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Elementary and Secondary Education: Ed-Flex States Vary in Implementation 
of Waiver Process (Letter Report, 11/13/98, GAO/HEHS-99-17). 

Pursuant to a congressional request, GAO provided information on the 
Education Flexibility Partnership Demonstration Act (Ed-Flex) in 1994, 
focusing on: (1) the scope of Ed-Flex and how it works; (2) the criteria 
states must meet to participate in Ed-Flex and identify the extent to 
which states not currently participating satisfy these criteria; (3) the 
number and type of waivers that Ed-Flex states have granted to their 
local school districts; (4) participating states' views on the 
usefulness of Ed-Flex; and (5) issues for ensuring accountability if 
Ed-Flex is continued or expanded. 

GAO noted that: (1) under the Ed-Flex project, the state is allowed to 
make decisions about whether particular school districts should be 
granted waivers of certain federal requirements; (2) although the 
federal government has established a large number of education programs, 
states can waive only certain specific requirements within six programs; 
(3) in 5 of the 12 Ed-Flex states, the state can grant only individual 
waivers; (4) in the remaining seven states, the state can grant 
statewide waivers without the requirement that the district demonstrate 
its specific need for the waiver; (5) to be eligible for selection as an 
Ed-Flex state, a state had to meet two criteria related to its ability 
to implement Ed-Flex in conjunction with overall education reform; (6) 
states were required to: (a) have a plan for education reform that had 
been reviewed and approved by the federal Department of Education; and 
(b) be able to modify any of their own state requirements that were 
associated with the federal waivers they granted; (7) currently, only 2 
of the 38 nonparticipat~ l:g states clearly satisfy these criteria and 
would be eligible to participa t e if the limit of 12 Ed-Flex states was 
eliminated; (8) states participating in the Ed-Flex project vary in the 
number of waivers they have granted to local school districts; (9) the 
waivers granted by Ed-Flex states typically center around Title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act; (10) Title I provides funds to 
many school districts to give special educational assistance to 
economically and educationally disadvantaged students; (11) school 
districts seeking waive rs have mainly sought to change how Title I funds 
can be used within a school or to change the distribution of Title I 
funds across schools; (12) states also vary in the degree to which they 
view these waivers as helpful; (13) some states told GAO that Ed-Flex is 
useful for creating a climate that encourages innovation and 
flexibility, even if few waivers are granted; (14) others reported that 
because the authority to grant waivers is limited to specific programs 
and requirements, Ed-Flex is of limited value; (15) the Ed-Flex project 
creates challenges in holding districts accountable for the results of 
individual waivers and also in holding states, districts, and the 
federal Department of Education accountable for the results of federal 
programs that are affected by these waivers; and (16) while some states 
have put in place specific goals and established clear and measurable 
objectives for evaluating the impact of waivers, many Ed-Flex states 
have not established any goals or have defined only vague objectives. 
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Letter 
=============================================================== LETTER 

B-281282 

November 13, 1998 

The Honorable William F. Goodling 
Chairman 
Committee on Education and the Workforce 
House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Many Americans see the nation's public elementary and secondary 
schools as average at best. With large numbers of students 
graduating from school lacking the skills sought by employers, 
dissatisfaction with the educational system has fueled calls for 
widespread reform. Some educ ators and legislators believe that 
providing more regulator y fl e xibility to educators at the state and 
local levels will enable loca l school districts to direct more 
resources to the classroom and to adopt more innovative instructional 
approaches. 

Reflecting this viewpo i nt , th e Congress established the Education 
Flexibility Partnership Demo nstration Act (Ed-Flex) in 1994. Under 
Ed-Flex, the Department of Ed ucation selected 12 states (the maximum 
number allowed) and aut hor ize d these states to grant waivers 
(temporary exemptions f rom ce r tain federal requirements) to their 
local school districts. ece ntly proposed legislation would increase 
the number of states allo\.;ed t o parti c ipate in Ed-Flex and expand 
somewhat the range of f e de r a l r equirements that Ed-Flex states could 
waive. Some legislators ha v e supported this proposal because they 
view Ed-Flex as highly succ essful. However, some education experts 
have expressed concern ~h t key federa l objectives (such as targeting 
federal resources to students most in need) could be compromised. 

To help inform this debate, you asked us to (1) describe the scope of 
Ed-Flex and h ow it works, (2 ) de s cribe the criteria states must meet 
to participate in Ed-Fl x and identify the extent to which states not 
currently participating s t is fy these c riteria, (3) identify the 
number and type of waivers that Ed-Flex states have granted to their 
local school districts, (4 ) d i scuss participating states' views on 
the usefulness of Ed-Fle x , a nd (5) identify issues for ensuring 
accountability if Ed-Fle x is continued or expanded . To obtain this 
information, we interviewed Department of Education officials and 
reviewed agency documents, including the initial applications and 
subsequent annual report s fr om all the Ed-Flex states. We also 
conducted a survey of a l I SO states. From all states (including the 
38 states not participat i ng in the Ed-Flex project), we obtained 
information on waivers o f the i r own requirements that states have 
granted; from the 12 Ed- Flex states, we also obtained information on 
the implementation of Ed- Flex . We interviewed officials in four 
Ed-Flex states to obtain more det ailed info rma tion. We also reviewed 
the Internet Web sites fo r the 50 stat e .edu ca tion ag e ncies for 
information on their out r each e ff orts. We conducted our review 
between June 1998 a nd Oc[ober 19 98 in ac c ordance with generall y 
accepted government audi ti . standards . 

RESULTS IN BRIEF 
------------------------------------------------------------ Letter :1 
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Under the Ed-Flex project, the state--rather than the federal 
Department of Education--i s allowed to make decisions about whether 
particular school distr~c t s should be granted waivers of certain 
federal requirements. Alt hough the federal government has 
established a large number of education programs, states can waive 
only certain specific requ irements within six programs. In 5 of the 
12 Ed-Flex states, the s t a te can grant only individual waivers--that 
is, the state can grant a waiver only when an individual school 
district applies to the st ate for that specific waiver. In the 
remaining seven states, t he state can grant statewide waivers--that 
is, the state can grant a waiver that can be used by any qualifying 
district in the state, without the requirement that the district 
demonstrate its specific need for the waiver. 

To be eligible for selection as an Ed-Flex state, a state had to meet 
two criteria related to it s a bility to implement Ed-Flex in 
conjunction with overall educa tion reform. Specifically, states were 
required to (1) have a p lan for education reform that had been 
reviewed and approved by t he f ederal Department of Education and (2) 
be able to modify any of their own state requirements that were 
associated with the fed c 1 wa ive rs the y granted. Currently, only 2 
of the 38 nonparticipat ~lY s tat~s clea rl y satisfy these criteria and 
would be eligible to parti cipa te if the limit of 12 Ed-Flex states 
was eliminated. 

States participating in the Ed-Flex project vary in the number of 
waivers they have grant e d to local school districts. For example, 
seven states have granted 10 or fewer individual waivers, while three 
others have granted 20 or more individual waivers. In addition, two 
states have granted mul t iple statewide waivers that have affected 
large numbers of school d i stricts. The waivers granted by Ed-Flex 
states typically center around Title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the largest federal education 
program. Title I provid e s funds to many school districts to give 
special educational ass is t ance to economically and educationally 
disadvantaged students. School districts seeking waivers have mainly 
sought to change how Ti Ie I f unds can be used within a school or to 
change the distribution of Title I funds across schools. 

States also vary in the degr ee to which they view these waivers as 
helpful. Some states t ol rl us that Ed-Flex is useful for creating a 
climate that encourages i nnovation and flexibility, even if few 
waivers are granted. However , others reported that because the 
authority to grant waiver s i s l imited to specific programs and 
requirements, Ed-Flex i s 0- l i mi t ed value. 

The Ed-Flex project crea es ha l 1enges in holding districts 
accountable for the res u.lts of i ndividual waivers and also in holding 
states, districts, and ~h~ fe der 1 Department of Education 
accountable for the res u Jt s o f f e deral programs (such as Title I) 
that are affected by the se waive r s. While some states have put in 
place seecific goals (s uch a s improvipQ student achievement in math 

nd s ·ence and establi s hed clear and measurable ob·ectives for 
evaluating the impact 

etermines when waivers are appropriate, 
government could address possible 

conflicts between states' use of the waiver authority and the policy 
objectives for the underlying federal program. 

BACKGROUND 
------------------------------------------------------------ Letter :2 
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The federal government ha s established a large number of education 
programs that support t e e f f orts of the 50 states and the 
approximately 15,000 local school districts nationwide. Many of the 
federally funded educati o n p r ograms target specific groups of 
students. For example, the Ti tle I program directs funds to many 
school districts to prov i e s pecial educational assistance to 
educationally and econom ~ a ll y disadvantaged students. Programs 
authorized under the Ind i vidu ls With Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA) ensure that child r_ wi th disabilities are educated and 
provide financial assi s J ce t o s tates and school districts to help 
pay for the cost of edu c ating th se children. Other federal programs 
are targeted not to part i c ul a r students but to particular subject 
areas. For example, the p r ograms under the Carl D. Perkins 
Vocational-Technical Edu c t i on Act support vocational education; the 
Eisenhower Professional D_velopment Program provides funding for 
teacher training, with p r i ority for math and science; the Safe and 
Drug Free Schools and Commun i t ies Program funds activities to prevent 
violence and substance a l us e ; and the Goals 2000 program provides 
financial support to states and school districts for education reform 
efforts, including upda i ng curriculum frameworks, developing 
standards and assessmen t , training teachers, and acquiring new 
technology. 

Each of these federal p r o rams establishes requirements with which 
states, local school dis t r icts, or both must comply in implementing 
the program. Some of t hes e programs--such as the Safe and Drug-Free 
Schools and Communities Pr ogr m--impose relatively few requirements 
on state and local offi c ia l s. Other programs are more restrictive. 
For example, the Title I p rogram limits how districts allocate 
federal dollars among s chool s , what services these dollars may fund, 
and which children may b e nefi t . School districts also face a variety 
of federal requirements outs'de the scope of federal education 
programs. For example, school districts that participate in federal 
school lunch and breakfa~t p rograms receive federal assistance and, 
in return, must provide tree a nd reduced-price meals to children from 
low-income families and enSlre that the meals meet federal nutrition 
standards. School dis t xl:t s a re also subject to federal worker 
protection legislation, s are other employers. Finally, school 
districts must comply wi t h f e deral accessibility and environmental 
requirements in managin g t heir buildings and facilities. 

