end.

Goals 2000 became a lightning rod for questioning the pohitical effic aC} of federat
education policy, ho'wcver, many detractors) in Iater vears concluded that the law was o
measurable suceess. In fact, some state political leaders{e.g. Governor George f‘&i(ieﬂ of 'v‘ir.ginia}
lead efforts within their states ta not accept Goals 2000 fuading.” Sorme extreme conservative
groups menrrectly stated that Goals 2306 could fead to massive federal intervention, despite the

fact that the program had very fow requiremenis or paperwork demands associated with it z

Late, in one evaluation of the program by the General Accounting Of Iicc it was found

R T I Lh LT P U L

that the legislation, “helped state promote and accomplish reformms al an accelerated pacc—which

* ' i 1»;\”"1“\\“ ' ol L""“"; ‘,,.,,'

state officialy believed would not have occurrcd without this fi undiog™.*

S Tt ata e b

fn 1996, only {4 states had designed and adopted academic standards; tchlzz;;‘ ;39 states
have developed content standards and 48 have assessments to measure student ;}mgmss in COTe
academic subjects. All slates are required o have standards, assessments, and accountability
systems in place by FY 2000, For the first time, these svstems are allowing siagfzs and districis to

identify low-porforming schools and then offer solutions for effective change.

# Cohen, Mike, “Mamorandum © Governor Kunin re; Political Sieategy for Implementing Goals 2000, May 2,
1994,

7 Rikey, Richard W, U8, Sucmiaﬁ* of Education, “Goals 2000 Legislation: Overview of Goals 2000: Educate
America Ant,” 1994, T

2 General Accounting Office, Report 1o Congressional Committees, Goals 2000; Flexible Funding Supports State
and Local Bducation Reform, November 1998, p. 13
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-ESEA Ruauthorization 19942 .

Passage of Goals 2000 was only the first step toward school reform. New. the
Administration would need to identify specific programs to meet the goals and secure
authorization for funding. In March of 1992, the Administration proposed u reauthorization of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) later passed into law under the title of the
Irproving America’s Schools Act {IASAY ™ The lepislation allowed the federa) government
1o allocate resources lor clementary and secondary cducation programs placed o service as far
back at 1965.47 Italso encompassed a broad array of new progmms“g and initiatives that would
affect all studenis, parents, and teachers.™ Additionally, it would reorganize presently diverse
education reform objeclives around a central, unifying goal: support state and local ¢fforts to
help students achieve at the chalieaging levels that Goals 2000 had put inte p!accm while
codifying specific goals that IASA would seck (o achivve, Those geals mciudcd
All children in American will start school ready to read. L e
The high schaol graduation rate will increase 1o at Jeast 90 pereent.

All students will leave grades 4, 8, :md 12 31&1% demopnstrated (’:i}mpc{cmy FOVETL e wEL e
&llalleng,mg, subject matter,

The nation’s teaching force will have the opporiunity 1o scquire the knowledge and

skills needed to instruct and prepare all Amenican students for the next century.

5. LUK, students will be first in the world in mathematics and science achiovement,

6. Bvery adult American will be literate and will possess the knowledge and skills

necessary (o compeie in a global economy and 1o exercise the rights and
responsibilities of citizenship.

tad 03 e

* See 1.8, Department of Edueation, Office of Blementary and Secondary Education, "OESE-Bricfing January
23, 13937

* White, Borry und Sawhill, Belic, ‘»1ezrrtmfzz§|.zm o Tom Corwin re: Status of the Elementawry and Secondury
Bducatom Ao (ESEA) Buawthorization—3S, 1513/1LR. &, huly 28, 1994,

(L], Depariment of Education, “Improving America’s Schools Aci of 1993, Executive Summary, vaduted,
7.8, U3, US. Department of Education, Side-by-Side Comparison of“Cum‘nl Law" and “Impr()\ ing Americs’s
Schools Act” Mevember 3, 1993,

£

1bid,
* 1.8, Department of Education, “Evaluations (nchuded in the Improving America’s Scheols Aot of 19947
Decembor 16, 1594, g

¥ US. US LS, Department of Education, improving America’s Schools Agt of 1994 Summary Sheets, October
27,1994,
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7. Every school in the United States will be free of drugs, violence, and the unauthorized
presence of {ircarms and aleohol, and will offer a disciplined environment conducive
to fearning. : ‘

8  Every sehool will promole invelvement and participation in the social, emotional, and

; N . %
academic growth of children. *!

Six of the goale woere proposed 1o the 30 governors lead by Governer Bill Clinton of
Arkansas and President Bush in 1989 during the famous Charlottesville Summit. Two new goals
were added in IASA—one to increase parent involvement the other 1o improve teaching. Also, o
positive addition to the original goals was the inclusion of the arts as a core aeademic subijcol.

As a result the Department and the National Endowment for the Ars created a successful Arts
Educution Partnership to help achieve this goal.

In order to meel the more rigorous standards of scademia established in Goals 2000,

FASA ulso sought to aklign state and local standards with this new——more spocific--set of federal

obectives.” The wdes was to bring a coherent focus to what was previously a disparate, largely

unrelated collection of programs and standards so that federal funds could be better used to more

precisely meet the needs of all student populations. By providing federnl support ferapushto - “-, . -

‘meet higher standards, a bridge coeld be buil to bind the gap between the economically

advantaged and disadvantaged student, *

Specifically, the final form of the legislation sought to embody five fundamental
principals: ail children can achieve to high academic standaeds; professional development for
teachers and other educators must be an integral part of every educator’s job, Federal resources

§

st he targeted (o communities and schools where the needs are greatest and fn amounts

Yibidop L

2 See 1.5, Department of Rducation, “Specification Documents for ESEA 1994, dated May 5, 1993 through
Decembey 1594, .

* See Riley, Richard W_“The Improving America’s Schools Act and Elementary aod Secundary BEducaiivi
Reform.” Joumnat of Law and Edueation, Sauth Carplina Law Center and the University of Louisville School of
Law, Fall, 1995, pp. 513-566.
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S;zfﬁcicm to make a difference™: .schools and schoo? distriets must have the flexibility to
. implement reform geared to their individual needs™; and reaching high standards will reguire a
strong ;}{:riﬁcrs?}i;’) with parenis and others in the communityoﬁé
Beginning with an overhaul of the “old” Chapter 1 program {now reverting back to its
first-born state of Title [ in the new authorization package) new initiatives were introduced to
provide resources (o help link schools, purents, and communitics. Over 30 programs already
administered by the Office of Elementary and Sccondary‘ Education (GESE) with a total budget
of over 39 billion were added 1o a long list of changes made to create flexibility and efficiency.
Previousty, Chapter | served one in mine school-age children, fargely providing compensstory
rcadingrand mathematics instruction at the elementary school level. The consensus was that the
time to reinvent Chapter | had come gx;ivzrn that, on average, the program added only ubout 10
.minutes more to a day of reading and muthematics inszmmii@ and ook a remedial basic skills
‘ - e approach 1hat was meonsistent with substantive curricula.
M N ¢ RO L Addizi:'}naiiy. while the percentage of school distnicis offering in-cluss Chapter 1
s eow ... anstruction increased from 28 10 38 botween 1985-1986 and 1990-1991 school vears,
respectively, this instruction was ofien characterized by drill and practice instruction and
homogencous groupings.
A report of the National Performance Review conctuded that the need for reinventing
Chapter 1 law and regulations was far past due. The reauthorization package sought to respond

1o this need and enumerated four specific goals:

H 4.8 Depmrment of Education, Office of the Generat Coumscl, “Cross-Cutting issues for BSEA Resuthorization,”
Iuly 7, 1993, :
1.8, Depmtment of Education, Office of the General Counsel, * Amendments to the General Bducation Provisions
Act (GEPA), huly 7, 1693,
* Ritey, Richard W., Letter to the Honorable Alice M. Riviin, Octeber 17, 1994, . i
TS Department of Edacution, Reinventing Chapier 1; The Current Chanter 1 Program and Rew Dirgotions, Final
. Report of the National Assessment of the Chapter | Program, (Washingten, D.C., February 1983),
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Replace rigidity in the Chapter 1 program with accounmability for results.

o + Reverse the disincentives created by the use of standardized testing.
s  (oncentrate Chapter 1 funding on schools serving large proportions of low-income
students

»  Use Chapter | funds—at the diserction of the schools and school districts—ifor
needed social services. . :

Seme of the Tide | p;ograms and activities of OESE which were affected by IASA
meluded:

» Part Aof Ch‘apter 1, Part A formula g.mnts 0 iocal education agencies (LEAs) for
supplemental instruction and support services o educationally disadvaniaged
children, In FY 1993 $6.13 billion was distributed to aver § million students through
basic grants and Concentration grants.

s Chapter 1. Part D of the Migrant Education program approximately 3300 mi%l%on in

grants to state agencies and nop-profil organizalions were niroduced to assisl migrant

0 students from pre-K through college levels for sepplemental instruction and intra-and
e B s L PN R z . e PR .
inter-state coordination of services 1o nugrant children,
T I T L S ST - S S
o Chapter 1, Part B of the Even Start program approximately $89 million is designated
NP ST I P o= at . N

to foster parent literacy and child development needs, The program investigated adult
and chifd education, but served as the hub for community-based services for low-
income children, often linking Head Start and Chapter §.

¢ The Office of indian Education where granis were administered to LEAs for

programs designed to meet educational seeds of Nalive American students, ¥ tn

P18, WS, LLE, Deparinem of Education, "Statement by the Secretary of Education on the FY 1993 Economic

Stisrushus Supplemental Appropriation Kequest,” February 23, 1993
7 See 11,5, Department of Education, “Draft Specifications for Reauthorization of the Indian Education Act af

. 19847



addition, fellowships for graduate studies {or Native Americans and programs {or
adult education were funded.™ |
Impact Ald programs received $750 million 1o pfmvide financial assistance to'schools
in LI2As whose local revenues are adversely affected by federal activity,  The funds
were used to help serve 1.8 million students whose parenis work or live on federal
property including military bases, whose Federal presence has an adverse impagct an
local school districts.”” The program was intended to provide a more oquitable
distribution formula for the distribution of sid, Creates a separate categorical
'assisumce provision for federally eonnected children with disabilities, © ﬁzoa*idcs
supplemental payments for school districts experiencing increases in énilitar}*
dependent students, and established limited funding for school construction w LEAs

adversely affected: by federal ;zc‘iivﬁ}n“

Usnder the new Title Lprograms $7.1 ballion s funds—for Title | alone--would be

approprinted infiscal vear 994 amounting {o almost 21 percent of the Department”’s total budget

The implications of these changes would be monumental.

“Changes...could bring Chapter 1 into the mainstream—indeed, the forefront—of reform
in curricular standards, whole school improvement, performance monitoring, and
integrated services. The urgent need to transtorm Chapter | reflects the nead to
transform American education with: speeial attention paad 1o schoals serving the most
disadvantaged students, h ’

165

I}cpanmcm of Edueation, Gffice of the Genersl Cezmsei “Draf Loangosge of the Indian Bdocation

mehanzzsnen Tuly 28, 1993
’ Qo 1.5, Departnent of Education, "impact Ald Reawtharization Specifications” May 11, 1293,
% See 1.5, Deparument of Bducastion, Office of the Genernl Counsel, “Key lssues in Impact Ald.” undatad,
f:ee 1S, Depariment of Education, “Response to OMB Comments on Impact Al &apzc:f‘ cations.” }ui} 13,1901,
* Qe 1.8, Deparment of Fducstion, “Draft Impact Ald bill,” July 28, 1593,
¥ 1L.8. Deparunent of Education, Reinventing Chapier 1. p. 183,
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In addition to the significant becfing up of Title I programs, the fegistation consolidated many

previously introduced school reform intiatives and established five new school improvement

programs;

td

The state and local Educational improvement programs wounld be used to fund
state and local education accounts for the general im;&rm’engezzi oif elomentary
and sceondary education,

The Eiscnhéwcr Math and Science State grant programs would be used io
provide financial sssistance to ingtitutions of higher education for progrums
and activilies 2‘{; mprove the skills {?f teachers and the quality of insiruction in
mathematics and science in public and private clementary and‘ seeondary
schools. ) »

The Drug Free Schools and Communities program would provide a formula
grant to states for schoal and communities based programs of drug and
atcelol abuseieducation and prevention. S

The Magnet Schools Assiézax;z;e Program would provide financial assistance
o support the elimination, reduction, or prcvc.tziio'zﬁ of minority-group
isolation in clementary and secondary schools. Fuids would be approprinted -

to support courses of mstruction that will subsfantially strengthen the

i s
R

knowledge of academic subjects and marketable vocational skills of students
attending these schools.
The School Dropout Demonstration programt would provide funds 1o

community-based organizations, and educational partnerships for dropout

nrevention and Teentry programs. .



Additional programs, which would have long term significance, addressed in the legislation

included:

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

2. Establishment of the Fund for Innovation in Education.®’

[FS]

A Proposed Women'’s Educational Equity Act.®®

4. The Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students Educalioq Act. ¥’ _

5. The Public Charter Schools ]:;rog,ranf"0

6. The Arts in Education program’’

7. Civic Educationi };rograms 2

All of these prégrams. together, would be fhc beginning of an intense effort to improve

teacher quality by stimulating high—duality professional development in the cm.‘e academic
subjects and address school and community needs that wére necessary to help students meet the
more chullc:nging State and local content requirements asowell.as. meet the previously adopted
National Education Goals.” RPN ..,.,;-d-::.*.-.ffa,\.:,,.. T N R RN

Additionally, prompted by a Department mandaie to promote the use of technology in

public schools, Congress approved new technology access and use programs that would enhance

% See U.S. Department of Education, “Draft Specifications for Reauthorization of the National Center for Education
Statistics.” May 27, 1993, . .
7 10.8. Department of Education, Office of the Secretary; memorandum *Fund for Innovation in Education,”. May
25,1993,
“ U.S. Depaniment of Education, Office of the General Counsel, *“The Department's drafi legistative language for
reauthorization of title 1V-A of ESEA (WEEA),” June 2, 1993,
% See U.S. Department of Education, “First Draft; Program Descriptions ESEA”, October 1994 for program
%E:comp]ishmt:nts, propesals that were not enacted, and proposals that were not supported by the Department.

1bid.
7 ibid. T
7 Ibid.
BUS US. US Department of Education, Impraving America's Schools Act of 19%4: Summarv Sheets, p. 9.
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curricula, instrﬁction, and administrative support.” These pragrams included the Fund for the
. Improvement of Education {FIPE);

In 1999, an independent non-partisan evalusbion group evaluating the impact produced by

these reforms conducted a review. They concluded. espeeially with regard to Title | funding, tha
“for the first time, the Title } Jaw [of ESEAT now éxpliaitiy states that the
disadvantaged children should be held to the same standards as other children and
it ties accountability 1o these results, asking states to create consequences for
schools that fail 10 raise the academic performance of children participating in the
Title | program.

The 1994 taws complemented and helped to accelerate reforms in states and school
distriets. School districts in states that had begun standards-bused reforms carly found new
federal support to help them u;tc challenging standards 1o tmprove teaching and learning. In
states and districts whcré standards are used as a ol for classroom instruction; student

. achicvoment has shown sigaificant goins in both readingand math,. v v en w

For states that had not yet begun standards-based refon, the 1994/ laws were a catalyst 1o
change curricuium, waching practices, and asscssments In Si]p]")é){'{ ‘of more rigerous and
challenging instruction. According to the General Accounting Office (GAQ). state officials
bedieve that Goals 2000 and ESEA are spurring standards-based reform in local schools and

ee M4 ) N G
communities,” More than 80 percent of poor schaol districts, and almost balf of all districts

e

nationwide, reported that Title | is “driving standards-based reform in the distriet as a whole,””’

“thid. p. 1.
# (1.8, Department of Bducation, Planning and Bvalition Service, Measured Proveese: The Renort of the
Independent Review Pane! on the Evaluation of Federal BEdocation Lepisintion, April 1999, p. 8,
* Ko 115, Generst Ascaunting Office. Gonls 2000: Flexible funding sapports state and logal education reform,”
Washingion, DO 1998 B

0 7 1.8, Deparimant of Education, Office of the Under Secretary Planming and Evaloation Service. “Promising

resnlis, continuing challenges: The final repont of the national assessment of Tiie 17 Washington, 1O 1999
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In 1994 laws significantly expanded the fexibility of states to submit a single,

consolidated application for the majority of ESEA programs, helping reduce paperwork by 83

:

pereent while z;nccuraging a comprehensive approach to planning. The laws also aliowed the
Departmment 1o waive statulory and regulator requirements that block inn:mfazivc reform upon the
request of states districts and schools. The Department has recetved 648 reguests for waivers,
roughly 85 percent that were cither approved or withdrawn because applicants learned they had

- sufficient flexibility under the law to proceed without a waiver.”
Partnership for Family Involvement in Edueation

As an outgrowth of the Goals 2000 movement the adninisiyation, at the

prompting of Sceretery Riley, began to recruit the business community 1o partivipate in reform
initintives via educationad pzzrinérs%zips. Family-schoo!, commanity, business. and faith-based
prganizations were also encouraged 10 work together 10 increase family invaolvement and 1o
improve schools. Most organizations, in the private sector, were created to adv._ocatc NAITOW & .
interests, however, it was widely proven t‘bai- entering 1o a partnership encowrages.groups.1o

" form alliances so that the whole is larger than the sum of the parts, . = wgeer

President Clinton, acknowledging the importance of one of the Department’s first

education/business parinership advocacy organizations, the New Americen Schools
Development Corporation (NASDC). This program, intreduced by the previous administration to
involve Il:IC private sector in the America 2000 campaign, simed o loverage venture capilal funds
to he used towards the development of innovative models and designs for education reform.”™ In

fact, the President and Riley helped build suppont for the New American Schools Corporation

#us Dapariment of Education, ¥ Waivers: Flexibitity to Achieve High Siusburds Report to Congress on Waivers
Cranted Undee the Elemonmtary and Secondary BEducation Acl,”™ Washington, DG, 1998,
? Memorandum of Understanding, New American Schoeols Development Corporation, 1981,
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and other reform efforts thr(?ugh the creation of a very highly visible White House event
announcing a mu]li-millioﬁ dollar gift from Walter Annenberg.

Riley, upon taking over the leadership of the Department, maintained that groups like
NASDC were cssential to the design and implementation of exciting and innovative ideas. He
belicved that they could act as a catalyst for developing customer locused maiterials and activities
that could make resources available in larger quantities that would st'rengthcn family
invn!vcmt_:m as well as community connection to education. Out of this the Partnership for
Family Involvement in Education (PFIE) was born. %

Since its launch in 1994, over 7,500 partnering organizations have pledged to implement
cffective family involvement practices using resources and rescarch provided by the Department.
States, corporations, unions, non-profits, local schools, and faith communities have jointed.
Diverse partners include major national entities such as federal agencies, YMCA, Girl Scouts,,’s -
National Parcnt Teacher Association, IBM, AT &T, National Tennis Association, aswellas w -.evar
individual schools, churches, museums and cultural alliances. . Organizations arc.working 1., ¥
together on issucs such as expanding after-school programs, improving reading,-increasing. father
involvement, preparing teachers to involve families, supporting family-friendly business
practices, and preparing guidelines for (aith community to support children’s learning.

Bascd on 30 years of rescarch that finds that children learn better and arc more successful
in sci;t')ol 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

30 Sec U.S. Department of Education, “White Paper on the Partnership for Family Involvement,” undated.
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ST A

education practice and theory.®* PFIE began as a way 10 increase opportunities for familics to be

more involved in their chifdren’s leaming at school and st horae while also strengthening schools

and impreving student achievement. ¥

At i;hz: local level, PFIE supported efforts to strengthen communication and mutual
responsibility for a child’s learning.®™ provide before and after-school lcarning activities. make
effective use of fucihitios-schools, community buildings, and churches for children and families
while piving parents the resourges, training and information they necd 1o help chitdren feam. #

At the state and national level, PFIE forums and conferences bave been used to cducate
their partners about current, relevant family-friendly policies and exemplary practices while
providing pariners with the resources and research provided hy the Depariment and other

national, state, or local partners 1o mobilize fierest, energy, and exprertise through convened

meetings, direcied rescarch materials, hosted teleconferences, a monthly newsletter. a4 Web site,

and extended technical assistance ® .. ..
. Americs Goes Baek {0 Schanl I BT NP
Started by the Secretary in 1993 and spensored by the Partnership for Family s

fnvolvement in Education, the America Goes Back to School program encouraged familics and

communities 10 make the most of the back-to-schoo! time by launching or expanding family-

school-community partnerstips, In the first two years of the program, 1060 differont events were

ey .
L i L3

¥ 11.S. Bepartment of Education, *The Study of Opportusities for and Barriers 1o Family Involvenent in
Education,” npp. 2-13.

B Qee U.S. Deparimens of Bducation, Corporate Involvement in Educaton publications o individuad Dupirtrent
nithives pramoted by the business commupmity,

B Zee U.8. Department of Bducation, “Commupniiy Update” newsletiers for exampie of PFIE communication
wediums. '

¥ (1.8, Department of Education, “The Partrership for Family Invoiverent in Education: Who We Are and Wi
We Do,” April 2000, p. 13,

®ibid., p. 1.
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tvpically hosted in local c{zmm;miiics‘zszz{i attended by various Cabinet and sub-Cabinet level
. officials to stress the importance of involvement in education.

By 1999, over 1000 different events™ were taking place in communitics all over the
country that would encourage family and community involvement in education.*” To lead the
cffort, the Secretary, ™ accompanied by stafl, community Jeaders, teachers and students®® would
board schoo! buses and travel through a number of communitics.” During these bus tours a\
series of events in each state were conducted intended (o hi ghlight educationat successes and
narinerships. These visits and other events ignited emplovers, parents, educatars, community
leaders, Iaw enforcement officials, leachers and students to hecome excited about the opening of
schoo! and stress the importance of invelvement in education.”’ During the 2000 bus tour up the
Mississippi Delta, 24 communities in seven staies were visited i five daygwai} dnriz@g record

‘breaking temperatures usually exeeeding 105 degrees.
0 eo e Amiericn Read Campaign
L omEe e, AN 71994, the Department’s National Center for Education Statisties (NCES) completed 2
& rperiodic surveys of student achieverment, and found evidence of an alarming national problens:
The inability of many children 1o read well. Forty percent of fourth graders had not aftained its
Basic Jovel of reading skifls, and 70 pereent could not be considered Proficient in reading. The
results were bleaker for students from poor families and students attending urban public schools.

Ts e i . . A .
Two-thirds of African-American and Hispanic students had not attained Basic reading skills.

*1).S. Depariment of Education, “Success Express: Destination Education Event Description,” August 30, 2008,
¥ See “Speech Chart for Success Express Bus Tour”, pp. i-3.
¥ Rifey, Richard W., U.5. Secretary of Education, “Remarks by Sceretary Kichard W, Ritey, Warren £, Hearnes
Elementary School, Charleston, Missouri, Success Express Bus Tour,” August 31, 2060,
¥ See “AGBTS 2000: Bus Manifest,™ August 30, 2000, pp 25-30.
* See Sample Map of “America-Goes-Back-To-School Bus Towr,* August 27431, 2000,

. ¥ Riley, Richard W. U.S. Secretary of Education, “Back-to-School Time is Not Just for Kids Anymore”, 2000,
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Research indicated that early interventions aimed at improving reading skills can produce
lasting rcm*;lrds, The America Reads Challenge - an initiative uaveiled in August 1996 ~ wok
advaniage of this opportunity to make early investments that vicld long-term rewards.® The
initiative was & model new approach ta governance - often called the *‘?hird Way” -, which
emphasized the mobilization of community resources o conguer the most pressing sociol
problems. America Reads was a summer program thot arose out of a desire w involve purents
and comutunity volunteers n a campaign to read with their c%zi%éren for at Igast 30 mionutes cach
day and seoure g bbrary card for their child, The first sumimer, &rhaps 190,060 children
participated. By the summer of 2000 over 3 aullion children were reached. The effect of the
progrant has grown indo o yvear around initative thet provides best praciices guidance to teachets
i ihe classroom during the regular school year.

With iimgiicé‘rzzcw' resources individuals and organizations across the country were
encrgized into action. Amarica Reads was respongible Tor raising the public's awareness of what
many  Americans . considered u orisis. By 1998 survey of lltl(iii] efforts found that many
arganizations were puking intensive efforis to start or improve programs for youny children.

America Reads involved a simple but important goal, all children shonld be able to read

well and independently by the end of third grade. One clement of the strategy for achieving that

goal aimed a1 8 major obstacle to improved reading skills: the lack of practice time. In August

s

4 . ' o s
1996, President Clinton proposed a national lileracy campoign that would enlist "one million
volunteer tutors ready and able to give children the personal attention they need to caich up and
get ahead.” The federal govermment would play o erucial but linited role as a catalyst in building

the President's "citizen army” of reading tutors, Using existing programs hike the Departoient's

o e

7 NASFAA, Student Aid Transering, “America Reads snd America Counts™ Community Service in Action,”
Sumimer 2000,
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work-siudy program, which in 1996 provided $617 million to support part-timie emplovinent for -
713,000 students at 3,400 colleges and universities, the government would waive the
requirement that one-quarier of wages f;ar work-study students be paid by the emplovers. The
new rule became effective in July 1997,

In addition. the Administration recruited college and university presidents to champion
the establishment of new work-sludy tutoring programs. In December 1996, the President
appointed of a steering cmﬁmiuec of 21 presidents, chaired by Robert Cerrigan of San Franciseo
State University, to recruit other institutions to the campaign. Each of the 21 pledged that their
institutions would dedicate half of any inerease in work-study funding to new tutoring programs.
An overall increase of $213 mitlion in work-study funding was planned in the FY 1998 budgel,
Ry June 1998, 1,100 colleges and universiics were using the Amernca Reads waiver, and 22,000
sludcn_ts were working as reading tutors: =

In 1998, its Office. Fducational-Research and Improvement provided $3 million in
funding 1o 60 pr()jccis.thait%*éaid- identify-promising volunteer lutoring: practices. A report on
best practices, “So That-Every Cbild‘ Can Read”, was pi;biishcd in April 1999, The Office of
Elementary and Scwrzdarj} Education worked with one of s grontees, the not-for-profit

-

arganization Reading Iz Fundamental,

The Office of Posting-Secondary Education used its Teacher Quality Initiative, 10

e d

improve teachers' skills in reading instrugtion,

Prrect governmoent action was only one part of the Amerien Reads Challenge. A more
important component is the recrpitment of individuals withio a community to ideatsfy and

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

Ao I

Bis, Departvem of Bducution, "Federal Work-Siudy and Community Service Award Year 2080-2001 and the
Americs Reads Challengs” 2088,
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Education Department has built links with non-governmental organizations already working in
the ares, It encourages its pariners to participate in the annual "Read Across America Day”,
sponsored by the National Education Association, and "National Family Luteracy Day",
sponsored by the Nationul Cemter for Family Literacy. It also encouraged the Leaming Firgt
Allianee - which includes a dozen national aS'S{}Ciaiif}f}ﬁ reprosenting teachers. parents, and
school administrators - (o g%z*e more pronyinence 1o the issue,

Further, the Depariment of Education encouraged ;ijzzrii{:ipali&n front the privaie scotor.
Scholastic Ing., a leading publisher of children’s books. hus supported America Reads by
developing 4 training kit for z;nozs who work with young readers. In 1997, the company pledged
te denate over o million books to national and state literacy programs aimed at younger children.
In 1998, the Pizza Hut Corporation introduced a new reading program for pre-schoolers, "BOOK
IT! Beginners”, modeled on a school-based reading motivation program that began in 1984,
Twenty thousand prescheol and pre-kinderparter: facilities are ﬁ{;W particinating in the ropd-
aloud program, - ) AR Set WART . .