In earlier work on the ra nge of federal requirements that affect 
school districts, we fou r t h t state governments often play a key 
role in administering f edera l programs and distributing federal 
dollars.\l As part of t he i r mo nitoring and oversight activities, 
states often impose addi i o nal requirements on school districts. For 
example, some states requ i re school districts to submit more 
documentation on certain p urchases made with federal funds than the 
federal regulations requ ire . States also impose requirements in 
areas outside the scope of f ederal programs, including teacher 
certification and the l en th of the school year. 

The Department of Educa o n ~ n waive certain federal requirements 
under specific programs; n d e r Ed-Flex, the Department delegates some 
of its authority to the C - Fl e x states. Thus, in both Ed-Flex and 
non-Ed-Flex states, dis trict s or schools may be granted an exemption 
from certain federal r e quireme nts for a given period of time. In 
Ed-Flex states, the dis rict or school applies to the state for a 
waiver and the state mak~s th _ d~cision. In non-Ed-Flex states, 
similar waivers are a v a il ible , b u t the district must appl y to the 
federal Department of E u~d ' ion f o r a decision. Similarly, some 
state education agencies h ve the authority to waive statutory or 
regulatory requirements i mpo s e d at the state level. For example, 
some states h a ve granted waive rs allowing exceptions to state-imposed 
requirements dealing with t h e length of the school day or year. 
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\1 Elementary and Secondary Education: Flexibility Initiatives Do 
Not Address Districts' Key Concerns About Federal Requirements 
(GAO/HEHS-98-232, Sept. 30, 1998). 

ED-FLEX WAIVER AUTHORITY IS 
LIMITED IN SCOPE 

------------------------------------------------------------ Letter :3 

Under Ed-Flex, the Department of Education delegates a portion of its 
authority to grant waivers to the 12 participating states, allowing 
each of these states to make decisions about whether particular 
school districts should be granted waivers of covered federal 
requirements. According to t h e Department of Education, the main 
purpose of Ed-Flex is to assist the states in removing potential 
regulatory barriers to the s uc ce s sful implementation of comprehensive 
school reform plans. The Depa rtment of Education's Ed-Flex guidance 
says that because the Depa r tment emphasizes holding local school 
districts accountable for r e s ults in administering its waiver 
authority, Ed-Flex states a re expected to do the same. 

Although the federal government has established many education 
programs, Ed-Flex states can waive only certain specific requirements 
under six major programs: (1 ) Title I of the ESEA, which provides 
funding to help local school districts give additional educational 
assistance to disadvantaged children; (2) Title II of the ESEA, the 
Eisenhower Professional Development Program, which provides funding 
to local school districts to p rovide teacher training and 
professional development in ma th and science; (3) Title IV of the 
ESEA, the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Program, which 
provides funding for programs to prevent violence and substance 
abuse; (4) Title VI of the ESEA, Innovative Education Program 
Strategies, which provides funding to help school districts develop 
innovative programs in several areas, including adult education and 
family literacy; (5) part C of Title VII of the ESEA, Emergency 
Immigrant Education, which provides funding for the educational needs 
of immigrant children; and (6 ) the Carl D. Perkins 
Vocational-Technical Educati on Act, which provides support for 
vocational and technical edu ca tion programs at the secondary and 
postsecondary levels. Ed-Flex s ta tes may also waive some 
requirements of the General Educ a t ion Provisions Act and the 
Education Department General Adm i nistrative Regulations (EDGAR) that 
apply to these programs. For example, Texas waived one EDGAR 
provision that requires wr itt _n approval before transferring training 
funds to another budget ca t egory. 

Although these six major p r o ~ams are included in Ed-Flex, many other 
key programs--including IDEA a nd ,he Bilingual Education Program--are 
not subject to Ed-Flex waive r authority. Programs and requirements 
administered outside the De par tment of Education (such as school 
lunch and breakfast programs or environmental requirements) are not 
included in Ed-Flex either. In addition, even for the six programs 
that are covered by Ed-Flex, states are not authorized to waive any 
federal regulatory or statu t o r y requirement within these programs 
relating to (1) health and s fety, (2) civil rights, (3) maintenance 
of effort, (4) comparability of services, (5) equitable participation 
of students and professional staff in private schools, (6) parental 
participation and involvement , and (7) distribution of funds to state 
or local education agencies. 

Each state interested in pa r t i cipating in Ed-Flex submitted an 
application to the Departmen t of Education. These applications 
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described ho~ the states would exercise their waiver authority, 
including how they would evaluate waiver applications from districts 
and how they would ensure accountability. The selection process took 
place over a 2-1/2-year period. The 1994 legislation authorized six 
Ed-Flex states. The Departme nt of Education was required to award 
three of these six designations to states with populations of 3.5 
million or greater, and the remaining three to states with 
populations of less than 3.5 million. The Department selected six 
state educational agencies--in Kansas, Massachusetts, Ohio, Oregon, 
Texas, and Vermont--for Ed- Flex s t a tus between February 1995 and 
March 1996. An additional s i x de signations were authorized by the 
1996 Omnibus Appropriations Act. However, there is no requirement 
that these designations be d~vided evenly between large and small 
states. The additional six st ates--Colorado, Illinois, Iowa, 
Maryland, Michigan, and Ne w Me xi c o--we re awarded Ed-Flex status 
between May 1996 and July 1997 . 

Although the same programs and r equirements are covered in all 
Ed-Flex states, some states ha ve the authority to grant waivers that 
apply more broadly than those in other states. Of the 12 Ed-Flex 
states, 7--Colorado, Maryland, Michigan, New Mexico, Ohio, Texas, and 
Vermont--have the authority to grant both statewide waivers (which 
can be used by any qualifying di s trict in the state) and individual 
waivers (which can be used by only the district that applied and was 
approved for the waiver). The remaining five states--Illinois, Iowa, 
Kansas, Massachusetts, and Ore gon--have the a uthority to grant 
waivers only to individual s choo l districts.\2 Because statewide 
waivers are granted as a sta e policy, r a ther than in response to 
specific requests from indiv i dual s chool districts, these waivers can 
be a more comprehensive tool f or states to u s e in affecting how 
schools and districts operate. 

\2 The decision to grant an Ed-Flex s tate the authority to grant 
statewide waivers was made b y the Department of Education as part of 
the application process. Seve ral s tates did not apply for the 
authority to grant statewide waive rs . 

FEW STATES MEET ED-FLEX 
ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 

------------------------------------------------------------ Letter :4 

Although current law limits the Ed-Flex pro ject to 12 states, 
recently proposed legi s latio n would lift this restriction and allow 
any additional q ualifying states to participate. However, in 
practical terms, Ed-Flex cannot be expanded to a significant number 
of additional states unless current eligibility criteria are loosened 
or eliminated or unless states make major changes. As table 1 shows, 
only two non-Ed-Flex states--Otah and Wa s hington--clearly meet 
current eligibility criteria . An additional eight states may also be 
eligible, depending on their ability to waive certain state-imposed 
requirements. However, the remaining 28 states clearly do not meet 
Ed-Flex eligibility criteria . (For more detailed information on the 
status of non-Ed- Flex states ~ith r espect to specific eligibility 
criteria, s e e app. I.) 

States' Ed- c " X Status, 1998 

Stat es 
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clearly States 
eligible for States clearly 

States but not potentially ineligible 
participating participating eligible for for 
in Ed-Flex in Ed-Flex participation participation 

Colorado Utah Alabama Alaska 
Illinois Washington Delaware Arizona 
Iowa Georgia Arkansas 
Kansas Hawaii California 
Maryland Kentucky Connecticut 

Minnesota Florida 
Massachusetts New Jersey Idaho 
Michigan West Indiana 
New Mexico Virginia Louisiana 
Ohio Maine 
Oregon Mississippi 
Texas Missouri 
Vermont Montana 

Nebraska 
Nevada 
New 
Hampshire 
New York 
North 
Carolina 
North Dakota 
Oklahoma 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South 
Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Under current law, a state is eligible for the Ed-Flex designation 
only if it meets two criteria. First, the legislation establishing 
Ed-Flex stipulates that only states that have an approved state 
education reform plan under the Goals 2000 program are eligible for 
Ed-Flex status. Department o f Education officials told us that the 
primary aim of Ed-Flex is to support states' efforts to implement 
their comprehensive education reform plans. For this reason, these 
Department officials also believe that it is important for a state to 
have developed a comprehensive state improvement plan before being 
designated an Ed-Flex state. 

Second, Ed-Flex states must ~ ve the ability to modify their own 
requirements consistent wi t h t he f ederal waivers they grant. Because 
states often impose their own r e q uirements on school districts, 
initiatives to loosen fede r al requirements may not have the desired 
impact unless related state requirements are also modified. For 
example, Maryland needed to wa ive certain state requirements on the 
use of state funds to allow schools in Baltimore to implement a 
federal Title I waiver. Sta te s are considered eligible for Ed-Flex 
status only if they have the ability to waive state-imposed education 
requirements associated with any federal education requirement that 
may be waived. However, many state education agencies do not have 
this authority. In our surve y, only 12 of the 38 non-Ed-Flex states 
reported that they had the authority to waive provisions of both 
state education statutes and regulations. An additional 10 state 
education agencies reported that they could waive neither regulations 
nor statutes, which made the m clearly ineligible for Ed-Flex. 
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Another 16 state education ag encies reported that they could waive 
state-imposed education regu lations, but not statutes. According to 
Department of Education offi c ials, these 16 states mayor may not 
meet this eligibility criterion for Ed-Flex status, depending on the 
nature of the state regulatory process. If the state requirements 
that apply to schools and s hool districts appear largely or entirely 
in regulations rather than in statutes, Department officials told us, 
the state might be considered eligible for Ed-Flex. However, if many 
of the potentially related sta te requirements were imposed by 
statute, the state might not be eligible for Ed-Flex. 

NUMBER OF ED-FLEX WAIVER S 

VARIES BY STATE, BUT MOST 

WAIVERS ARE RELATED TO TITL E I 


------------------------------------------------------------ Letter :5 

In some Ed-Flex states, the s tate education agency has granted 

relatively few waivers of f ederal requirements in comparison with the 

number of school districts i n the state. In several other states, 

however, the waiver authority has been used more extensively. Some 

of the differences in the use of waivers among states may reflect 

differences in implementati o n of Ed-Flex--for example, variations in 

the amount of state resources devoted to Ed-Flex outreach and in the 

use of statewide waivers. The type of waivers that have been granted 

has been similar across states. These waivers typically involve 

redistributing Title I funds among schools in a district or 

broadening the criteria for e l igibility for schoolwide projects under 

Title I. 