The Deporiment worked hard to provide-to build 2 nattonal commamity of groups
commitied 1o America Reads, In 1997, it began President Chinfon's Coalition for the America
Reads Challenge, which now includes more than 300 local, state and national organizations.
Over the last two y{zars; the department has sponsored conferences, satellite town meetings, and
teleconferences thal provide forum in which coalition members can discuss issues that .al“-.sc in
the implementation of liierﬁcy programs. An electronic maoiling list mabniained by the
Corporation for National Service serves the same purpose. A range of print; video and web
resources were also available 10 support local efforts, The Department has distributed over 3

milion of its Read-Write-Naw! Reading activity kits in English and Spanish since 19%8



While it has been possible 1o implement much of America Reads through an inventive -
use of cstablishcd programs, the plan also included legislative action. The America Reads
Challenge Act, sent to Congress in April 1997, proposed a new program that would provide $2.5
billton in grants over five years to stale and local agencies, and national not-for-profit
organizations, to sup;lmn reading tutoring programs for young children,

Obtaining congressional support for the legislation was not a simple task. There were
serious differences about the federal role in education, evidenced in the debatc lovcr the
President’s proposal for a voluntary nattonal 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 agrecement of May 1997 and

. ™~ '
appropriations for the program were approved in November, contingent on the passage of
authorizing legislation ,by July 1998. That deadline Japsed,. however, .and negotiations on
authorizing legislation continued into the fall of 1998=:-Finally, The:Reading Excellence Act was
adopted in October 1998 as part of the omnibus:appropriations bill for FY .1999'94 Its focus was
broader that the (;riginal bill. Eighty-five percent of funding would be used o support improved
reading instruction within schools through professional development for teachers. .as well as

family literacy programs. The balance dedicated to tutorial assistance programs.

R,

The Act authorized the Department of Education to undernake evaluations of lilcraéy‘
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 very positive. Se much so
that in December 1998 the department began a companion initiative, America Counts, inlended.

10 help students master the fundamentals nf.algebra and geometry by eighth grade.

L
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America Counts Inftintive A:mi} Inter-Agency Agreements

Many inttiatives undertaken during the Riley administration utilized more inter-agency
coeperalive agreements than any other agency in the federal government,  Established in April
of 1998, the Federal Resources {or Educational Excellence (FREE) created a one-stap shopping
resource was establishied by the Department to make available the resources of over 33 federdd
agencics that would be beneficial for carrying owt education initiatives origlnating at the staié
and local level.  The America Counts initiative was one af largest such initiatives.

America Counts was horn out of a March 6, 1997, directive from the President directing
the Secretary and the Director of the National Science Foundation to form an interpgency
working group (o develop an action strategy Tor using Foederal resources to assist States and loeal
schoo! systerns 1n preparing students to meet challenging mathematics standards in the zighth
grade, and for involving the mathematical, seicntific, and technical cormmunities in support of the
these efforts. . Q " P b nen TR e

The prograni set out to accomplish-six specific goals: N vt o b iphe e o e

s Equip teachers 1o teach challenging mathematics through high+quality preparation
and ongoing professional growth.

+ Provide personal attention and additional learning e for students.

s Build public understanding of the mathematics today’s students must master.

s Incourage a challenging and engagivng curricuturs for all students based on rigorous

standards,

» Promote the coordinated and effective use of Federal, State, and local resources.

" 1.8, Congress, Title VU —Reading Excellence Act, 1599
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The action strategy identified three priorities that would help to focus Federal investment in the
o improvement of math and science skills, They included:

h Assisting States, local school districts, and the nation’s colleges and universities fo provide

skills and knowledge that equip teachers in grades 5-8 to 1each challenging mathematics
- content in effective ways, with high expectations for students;

»  Assisting States and locat school district 1o seleet and implement high-quality, standards
based curricula and instructional materials, including effective use of educational
technologies; and

« Building parent and public understanding of {:ZlaiIcng%zzg)maiizcmzzzics i1 grades 5-8, and
gaini:ngg; puhlie support for ralsing student achicvement toward high standards.”

I a Tollowe-up assessment of the program, 10 was determined tha! programs ke America Counts

-

LE Y

were having a positive impact upon the Jearning ocourring in the classroom. Specifically, © 77« 7 "=
‘ -~ muthomatios scores from the National Assessment of Education Progress {INAEP) increased Trom sesemw o

1978 by 15 percent. But that greater resources would be-necessary 1o insure that leacherSin K= fwvtes -

H

12 schools were prepared to teach cven the most basic of math courses.™ c TR T E
From this effort, in 1999, the Secretary established the Nationul Commission on

Mathematics and Seience Teaching for the 21 Century 1o focus on the preparztion of teachers

N . . “t
far higher standards in math and science classrooms.”

L

oY ’ e

* See 1.8, Department of Education, “An Action Strategy for lmproving Achievement in Mathematics and

Scienee,” 1G0%,

* Riley, Richard W, UL 8, Sccretary of Bducation, “The Siate of Mathematics Educarion: Building a Strong

Foundation for the 21% Century,” January 8, 1998, Conferonee of American Mathematical Society and Mathenatical

Association of Awmerics. ) )

¥ Ritey, Richard W, “Remarks as propared Yor delivery by ULS. Secretary of Bducation-Zithard W, Riley,

Announcevient of Nalionad Cormmaission Mathematics and Science Teaching for the 217 Century,” fuiy 20, 199G,
. Washington, D.C
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After-school Programs: The 21 Century Community Learning Centers
The 21* Cenwury Community Learning Centers program was authorized under Title X,

rart I, of the ESEA® 1t was a key component of the administration’s commitment to help
famities and communitics keep their children safe and provide additional learing a;zpammiiigs.
The program enabled school disiricts 1o partner with community based groups and keep public
schools opeo as community educalion centers, keeping children safe in the afier»sphﬁnl hours
while they teurn and build new skills, Congress supported this mitiative by initially
appropriating $1 millien in FY 1994, Since that time, Congress has appropriated nearly §434
million for after-school proegrams in FY 2000 and $845 million in 'Y 20061, These funding
tevels allow the Department to offer grants to 600 21™ Century Community Leorning Centers in
every stale, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rice, the Virgin Islands and the Federsied Sintes of
Micronesia. The grants were used to provide high-quality academic, ans, and coliurat

enrichment expanded voutly services, within a compiunity schools context, for 8700 schonls and

provides scrvices to over 1.2 mitlion children and 675,000 adulis, ™ A major factor contributing e

to the success of the rapid expansion of the 21 Century Community Learning Centers was a
unique public foundation partnership with the Mett Foundation. The Foundation, under Bill
White’s leadership, invested over 1{0 million in training, technical assistance, networking,
sharing best practices 1o bring high quality and grass roots ownership to this initiative. An Afler
Sc}z;'tjl‘ﬂiliazw:‘ is develaping out of this partnership promoting local. state, and federal efforts to

make schocls the center of the community.,

% See 1.8, Department of Bducation, “White Paper on 21* Contury Community Leamning Conters: A 5 Yeur Plan,”
undated, e
" See U8, Department of Education, “21% Centery Community Leaming Centers: Providing Quality After-schogl
Leaming Opponianities for Amoerica’s Families,” Bepternber 2060

i
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1999 ESEA™ ._ . \ -

é"hz‘mg‘ﬁ the 1994 reauthorization of ESEA and the Geals 2000: Educate America Act,
Congress and the Administration took a number of historic steps toward addressing the concerns
that were expressed regarding preparing Ameriea’s students 10 meet high academic standards.
As the Department began an extremely officious effort'®! 10 address the reauthorization of the
1994 ESEA law in [1997-1999"219 &t was forced to examine the performance indicators
developed under the Government Progress and Results Act: ™ congressionally mandated

evalugtions of Titic [ and other federal education programs resulting from the law; and

1081

nationwide input'®™ by hundreds of Department officials, teachers, principals, parents,

& ¢

conmumty activiste,™ state and local peiicynzakers,w researchers.’'® and other education

experts. !
Mowever, despite this multi-year cffort 10 prepare for ESEA reauthotization, Congress

Prass

fadled o oot Because of the importance of this initiative and its results, what follows is a

description of the Depariment’s proposal,

" Qe background information and major themes 1o be outlined rthe 1999 Reauthorization legisintion in 11.8.
Departmuat of Bducation, *The 1999 Reautherization of the Elemeutary and Sccondary Education Act” Movember
24,1998,

"M gee U8, Department of Education “Resutharization Work Plan™ numerons planning documests, sndaied.
1.8, Department of Bdueation, “Agenda, Meeting on Organizing the ESEA Recuthorization Process,”
November 21, 1997.

' See U8, epariment of Mducaticn, *'The Role and Function of ESEA Reanthorization Groups,” unidated.

™ See 1.8, Depariment of Education, *Prelimmary Plans—Gearing Up for Reautberization of ESEA,” November
21, 1997

9 Soe listing of ESEA Reouthorization Forum June 3, 1998 representiog a small portion of the popalations
mvolved fo mroviding polioy Inpat, '

1 See also, 1S, Department of Education, “Minutes: ESEA Reanthorization Meeting,” lune 2, 1998,

97 3.8, Depadiment of Béucation, “Work Grosp Meeting Minutes,” February 19, 1998,

% Soe Drafl AASA Reform Proposat and Press Release dated Jannary 21, 1998,

% See U S, Depariorent of Edocation, "ESEA Reauthorization Guireach Activities, Cross-Cuting lssues,” 1598
' Federal Register, Department of Education, “Reanthorization of Elementary and Sceondary Education
Programs,” request for comments, June 2, 1998,

Hger 118, Depariment of Bdoration, ¥Notes from Reauthorization Meeting on December 15,7 December 17, 1997, v
% See "Merting with House Democrats,” mliding points for Secretary Riley in discussing the ESEA reauthorization
proposal. May 13, 1999,

i
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By 1998, 48 states, Puerto Rico, and the 5?5%?1‘\(;1 of Columbia completed the development -

. of state content standards for afl children,’™ and the other two states had promoted challenging
standards ut the local level—ali sandated under Goals 2000 and the 1994 ESEA reamhorization,

In supporting the development of the same challenging standards for all children in al) public

schaols, the reforms advanced by the 1994 taws had fundamenially transformed the Federal role

i1 cLiz;cat%mz, which had for too long accepted lower expectations for low-lncome siudents in
high-poverty schools. However. the concerns raised by several seniot officials ut the Department

indicated that major chunges to the 1994 Act may vot be necessary-—in ordér 1o continue funding

of the Gonls 2000 initiative’ o

but were probably necessary w achieve the original Goals
2000 ohjectives.'V

The goals of te pr:czpased 1999 Educational Excellence .f'm* Al Children  Act

{EEACA)Ywere 10 continue to buéld upon the progress that had been made by supporting the

.‘w»: . efforts.of siates, school districts, and. individual schaols to make high standards a reality in

e g ‘«'f'imt:ricanciasgrﬁﬁms.]'s Specifically, the EEACA would attlempt to meet fo’ur goals; make 8

.- firm commitment 10 high standards in every classroom; improve teacher and principal quality to

ensure high~guality instruction for all children; strengthen flexibility coupled with necountability

for results; and ensure safe, healthy, disciplined, and drug-free sehiool envirmuments where all

)8, Diepurtment of ducation, “Questions and Answers to Questions from Muanbars of Congress on £8£4 43
undated, :
" sohnson, ludith, “Memorandum to ESEA Reauthorization CORE Group re; The Status of Standards-lased
Ruform and Summary of Siate Status Re: Standards,”™ April 11, 1998
U8 Pirozes, Gerald and Johnson, Judith, “Memorandum re: the ESEA Renuthorbzation,” Jannary §, 1995,
Y6 See 11,8, Department of Education, “Summary of the First Reireat on the Resuthorizinion of BE3EA,” Janvary 27,
1998,
" rirozed, Gerry, “Memorandum to Mike Smith re: Consideration Regarding the Roauthorization of Goals 2000,
July 7, 1997,

© " ¥agan, Tom, Memorandum to Reauthorization workgroup re: Request for development of option for

o reauthorization of Goals 2000 and other programs,” May 1998,
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children feel connected, motivated, and challenged 1o learn, and where parents are welcomed and
invoived. '

In terms of raising student performance throlugh rigorous academic standards the
Department’s proposal would retain many of the programs that proved suceessiul from the 1994

Improving America’s Schools Act.'

However, i order to hold schoals, teachers, and students
accountable for. mecting higher academic standards, 3 great deal of fing-tuning was initiated. '
For example, the 1994 Title 1 requirements mundated content standlards, siudest performance
sumdards, and assessments aligned 1o high academic standards. ™ The 1999 proposed legislation

mude these standards o requirement for implomentation by 2000-01 school vear,

Additionally, under the proposed legislation the Department would continue the Class-

Size Reduction initistive by not only hiring additional teachers to give Il students the individua

attention they need o read. well and independently by the end of the third grade, By focusing
professional development.programs, oxtend lcarning ume, ond family literacy through the
Reading Excellence Act-(passed.a.year carlict)-all children would be given the opportunity to

slart school ready torlearn=—-cspecially when these efforts were comsplimented by family literacy

services provided under the Even Start Family Literacy program, '

Under the Teaching to High Siandards initiative contained in Titde I siatos would

receive a set-aside to continue the development and implementation of standards with a specific

T e Mo - m

2

M ULS, Department of Bducation, “Qverview of the Edocational Exceilence for afl Children Act of 19997,
Washingion, D.C. 1988
711.8, Departrment of Education, “Agenda: Reautherization of Gogls 2000 and ESEA,™ August 18, 1998 and

“ESBA Reanhorization Proposal to Support Standards Based Schoot Reform,” August 6, 1998 and “Working Draft:
Hothopale for a resteuctoresd Goals ZODU/ESEA ™ August 26, 1998,
BLS Depaniment of Education, “Back-up Shewt Proposed Program Crealions, Repeal, and Consolidations,”
H3EA 1999, undated,
¥ Ser 11.8, Depanment of Sducation, *Title | Reauthorization Issues,” various planning documents, November

*’;é
P12 Biat, 2631, Public Law 105-377, Onmibos Conyolidated and Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of

1999 Oomber 21, 1998,
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focus on bringing standards into the clagsrpom i%zr{:zzzgiz improved professienal development. The
mitigtive would also help states and districts align Instruction, cirriculum. assessiments, and
professional development 1o challenging academic standards.

The new. teaching inluative would continue placing an emphasis on improving
mathematics and science nstruction by dedicating the first 5300 million of the Teaching to High
Rtandards grants to improve professional development opportunities for teachers of math and
science. “*The poor performance of U.S. Istudcnts on the Third [ntermational Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) and the evidence that high student achievement depends greatly on high-
guality tcaching made it imperative to continue this special emphasis. Therefore, the proposal
called for reauthorization of the Eisenhower Nutional Clearinghouse for Mathematics and
Science Education and the Eisenhower Reglonal Mathemuatics and Science Education Consortia.

Given all of the advances in the area of fechnolngy over the previous four vears, the
tegislation c_re%tted the Technology. for-Education inlitative that would (1} belp prepare ‘new
teachers {o actively engage.students:in learning .challenging content; (2) suppont high poverty
school distnicts” cfforis. to hc.lp.fteeichez‘s; use. technology-—including sinmhynizms, “hands-on
maodeling,” and cxploration in virtual environments-—to better teach students te challenging st
standards; {3} use such iools us distance learning and wsb«»@sﬁ}d instruction o bring challenging

subiect matter into all classrooms:-and {4) provide national leadership by encouraging innovative

- ] P w

.. . s . " " 125
wchnology applications and disseminating information abows them.,
To implement these requirements would require 3 more focused cffort to educate tcachers
and attroct individuals to the profession in higher numbers.  Specifically, teachers would be

-

given professional development- opportunitics to teach to the high standards, recruit talented

xu.“i“-:g'.. . N . . . . . Y +
40,8, Department of Education, Drafi Reauthdrization Meeting minutes re: Tescher QualBily issues, November 1,
1998, ' ‘ ’
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individuals 1.0 become betier principals and support their professional development.
legislation mandated an end to the practice of hiring emergency certified teachers and asking
teachers to teach classes out of their subject arca. Special focus was placed upon betier serviog
Hmited English preficiency (LEP) students.  Scheol districts and schools would be held
accouniable. for ensuring that all LEP students moke progress toward mastering {:i‘iﬂﬁ%:ﬁgiﬂg
standards and developing English proficiency..

Finally, in Title X1 of the legislation, the Education Accountability Act was included that
estnblished measures 1o hold schools, {iisﬁ‘icn teachers, and students to ever-higher standards,
Building upon the suecess of the 1994 laws and 1h¢ recently passed Eduocation Flexibility
Pastnership Act of 1999, states and. districts would have increased flexibility to coordinate.
modify and combine program aclivities in exchange for greater accountability {or their schools’
and students” performance.'” States, districts; and schools were interested in being given the
apportunity 1o develop one rigorous accountability, system for.all districts and schoals, provide
additional resources 1o turn around low,-pcrilc)rmingv schools,. and. update the recently enacted
Education Ficx%hilitﬁv Parinership Act of 1999:.1§1at;.w0uid waitve selected requireinents of ESEA
PrOEIms, ‘

Following the introduction of the Administration’s proposal, tiac" House and Senate
mirpduced tl;cir own versions of an ESEA reauthorization bill."® A preai deal of discussion ook
f)llauc over the following 10 months between key members of the szgmss‘; the A{izzz{;zigimii;}zz,
and representatives from the Depariment.  The Senate Health, Eduecation, Labor and Pensions

(HELP) Commitice {inished their work on the Senste ESEA Bill, 8.2, on March o' 3000, An

2|18, Department of Bducation, “Education Technology.” plaming documents, undated.

e Conaway, Ellen, e-mail eorrespondence re: Tax Credit for Professional Developent for K-12 Teachers,
Sentermnber 8, 1998, R A

27 See 1.5, Deparment of Educstion, “Issues Related 1o State Competition Programs,” Sepiember 4, 1998,
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amendmoent 1e the bill, the Straight A’s plan introduced by-Senator Judd Gregy of New
Hampshire, made it possible for a state to dismantie ESEA funds into block grants.

Additionally, Senator Gregg proposed that the Title T funds be given to schools to sz-:rvc
disadvaniaged students become portable. This meant that individual students coudd demand that
their aliocation of Titde 1 grants go to any qualified service provider, including commercial
tutoring or services provided by private schools, This propesal dituted the impact Title | funding
would have on individual public schools that serve ali children and potentialty could turn Titde |
into ‘a voucher-program a direction that neither the Administration nor the Department was
willing t(.) aceept.

'I"iw. House passed three sepamte mitiatives: “Teacher Empowerment Act” the “Swdent
Results At zmd their version of “Straight A's” legislation. Each of these bills would impact
upon the 1994 legisiation by dituling orgeted funds to higﬁ-pavcﬁy, schools, failing 1o provide
resonrees 1o ensure a qualified teacher in every classroom,.und eliminating class size reduction as
a prograrn of BESEA. While the Student Results: Act-renuthorized. the.Bilingual Education Aet
(Tithe V1Y, rural education programs and programs forgified and talented; migrant and homeless
students, the bill diverted some of the Tide | funding in the bl 10 “academic achicvement
awards” and exempted charier schools {rom maintaining teacher quality standards.

Under the House passed version of the Straight A’s bill, Governors would have the ability to

—

combine Title | funds along with funds from other ESEA programs into one block grant.

*

Given the conlentious stmosphore of the coming presidential clections; and distingt
differences between the House and Senate bills, ncither chamber of Congress was able o agree
on a compromised position prior 1o the end of the 106 Congress. As a stopgap measure, the

Frvirte

HESes LS Pepartmuent of Bducstion, “HSEA Reaherization 3 & As Tor Meeting with HHll Siaff, undated. See
alse, “Resutharization Briefing of Scnate Swaffers,” January 25, 1909,
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" Education Spending=

final Labor-HHS-Education Appropriations package, passed in December 2000, included a few

reauthorization provisions, including:

»  An extension of the Even Start Family Literacy program;

e A one-year Rural Education Inifiative {RED allowing small, rural districts to combine funds
received ander ESEA Tities 1] {professional development), 1T {education technology), 1V
{Safe and Drug-Free schools), and VI {Innovative Education Strategics), and to usc these
funds for programs under Titles 1, 11, ¥‘11, or V.

» Expansien of provisions requiring Title | LEAS 10 provide public sehool choice (o students in
low performing schools.

» A provision requiring schools and libraries receiving either E-rale or echnology funds to
install Internet blocking and ltltering software,

» Tunds for demonstration programs for high school reform, physical education proprams in

schools, drop out prevention, and the teaching of American Msfory, © 7 s Dams s

12% N S o C AR P T R ey

4

The direct Fedeml investment tn educaiion bas grown gaﬁsmmiaQ55";?15;3‘5&;%3 fram'$23
billion in FY 1996 10 $42 billion in FY 2000, The Riley 3£§minis{m?;¥m; has made ever altempt o
insure that education remain primarily 2 State and local rcs;mfzsibiiiiy in the United States, yet a
national priority, It is States and communities, as well a‘s public and private orgonizaiions of all
kinds, that establish schools and colieges, develop curriculy, and determine requirements for
enroliment and graduation. The structure of cducation finance in America reflects this
predominant Staie and local role. Of the more than $600 billion spent nationwide on cducation at

all Jevels each vear, 91 percent comes from State, local, and private sources,

o M
T

# Ser "M & BICEO Bricfing for Secrctary Riley,” Transition documents, 1993,
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That means the Federal contribution tg national cducation expenditures is about 9
percent. However, this 9 percent includes cducational expendrtures from other Federal apencies,
such as the Departiment of Health and Human Services’ Head Siart program and the Department
of Agriculiure’s School Lunch program. Subtract these dollaes, and the Depariment is-lefi with
only abowt 7 porcent of total education spending, or roughly $47 billion 2 vear, That $4; billion,
by the way, isjust 2 percentof the F cdcmi‘ Government’s $1.8 wrillion budget.

3&1&5 percent may nol sound like much, but the Eﬁ)epar’lmezit works hard to get a big bang
for its iax;’&yew;&mv%déé bucks by trgeting its funds where they can do the most good. This
targeting reflects the historical development of the Federal role in education as o kind of
"emergency response system,” a means of filling gaps in State and locat suppén far educition
when critical national needs arise.'™ In areas critical to the mission of the Department, the
percentage of the budget is much highata For cxample, In vary high poverty schools, the federal

budpet share may be ss high as one fourth, . . e s

o addition 1o direct appropriations to lacrease resources to achieve excetlence and cguitysi. . .-

in cducation, the Administration has championed innovative ways to provide Investments o, .

mmproving schools and help familics pay for college.  For example, the education rate (e-rae)
program, paid from the universal fund for telephone access, provides about $2.5 billion anpually
to belp got Intentet service © schools and libraries.  This involved effort was lead by Vice
“oooon : . . ,

President Oore and Riley and has made a profound impact on technology use in American
schools.

The tax credits for college tuition——the Hepe and Lifetime Learning tax creditge—
championed by the President provides about $10 billion a vear in aid {or colleges bound students

m an indirect bui effective way,
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While the Department’s responsibilities have grown substantially over the vears, the
Department itsell has not. In fact, the staff of 4,700 is nearly 40 percemt below the 7.500
employees who administered Federal education progrums in several different agencies in 1980,
wh;n the Department was created, These staff reductions, along with a wide range of
management improvements, have helped limit administrative costs to less than 2 pereent of the
DDepartmeni's budget. This means that the Deparyment delivers 98 cents on the dollar i education
asststance 1o States, school distriets, postsccondary institutions, and students. In fuct a recent
GAQO study found that 99 pereent of the funds from the 10 lurgest programs went to states and
loeal schools with livtde time required for provessing the funds at the school site.

In terms of programs administered by the Deopartment, in 1993 the Department was
responsible for 240 programs. Through the process of consolidation and sireamlining, 1his

number bas been reduced to 174 program over g seven-year period. 2 Most of the PTOLraMms are

.. small demonstration programs that play an important role as o fest bed of new ideas. The

sDepariment administers only 11 programs over $5300 million cach, 1o FYDL. the Departiment'.

proposed adding severa! intiiatives to address the growing vomel needs facing America’s -

students.  These included a school renovation program, Teaching to High Standards, the Small,

Safe., and Successful Migh Schools program, and expansion of the Teacher Quality {ncentives. 2

. The approved FY 2001 budget package included $6.3 billion in new funding to reduce

ey . N .

cluss gize, provide emergeney repairs for run-down schools, increase afier-school opportunities,

improve teacher quality, help turn around low-performing schools, strengthen support for

P 5ee 1.8, Department of Education, FY 1993-2001 Department of Education Budget by Mujor Frogrom, A
21118, Department of Bdueation, Fiseal Your 2000 Briefing: Sunmary of Progrum Termidnations, 1999, n, 5,
P2UE, Department of Education, £Y2001 ED Reform Briefing Dovuments,” 2640,
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children with disabilitics, and expand access to and funding for colleg,c.133 The increased funding

levels reflected an 18 percent increase over the FY 2000 and was the largest one-vear increase in

education funding in the Department's history.'**

“ Iixcellence Act.

The FY2001 Appropriations bill provided funds to:
Provide a 25 pereent increase in the initiative to reduce class size which would assist in
training and hiring 8,000 of the 100,000 necessary new teachers over seven years in early
grades to 18 students per class: $1.6 bilhon.
Increase by 45 percent funds for the improvement of teacher skills and quality 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
are not trained in the subjects they are teaching. '
Incréasing Title 1 grants 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.
The bill-also included the full Administration request - $286 mullion - for the Reading
136
Begin much nccdc}l school renovation projects by providing Urgent School Renovation
Grants for emergency repairs, such as repair of roofs, plumbing and electrical systems, and
meeting fire and safety codes. 'ljhese funds also include funding for special education

.

services or technology-related construction activities and support for a new charter school

facility financing pilot: this new program was funded for $1.2 billion. "7

33 See U.S. Department of Education, FY 2000 Budget Request Committee Program Questions and Answers”,
November 2000. '

1.8, Department of Education, News Release, “Congress Pagses Record $42 Billion Education Budget,”
December 21, 2000, . )

93 1.8, Department of Education, “Fiscal Year 2001 Congressional Action,” December 21, 2000, p. 18,

1 Ibid., p. 1.

7 bid., p. 6.
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Increased funding of the 2ist Century After-School Programs providing 650.000
additional school-age children in 3,100 new family centers a safe, drug-free environment 1o
lcarn during afler-school and summertime hours while belping strengthen academic
achicvement: $845 million - an increase of 87 percent. These centers, approximatelv 6,700
centers in 2001, would also offer lifelong learning opportunitics for adults. '**

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

Increase by $50 million funding to help teachers to effectively use technology in their
classrooms.

Increase by 18 percent funding comprehensive school reform programs that help schools
develop or adapt: comprehensive school reform models based on reliable research and
- effective pracliccs:'$2u‘30'million‘]40 : coo

Inérease'by $80 ‘miltion the effort to ereate smaller and successful high schools,

Increase by 27 percent the Special Education Grants to States 10 assist them in providing
a free appropriate public cducation to more than 6.3 million children with disabilitics
nationally: $6.3 billion."*' :

Increase by 15 pereent fun(ling_ fur Pell Grants that provide grant assistance to help low-

4 . ~

income undergraduate students attend college: $8.8 billion which provides an increase of

$450 in the maximum Pell Grant to $3,750.”2

P8 Ibid., p. 10.
9.8, Department of Edueation, “Fiscal Year 2001 Congressional Action,” December 21, 2004,

- " Ibid, p. L. :
“! bid., p. 10.

"X Ibid.. p. 11.
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« Increase by 9.5 percent the Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants to provide to
tuition assisiance 1o low-income undergraduate students; $691 mitlion.'

+ Increase by 8 percent funding for the Federal Work-Stady which helps undergraduate
and graduate students pay for college through part-time work assistance: $1 titlion, '

+ . Expand funding for the GEAR UP and TRIO programs which prepare low-income
middte and high school s;tﬂdcnls for c&%lég& through a varety of gpproaches: $293 million for
GEAR UP und §730 million for TRIO. '

In wddition, a number of important expansions were made in areas that provide guidance
sad support to innovations in cducation.  Aris edecation, international education and foreign
Language 8{:&{@5%&01;, adolt education and civf:z [iteracy, charter schools, reading, comprehensive
schoo) r&:ﬁm‘f;s comnunity lechnology leaming ccniafs, and small and successful high schools
are amoeny the activities that reeeived new or expanded funding.