STATES DIFFER IN NUMBER OF 

ED-FLEX WAIVERS GRANT ED 


---------------------------------------------------------- Letter :5.1 


Most of the Ed-Flex states gra nted relatively few waivers during the 

past 2 to 3 years, compared wit h the number of school districts in 

the states; however, some s t a t es have been more active than others in 

granting waivers. Three s t ate s rece ived their Ed-Flex authority in 

July 1997 and thus had only l i mi ted t ime to implement their waiver 

process. Of the nine states t h a t had been participating in Ed-Flex 

for more than 1 year as of ,Ja r!u a r y 1998, four granted 10 or fewer 

individual waivers. Howeve r , the other five states have been more 

active in their use of Ed-Flex. Kansas and Maryland have granted 

over 20 individual waivers e a ch--an especially high total for 

Maryland considering the sma l l number of school districts in the 

state. Texas and Ohio have not only granted a relatively high number 

of individual waivers but have also granted statewide waivers that 

have affected larger numbers of school districts. For example, 180 

districts in Ohio have take n advantage of a statewide waiver that 

broadens eligibility for schoolwide programs under Title I. Table 2 

shows when each state receive d its Ed-Flex authority, the number of 

school districts in the sta t e , and the number of individual and 

statewide waivers granted f rom January 1995 through December 1997. 


Table 2 

Data on Ed-Fl e x States, 1995-97 

Numbe r of Number of Number of 
regul a r waivers waivers 

Dat e s c hool granted to granted on 
st a te d i sL r i c t s individual a 
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entered in t he school statewide 
State Ed-Flex ~ ta te\a districts basis 

Colorado 7/96 176 6 1 
Illinois 7/97 905 1 \b 
Iowa 7/97 38 3 0 \b 
Kansas 8/95 30 4 20 \b 
Maryland 5/96 24 22 0 
Massachusett 9/95 248 14 \b 

s 
Michigan 7/97 5 93 0 1 
New Mexico 8/96 8 9 1 0 
Ohio 9/95 611 14 2 
Oregon 2/95 233 2 \b 
Texas 1/96 1,044 40 8 
Vermont 3/96 251 10 1 

\a Regular school districts are agencies responsible for providing 
free public education for school-aged children residing in their 
jurisdiction. This category excludes local supervisory unions that 
provide management services for a group of associated school 
districts, regional education service agencies, state and federally 
operated institutions, and other agencies that do not fall into these 
groupings. 

\b This state does not have the authority to grant statewide waivers. 

The variation among states in the number of waivers granted may 
reflect differences in thre e key factors: state outreach efforts, 
use of waivers for state-im~osed requirements, and use of statewide 
waiver authority. These f actors can either promote or inhibit use of 
Ed-Flex by local school dis t ricts. 

Before districts can use Ed-Flex, they need to know which 
requirements can be waived and how to apply for a waiver. Because 
states vary in their outreach efforts, districts in some states may 
have greater access to this information than districts in others. 
For example, one Ed-Flex state posted detailed information on Ed-Flex 
in a prominent position on its Web site, in addition to other 
outreach efforts, including mailings and presentations at education 
conferences and meetings. However, of the 12 Ed-Flex states, only 4 
mentioned Ed-Flex or waivers of federal requirements on their Web 
site. 

The use of waivers for state requirements may also promote districts' 
ability and willingness to apply for waivers of federal requirements 
under Ed-Flex. According to seve r a l state officials we interviewed, 
an active state waiver progr am ma ke s districts more familiar with the 
concept of waivers and mor e c omfor table with applying for them. 
However, not all Ed-Flex s th t e s gra nted many state waivers. For 
example, Iowa, Illinois, Michigan , and Texas have granted hundreds of 
waivers for state requirements, u t other states, including Kansas 
and Maryland, have granted ve ry fe w or none. Of the 10 Ed-Flex 
states that suppl i ed data o n sta e waivers, 5 granted 40 or more 
waivers in 1997; however, ti1e o t he r 5 states granted fewer than 10 
waivers per year. In our s u rvey of the 50 state education agencies, 
we found that the non-Ed-Fle x s ta tes with the ability to grant 
waivers from their own state requirements also varied considerably in 
how frequently they used this authority. (For more information on 
state-level waiver programs, see app. II.) 

Finally, the use of statewide waiver authority can encourage school 
districts to take advantage of fe deral waivers. In the seven Ed-Flex 
states that have the author i ty to grant statewide waivers, any 
qualifying school district c an t a ke advantage of a statewide waiver 
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without having to demonstrate s pecific need for that waiver. In some 

of these states, many more school districts have used the statewide 

waivers than have applied f or individual waivers. For example, Texas 

has waived four record-keeping a nd administrative requirements on a 

statewide basis, and hundre d s o f school districts in Texas have taken 

advantage of these waiver provisions. 


MOST ED-FLEX WAIVERS INVOLVE 

TITLE I 


---------------------------------------------------------- Letter :5.2 

Most of the Ed-Flex waivers g ran ~ e d have centered around Title I, the 
largest federal program for e lement ary and secondary education. For 
example, waivers of the prov i si o ns for schoolwide projects under 
Title I accounted -or the Idrqes t n umber of Ed-Flex waivers. When 
operating Title I as a scho~ l wid e project, the school can use its 
Title I funds to implement a p l a n to improve the education of all 
students in the school, no t j u s t those students that are Title 
I-eligible. Under current l a w, a school can operate as a Title I 
schoolwide project only if 50 percent of the students in the school 
or in the school attendance area are from low-income families. 
Waivers allow schools that d o not meet this threshold to become 
eligible to use schoolwide projects. Three Ed-Flex states have 
granted statewide waivers to expand schoolwide projects; in addition, 
schoolwide projects account for nearly 70 percent of approved 
individual waivers. 

Another common type of waiver allows school districts to distribute 
Title I funds according to cri t e r i a established by the district, 
rather than adhering solely to the statutory formula. For example, 
one school in Massachusetts was not eligible for Title I services for 
the 1997-98 school year, a l t houg h it had been eligible in the past; 
further, the school was exp e cted to become eligible again in the 
1998-99 school year, when t he d i strict was to begin implementing a 
voluntary desegregation pl a n . The school district received a I-year 
waiver to continue providin g Title I funds to this school, rather 
than disrupt services for 1 year. Some school districts have also 
received waivers of requi r ements under the Eisenhower Professional 
Development Progr am that r equire the m to give priority in the use of 
Eisenhower funds t o math a nd scien c e subject areas. Figure I shows 
the number of i nd i v i dual INaiv rs a pproved by Ed-Flex states for Title 
I schoolwide prog r a ms, Ti tl~ J el i g ibility, the Eisenhower 
Professional Development Pro g r am , and other areas. 

Figure 1: Types of Ind i vidubl 

Waivers Granted Under Ed-Flex, 

1995-97 


(See figure in printed 
edition. ) 

Source: Annual reports provided by Ed-Flex states to the Department 

of Education. 


ED-FLEX STATES GENERALL Y REPORT 

POSITIVE EXPEa~ENCES, BUT SOME 

SAY ED-FLEX IS OF LIMI TED USE 


------------------------------------------------------------ Letter :6 

Officials from participating s tat es generally reported positive 
experiences with Ed-Flex. Two states that have used Ed-Flex 
extensively--Ohio a nd Tex a s -- t o l us that the waivers they granted 

under Ed-Flex had a posit i ve i mp ct. For example, a Texas official 
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told us that Texas' statewide wa i ver to allow more flexible use of 
federal teacher training f u d s has allowed districts to better direct 
professional development dol l-rs t o those areas where they are needed 
the most. 

According to seve r al offi c ials irom these and other Ed-Flex states, 
Ed-Flex is valuable, rega rd l ess o f the number of waivers granted, 
because it promotes a climate tha t encourages state and local 
educators to explore new a pp r oaches, frequently making better use of 
the flexibility that already ex i s ts within state and federal 
requirements. One state o f f ici a l reported that Ed-Flex motivates 
school districts to consider nont raditional ways of using federal 
resources to enhance educat i onal services. Similarly, Ohio officials 
reported that as a result o f examining the relevant laws and 
regulations, many districts di scovered that they already had the 
ability to do what they want wi t hout a waiver. 

However, some officials from Ed-Flex states commented that the 
program creates false hopes and expectations, because the waiver 
authority is limited to cer ca in specific federal requirements. For 
example, one state official t old us that it is the cumulative effect 
of all regulations combined, ra t he r than any single requirement, that 
causes problems for school d i st ricts. Therefore, he believes that 
Ed-Flex's emphasis on identi fying specific individual requirements 
makes the project less effecti ve . In another Ed-Flex state, staff 
told us that the Ed-Flex waiver a uthority is too narrow to do much 
good. Officials i n severa l s tate s reported that Ed-Flex would be 
more helpful if t he waive r aut hori ty were extended to other programs, 
such as special ed ucation or bi l i ng ual education. For example, while 
Texas has used its waiver aL.th o rit y to streamline administrative 
provisions for programs cove r e d b y Ed-Flex, the standard 
administrative r e q uirements r emai n in effect for other programs that 
are not covered by Ed-Flex. A Te xas state official told us that 
extending Ed-Flex authori t y to o t her programs would allow Texas 
districts to make even more progress in reducing administrative 
effort. 

These reactions to Ed-Flex · re consistent with the findings in our 
September 1998 report on how st a t es and school districts have used 
waivers and other federal f lexib i lity initiatives.\3 In our work on 
how federal requirements a ffect school districts, we found that 
school districts' concerns d id not focus on any single program or 
requirement; instead, they e xt e nded across several broad areas, 
including obtaining key informa t ion, working with limited funds, and 
overcoming logistical and ma nag ement challenges. Whether granted by 
the Department of Education or by the state under Ed-Flex, waivers do 
not address these areas of con ce r n because waivers are limited to a 
specific set of p rograms a nd requ irements, and because districts' 
major concerns o f ten lie outsi d e the scope of the waiver authority. 

\3 GAO/HEHS-98-232, Sept. 30 , 19 98. 

STRUCTURE OF ED- FLEX PO S ~ S 

CHALLENGES FOR ENSURI NG 
ACCOUNTABILI TY 

------------------------------------------------------------ Letter :7 

In recent years, political leaders and government officials have 
become increasingly conce r ned I'lith improving government management 
and increasing accountabi l i ty for program results at the federal, 
state, and local levels. At t he federal level, for example, the 1993 
Government Performance and Resu l t s Act (the Results Act) requires 
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federal agencies to specify st r ategic goals and related performance 
objectives and to measure and report their progress in meeting these 
goals. Proponents of the Re su l ts Act anticipated that setting 
clearly defined goals (such as increasing reading proficiency for all 
students) would serve to focus program efforts and that establishing 
specific, measurable objectives (such as having all fourth-grade 
students pass a basic reading test) could be used to assess progress 
toward these goals and thus enhance accountability. 

Ed-Flex poses unique challenges f or achieving and maintaining 
accountability in this resu l ts- f ocused, data-driven environment. The 
Ed-Flex legislation and the gu i da nce provided to Ed-Flex states by 
the Department of Education h i qhl ight two types of accountability. 
First, states are to ensur e that districts and schools that receive 
waivers are held accountab le fo r a c hieving intended results--that is, 
for fulfilling the purpo s e fo r whi c h the waiver was granted. Second, 
the federal governme nt is 2 C COU~ a b le for the overall results of the 
federal programs af f e cted by Ed - Fle x waivers. 

Both the legislation and the guidelines represent the importance of 
both types of accountabil i t y bu~ provide the states with little 
specific direction on how Lo app ly these concepts in implementing the 
waiver program. Providing more specificity could be difficult, 
however, because of the variation in the types of waivers that are 
allowed and the circumstance s p r ompting the waivers. In addition, 
providing explicit federal d ire c t ion may affect states' discretion in 
designing their own process es :or overseeing and evaluating Ed-Flex 
waivers. Consequently, Ed- Fle x allows the states broad latitude in 
developing accountability syst ems with limited federal oversight, and 
states vary widely in how they e stablish goals, track districts' 
progress, and protect underlying program purposes. 

ED-FLEX STATES VARY IN HOW 

THEY ESTABLISH GOALS AND 

OBJECTIVES FOR FEDERAL 

WAIVERS 


---------------------------------------------------------- Letter :7.1 

Wide variation exis ts amo! 9 Ed -?l ex states regarding whether they 
have established clea rl y de in_ rl goals to measure the results of 
wai vers received by dis tricLs a'I, schools. Some states and districts 
have expressed their goa ls o rlly i n the vaguest of terms, while others 
have been more p r ec is e . F~r p ~amp l e, in one state where a district 
was granted a schoo l wi de program wa iver, only nonspecific goals were 
reported, such as "a commitme to the identification andI 

implementation of programs that will create an environment in which 
all students actualize academi c potential." In contrast, the goals 
listed for two school dist ric~ s in another state that received 
similar waivers to impleme nt schoolwide programs were "to improve 
reading comprehension" and to ensure that "students will become 
better readers and more proficient in math skills." 

States also differ in the de gree to which they use specific and 
measurable objectives to asses s whether districts have achieved their 
goals. Of the 12 Ed-Flex s tat es , 5 have set no specific objectives 
at all, nor have they spec i fi ed whether the results of the waivers 
will be reviewed for the d is · r ict, the school, or groups of students. 
For example, one state has s t a ~ ed that it is able to review 
standardized test results on l y f o r the state as a whole. In another 
state, officials reported on l y that districts are expected to submit 
reports that describe their p r ogress. 

Other Ed-Flex states have establ i shed more specific objectives, but 
these states differ in whether they target these objectives to a 
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group of students, a spec i fi c s chool, a group of schools, or the 
district. For examp le, o ne s ate evaluates schools receiving waivers 
for schoolwide progr a ms a s a group , by comparing the overall 
performance of stud e n cs in that roup of schools with the performance 
of a control group of similar ~hools that did not receive such 
waivers. Another _tate ~ xpe l ls 1n i ndividual school receiving 
schoolwide prog r am wai vers to a- hieve a specific increase in the 
overall percentage of stua~nts fr om that school to pass the statewide 
assessment test. Onl y one Ed - fle x state--Texas--has set specific 
numerical criteria tha t are close l y tied to both the schools or 
districts and the speci f ic students affected by the waiver. For 
example, Texas expects all d i stricts that receive waivers under Title 
I to make annual gains on t e st scores so that in 5 years 90 percent 
of all students will pass the state's assessment tests in reading and 
mathematics. In addition, Te xa s ' districts must make annual gains so 
that at the end of the same 5-ye a r period 90 percent of 
African-American students, 90 pe r cent of Hispanic students, 90 
percent of white students, and 90 percent of economically 
disadvantaged studen ts wi ll pass these tests. 

FEDERAL OVERS I GHT UN DER 
ED-FLEX PROV I DES LIMITED 
INFORMATION ON PROGRA~l 

RESULTS 
---------------------------------------------------------- Letter :7.2 

Currently, the Department of Edu c ation's oversight of Ed-Flex waivers 
is limited to requiring Ed - Flex states to submit an annual report to 
the Department summariz i ng the wa ivers granted in the previous 
calendar year. The se r eports VB£ Y in the level of detail they 
provide--both on t he p r ocess for r e viewing waivers and on the waivers 
that have been g r a n e d . A~ a res ult , the Department has considerable 
information availab l e on sume states' activities and very limited 
data on other state s ' i mplementat ion of Ed-Flex. Aside from this 
reporting requireme nt . the Department's role in Ed-Flex is generally 
confined to provid ing t ech ni c al assistance and information when 
requested by the st a tes. 

The Department's limited overs ight role in the Ed-Flex project raises 
issues about ensuring accountab ility for the results of federal 
programs to which those waiver s a pply. Although the states playa 
key role in administering ke y fe deral programs such as Title I and 
the Eisenhower Professional Development Program, the Department of 
Education maintains an a ssi stance and oversight role and is 
accountable for program r e s ult s . In addition, the legislation 
authorizing Ed-Flex p r oh i bits Ed - Flex states from waiving 
requirements if such a wa i ver would be inconsistent with the purpose 
of the underlying f ederal p r ogram . For example, some education 
experts have expres se d cence r n t hat waivers of Title I targeting 
requirements could. if used in i scriminately, dilute Title I funds 
and undermine the p r ogram' s ab i l i ty to direct scarce federal dollars 
to the children mos in need . Under Ed-Flex, each state 
independently decide s wh t he r it s waivers are consistent with the 
purpose of the underl ying federal program, creating the potential for 
inconsistencies a c r oss sta tes . 

Department of Ed u c a ion off i c i I s told us that they believe the 12 
current Ed-Flex st Le s have usee the ir waiver authority carefully and 
judiciously. Howe ver , bo t l leriera l and state officials acknowledged 
the potential fo r states 0 a ct l es s carefully, especially if Ed-Flex 
is expanded to stat es t he a r c less knowledgeable or prepared. It is 
unclear how the Departmen t o f Education, in its current limited role, 
could address such i ssues . Howe ver, expanding the role of the 
Department of Educat i on c o uld c onflict with the intention of Ed-Flex 
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by limiting the dis cret i o n a l l o t t ed to the states. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 
------------------------------------------------------------ Letter :8 

The Department of Education provided written comments on a draft of 
this report. In its comme nts, the Department stated that we should 
note that Ed-Flex was en a c ted with the understanding that there would 
be accountability in excha nge for increased flexibility. We added 
language to further empha s i ze t his understanding. The Department 
also described the p roce ss under which the Department reviewed 
states' applications for Ed -Flex status: specifically, the 
eligibility for Ed-Fle x and t he s election process. We added more 
detailed information on th i s point. 

The Department also expre s s ed concern that the report focused on the 
few requirements t ha t ma y no t b e waived rather than on the broad 
scope of program-relat ed requi rements that are subject to waivers. 
Although Ed-Flex wa ivers a r e a va ilable for many requirements within 
six major education p r og ra ms, o t her important requirements within 
these same programs (i nclu i i ng ma intenance of effort, parental 
participation and invo l veme nt, a nd distribution of funds to local and 
state education agencies) a re not subject to waivers. Other key 
federal programs--incl ud lng ID EA, school lunch and breakfast 
programs, and biling ua l e duc a tion--are not subject to Ed-Flex at all. 
As we reported, off i c i a l s f r om several Ed-Flex states expressed 
frustration with the s e l imi t a ti on s to the Ed-Flex waiver authority. 
Similarly, the Departmen st a ted that although waivers were not 
designed to address some o f t he school districts' concerns, this is 
not a deficiency in Ed- Fl e x bu t rather an indication that school 
districts also need help in o t he r areas. However, officials from 
several Ed-Flex states c ommented that, given many of the issues they 
would like to address, Ed-Flex creates false hopes. 

Finally, the Department suggested that instead of providing 
information on the number o f waivers granted, we should provide 
information on the number of s c hools affected by the waivers. 
Because it is gene r a lly the schoo l district that applies for Ed-Flex 
waivers, we believe t h a t pre s e nting information at the district level 
is more appropriate. In it s report on the Goals 2000 program, where 
it presented information o n Ed - Flex, the Department took a similar 
approach and repo r t e the n ~ e r of waivers approved. The complete 
text of the Depa rtme n t ' s c omm - 'lt s appears in appendix III. 

---------------------------------------------------------- Letter :8.1 

We are sending copies of t hi s r e port to the Secretary of Education, 
relevant congressional commi t tees , and other interested parties. If 
you or your staff hav e a ny que s t ions concerning this report, please 
call me; Harriet C. Ga n s on, Assistant Director; or one of the 
individuals listed i n appendix I V on (202) 512-7014. 

Sincerely yours, 

Carlotta C. Joyner 

Director, Education and 


Employment Issues 


NON-ED-FLEX STATES: GOALS 200 0 
PLANS, WAIVER AUTHORI TY, .~D 

ED-FLEX SELECTION CRI TERIA 
==================================================== Appendix I 
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Status of state 
plan Status of waiver 

State can 
State has an State can waive 
approved Goals waive both regulation 
2000 state statutes and but not 

State improvement plan regulations statutes 

Alabama x x 


Alaska 
 x 


Arizona x 


Idaho 


Mississippi 


Montana 


New Hampshire 


New York 


Arkansas x 


California x 


Connecticut x 


Delaware x x 


Florida x 


Georgia x x 


Hawaii x x 


Indiana x 


Kentucky x x 


Louisiana x 


Maine x 


Minnesota x x 


Missouri x 


Nebraska x 


Nevada x 


New Jersey x x 


x 


North Carolina x 


North Dakota x 


Oklahoma x 
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Pennsylvania x 

Rhode Island x 

South Carolina 

South Dakota x 

Tennessee x 

Utah x x 

Virginia x 

Washington x x 

West Virginia x x 

Wisconsin x 

Wyoming 

Total 14 12 16 

\a Kentucky applied for Ed -Flex status but withdrew its application 
upon determining that it did not meet the criteria for selection 
because its authority tc wa ive state regulations was too limited. 