M M f
Higher Edueation Reformy 2o s o omu

The Higher-Bducation.component of the Department, administered and supporied
projects that broadened aceess to higher education. The Hi glwr‘%}chz{:mi@n Programs (1EP) can
be divided into five specific service areas: (1} ?3(‘2(‘::;'31 TRIQ programs, (2) ustitutional
Devetopment and Undergraduate Lducation ngngs Service, {”é) fnternational Education and
Giraduate Frograms Service, and (4} Program Monitoring and Information Technology Service.
arly in 1998, the Clinton administration iiii;;gﬁﬁﬁd §{:g-i'3§zz£iork1. that would reamthornize

the Higher Education Act of 1963, The reauthorization effort proposal was based on seven

guiding principles: {1} make college more affordable, (2) simplify the student aid process, (3)

i, g 11
B4 1bid., 1512,
M3 1bid., 1. 14,
PS8, Congress, “Higher Education Act of 1998.7
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cnsure students receive a high guality education and taxpaver dollars are well spent, (4)
encourage Americans o work and save for college, { 3} help more low-income Americans
prepare for and go to college, (6) hwlp working Americans improve their wages and their lives
through further education, and (7} recruii gualified teachers 1o high-need communities with a
tecacher shortage.

To support the continued authorization of higher education programs, the Department
relied not only upon the philosophy of college access, but the facts as wz:ll,' [t v;'as noted that
under HEA, access to postsccondary education was accelerated with college enrollment
increasing from 5.9 millien students in the fall of 1965 10 14.3 million in the fall of 1995 In
academiic year 1998-99, over 8 million students received more than $40 billion through HEA
student fmancial aid programs, at n cost to the Federnl Government of approximately §12 billion

In 1996, anly 49 percent of 18- and lf}w§”@;ir~ﬁlii,¥lig¥z school graduliies from the lowest
income yuintile entered college withintwao yenrs of geaduation, compared to 58 percém of
students m the middle three gquintiles xa;zg%_.ngar%y-,8(%;‘3{;}{{;@3;}%g)f students in the lzig}zcs{quimilc.

Pell Grants, which were the foundation of Federabstudent aid, mude postsecondary
edugation possible for millions of low-income students who othorwise would not have hud the
ospportunity (o atzend‘ college. To this end, the Admiz}isimi{w proposed a $3,100 mﬁxin;unl
award in the 1999 budget to provide a total of $7.6 billion in ?“ei] Ciranis to nearly 4 million
. students. |

In order to reduce the costs of borrowing, the Deparunent proposed to reduce the joan
fees that borrowers 1 pay by | percent in 1999, and elinvinating them entirely for needy students

by 2003, saving the average student borrower $40 in 2000 and needicr susdent borrowers an

average of $130 by 2003, Eor.students who choose to repay their Direct loans as a share of their
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income, the Department propaoscd a foan forgiveness progran that allowed the student to pay -
their 1{331‘1‘3 ;'mm pre-tax income for up to 25 years of repayment, The justification was that this
tax burden should not be inflicied on borrowers who responsibly worked 1o pay off their debis
over a Jong period of time.

"The first of the proposals 1o be addressed in the reauthorization process was to make
collcge more affordable. The Riley administration emphiasized universal aceess 1o postsecondary
education and lifelong learning as é top priority. Realizing that mose than ever before, education
was the fault line between those who would prosper in the new economy, and those whe would
be left behind, Riley stressed programs that would develop skills and training beyond a high
school education, and madc available effective and accessible postsecondary education ¢ritical 10
enhancing the productivity the work{oree and enriching lives.

Duespite the progress being made in ensuring access and making college more affordable,
the Department was concerned that students and parents, especially thosefrom low-income
families, had incomplete-and sometimes misleading information’on the cost.of attending ,
postsecondary education, the availability of financial oid, and eligibihty requirements for atd
Recent reports indicated that oarents of even very young children view college costs as one of
their foremost werries, Although it is not the role of the Federal Government 1o determine tuition
tevels, it was Rilev's desire to oreate an avenug of aecess that would allay Tears about coliege

)
prices by praviding more up-to-date information for families, encourage long-term planning for
education afler high school, and help institutions find innovative ways 1o Tower their own costs.

The Deparunent produced and widely distributed an information puide entitled "Getting
Ready {or College Early™ that was intended to address these needs, This guide for parents of

middle school students described typical college.costs, the financial and academic sleps



nccessary to prepare for 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 distributed
nearly 400,000 copies.

Additionally, the President requested in his FY 1999 budget funds to provide
information on preparation for college to over 10 million middle school students, with particular -
emphasis on students from high-poverty arcas, The-$15 million Early Awareness Information
program would educate students and their parents about the importance of hi gher education and
the many steps necessary to prepare for college, through pamphlets and videos, community
cvents, 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 cntr..unce into
college, and about the financial aid opportunitics available to finance postsccondary education.

Additionally, the Department encouraged institutions to operate more efficiently through
programs such as the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIRSE). EIRSE ...
supported projects encouraged innovation in postsecondary c.ducalion-.whilc-. enhancing qualjty -,
and cost effectiveness. This effort is consistent with the recommendations of the National-
Commission on the Cost of Higher Education, which highlighted FIPSE as a valuable program
and recommended that it be reauthorized. Riley, even from his earlicst days in office continually
stressed the dissemination of model practices as an important {eature of the reauthorized FIPSE,
thereby encouraging replicatibn of the exciting and effective projects it funded.

Simplifving the Student Aid Process
The second guiding principle sought during the reauthorization of HEA revolved around

efforis to improve Student Financial Aid program management and simplify aid delivery. The
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Depariment was intent on reducing the burden on institulions by providing them with the
flexibility 1o manage the programs so that they can betier serve studeals, -

A holf century after the initial GI Bili, zhz;ca decades since the establishment of federally
guaranteed student loans, and more than two decades following the creation of a nationsl basic
grant program, both the Department and the Clinton administration mzintained a central
commilment tob federal support for higher education. What has changed since the principal
federal aid programs of today were first legislated? In one sense ot 2 great deal. The siodem-
ba::;cé sirategy Congress adopied in the 1960s and 1??83«—»3{&&%@ and lending to students yather
than institutions--has hecome the sys}em*g hallmark. Today more than 90 percent of Departiment
funds for postsecondary education are provided in the form of student financial aid. With

additions and elaboralions, in fact, the same programs arc ia place that were established a quarter

century ago, ; . CL s

However, the underlving policies have shified dramatically. Onmany counts, today'said -«

.

systemn taoks much different from what the carly legisiative framers envisioned. ¢ o wdiome e 80 et o

Even as Congress was planning out thelr 1992 legislative agenda, presidential candidate . .
Bill Clinton was on the campaign trail promising a complete overhaut of the studernt aid sysiom it
he was elected. He repeatedly cited defaults, excessive bank fees, high government cosis of the
loan program, and the aid system’s overall lack of effectiveness in making college affordable.
ifm;}haslizizzg the responsibilities of those who receive md, Chinton called for benefits that
students could cam through community service or reimburse at rates geared to thoir fawre
income.

Soon afier taking office, President Clinlon seni to the Congress a student loan reform

package that would revamp the student joan system to simplify the administrative tasks of

t -

%
ted
1,
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cdac’aéizmai irzséifzzziﬁns, make the system casier 1o understand, provide students with greater -
‘ choice in repayment plans and lower the costs 1o the taxpayers and students,'”

The system, then under operation, consisted of 7,804 h,rzé\,rs, 46 puarantee agencics, and
numereus services and sccondary markets. The resull? Ap error prone process which was hard
{0 monitor and cuntbersome to borrowers and schools. ¥ On-August 10, 1993, President Clinton
signed the Student Loan Reform Act of 1993 authorizing the Federal Direct Student Loan
Programs . The Stadent Loan Reform Act'of 1993, a part of the OUmnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1993, appropriated funding and acted a8 an authorizing agent for the
incrementtal phiase in of the program.

The Act was intended {o redress many of the problems that had grown over the previous

25 years with the existing Federal Family Educational Loan Program (FFELP). The following

DT MR specific changes resulted: )
0? e oo w Immraved sorvice to students by providing onc-stop shopping for aid and choicos in
repayment plans that were meome contingent.
A B o Simplificd administrative tasks for schools.' ™ RO R
; Simplificd system designs making it easicr for participants dl’ld lower costs &
T laxpayer o 1%

The fegislation authorized the implementation of the William Y. Ford Federal Dirent
Loan Program which resulted in improved acconntability, simplicity in administration,

integration of existing student financial aid structures withif the Department, customer scrvice o

A & -
&, £

mnsure oxcellent service to stixdents and schonls, and timeliness 1o insure faster deliver in student

aid.

" Riley, Richard W, Dear Colleagus Letter to college, university and trade schoo! presidents announcing tha new

student loan program, April 29, 1983,

¥ 11 5, Department of Education, “Direct Lending: Dackgroond Materia! for Education Insiiustions,” April 1993,

B% 107 Stat. 313, Public Law 103-66, "Cmnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, August 10, 1993, .
#1118, Depurntment of fiducation, Press Release, #1035 Schools Selected for Direct Loan Pm“mm s First Year," =™

Novembeor 13, 1993,
o B Thid.
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The Direct Loan program established four types of Individua] Edweation Accounts
o . {Direct Stafford Loans, Direet Unsubsidized Loans, Direct PLUS Loans and Direet
Consolidation Loans) that could help to sweamlbine procedures for students, parents and schools
and save the taxpayers $4.3 billion over a 3 year period. This program symbolized one of the
biggest changes to hit the student Joan industry since 1973 when the Pell Grant Program was
initiated. The law reguired phase-in of 5 percent of the total volume of participating metitutions
m 1994-1995, 40 pa::rc-cnt in 1993-1996, 50 percent in.1996-1997 and 19971998, and 60 percent
in 1998-1999."
Such a phase-in would be hased on total puaranteed student loan volume: § percent in the
first vear, 1994-95 40 percent in the Sezzi;z"zé year. 1995-96; 30 percent in the third and fourth
. years, 1996-97 and 1997.9%; and A0 percent in the filth year, 1998-99. After the 1998-96 vear,
the loan velume percentages may be increased if institutional demand for participation is greater,
**.;-&!’*nmﬂ e eef e 1993 fegislation also greatly expanded on the Direct Loan demonstration pmgrzlxm
o oy Wit e nuthorized in 1992, Inthe approved Direet Loan program there ware only three players: the
% - student, the school and the Department dt’ [’éducaticm. Students completed only one zz.p;}lis::atimf
the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA} The new law called for atieast a 64 .
pereent conversion of federal student loan volume from guaranteed to dircet lending over a five-
year period, The Department and Key members of Congross recognized that more fexibility in
how borrowers repaid their loan, i‘z}ﬁadi ng an income-contingent plan that calibrates monthly
- repavimients 10 a pereentage of the borrewer's income for up to 23 vears, was more efficient and

less costly 1o the potential user,

B2 1).8. Depariment of Education, Office of Poblic Affairs, “Individeal Education Account Background
. Information,” undated.
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From an administeative standpotnt the Dircet Loan program offered many advantages (o
postsecondary instilutions, There was no longer s need for a separate loon application o a bank.
The school determined how much could be borrowed and electronically transmitied all the
required loan information to the Department, When the loan was approved, the student simply
signed a premissory note and the school credited the student's tuition account,

The primuary bepefits 1o students were a quicker regeipt of their loan funds; & streambined
communication provess for exactly who o contact for deferments and repayment or any
questions ti‘z‘:zz might arise about ii’zci‘r toan, because their laans would never be soid. The benefits
for schools were: greater control over the loan process by receiving the loen funds clectronically:
receipt of tuition payments in a more timely manner; and improvement ef cash flow, a benefit
{or large schools as well us smaller ones. In the first year of the program 104 mstituiions
participated. By the, 1997-98 schoot vear approximately 1350 institutions were participating
PrOVIders. - .« romie s - i,

v Having madestudent sid reform a top domestic pobicy commitment, and having won
early legislative viclories fo suppert plans in this areq, the .Ciinzozz Administration struggled 10
fulfill another campaign promise--to streamline the regulatory process ‘for student aid programs.
Yet to implement the host of legistative initiatives passed in botl 1992 and 1993 the Depérmmz

ultimately generated more than 70 rule-making packages. The volume and complexity of the new

v

rufes as well as contention within the eéaca{ionzozﬁmuaity over many of them, led © a sense
that the regulatory process was as overwhelming as over,

Riley, therefore, sought 1o project a longer-range, Phase H agenda (;fsmdczzz aid reform,
The Department held regional hearings around the country to test reactions and pather ideus on

how federal aid might be further restructured, better targeted, and simplified. Howcver, the



Kiiff}*’s Phase I vision sparked littie enthusiasm among aid administrators coping with the broad
seale of change already under way, or with college leaders precceupied with 'Iha Administration’s
SIRE proposals. The Phasc 1 dc::}igus were also avertaken by political events, nunely the 1994
¢lection,

After the clection, Riley’s second term began with an implementation of several key
enhancements 1o the linancial aid program. From a managoment perepective, the Office of
Student Financial Ald developed-and implemented the second of its five-year plans. The focus

of the second Riley term would be to achicve tluee fundamental goals:

*

Improve Service
* Reduce Costs
Systems Iulegration and Moderpization

*

As a result, the first of several initiatives were pursued to offer stadents more direct lines
of receiving financial aid. The éperation of both the FFEL and Direct Loan programs, since 1995
{ostered strong program competition between the two programs 3.2‘1{1 among FFEL lenders,
resulting in improvéd Sustometsetviceto studems and instiutions, along with a greater emphasis
on 'bormwcr satisfattion.” FFEL improvements, spurred by Direct Loan innovations, included
sinpler and faster lomn processing. new ins(}r}‘iC»fﬁi&Zeé repayment options, lower fecs on loan
Ofiginaliwz, and tmproved loan counsching. X

Under the Tuition Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997, the federal governmoent provided two

L .

ways of delivering college financial assistance ~ one through the 1ax code, and one through direct
appropriations. These two sets of henefits operated on different principles and served different,
though overlapping populations. In gencral. under the tax code, the more income one had (up to

the income ceilings established in the law), the more one benefited. Under the need-based wid

programs aathorized by Title 1V of the Higher Education Act amendments of 199§, the less
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income one had, the more ong benefiied. And, again, in genara?, the tuition tax benefits went
primarily to students and families with incomes above the median, white mest Title IV assistance
goes to families betow the median.

Today, the Admintstration leaves bﬁh:izzé a $30 biltion expansion of eligibiliny for the
Lifetime Learning Credit over the next 10 years. Currently, SFA has completed its Y2K
renovation and testing and now is working (o ingure that institutional partners are ready for the
new millennium, The Department’s goal was to provide customers with nine new positive
experiences in service delivery between 1999 and 2001, They include FAFSA Corrections on
the Web, weh-based Diveot Loan Exit Counseling, and the establishiment of “business
partnerships” with Guaranty Agencies to share best practices related to debt collection efforts.

The Department has introduced five new clectronie products at}d services. One product
15 “SEA Couch” a basie tratning course for school aid administrators. Its develapmient was |
aceelerated jo response to the expressed needs ofithe postsecondary institutions. Available on
the web, the course contains 36 lessons. dThe Department-met the spirit of the goal to,.complete all
critical 1{:}1;{1:3621'&;33 affecting sehzg;ols s that we would not disrupt service o the students. The
Student Financial Aid office was able 1o manage to avoid disrupting service to students, but only
by devising workarounds for late transactions. |

From a financial perspective. the overall cost of delivering Student Aid decreased
dramatically. Default costs moved from 135 percent in FY 1992 {0 8.8 faarccnt in FY 1998,

in FY 99,the FFEL and ithe Direct Loan program sceounted {or an estimated $30.7
billion in new loans, representing 37 percent of all federal posisecondary student financial
assistance. When Consolidation loan volume is considered the overall loan volume in FY 1999

totaled some $42.8 billion,
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Additionally, both programs helped 10 ensure access 1o a completion of high-quality
postsecondary education, In past years new FFEL and Direct Loan vohune have expunded
iremendously increasing from 316 billion in FY 1993 10 $30.1 hillion in FY 1999, Similarly, the
number of loany taken out hos also expanded from 5.2 million in FY 1993 o about 8.2 million in
FY 1994,

Additionally, it was the goal of the Department that students and postsecondary.
mstituttons receive efficient, seamless and predictable customer service that enabied them to plan
ahead, while maimtaining accounlability for Federal funds. The 1998 FIEA reauthorizition
proposals; thus, included a number of changes ihzn would allow the Bepartment 1o develop and
use new technologies and systems, simplify existing svstems, and reduce burden for students,
schools and the Department.

Far example, the Departmient cagerly sought the adoption of the tundumental clements of
a performance-hased erganization (PBO) structure for delivering student aid, Creation of this
type of organizatton enhanced the i)epzzﬁmem*sii}gx%%;iiit};}g}i};*rz:sgst*{:i(zz_z‘;gmwmij P manogement
and contraciing reforms, and allowed the Departmentto deliver student-aid more efficiently. At
the same me, l?‘zﬁ‘{}z‘gaz’zixaiii}zz could now be held accountable for results.

In uddition to the ch:'mgcs made during HEA reauthorization, the Dc-partn';cnl songiit
ways to simaphify the student aid apphbication process and allow institutions to make earfier
financial aid packaging decisions, The Department consulted with ail relevant pariics betore
implementing this anthority, but believed that it would help students and parents plan for and
finance college more eff éciive!}' while reducing administrative and applicant burden.

Additionally, the Department proposed clacfications to the provisions that asthorized financial

v
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awd administeators to use thetr professional judgment in making adjustments in the determination
of need that would clarify whether these particular protections applied to dislocated workers.
One cxample of the ageney's efforts 10 reduce the filing burden for students was o allow -

the use of the Free Application for Federal Student Ald (FAFSA)Y as the loan application {or the

FFEL program. This proposal had the widespread support of the higher education commmunity
and streamlined the application precess for schools, lenders, and the Department,

The Department made big strides in reinventing federal regulations and tailoring
regulations that baltanced flexibilite and sccountability. In order to continue to move away from
u "one size fits all" approach these changes enabled the Depantment to more effectively wrget its
resourees o institutions necdi-ng maore attention and assistance, The porformance-based
approach to institutional oversight would create o balance between veducing burdens on schools
and pmi'm:zing students and Federal funds. A gatckeeping ’and oversight system based on the
institutions’ respective track records and the relative risk each posed to.the Eederal waxpayer, .. ..
reduce burden where appropriate, while providing incentives for institutions:to be fiscally and
administratively rigpongable. To do sodhe Depariment propus:cd a systei:tosimplify; -
f\“’i}'bstﬁméﬁﬂ}’, ihe‘ rules that institutions woultd follow when providing a refund of Federal student
aidt after a student withdrawn. These changes to the refund requirements made the refund process
simpler and caster to understand for both schools and students,

¥nsuring that Title 1V student aid funds are used appropriotely and that taxpaver funds
were not wasted vontinued to be a crucial part of the Department's mission.  To that end, the
Department sought ta impose 1%2‘1“36 limits on a student’s ability to roecive Pell Gramts, Students

would be able to receive Pell Grants for up 10 130 percent of the time normally required 1o

complete thelr course of study. Time limits would be adiusted for part-time students, while
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students with disabilities would be exempt from the time Bmits. For example, a student who was
enrolled hali-time in a Jeyear associnte degree program would be eligible for Pel] Graats for up
10 six years, By providing dilferent freatment for students with disabilities and those who
enroiled pari-time, the requested proposal was sensitive to their particular needs.

I addition, the Department believed that institutions that were not providing adequate
education or training should not be eligible to participale in feders] programs. The Dcpurlmei’z!
propescd an extension of the so-called "70/70" requirement, which required that 70 percent of an
mstitution's students must graduate and 70 pereent must find jobs in order for a program to
continue to be eligible for Tile 1V aid. Under previoug policy, the regquirement upplied only 1o
very short-term vocational programs; however, the Depariment are proposed thai all vocational

programs of one vear or less at all proprictary mstitutions be subject to the 70/70 rule. Extending

this requirement (o more schools ensured that proprictary institutions that offered vocational Ty

programs were providing ¢ffective education, serving their students well, and meeting their, .. o

e

niission o train students for employment in a job commensurate with thelr educations i dwwse e zawaig

The Secretary was also autharized to preseribe in regulacon additonad performancee
measures that that institutions make publicly available regarding certain student outcome
information (i.¢. progra{n completion rates, job placerment rutes, and *c;zmings} for progroms that
are tw‘o academic years or less and provide occupational training, These new requirements would
significantly enhance the ability of studenis to make informed choices.

Stmilarly, mstitutions with high student foan default rates - defanll rales greater than 23
percent for three conscoutive years - were nat serving their students well and would not be
eligible o participate in any of the student aid progeams.'™ Certain institutions that faced

exceptional ciroumstances, such as those enrolling a significantly high provortion of low-income
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students and others with few borrowers, would be exempt from the loss of eligibilily under the
1998 law. :

* Finally, m order to reduce federal costs and improve efficiency in the Federal Family
Education Loaz; {FFEL) program; the Department simamlincd‘ the current guaranty agency
system (o make it more accountable and performance-based, and clarilied that the Federal
Government is the sole insurer of all guaranteed student loans, '™
Encourage Americans Toe Work And Save For College

Not only was making college more aflordable o priary goal of the Z}epurm;enz, hut
crisuring access to postsccondary education for all Americans was equally important,
Recognizing that while States, institutions of higher education, and the Federal Government all

had imponant roles in making that spportunity 2 reality, students and their parents were most

responsible for taking an active wle in financing their own education. Riley, though, believed

that they should be given incentives to work and save for postsceondary education, and do so

without jeopardizing the amount of aid that would otherwise be avatlable, -«
Help Mare Low-Income Amcericans Prepare For And Go To Colloge
As a result of the programs and initintives instituted during the Rifey administration

*

suudenis are now better prepared for colicge and are more likely to succeed than they were a

decade ago.

-

¥ -
As students go 1o college in record numbers the Department continually worked to easure
that all studenmis—especially low-intome students-—had access to demanding coursework and

solid academics, good information and advice about firancial aid and cotlege options, ua well as

adequate resources and preparation for college entrance exams.

-y T

'3 {8, Department of Education, “Student Loan Defauhs Decliing Riley Says,” Septzmber 2, 1984,



wmem- Kecognizing that carly proparation and intervention were crucinl 1o gaining admission 1o
college, the Department in 1998 worked, as part of the HEA legislation, 1o authorize GEAR
UP—Gaining Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs—to encourage students to
begin planning for college as early as 61k grade, Througlt GEAR UP, high-poverty middle
schools partnered with local ;:Qlieg{:s and aniver&iiics;\ to provide all students at a particular grade
level {typically begioning with 6th ar 7th grade) and their families with information about
college options, financial aid, az:ac% puiding and supporting studéms t take the right classes. The
~ program offered academic enrichment and mentors to each class of participating slu;icms not
only during middle school but also throughout high school. In some cases, Smtcs and districis
used GEAR UP funds to support college scholarships. In GEAR UP’s first vear, the Depariment
of Education received 678 applications for the $120 millson available in grants from ol 30 Swuates
invalving 4,500 schoal districts and other ergazlizzttiz,;ﬁs parinering with more than one-{ifth of
the Nation's colleges. The pz‘c;gram now benefits aver 250,000 studonts and involves 164, ..
mstutions alﬁi?ighcr education. Given the demand for funding, the Administration successfwlv..- |
increased GEAR UP funding each year, enabling the progran to benefit an additonal 230,000,
students.

0 addition, creating unigue partnerships with privaie educaiion foundations and
advocacy group Jeaders. Secretary Riley launched a Pathways to College Network 1o provide a
catalyst by which to huild school-college partnerships and increasing college access. By
providing funding to Cecidental College, the Depurtment triggered the creation of a coalition of
14 major private advocacy groups and 5 educational foundations to join together to make post-
sceandary education a reality for all students,

118, Departmen; of Education, “Statement by U.5. Secretary of Education, Richard W, Riley on the Student
Loan Default Rate,” Washington, D.C. October 2, 2000.
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in ;zééiiéon, the Department also expanded the TRIQ programs, a network of 8 initiatives
designed to help low-inceme, first-generation mliege, and disabled individuals achieve academic
success beginning in middie schaol, throughout college, and into graduate school. Since 1993,
funding for the programs has increased from $388 million to $645 million, and TRIO Programs
now offer services to 730,000 students. Upward Bouond, for example, provides inlensive
megntoring and academic enrichment threughoul h?gh school to low-income, frst-generation
college-bound youth. In 1999, {}“«"CT 360 Upward Bound projects engaged 42,000 students in
demanding coursework and summer residemial programs,  Educational Opportunity Centers
provided pre-college academic and financial aid counseling primarily for adults secking to retum
o school. Student Support Services provided tutoring and counseling help studens stay in
¢ollege. And the Ronald McNair Post-baccalaureate Achievemen Program provided enlieges
and universities with z;nés to suhsidize research projects by low-income students i prepare
them for a doctoral program. U

Complementing G?’is‘sIR UP and TRIO, dhe.Department’s Think College Early campaign
provided meecessible guidance 1o students and their. familics as they planned for college. The
campaign targeted the Nation’s 19 mitlion adolescents, 20 percent of whom Hee in poverty,
Recognizing that disproportionaic numbers of low-income students and minerity students attend
2-year colleges, Think College Early encouraged all .:sludcms o pursue admission 1w a d-vear

college.

%

In particular, the campaign urges students 1o take algebra by the 8th grade, as siudents
wha gained carly exposure (o high school math were far more likely 0 go 1o a d-year college
than those who did not. Furthermore, early exposure to carcer opportunities also hwlped ensure

that young people and their parentssét their sights high as they planned for the future.
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Through the School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 1994, the Administration provided
seed money to help every State develop programs that broadened voung péop}c’s career aplions,
make learning more relevant, and promoling successful transitions 1o college and careers. The
School-to- Work Opportumues Act of 1994, fcsg;anéed 10 @ growing awareness of the challenges
young people face as they transition from high school to further college, jobs and life fong
tearning. Over the past § years, this unilgue legislation provided roughly $1.6 billion in seed
money to ull States (o cncourage teaching and learning strategies that increase student

opportunities for integrating work-based learning with classroom academics,

The Administration has made additional efforts to help low-income students prepare for
college. Tn 1999, the Depariment’s Advanced Placement Incentive Program provided funding to
40 states in order to help schools encourage low-income students {o tuke AP classes and tests. -
Schoots used the funds ta pay test fees for low-income students.”™ Schools also used funds for
tutoring, classroom materials, and other innovative methods 1o boost the number éné quality of
AP classes and participation by low-incame Fadai st e

Since 1998, over 92,000 Jow-income stidéhis have benefited from the program. Federal
support has also cncouraged many schools that had not participated i the AP program to begin
offering AP courses.

Adult Lifetime Learning Opportuniticy

Responding to changes in the demographics of the college population as well as

technological innovations Riley saw the want, and necd, to improve opporiunities in adult

cducation that would upgrade their skills. By 1995, 33 percent of all higher education

institutions offered distonce education 1o more than 700,000 students, While the rapid growth in

a4 W

3 pederal Register Motice, “Office of Elementary and Sceondary Bducationm-Advanced Placement hicentive
Program; Notice Inviling Applications for New Awards for Fiscal Year (I'Y) 2000, February 13, 2000,
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technology-based c{%aczzzim was not crivisioned as recently as five years prior, it was apparent
that this made] would continue 10 spread dramatically, While on-campus, or site-based,
education continucd 1o play an important role in providing students with experiences and
opportuniiies that could not be duplicated in a technological environment, the use of technology
became even more important in cxpandin.g access Lo students who were unable to take advantage
of an-campus programs.