Sources: For status 
Education; for state 
agencies. 

of state Goals 2000 plan, Department of 
waive r authority, our survey of state education 

NUMBER AND TYPES OF WAIVERS 
GRANTED FOR STATE-IMPOSED 
REQUIREMENTS, 1997 
========================================================== Appendix II 

Does s t a te 
have Number of 
authori t y to regular 
waive st te school 
requi r ements districts in 

State ? state 

Ed-Flex States 

Colorado Yes l76 

Illinois Yes 905 

Iowa Yes 383 

Kansas Yes 304 

Number of 
state 

waivers 
granted 

State did 
not 

provide 
data. 

466 

395 

0 

Types of waivers most corum 
granted 

Rules governing charter 
schools. 

State-mandated holidays; d 
physical education 
requirement. 

Requirements to offer thir 
and fourth year of foreign 
language; changes to the 
length of school day or ye 
block scheduling of physic 
education periods. 

No waivers were granted. 
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Maryland Yes 

Massachusetts Yes 

Michigan Ye s 

New Mex ico Yes 

Ohio Yes 

Oregon Ye s 

Texas Ye s 

Vermont Ye s 

Non-Ed-Flex States 

Alabama Yes 

Alaska 

Arizona No 

Arkansas Yes 

California Yes 

Connecticut Y e~; 

Delaware Yes 

180f21 

24 0 No waivers were granted. 

248 40 Requirements concerning th 
age span of class groups a 
class size. 

593 38 1\a Administrative rules that 
apply to special education 

89 1 Changes to the length of t 
school day or year; class 
and teaching load 
requirements. 

611 State did 
not 

provide 
data. 

Changes to 
school day 

the length of 
or year. 

t 

233 8 Changes to the 
school day. 

length of t 

1,044 1,606 Changes to the length of t 
school day or year to make 
additional time available 
staff development. 

251 8 State did not provide data 

127 67 Changes to the length of t 
s chool day or year; studen 
course requirements; state 
special education 
requirements. 

55 0 No waivers were granted. 

214 State does 
not have 

waiver 
authority. 

No waivers were granted. 

311 15 Class size and staffing 
requirements; state curric 
requirements; teacher 
certification requirements 

999 1,600 Staffing requirements; stu 
testing; requirements for 
summer school meal program 
rules concerning placing 
special education students 
certain private schools. 

166 State did 
not 

provide 
data. 

Curriculum requirements; 
charter schools. 

19 8 State special 
requirements; 

education 
certificatio 
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Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 


Idaho 


Indiana 


Kentucky 


Louisiana 

Maine 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

190f21 

Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Ye s 


No 


Yes 


No 


No 


requirements; physical 
education requirements; 
changes to the length of t 
school day or year. 

67 39 	 Changes to the school day 

accommodate block scheduli 


180 185 	 Changes to the school day 
accommodate block scheduli 
high school graduation 
requirements. 

1 5 State did not provide data 

112 State does 	 No waivers were granted. 
not have 


waiver 

authority . 


2 92 772 	 Curriculum requirements. 

176 State did State did not provide data 
not 

provide 
data. 

66 State did Age requirements for gener 

not equivalency diploma (GED) 


provide testing; curriculum change 

data. teacher certification. 


22 8 State did Requirements concerning th 
not age span of class groups; 

provide class size; tutorial servi 
data. 

383 3 	 Special education 
requirements; superintende 
licensing; extended school 
year. 

153 State does No waivers were granted. 
not have 

waiver 
authority. 

52 5 14 	 Certification requirements 
Title I teachers. 

465 State does No waivers were granted. 
not have 

waiver 
authority. 

653 1 	 Staffing requirements. 

17 State does No waivers were granted. 

not have 


waiver 

authority. 


164 State does No waivers were granted. 
not have 

waiver 
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authority. 

New Jersey Yes 582 297 State special 
requirements. 

education 

New York Yes 709 156 Curriculum and 
requirements. 

testing 

North Carolina Yes 119 5 Restrictions on the amount 
funds a district can carry 
over from one fiscal year 
the next. 

North Dakota No 234 State does 
not have 

waiver 
authority. 

No waivers were granted. 

Oklahoma Yes 548 200\b Changes to the length of t 
school day or year; teachi 
hours; requirements concer 
library and counseling 
services. 

Pennsylvania Ye s 500 796 Changes to 
school day 

the length of 
or year. 

t 

Rhode Island Yes 36 22 Changes to 
school day 

the length of 
or year. 

t 

South Carolina No 95 State does 
not have 

waiver 
authority. 

No waivers were granted. 

South Dakota Yc:.; 173 30 Changes to 
school day 

the length of 
or year. 

t 

Tennessee Yl: ~ ; 138 5 State requirements for loc 
maintenance of effort in 
schools operating as 
schoolwide programs. 

Utah Yes 40 State did 
not 

provide 
data. 

Changes to the length of t 
school day or year; teache 
certification requirements 
some financial requirement 

Virginia No 132 State does 
not have 

waiver 
authority. 

No waivers were granted. 

Washington Yes 296 49 Changes to 
school day 

the length of 
or year. 

t 

West Virginia Ye:'; 55 61 State requirements concern 
instructional materials. 

Wisconsin Yes 42 6 6 Changes to 
school day 

the length of 
or year. 

t 

Wyoming No 49 State does 
not have 

waiver 

No waivers were granted. 
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authority. 

\a Data apply to th e per i od Sept. 1996 through Feb. 1998. 

\b Data apply to the 1997-98 school year. 

Sources: For number of regular school districts, National Center for 
Education Statistics Common Core of Data; for state waiver authority, 
our survey of state educ ati on agencies. 

(See figure in printed edition.)Appendix III 
COMMENTS FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATION 
========================================================== Appendix II 

(See figure in printed edition.) 

GAO CONTACTS AND STAFF 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
==========================- =============================== Appendix IV 

GAO CONTACTS 

Harriet C. Ganson, Assi sta nt Director 
Sarah L. Glavin, Se nior Ec onomist 

STAFF ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

Arthur T. Merriam, Jr., managed the state survey and cowrote the 
report; Linda W. St o kes assisted in designing the survey and in 
gathering the informa tion on the design of Ed-Flex and the waivers 
granted by the states. 

*** End of document. *.* 
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As School Aid Is Relaxed, So Is Response of Many States 
By KI:SSETII J, COOHII arc rcquireU to monitor test scores anti ~econdary education. "It's not often to make academic programs school superintendent, indicated stand in the way of innovative, re
!1'1I~" ' II::tHlI I'eh ' .)/rllllf"",·r carefully and take "corrective ac like local pcople are heating up on funded by Title I-a new curricu that there is a simple reason her sults-Qriented reforms. 

tion" if disadvantaged stullents do state~, saying, 'Why haven't you lum or reading lab, for instance state hasn't applied. or don't think Kevin Noland, Kentucky's inter
A new law designed to case re not perform belter. applied for Ell-Flex?' " availahle not just to disadvantaged we need to waive anything," she im commissioner of education, 

strictions on federal school aid has North Carolina, for instance, Rep. William F. Goodling (R students hut to an entire school said. said the Jaw would allow the state 
nDt ~tlractecl nearly as much in may seek to get around limits on Pa.). ch;tirman of the House Com where less than half the student Goodling sounded irritated to waive a rule that prevents dis
tl're~t frolll the states as was ex how much federal money can he mittee on Education and the Work body is impoverished. ahout states reaching that conclu tricts from providing federally 
pected when Congres.~ approved spent to train teachers in reading, force, said he was disappointed but Interviews with officials in eligi sion. "To say you're getting aU the funded vocational education to 
the high'profile legislation a year writing and other subjects hesides not entirely surprised at the lim ble states indicate that 15 of them flexibility you need-it's non sixth-graders. Currently, those 
~go, science and mathem;ttics. Penn ited interest. "If you don't have any do not intend to apply and that 10 sense," he said. "It may be all that funds cannot be used for students 

Passed with huge hipartisan ma sylvania intends to apply partly be ingenuity, if you don't have any ha\'e no current plans to do so. they want." below seventh grade. 
jorities. thl' Etlllc<ltion rlexihility cause the state wants to spread re creativity, if you're just satisfied That is about twice as many as the California and New York, citing Goodling predicted that more 
Partnership Art was the first sub medial education funds to rural with the status quo, it's just much 12 that say they wiU definitely sign a different reason, say they won't states would be interested in pend
stantive II'j:!islalion Congress cn schools with relatively few poor easier to do what the federal gov up. bother to apply because they're too ing \cgislation, originaUy dubbed 
:Jd('t1 afler the midterm c\ection children, instead of spending Title ernment says," said Goodling, a Neither the District nor Virginia busy implementing their own edu "Super Ed-Flex," which would cov
anll was meant to highlight Repub . I money oilly in schools with the former school superintendent. plans to seek the broad waiver au cation refonns. er twice as many federal education 
lican interest in edul'ation as well higgest concentrations of disad The governors may have unani thority. Maryland, along with Tex "Basically, districts are saying programs and permit states to 
as Ihe pari y's elllphasis on local vantaged students. mously supported the legislation, as, is widely praised as a model we don't need one more new prcr combine separate funding streams. 
control [)f schllols. But among states not interested but top state education officials program from the pilot project. gram, not even if it streamlines The Clinton administration and 

Lasl April. President Clinton in Ed-Flex, most say they already have been Ies.~ enthusiastic-and it ·We actually find the current what we're doing," said Delaine congres.~ional Democrats have de
siglll'd Ihe hill. which was en have the slack needed to make fed is they who must ~uhmit applica legislation pretty flexihle as it is," Eastin, California's superintendent nounced that bill as creating hlock 
dursl'd hy l'very governor and was eral programs flexible enough to tions to the Educ;ttion Depart said Mary Elizahelh Beach, an as of public instruction. "They're not grants that would allow states to 
clescrihed hy Sen. James M. Jef suit Ihem. "I can get the flexibility I ment. sistant superintendent of D.C. hankering to do this." neglect the educational needs of 
furels (R,V!.), chairman of the want under the current opportuni "I think people are playing this schools. And there are states that have disadvantaged students. 
Health, Elhlcation, Lahor and Pen ties," said Peter McWalters, Rhode flexibility stuff higher than it needs Cynthia Cave, policy director decided it takes too much red tape
sions Committee, as offering "a Island's education commis.~ioner. to be," said Stephen I3arr, federal for the Virl,rinia Department of Ed to obtain the power to cut red tape. 
dl'al no one can refllse: The lukewann response from liaison for Missouri's Education ucation, said: ·Up to now, we've Florida, for instance, has chafed at 