In institutions that offered distance learning programs and which sought to participate in
the Federal student aid progmf‘ns, ihe Depattment assisted 2;2 develaping and enforcing
appz‘o;}riam ouicomse s?.am%zz.rds in arder o ensure program qualily,

In addition, the Depariment proposed a new $30 million campetitive gram pl‘x{}_{:;mm, The
Learning Anvtime Anywhore ?arzazgrship Program would encourage partnerships between
educational institutions {including four-year Institulions, community colicgcg, technical
institutes, sdult Titeraey and education programs, and regionat vocaiional;’gcch.n‘icall schools that
served adults), community-based Urga:ziz{niﬂns, S{z'i‘iwarc and Iechnql()g‘yt(‘j?}lplﬁmpcrs,Jcaniing
assessment specialists, and private industry cn{ployers in an effort to devglop_z}e'w; models of

_qualily education that could reach a variety of students who faced time and place wnﬁrainis.
~ Under this initiative, projects emphasized the development of innovative ways to ensure quality
and measure student achievement that were appropriale to distance education.

In order to make these new educational opportunitics a reality, the Depariment offered
financial incertives. When President Clinton took office in 1883, 2%;{3 maximum Pell Grant was
$2.300, Now, it is $3,506, a $5.2 hillion investnent that will benefii over 3.8 million students,
by addition, under the Riley administration, Federal work-study funds increased 43% sinee 1993,

More than $834 million in work-study funds were provided, to give one mullion students the


http:progr:.nu

opportunity to participate in post-secondary education, over 230 004 more siuﬁiezizs: than in 1993
Since 1994, AmeriCorps participants carned up 1o $4,7235 for college while serving Jocal
- eommunities, |

As ézarz af his goal to make 2 years of college as universal as high scheol, the President
signed the Hope Schalarship tax credit jegislation into law in 1997, The Hope credit provided a
tax credit for Jow- and middlevincome students werth up 10 $1,500 per student against tuition and
fees for the first 2 vears of college. Also in 1997, the President sighed into law the Lifetime
Learning tax cradit proposal, which provided a 20 percent credit against tuition and fees for
_college, graduate study, or job training worth up to $1,000 per family through 2002 im;’i up o
$2,000 thereafier. In 1998, these measnres provided 3.3 billion in edugational savings for 4.8
miltion families,
Recruit Gualified Teachers To Hinh-Need

Finatly, one cf: the greatest concerns that was congistently addressed in Department
policy was the investosent in teacher recruitment and preparation. -]i"xl"izrdcr\t(mhclping meet the
President’s goal of cnsuring a talented, dedicated, and well-prepared 1eacher in every Atp{:rican
classroom, 1%1\9 Department proposed replacing 1]'1{: numerous small, disconnected authorities
within the old HEA Title V with two new programs that would atiract 35,@00 qualified teachers
1o high-paverty urban and rural arcas, while also dramatically improving the quality of training
and préparznion provi:::led to our future teachers, **°

The Recruiting New Teachers for Undeserved Arcas propasal was designed {o increase
the number of well-prepared teachers, especially in underserved urban and rural areas. The

program would award competitive grants to partnerships betwesn teacher preparation programs

-

M Riley, Richard W., “Remarks a5 prepared for delivery hy LS. Secretary of Educution Richard W. Riley, Annual
Rack 1o School Address.” Press Club, Washington, D.C. September 15, 1998,
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and high-poverty scheol} districts, Téwse ?&%ncrsﬁifzs collaboratively determined their schools'
needs for teachers, identified 2 pool of potential teachers o mest those needs. and developed
recruitment, preparation, and retention programs tailored 1o those individuals

"i‘it;e Lighthouse Partnerships program was also designed 10 be 2 catalyst for improving
teacher education. [t would provide five-vear competitive grant 10 a number of partnerships
among teacher prgpamtiﬂn institutions and schoo! districts in high-poverty urban and rural areos.
The program, which emphasized the vital role of K-12 educators play in designing and
implementing effective teacher preparation programs, linked higher education institutions from
across the country vaiih cach other. and with K-12 schools, shared best practices, learmed from
each other’s work, and improved their teacher education programs.
The Administration’s HEA reauthorization programs addressed Iioportant national needs and
prioritics that aided in the continuing development of o strong system ol postsecondary education
and Bfelong fearning for all Americans. They were the product of a long and open Department. . .
policy development process, including extensive publie hearings that sought to.obtaindheé best .,
ideas from all concerncd, ' | o

Civil Rizhts Initiatives: Ensuring Equity and Excellence for Al Students

Whun Riley took over the Departient of Education, iéx:rz: were immedate problems to
be -Zlderst i the Office of Civil Rights. Discrimination wmpi‘zzims had invreased 123% since
1987, In 1992, 4,432 complaints had been filed, the highest in OCR s history. " OCR also
p@iﬁzz&d out several fssues of thelr own that needed to be addressed including, unresn]vcdlpo]icy
issues, the lack of timeframes by which complaint processing should be completed, and the need

}

o O

BTu.s. Departmern of Education, Briefing on the Office for €ivil Rights Malor Issues for Secretary Richard W,
Riley, January 23, 1993,
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for ilc;éé policies regarding desegregation processes and compliance reviews.'® Qutside groups
went sa far as to recommend a major overhaul for the Office of Civil Rights 1o address even
more issues in need of attention,”™

"The intreduction to the U.S. Department of Education’s (the Department’s) Strategic Plan
{ihe Plan) emphasizes that the words “all children™ means “alt” repardless of race, national
origin, color, gender, age, or disability.'*® The IMlan makes a clear commitment 1o closing
achievemnent gaps, increaging aoeess, and elininating ;.iiSG{ilf}il“iali)Z’}’ practices within s:dx}{z%s
while supporting educaiional reform that meets the diverse needs of “all students.”

Informed by multiple data sources and input from parents, educators, rescarchers and vihers,
Gffice of Civil Rights (OCR) traced the §}’mpt(5ms that occur when there arc barriers to equal
educational opportunity —such as large achicvement gaps, signtficant drop-oul rates, lower high
school graduation rates, and lower college entry rates, among others— to the core civil rights
problems, OCR’s civil ziig}z{s f;zgcnéa for the last cight years was designed to identify the barriers
and to'not only alleviate the symiploms, but also elintinate or prevent the discriminatdry practices
that are their causc with legaily and educationally sound‘soluli‘ons. OCR’s civil righis agenda
included the following issues:

s Provision of services 1o English language leamers;
» Disproportionate representation of minonty children in special education;
«  Access for minority students and girls 1o high guality, advanced level classes such as

Advanced Placement classes, Gifted and Talented classes, and higher level courses;

¢ Provision of a safe eavironment for learning free from harassment on the busis of race,
gender or disability;

s Access to athletic opportunity for al students regardless of gender,;
Elimination of the vestiges of (g jure segrepatton in elementary and secondary and higher
education nstitutions;

" Tmel, David 8. Office for Civil Righis, Memorandum to Govemor Richard Riley, January 15, 1993,

"% Rrown, Cynthia G. Council of Chiefl State School Officers, Memorandum o Secretary-Designate Richard Riley,
Jamnary 34, 1993, ]

11,8, Deparument of Educalion Strategic Plan, 2001-2005, September 2000, p.1.
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»  Promotion of the lawful efforts 1o create a diverse learning environment for all students in
elementary and secondary und post-secondury nstitutions;

» Involvement of parents in their child’s education by being informed about ther rights and
responsibihties and being empowered 10 effectively interact with school officials to ensure
aceess 1o high quality cducation for their children;

+  Affirmative action
Encouragement of fair, accurate and non-discriminatory use of high siakes tests; and

s  Provision of cqual educational opportunity in school choice programs,

The promotion of educational exeellence for al} students has been central to the dircetion of

DCR policy since 1993,

Beginning in 1593, this Administration inherited a reactive approach to civil rights
cnforcement. More than 420 complaints of discrimination from the public had been unresolved
for more than a yvear. Then, hardly a year went by without a public report criticat of OCR’s
operations.  Credibility among parents, advocates, as well as among the s¢hool, college and
university officials, who had to work with the agency, was low. The majority of the agency’s
resources were spent reacting to complaints. '

Tod a¥, GOCR devoies 40% of its resources 1o a prosctive civil rights fow enforcement
program that can oredibly claim to protect Amgerica’s most vulnerable students from illegal
discrimination. The results of our cfforts over the last cight years evidence success by the
measire of performance that really counts — making a difference in the lives of students:

o in FY 2000 alone, OCR activitics impacted over 7 million students.'”

o FanF Y ;993 through FY 2000, OCR made u difference m the lives of over 20 mdlion
students,'®

«  Since FY 1998, over 5,080 recipients cﬁmwé poticies, praczzceq and procedures to
comply with ¥ *ederal civil rights laws.'®

«  From 1993 thraugh 2000, more than two thirds of the states enfered ine agreements 1o
correct of provent statewide civil rights problems. *®

L OCR Anpual Report 1o Congress Fiscal Year 1993 p. 10
X2 OCR FY 2002 }’m“fmmanne Plan and FY 2000 Performance Report

5 1hid , S
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«  Over 825 OCR initiated proactive activities have resulted 1n positive change for students
since FY 199415 ‘

¢ The average time to resolve complaints and the invemory of unresolved complaints has
been significantly reduced since 1993.'%

:

These achievements were 'ai a cost significantly below the cost of doing business prior ta FY
1963, and OCR not only reached more students but a wider array of students facing
discrimination throughout the country. This includes minarity studenis saeking‘acccss to
challenging curricula, fomale athieies, English longuage learnors from emerging immigrant
populations, ard others. OCR's persistent and {focused attention to avil rights problems since
1993 1s paying off in s;qbstamia] impmvémcnfs for students,' ™

The sctivities of OCR alone arc insufficient to stop illegal discrimination in edueation.
Students, parents, und educators must have the knowledge and skills to prevent illegal

discrimination from occurring in the first place. Where resource himitations in the past caused

almost exclusive focus on responding to diserimination after it happened, OCR's program is now

- aimed ot prevention as well, We work with parents and educators to help them develop local

partnershipy, and we give parents and educatars the tools to solve problems themsclves, For
example, OCR sponzored several workshops for local education agencies at which experis in

family involvement provided guidance on various means of working in partnership with parents

"

on thelr children's education. Many of the districts reported to OCR that they used ideas gleancd

from these informal warking sessions and were more success{ul in reaching out o the parents of

English language leamers. As a result, some of the districts formed Parent Action Committees

BT GAO Report B-281748, Depuriment of Education: Resolving Discrimination Complaints Mas lmproved with

New Processing Svarem March 23, 1999
See SCR Annual Reports to Congress Fiscal Years 1993- 1999 for numerous examples of succoss siovies.
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and most acknowledged an increased involvement of ELL parents in their children's
education.'?

The first phése of an OCR outreach mitiative is aimed at empowering others fo develop,
for example, effective harassment prevention programs in clementary and secondary education
instigtions. OCR {ypically held conferences and workshops designed o promote undersianding
of the complex issues confronted by scheol districts altempting o address harassinent and
violence and presented at statewide conferences Tocused on this theme. These activities provided

usefud information about effective prevention sirategies and in some cases featured educators

with first-hund experience about dealing with real life harassment cases, In addition, many of

‘these workshops provided participants an opportunity o examine their own anti-harassment

policies and procedures for clarity, effectiveness, and legal sufficiency.

The second phase of the outreach initiative focuses on building partnerships among
parents, students, school districts and the community to empower them 1o identify and address
civil rights problems related (o the provision of appropriate services for students with disabilitics.
For exumple, a series of focus group méeiings were held in Wisconsin 1o identify the kinds of
information neaded by the stakeholders to serve students with disabilities appropriately and the
districts and individuals most in need L%f clarification about Section 304 obligations, These open
forums with our customers were helpful in shaping a rc.sourcc document that explains in plain
language the Section 504 requirements and ‘('iispcllzed the !tlicn existing confuston among
stakeholders in Wisconsin. It is anticipated that the resource document will be made available on

i ' v g a . « - i
the Wisconsin Departiment of Bducation's website in FY 2001,

""" Midwesters Liivision Retrospeciive
" 1vig
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With a reneweid focus on preveation, OCR worked to describe in clear terms the laws and
po]iéies that should guide recipients in their efforts to eliminate diserimination, and OCR has
developed seif help 1ools and guides that enhance prevention efforts, More 1581‘3 4400 parents,
educators, and others call the OCR hotline in headguarters for information and assistance every

vear. This figure docs not include the substantial scrvice rendered by customer service staff in

OCR’s 12 enforeement offices who respond to many more inquiries from the public. Gver

32,230 OCR publications were distributed in response to cusiomer demard during FY 2600.

Using partnerships, OCR has become a unique civil rights enforcement organization that
goes beyond the complaint workload 1o address the complex systemic civil rights problems of
today. OCR partners with stakeholders who share its interest in c;gizai apportunity for all students
to identify and create legally and educationally sound solutions to civil rights problems. OCR
‘hréngs these stakeholdersto the table for joint problem identification and problem solving. OCR
hag also encouraged. parental and stakeholder involvement in monitoring voluntary action plans
that are develeped as-part-of corrective action measures resuliing from its.compliance activitics,

OCR sct its course afler holfling an unprecedented number of town moeetings, focus
groups, and other forums at the locul, state, and natienal level o uncover the voneerns hapes and
ideas of OCR staff and the educational conmmIty, {n each of OCR's 12 enforcement offices in
the field, OCR staff listened to their local communities. This outreach continues 1o provide the
foundation for the clear articulation of OCR’s civil righzg agenda, the di;%:f;{ion of OCR’s
gnforeement activities, and staff resources.

OCR has facilitated discussion on a wide range of policy problems that had received less

attenlion over the previous decade: minorities and special education, access to challenging,

college pran.courses, racial and sexual haragsment, itlegal testing and assessment practices. In

2
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ather emerging issues reguiring the collective attention of pelicy makers inside and outside of the
Department, OCR has been a {eader in creating the national diafogzic amony stakeholders to
address issues of fairness in the areas of diversity and the appropriate use of high stakes tests.

Exemplifying OCR s efforts 1o remain current with the criticaf civil rights issues of the
day ts 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 ime since 1976. In response to stakeholder input, the E&S Survey has been improved to
_w%%{:ct iformation on 3 wide range of civil rights issues in .zlzc nation’s public schools, including
local and siate zevo tolerance policies, high stakes testing, teacher cgrtification, and services o
English language leamers. The availability of this unprecedented amou}lt of information will
enable OUR, other components of the Department, other chc-:r__nl ageneies, civil rights
31ake§1£>‘idfc:r groups, cdi;cational rescarchers, and'cducatio;ial insitietons o identify {rczlds‘:lné
target civil rights problems, - » - venimn v s

OCR has responded to customers:by-articutating siandards for equal access to high
quatity education for al} students in-guidance that is responsive o current needs, readily gvailable
in a variety of media, undersiandable by the public [parcnts, students, teachers, cducational
ingtitutions|, and usable by educational institutions. OCR s re-invented process for policy
development and dissemination makes it faster, more responsive, and more inclusive of internal
and exiernal input of stakeholders and customers. Policy is better informéd and ek‘ficiéntly
dévciepeé by teams of OCR field and HG staffs in coordination with communities of interest
called Issuc Metworks that dévelup and share information and expertise internally,

With an emphasis on prevention, OCR proactively engages siakeholders at the table by

providing common sense, guidance to real-world problems. For example, OCR co-authored, with
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the National Association of Attorpeys General, a guide intended 16 help school officials deal
more effectively with instances of harassment and violence in elementary and secondary schools.
The guide provides practical advice on how to deal with persistent episodes of student
harassment and hate-motivated threats and violence. '™

OCR also coordinates closcly with Department offices and other Federal agencies. OCR
has beay o visible and consisient presence m the work of the Department, ensuring that equity
considerations are addressed in Depariment programs, particularly key legislative and policy
initiatives. Building on these relationships, OCR has collaborated with mhcz*' offices in the
Department to ensure atiention o équi{y constderations isx included in the policy initiatives.

OCR has created a unique approach to ensuring that school districts, caticg&s‘ and
universities provide access to quality education for all students. We mect with parents,
educators, administrators, and other interested parties to idc_{zzii‘y acute or systemic problems that
are not adequately addmﬁ.sc{i‘zhwzzgh our complaint .;}z{;cess, Efforis undertaken us a result of
this outresch ensure that civil rights issucs that unfawfully limit studenis’ access o guality
sducation are dealt with steategically. S e

Above all, OCH’s program 1s now fair and balanced in its implementation and meets
rigorous performance measures. Increased emphasis on providing tnfermation and assistance for

students and educators about their rights and responsibilities under the civil rights laws has lead
+ = * - a + z * ‘. *

to improved compliance by cdueational institutions.  Prevention straiegies iransiates ito less

money expended in private litigation and saves time and mongy for instiiutions thatl are subject lo

claims of discrimination.

" See Appendix # 1 1993 - 2006 Summary of OCR Policy and Investigative Guidance
1 Protecting Stmudents from Harassment and Hate Crime, 1).S. Depariment of Education and the Natiana!

Assecimion of Attorney General, January 1999,
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Improving Teacher Quality and Retention

Educators and non-cducators alike agree that the Nation's suceess in increasing siudent
achievement hinges on the quality of its teachers. The Deparument played a-pivotal rele in
suppﬁﬁing state and local efforts to ensure ihat all students have the benefit of capable anc‘i
dedicated teachers.  Given that approximately 2 million new teachers would be needed in
America’s classroom before 2010, the L“}epa;’zmcm recogmzed the need 1o make sure that these
new teachers—along with their veteran colleagues—were prepared 1o teach all students 1o higher
standards, '

In Zé?.‘?,\ the Higher Education Act was reanthorized with g multnde of disconnected
programs designed to recruit, prep;z*c, and provide engoing professional development to teachers
or administrators.  With no clear focus, these programs addressed the whole continuum of
teacher development and essentially represented the pet ideas and projects of-various members of
Congress and their constituents. While autherized at $446 million, only«one ];rogr;1111 in ‘Titl‘c. v,
a minarity teacher recruitment program was funded in 1997 at a mere $2:2-mitlontsss i

In £9§}3; noe single office had the responsibility or means for coordinating efTorts in the
key arca of teacher quality. Rather, individual offices addressed issues of 1eacher quality through

the various programs and activities they administered, and staff working on them often did not

know of ‘activities other offices were implementing or proposing.  The result was replication, -

~ overlap, and a disjoimed palicy foeus. '™

A

2 See LLR, Department of Education, Natioanl Center for Education Statistics, “Teavher Quality: A Keport on the
Proparation snd Gualifications of Public School Teachers,” NCES 15080, 14499,

 Sew U S, Cepartiment of Education, National Center for Education Staristics, 1993-1994 Schools und $taffing
Survey, snpuilished shulations, 1999,
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In 1994, the Secretary created a Teacher Quality Team'” 10 help focus the teacher quality ‘

issues while streamlining the Departments efforts in outreach and reform.’’® Headed by the

v

Sccz‘;:’:taz‘y‘s Senior Advisor on Teaching, a former National Teacher of the Year, the Tean was
comprised of represematives from eaﬂil principal ‘z‘szicc and other staff whose work was related
to teacher quality, The Team met biwﬂt;%cly to share ongoing projects, shape and carry out the
Department’s strategic plan, and initiate activities that supported the Adminiﬁszraiionfs priorities.

‘In 1996, a report of the National Commission on Teaching and America’s future
(NCTAF) identified five major barriers to successful education reform that related directly to the
quality of 1eaching in America.'” They included:

1. Poor teacher recruliment andh hiring practices.

2. Scriously flawed teacher preparation programs.

3. Unenforced standards for teachers,

4. Inadequate support for beginning teachers. - Chm e

5. Lack of professional development and rewards for knowledge and skilts: 7728y,

To address these needs, Riley issued a number of challenges to the higher education

commubily, states and school districts secking to redress the [luws of the current preparation

program and offer foderal assistance to siates and districts. ok Supported by an unprecedented. -

S

enc-quarter of the President’s 1997 State of the Union specch which issued a “eall 1o action for |

™ Ser “Notes: Meeting with First Lady Hillary Clintan, Seeretary Riley and Beputy Secretary Desigiate Kuonin,”
Junnary 28, 1993,
P Soe Riley, Richard W, U.S, Secretary of Education, “Remarks: mﬁmtm fssues hefore the American Poblic—
1204 Grorge Wazsizmﬁmﬁ Lintverstty, Washingion, D.C. Ociobar 13, 1994,
77 See National Commission on Teaching and America’s Putare. "What Matiers Most: Teaching For America’s
Futnre” Now York, 1996, :
7 Ihid, ‘
" See also, Rifey. Richard W, and Kunin, Madeleine, Dear Colleague letter cnlling for input regarding professional
development strategies for ieachars and eduetors, December 19, 1994,
9 Qoo The Cloals 2000 Teacher Forums: iim?{iz% Teachers” Leadarship Capnoity whiiz: paper and sumple
information packet sent o Ms. Ellen A, Thompson regarding the Gogls 1800 Teacher Forum, February 1, 1954,
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American Education,” the geal of placing a talented. dedicated, and well-prepared teacher in
every classroom would become a renlity,

By 1998, the focus hegan o shifl toward the reanthorization of the Higher Education Adt

and a new cmphasis was emerging with regard 1o Title V programs, Prompied by extensive

press coverage of the release of u 1996 report, What Matlers Most: Teaching for America’s
Future ssued 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 aver z%ae‘m:xt 5 vears 10 agpressively impmx{e the quality of the
nation’ s zczxc?;ing force. To do so, would require strengthening the recruitment, preparation and

support of new uchers.'™

The Ropublican lcadership in Congress felt that the schools of
education were the problem and therefore, could not he part of the solution. They opposed
programs thal would give money 1o schools of education. They also mistrusted the state

education agencies that in their view had been unable 1o address the inadequacy of teacher -

‘education in the past."

Representatives of the K-12 community felt that institutions of higher education were not
responsive o their needs and concerns.  Teacher education focused oo much on theory and not
Ct‘iOi:.lgh on practice. These feelings were reinforced with the higher education community
organized a working group to develop a proposal for Title V. Exeept for the Council of Chief
State Schoot C}%ﬁccrs: the K-12 organizations were not sought or involved.

As the Clinton Admintstration began work on .t?}e: HEA, many small fask forces were

created 1o develop options. However, months after other groups had been mecting, no lepcher

¥ See Riley, Richard W, U8 Scerstary of Sducation, “Fourth Ansual Sune of American Education Address
Putting Standards of Exceileoce into Action.” The Carter Center, Atlunta, Georgla, February 18, 1997, R
¥ See Riley, Richard W. U.S. Scerctary of Education, “Natiosal Forun: Auracting and Preparing Teachers for the
21 Century.” April 17, 1997,
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education group had been created. This was in large part due fo the fact that the Offics of Post
Secondary Education {OPE) was dominated by fnancial aid experts and because Title V had not.

gencrated any real support in Congress. The sheer size of the appropriations for the rest of HEA

made 2fforts to focus on Title ¥V a very low priority.
The reauthorization of the HEA of 1998 would eventually respond to the Nation's eritical

need for high-guality teachers by cnacting much of the Administration's proposal (¢ improve

teacher recraitment and preparation.'s

Leading this cffort would be a task force developed
specifically for the purpose of creating Title V. '™ The stied goal was 1o hire 2.2 million

tcachers over the next decade that would meetl the highest standards of teaching 1o replace an

« - ' . R
aging population of teachers and principals, '™/

Title V provided new opportunities to invest in the recruitment,”’ preparation, licensing,

and support of teachers, ' The Teacher Quality Enhancoment Grants initiative ercated thros

separate programs o implement stronger national teacher cducation programs: Partnership

‘Geants for Improving Teuacher Education, State Grants, and Teacher Recruitment Grants, ™

Partnership Grants for Improving Teacher Education were designed to provide funds to
partnerships among teacher preparation institutions, schools of arts and sciences, and fogal
school districts m high-need arcas. The partners would work to strengthen teacher educntion

ihrough activities such es: implementing reforms that hold wacher education programs

all

™ giley, Richard W. 1. §. Secretary of Edugation, “Statement on the Remnthorization of the Higher Education At
before the Sennte Committes on Labor snd Humen Resoorces,” February 27, 1997,

" Rge Deosier, Terry, White Paper titled “Iieveloping the Title ¥ Proposal: Logic Mixed with Luck™ undated,

! e Riley, Richard W. Annupl Back to School Address National Press Club, “The Challenge for Americana High
{uality Teacher in Every Classroom,” September 15, 1998,

¥ e Also ULS, Department of Education, “Summary of HEA Tite V Task Force Meeting,” April 18, 1997,

* gpe Dosicr, Terry, White Papur titled, “The Minority Teacher Recruitment Program: Policy Options, Praginatic
Concerns and Pollical Realities,” Undaied,

18, Department of Education, White Paper entitled “Transforming the Vision Into a Legislative Strategy,” draft |

March 28, 1997 .
" See 175, Department of Bducation, Grant Arnouncement, “A Partpership for Bxcollence and Accountability In
Teaching,” Junuary 31, 1997,
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accountable, improving prospective teachers” knowledpe of academic content, ensuring that
. teachers are well-prepared for the reatities of the elassroom, and preparing prospective teachers
to use technology and o v-vori;; efTectively with diverse students.

State Grants would encourage States to improve the quality of their teuching furce
through activities such as: strenplhening their teacher centification standards, implementing
reforms that hold institutions of higher education accountable. ¢stablishing or strengthening
alternative pathways into teac%ziz{g} and recroiting new high-quality teachers for high-need arcns,

Teacher Récwiimenz Grants supported State and Jocal efforts to recruit_ hghly qualilied
weachers for high-need “aress. The program’s goal was to establish high-quedity twagher
preparation and induc?ion programs tailored 10 meet localE}’-idcntiﬁed necds, 1dentify pools of
potential teachers who address these shortages, and reeruit individuals from those pools.

By FY 2001 over $567 million was specifically targeted o support improved leaching,

o -« and effortsto recrutt and retain-high quality teachers. OF these funds, millions would be used to
- et rsupport professional development, recruit and place new teachers promote rigorous standards for
~cxcetlent teaching, and target the strengthening of schoot leadership,'™

In addition to authorizing the funding of teacher cducation programs, the HEA also
established the first requirements for sta;tcs and institutions of higher education to prepare “report
cards” on the quality of !cach;:r preparation.  An asction that would help in iémzii‘fyi;},g
weaknesges in vital teacher traiaing ;}mtgramsj ‘

‘ To support the reform efforts of stales and local school distniets, the Depariment

instituted several national initiatives that would provide guidance and reward for outstanding

. " See United States Congress, “FY 2001 Budge,” November 2000,
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eacher recruitment,'™

preparation and support programs.’- Specifically, the Preparing
Tomotrow’s Teachers to Use Technology initiative fo provide grants to build the ca;méily of
tzacher preparation institutions‘to ensure that new teachers were prepared to integrate technology
effectively into the curricutum. '™

The Cloraf:cxm:x! Teaching and Learning project studicd the design and dissemination of
teacher prﬁ;parazion and professional development models that could adeguately prepare teachers
10 help students make connections between what they are learning and s value in their lives in
aud beyond school.

A National Job Bank and Clearinghouse on Teacher Recruliment would link teachers
with the schools that need them and provide wformaton on successful teacher recruitment
programs and policies.

The Troops to Teachers program recruited retired milit:{ry personnet and other mid-career
professionals into teachers.. , . ..

he Natiosal Awards Program for Model Teacher Preparation was developed to highlight
exemplary teacher preparation programs.

Additionally, the Teacher Quality Initiative strengthened standards within the profession
by supp‘orting state-mandated standards for initial teacher licensurg for general and special
cducalors be developed by the Interstate New Teacher Assessruent and Support Consortium.

The National Academy of Sciences was directed to anatyze the state of teacher testing and

recamunend ways 10 improve existing tests while suggesting viable aliernatives (o measuring a

! See Riley, Richard W, LLS. Seeretary of Education, “Natienal Conference on Minority Teacher Recrnitment,”
Artington, Yirginia, Jaouary 23, 1996,

™ Rildy, Richord W. 1.5, Secretary of Edocation, “New Challenges, A New Reselve: Moving American Education
into the 235 Centary,” The Sixth Annual State of American Education Speech, Long Beach, California, February 16,
<1699,

¥ See Momorandurn from Kirk to Terry D., Mary Anne, Alan re: establishing the technologleal capacity to connest
teschers to Department resources, June 23, 1993,
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