1\111 most states immediately af states has rabed questions ahout Department. "Everybody wants to applied for specific waivers and having to produce detailed reports

fecled hv the law either aren't in the political appeal of the central blame hureaucracy, paperwork and they've been approved, so there on the test scores of students at

terested' or h:lVen't made plans to Repuhlican message on education everything else for inertia.· hasn't been a lot of pressure for us tending every school that receives 

apllly. So far only one state, North and, more fundamentally, the pre Under the new law, a state can to go to Ed-Flex.· Title I funds. Several states in

Carolina, h;ts applied to the Educa sumed demand among states and receive the power to waive certain In contrast, North Carolina has dicated that their legislators would 

tiun Oepartment-althoug-h a doz local schoo' districts for relief from rules for seven federal prof,!rams, been in a hurry to shake off federal not diminish their own authority\-1~ -=r en more indic;tle Ihl'y intend to do hurdensome federal regulations. In including Title r, the largest. Be regulation. hy granting state education offi

0 
z ~ so. the presid~ntial campaign, pre sides producing an academic im "Our feeling is, ,Iecbions about cials the power to waive state laws. 
t:l The "Ed-Flex· law, as it is com sumptive GOP nominee and Texas provement plan, states have to North Carolina schools ought to be Cohen, the assistant educationg monly known, lets slates relax Gov. George w. Bush on Friday agree to waive similar state rules made Ilown here in North Caroli secretary, acknowledged that the!< rules for federal education prcr called for giving states the kind of and laws. na," said Bill McGrady, the state's new law is stricter than the pilot 
~ ~_. grams-for Ihe entire slate or for freedom fTom federal regulation The federal law extends to 38 director of compensatory educa project in requiring academic im
~ -- individual school districts-in ex that his state has had in an Ed-Flex states and the District the au tion . "Ed-Flex is something we provement plans for Title L De

~ 
(") change for allopl ing a statewide pilot project underway since 1995. thority that a dozen states, in wanted to go after, and go after spite the tepid response so far, C0:x: to -- plan to lifl the achievement of dis "Stall'S are not rushing to apply cluding Maryland, have had in the quickly.... I just can't picture that hen ~aid the Ed-Flex law sent a 

c;J0 
}J 0 ;trlvantaged st ullents served by the for Ed-Flex," said Michael Cohen, pilot project. Participating slates other people aren't jumping on it." \r-.J - "symbolically important" message. 
}J 

~ Title I remedial program. States assistant secretary for elementary have used their new power most Nancy Keen,,", Montana's to statcs that fetleral rules need not 
0 ~ 
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B,'TIIOMAS B, EDSALL 

1I"" ,.ill l'c1'''' I'osl SIn.!! U; 'nler 

Determined to keep a liberal legislative agenda 
at the center of the national debate, leallers of or· 
~aniJ.ed labor have developed a back-to-basics 
pn).!!TJIn to convince 16 million union members 
that George W. Bush and a Republican CongTess 
Jfe threats to their livelihood and weU-being. 

''We want to be sure that by the time the Re
publican television ads start this summer, every . 
wuon member knows that this guy [Bush) is not 
on their side and that a vote for him is ~ vote 
against workers and ag:ilnst unions," said Steve 
Rosenthal, political director of the AfL.CIO. 

Major business bll"OUPS, in turn, are raising un
precedented amounL~ of money and gearing up 
for what they hope will be a massive corporate 
mobilization of employees and stockholders to 
blunt the growing influence of labor in elections. 

Republican control of the White House and 
both chambers of Congress would give business 
an opportunity to enact an agenda that includes 
restrictions on the political use of union dues, 
partial privatization of Social Security, limited 
minimwn wage hikes, moderation of workplace 
health and safety rules, and. of crucial importance 
to husiness, tough tort reform that would limit 
the ability of consumers to sue corporations. 

Converselv, Democratic control of the White 
Hom;c anll the House-the Senate willlikell' re
main Republican-would give organized l;tOOr 
[lnwerfulleverage in setting legislative priorities 
anJ in making changes in labor law and laOOr reg
ulation, Such a result would help the AFUIO 
and iL~ member unions continue to reverse the 
treml of declining membership and diminished 
rolitical power. 

Both sides see the next president as likely to 
make at least three appointments to the Supreme 
Court. anll in the process to shape the ideological 
and economic tilt of the nation's legal system. 

For organized labor, the first item on the politi· 
CJl agenda is the defeat of Bush, who is seen as 
expiicitly anti-union. Labor leaders plan to por· 
tray the Texas governor as a threat to working 
men and women-a politician who would em
power corporate America to gut workers' wages, 
benefits and workplace protections. 

"Across the board, when you talk about work
er issues, George Bush is not just missing in ac·· 
tion: said Gerald W. McEntee, president of the 
American Federation of State, County and i\lu
nicipal Employees and chairman of the AFUIO 
political committee. "Il's worse: He's on a search
anll-destrov mission." 

l1:e Afi.c!O has commissioned exteru;ive re
search to detennine the most effective ways to 
commwlicate its political goals to union mem
bers.SurVl'YS of members by Democratic poUster 
Geoff Garin show that a phone call from a feUow 
union member or a flier distnbuted at the work
p~ce by a union member or union leader are 

among the most effective tools. while direct mail 
and newsletters are among the least effective. 

Among union members who received no polit· 
ical information from their unions in 1998, 58 
percent voted for Democratic congressional can· 
didatrs and 27 percent for Republicans-a 31
point margin-according to,surveys conducted 
for the AFUIO. The pro-DemOlT.ltic margin 
rose to 44 perrentage points among those who 
received direct mail, to 54 points among those 
who got a calJ from a feUow union member, and to 
58 points. with 76 percent voting Democratic, 
among those who received fliers from union 
members al the workplace, 

The most effective communication strategy ~ , 
also the most persormel-intensive, and union offi· 
ciaIs have been setting up political liaisons in 


. each battleground state and congressional dis

trict. y,ith designated union officers and workers 

in every local headquarters and at every work 

site. 

Labor will in large part abandon the "issue ad" 
strategy of 1996, when the AFUIO spent mil
lions running television ads in the districts of vul
nerable incumbent Republicans-a tactic that 
was cosUy, controversial and relatively ineffec
tive. Instead. the AfL.CIO will concentrate on 
registering, persuading and turning out union 
members in force, capitalizing on a trend of in· 
creased political participation by union mem
bcl'$. From 1992 to 1998, the percentage of vot
ers from union households rose from 18 percent 
to ')'~ percent. ' - ' .'-' .. 

~~ three key stat~Mi~Ohio and Wis- " 
con~iJ1-Prcsident Clinton won because of his 
strong union support. If only voters from non· 
union households had cast haUots in these !>tates, 

Clinton would have lost, according to exit poU da· 
tao 

Next month, the barrage of political persua· 
sion bebtins with the fin;t in a series of fliers con
trastin~ Bush's stands on issue:;-from health 
care to "right·to-work" laws barring union 
shop-o;-with Vice President Gore's. distributed 
to worker.; by feUow union members. 

The union operation will focus on the Gore
Bu.~h contest first, in part because it is the most 
viSible, and because the candidates take opposin)! 
stands on key issues, Labor leaders are convinced 
that they have the opportunity to define Bush be
fore he gets a chance to define himself to most 
union voters. If the ,GOP presidential nominee 
can be successfully portrayed as a threat. it will 
make it much easier to paint a similarly threat
ening picture of the predominanUy Republican 
congressIonal candidates Ulat labor hopes to de
feat. 

Pc! the A.FIA:IO's political operation goes into 
action, major business groups are countering 
with stepped-up fund-raising and a sharp escala
tion of politiral activity. They are focusing on 
Congress, not the presidential race, with a goal of 
turning out mainly Republican voters. 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce is not only re
juvenating a moribund political action committee 
to channel money to candidates but also plans to 
initiate a muiLimiIlion-dolIar program to spend 
up to $100,000 in 35 or more key House races. 
and larger sums in 10 to 12 Senate contests, 
much of it as inclepcndent (>xpenditures. The Na· 
tional Federation of Independent Business 
(NFIB) plan.~ to double previous records in politi
cal fund-raising and spending, with a goal of $7 
million to $8 million for this election cycle. 

I 


''What's at stake' It's pretty much black and 
while: said Dermis Whitfield, NFIB senior vice 
pregident. "We sU[lport the folks th3t SUPPOlt us. 
We've got a situation right now where the rGOP 
Housel leadership lIas a 93 percent r-:r-rn rating, 
and the speaker r1. Dennis Hastert (R-lli.») is 100 
percent." The Democrats who would take over 
leadership positions if the House chan.t:es hanlls 
have a coUective l'oIrill ratiJlJ; of '; Ilcr,:cllt. aaJ 
Minority Leader Richard A. GepharJt (V·Mo.) 
has a zero rating, \Vhitlield said. 

Both labor and husiness face substantial hur
dles in their hids to inauence the OUlWInL' of thr 
2000 elections. BU~UIL'SS lacks the readih' acce,.. 
sihle voter hloc that is the bread and butier of la
bor, and there have been strategic disagreements 
between the Chanlber leadership and the group's 
major fund·raiser, Ted Welsh, that have slowed 
development of the Chamber's program, accord
ing to sources. 

For the AFL-GO, two keY union~, the Team· 
sler.; and the United Auto \Vorker.;, so fJf hal'c 
rrfu~ to endorse Gore because of Clinlull ad
Olulistration trJde policy. Without thI."'C tll'O 
unions, it "ill be difficult to establish a unitelllJ· 
bor fronL 

Many sources expcct the Teamsters to back 
the vice president soon, but no one knows what 
UAW Presillent Stephen P. Yokich win do. The 
UAW is a major force in Midwestern stateS,espe
cially ;yIichigan, that are expected to be bat
tlegroulllls in the fall. 

"No question about it, the UAW is the key 
union in Michigan," said McEntee. "In my milld. 
for the entire Democratic tickct, in terms of try. 
ing to take over the House, making a run at the 
Senate, and the presidency, there is no question 
that the UAW and Teamsters are increasingly im
portant to that process." 

Yokicb's anger at the Clinton-Gore a(lministra' 
tion was evident last week when he is:;ued a swtc
ment attacking Gore for supporting a "voodoo 
trade policy" with China. "AI Gore should know 
better than to jump on that big ~iDess band
wagon," he said.. 

Yokich's dilemma is whether to stand on prin
ciple and refuse to endorse a candidate whose 
trade policies he believes cost Uriion members , 
jobs or to join with the rest of the labor move
ment behind Gore in support of the long-range 
goal of restoring the prestige labor heIt! in the 
195():; and 1960s.Starting in the 1970s, Ule AFlr 
CIO was generally viewed as a paper tiger, a 
once-powerful force whose influence in elections 
and UI Congress steadily diminished. 

After taking a huge hit in the 1994 congres- . 
siomu elediolls, the union movemmt, under 
AFUIO President John Sweeney, has worked to . 
regain iL<; inJluen~th in camPaignS and m
Congress: 'wlier'e :r has succeeded in puttiilg leg· . 
islation such as increasing the minimwn W3ge 
and patients' rights in the forefront of consider· 
ation. 

[be \\lasbington Vost 
MONDAY, MARCH 27, 2000 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 


WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503 


March 10, 1999 
(House Floor) 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
(THIS STATEMEl'\T HAS SEEN COORDINATED BY OMB WITH THE CONCERNED AGENCI£S.) 

H.R. 800 - Education Flexibilitv Partnership Act of 1999 
(Rep.Castle (R) DE and 65 rosponsors) 

The Administration supports House passage ofRR 800, which would expand the "Ed-Flex" 
demonstration authority to permit all States that meet the eligibility criteria to waive certain statutory and 
regulatory requirements ofFederal education programs. The Administration has long supported the 
roncept ofexpanding ed-flex demonstration authority in a manner that will promote high standards and 
accountability for results, coupled with increased flexibility for States and local school districts to 
achieve those results. 

The Administration is pleased with the amendments made by the House Conunittee on Education and 
the Workforce to ··sunset" the' bill upon reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965 (to ensure consistency between that statute and Ed-Flex), tenninate local waivers if 
achievement levels decline, and require public notice and comment before waivers are requested and 
granted. 

The Administration strongly supports the Clay/Wu amendment that would implement the President's 
proposal for a long-term extension of the one--year authority to help school districts reduce class size in 
the early grades, which the Congress approved. last year on a bipartisan basis. In order to hire qualified 
teachers, arrange for additional classrooms, and take other steps that are necessary to reduce class 
size, school districts need to know, as soon as possible, that the Congress intends to support this 
initiative for more than one year. 

The Administration also supports amendments designed to further strengthen accountability for results in 
the Ed-Flex program, and to ensure that Federal education doUars continue to reach the students they 
were designed to serve. 

********** 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 


Office of the Press Secretary 


For Immediate Release March 9, 1999 

REMARKS BY THE VICE PRESIDENT 

REGARDING ED-FLEX 


Roosevelt Room 


9:50 A.M. EST 

THE VICE PRESIDENT: We've got an important amendment 
that is pending in the United States Senate. Tom Harkin has been a 
great champion of it. Senator Patty Murray and Senator Ted Kennedy 
are the two co-authors and co-sponsors of this amendment. 

The Murray/Kennedy Amendment will follow through on the 
hiring of 100 thousand new well-trained teachers to reduce the size 
of our classrooms so that teachers have more time with each 
individual student. We know that is probably the single-most 
important thing we can do to improve the educational system in our 
country. And this will bring the ratio down to one teacher for every 
18 students in the early grades. What a revolutionary advance. 

We know how to solve this problem and this is one of the 
key steps. It is sort of the same way we put extra community police 
on the streets and brought the crime problem down. We went about it 
the right way. We know what works in improving our schools. And so 
we've proposed this idea and now the Senate is prepared to vote on it 
today. 

Some of the Republican leaders don't want to see it 
voted on and there is kind of a blocking tactic there. It will come 
to a ~ead today. So I wanted to -- because it is pending and because 
it is so important to the future of educational quality in America, I 
wanted to say a special word about it. I want to urge senators in 
both ?olitical parties to vote for the Murray/Kennedy Amendment today 
when it comes up for a vote. 

(End) 
9:53 AM EST 
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ctCongre5'5 of rue ltnttth ~tate9' 

Mam"ington. iD~ 20515 


March 24, 1999 

Honorable Richard Gephardt 
Minority Leader 
H-204, The Capitol 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear ML Leader, 

We are writing to express our concern, and indeed outrage, at the manner in which our 
party leadership handled the appointment ofconferees on the Education-Flexibility bilL 

Ed-Flex is a good, strong Democratic initiative which promotes bold reform and 
improvement of our nation's public school system. It has the strong support of the White House 
and all 50 Governors. More than half the members of the Democratic caucus voted for the bill in 
both committee and On the floor. And yet, not a single one of the 112 Democrats who voted for 
the bill on the House floor was appointed to the conference committee. We are now in the 
embarrassing position ofhaving all fOUT democratic conferees on the House side opposing a bill 
that has the support of the majority of our caucus. 

This is a perfect example ofwhy the Democratic party is struggling so hard to define 
itself, and why we. are losing ground in public opinion polls on issues like education which 
belong to us. People are fed up with failure and incompetence in our public school system. 
However, when Democrats come up with an innovative plan to improve public schools, the face 
which our party puts on it is one ofopposition and preserving the status quo. Clearly, our 
leadership is out of step with the party and with the overwhelming majority of the American 
people when it comes to the crucial issue ofeducation flexibility and new ideas. 

Sincerely, 

~Jt4-;;~e~~ 
. oran Tim Roemer 

New Democrat CoalltlOn New Democrat Coalitlon 

C:~~G=ary=c~0~ndi~'7~~:.:~~C211<-_0s~~~BUd::er ~ 
Blue Dog Coalition Blue Dog Coalition 
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Senate Amendments to the Ed Flex Bill 

Authorizes LEAs to use Class Size Reduction funds to "carry out activities under part B 
of[IDEA]." (Sections 6(b), 7(b), 9(b), and II(b)). Each of these sections -- Sections 6: 
Flexibility to Design Class Size Reduction Program, Section 7: Flexibility to Develop 
Dropout Prevention Programs, Section 9: Flexibility to Develop Afterschool Programs, 
and Section 11: Flexibility to Develop Programs to Reduce Social Promotion and 
Establish School Accountability Procedures -- carries a similar finding: that if part B of 
IDEA were fully funded, LEAs and schools would have the flexibility in their budgets to 
reduce class size, or develop dropout prevention programs, or develop afterschool 
programs, or develop programs to reduce social promotion or enhance accountability. 

The Senate bill contains three separate "additional" authorizations of appropriations for 
part B of IDEA, one for $150 million -- which correlates to Bingaman's defeated 
drop-out program amendment, one for $600 million -- which correlates to Boxer's 
defeated after-school program amendment, and one for $500 million -- which correlates 
to Feinstein's defeated social promotion amendment. (Sections 8, 10, and 13) 
Obviously the rhetoric behind these amendments is to put the funds that Democrats 
wanted for other programs into IDEA instead in order to "free up" local funds to do these 
other programs. (It may be good rhetoric, but that is not the way the IDEA trigger would 
work.) 

The Senate bill also broadens the provision of part B oflDEA that authorizes school 
personnel to order a change of placement of a child with a disability to an appropriate 
interim alternative educational setting for not more than 45 days, if the child "carries a 
weapon to school" to include instances in which the child does not carry the weapon to 
school, but "possesses" it at school, as well. (Sec. 12) 



H.R.800 

Summary of Differences 


The ED Flex provisions of the House- and Senate-passed versions ofH.R. 800 are largely the 
same. This is a summary of the differences between the two versions of the bill, excluding 
editorial differences. 

Findings The House bill emphasizes in finding #6 (i.e., expanded waiver authority will allow 
waiver of requirements that impede implementation of State and local improvement plans, while 
maintaining the intent and purpose of affected programs) the "important focus on improving 
math and science performance under title II [ESEA]." 

Definitions The Senate bill defines "Outlying Area," but then appears not to use the term. Both 
bills appear to confine ED Flex eligibility to States (i.e., 50 States, plus the District and Puerto 
Rico.) 

Scope of Program The House bill tracks the current ED Flex law and purports to authorize an 
SEA in an eligible State to waive certain requirements "for the State educational agency or any 
local educational or school within the State." (Sec. 4(a)(I)(A)). Despite this language, ED has 
read the current law not to authorize the practice of SEAs waiving requirements that apply to 
themselves, such as e.g., State accountability requirements. The Senate bill explicitly authorizes 
SEAs to waive requirements only "for any local educational agency or school in the State." 
Presumably, we would favor the Senate language on this point, but we may not want to call too 
much attention to the issue, given the language of current law. 

State Eligibility Both bills make eligibility tum on the extent of implementation of Title I 
accountability systems, and both bills offer an alternative to States of either essentially complete 
or partial implementation. Under the essentially complete option, the Senate bill would require 
the State to have implemented the requirements in section 1111(b) relating to the disaggregation 
of data. With respect to the partial implementation alternative, the House bill appears to be the 
more rigorous. The House bill requires the State to have already "developed and implemented 
content standards and interim assessments and made substantial progress ... toward developing 
and implementing performance standards and final aligned assessments, and toward having local 
educational agencies in the State produce [school performance] profiles." (Sec.4(a)(2)(A)(II)) 
The Senate bill requires only "substantial progress ... toward developing and implementing the 
standards and assessments, and toward having local educational agencies in the State produce the 
profiles." 

The House bill requires an eligible State to hold LEAs and schools accountable for meeting the 
educational goals described in their local applications for a waiver (which States couldn't do, of 
course, before the State gets ED Flex authority in the first place!) The Senate bill requires States 
to hold LEAs and schools accountable for meeting "educational goals" in the abstract and "for 
engaging in the technical assistance and corrective actions consistent with section 1116 of the 
[ESEA], for the local educational agencies and schools that do not make adequate yearly 
progress." (Sec. 4(a)(2)(ii)) 



State Application The House bill requires the State's flexibility plan to include a "description of 
specific educational objectives the State intends to meet under [the] plan" and a description of 
how the State "will measure the progress of local educational agencies in meeting [those] specific 
goals." (Sec. 4(a)(3)(iii) and (iv)) The Senate bill instead requires the State to include in its 
flexibility plan a description of how the plan is "consistent with and will assist in implementing 
the State comprehensive reform plan" and if a State doesn't have such a plan, "a description of 
how the educational flexibility plan is coordinated with activities described in section 1111 (b) of 
the [ESEA]." The Senate bill also requires a description of how the SEA will evaluate the 
perfonnance of students in LEAs and schools affected by waivers "consistent with the 
requirements of title I of the [ESEA]." (Sec. 4(a)(3)(A)(iii) and (v)) 

Public Notice and Comment The House bill sets out detailed procedures and requires the State 
to include an assurance of compliance in its State application. The House's required procedures 
include: at least 30 days prior to granting a waiver the State would give public notice in widely 
read publications (e.g., newspapers) of the requirements to be waived, any expected 
improvements in student performance, and the State official to contact (who must also make the 
public comments available to the pUblic.) (Sec. 4(a)(3)(v)) The House bill imposes parallel 
requirements on LEAs applying to the State for waivers. (Sec.4(a)(4)(A)(v)) The Senate bill 
provides a little more flexibility to States and LEAs. The Senate bill requires SEAs and LEAs to 
include in their respective applications a description of how they will provide "adequate and 
efficient notice of the proposed waiver authority or waiver ... in a widely read or distributed 
medium", and an opportunity, in accordance with State law, for the public to comment on the 
proposed waiver. The Senate bill also requires States to forward comments to the Secretary with 
their plans and LEAs to forward comments to the SEA with their applications. (Sec.4(a)(3)(iv)) 

Approval of State Applications The House bill requires the Secretary to consider, when 
approving State applications, the degree to which the State's objectives, as described in the plan, 
are "specific snd measurable" and "measure the perfonnance of local educational agencies or 
schools and specific groups of students affected by waivers." Sec. 4( a)(3)(B)(iii) 

Approval of Local Applications The House bill precludes an SEA from granting a waiver 
unless it is "satisfied that the underlying purposes of the statutory requirements of each program 
or Act for which a waiver is granted continue to be met." (Sec.4(a)(4)(C)(iii). 

State Monitoring and Reporting Both bills require State monitoring and annual monitoring 
reports; the House bill expressly states that the monitoring must include "a review of relevant 
audit, technical assistance, evaluation, and perfonnance reports" and that the monitoring reports 
must include "the results of such oversight and its impact on the improvement of education 
programs." (Sec.4(a)(5)(A). 

State Performance Reporting The House bill provides for extensive State perfonnance 
reporting to the Secretary. After two years of ED Flex status, a State would have to include in its 
annual monitoring report "performance data demonstrating the degree to which progress has been 
made toward meeting the [State's objectives in its plan]," including infonnation on the number 



and type waivers granted, the relationship between those waivers and the progress of LEAs and 
schools in meeting their performance objectives, and "an assurance from State program managers 
that the data used to measure performance ... are reliable, complete,and accurate, or a description 
of a plan for improving the reliability, completeness, and accuracy of such data." (Sec. 
4(a)(5)(B)) The Senate bill requires SEAs to conduct annual performance reviews of LEAs and 
schools with waivers, but does not expressly require any performance reporting to the Secretary. 

SEA Termination of Waivers The House bill requires the State to terminate a waiver (after a 
hearing) if the LEA or school "experiences a statistically significant decrease in the level of 
performance in achieving [the State's or local's] objectives or goals for 2 consecutive years" 
unless the decrease "was justified due to exceptional or uncontrollable circumstances." (Sec. 
4(a)(4)(D)) The Senate bill requires the State to terminate a waiver (after a hearing) if the LEA's 
or school's performance in meeting its goals "has been inadequate to justify the continuation of 
such waiver." (Sec.4(a)(5)(B)) 

Duration of Federal Waivers The Senate bill would prohibit the Secretary from extending an 
ED Flex designation unless he determines it has "improved student performance." (Sec. 
4(a)(6)(A)) 

Monitoring by Secretary Both bills require the Secretary to review State performance and 
terminate ED Flex designations for poor performance. The House bill requires such a review 
"three years after a State is designated" (Sec. 4(a)(B)), while the Senate bill requires such reviews 
"periodically" (sec. 4(a)(6)(B)). To terminate, the House bill would require the Secretary to 
determine that the State has "failed to make measurable progress in meeting [its State plan 
objectives] to justify continuation of such authority," while the standard in the Senate bill is more 
vague, that the State's "performance has been inadequate to justify continuation of such 
authority." 

Secretary's Reports The House bill would require the Secretary to make each of the States' 
reports available to Congress and the public and submit to Congress ;'a report, on a timely basis, 
that addresses the impact that [ED Flex status has had on States' objectives]." The Secretary 
would also have to include in the report "an assurance that the data used to measure 
performance ... are complete, reliable, and accurate or a plan for improving the reliability, 
completeness, and accuracy of such data." (Sec. 4(a)(5)(B)(ii). The Senate bill would require a 
biennial report to Congress, starting not later than one year after enactment, that describes "the 
Federal statutory and regulatory requirements for which waiver authority is granted to SEAs 
[sic]," the State requirements "that are waived [sic]," "the effect of the waivers upon 
implementation of State and local educational reforms," and "the performance of students 
affected by the waivers." (Sec. 5) 

Duration of ED Flex Authority The House bill authorizes the Secretary to carry out ED Flex 
"for each of the fiscal years 1999 through 20004," while the Senate bill authorizes ED Flex "for 
each of the fiscal years 2000 through 2004." (Sec. 4(a)(7)) 

Non-Waivable Requirements The House bill would allow waivers "to allow schools to 



participate in part A of title I...if the percentage of children from low-income families in the 
attendance area of such school or who actually attend such school is within 5 percentage points 
of the lowest percentage of such children for any school in the local-educational agency that 
meets the requirements of section 1113 of the Act." (Sec. 4( c)(1 )(F» The Senate bill expressly 
prohibits waivers relating to "serving eligible school attendance areas in rank order under section 
I 113(a)(3) of the [ESEA]." 

Existing ED Flex States The House bill would not apply to existing ED Flex States unless they 
apply to extend that status, in which case they would become ED Flex States under the new law, 
and presumably give up their old status and authority. In reviewing the application for extention 
of an existing ED Flex State, the Secretary would have to review its progress in achieving the 
objectives set forth in its original application. (In other words, in time all ED Flex states would 
be governed under the new law.) The Senate bill would expressly make existing ED Flex States 
eligible to extend their current status, and does not address the possibility of such a State 
applying for ED Flex status under the new law, either in lieu of, or addition to, that status. (In 
other words there might be two classes ofED flex States and some double ED Flex States.) 

Extension of ED Flex Status To determine whether a State's ED Flex status under the new law 
should be extended, the House bill would require the Secretary to determine whether the SEA 
and its LEAs and schools have made "measurable progress" in meeting their various objectives 
(Sec. 4(e)(I»), while the Senate bill would require only "progress". 

Publication of Secretary's Decision Both bills would require the Secretary to publish in the 
Federal Register his decision to grant Ed Flex authority to a State, but the Senate bill would also 
require the Secretary to also publish "a description of the rationale the Secretary used to approve 
[the State's application.]" (Sec.4(f) 

Sunset The House bill would sunset the new ED Flex "on the date of enactment of an Act... that 
reauthorizes the [ESEA] in its entirety." (Sec.4(g)) 

Other Provisions The Senate bill would authorize LEAs to use Class Size Reduction funds to 
"carry out activities under part B of [IDEA]." (Sections 6(b), 7(b), 9(b), and 11 (b)). The Senate 
bill would contain two separate "additional" authorizations of appropriations for part B of IDEA, 
one for $150 million, and one for $600 million. (Sections 8 and 10) Finally, the Senate bill 
would also broaden the provision of part B of IDEA that authorizes school personnel to order a 
change of placement of a child with a disability to an appropriate interim alternative educational 
setting for not more than 45 days, if the child "carrries a weapon to school" to include instances 
in which the child does not carry the weapon to school, but "possesses" it at school, as well. 
(Sec. 12) 
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Motion to Instruct Conferees 


Mr. Clay moves that the managers on the part of 
• . I . 

the House at the conference on the disagreeing votes of 

the two Houses on the Senate amendments to the bill 

H.R. 800, an Act to provide for education flexibility part

nerships, be instructed to insist that

(1) funds appropriated under section 307 of the 

Department of Education Appropriations Act of 

1999, may not be used for any activity other than 

those described in section 307 (class size reduction 

and professional development), as such section was 

in effect on October 21, 1998, in that the Senate 

Amendments to section 307 of such Act are incon

sistent with the purpose and goal of such section, 

which is to improve educational achievement through 

a long-term commitment to help local communities 

hire new teachers to reduce class sizes in the early 

grades; and 

(2) additional funding should be appropriated 

for the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 

but not by reducing funds for class size reduction. 

March 16,1999 (5:04 p.m.) 
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WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

March 16, 1999 

The Honorable Jim Jeffords 
Chairman 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
United States Senate 
Washington D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We are pleased that we are moving toward an expansion of Ed-Flex that increases flexibility and 
accountability, but we are deeply concerned about amendments added to the Ed-Flex bill that passed 
the Senate on March 11, 1999. We support expanding Ed-Flex. but the bill as it currently stands 
places two very important programs in conflict -- the President's initiative on class size, and support for 
the Individuals with Disabilities in Education Act. We strongly support both of th'ese programs and are 
corrunitted to funding them. 

It should be possible in conference to develop a bill that expands the Ed-Flex program, and does not 
place the class size program and IDEA in competition with each other for the same funds. If such an 
agreement is not possible, we intend to oppose the conference report. 

We look forward to working with you 00 this and other important education initiatives. 

Sincerely, 
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Date: March 12, 1999 

TO: Larry Stein 

Fax Number: 456-6220 

FROM: Joan Huffer 
Senator Tom Daschle 
8-221 UnUed States Capitol 
Washington, DC 20510 
Telephone: (202) 224-5556 

Number of Pages (Including Cover Sheet); 1 

MESSAGE: 	 Attached is the letter Kennedy's staff drafted. rhave been circulating it 
narrowly to see whe~er those who voted against u.s yesterday could 
support this move and the response So far has been positive with most 
except Byrd'/> staff. There was general agreement not to send this 
yesterday ~ but to get it going today or Monday. I haven °t reached. 
Michael to confirxn that plan. Let me know if you have further thoughts 
or snggesti01l!i, or are concerned about keeping the option of adding 
class size open as part of this letter. My direct line is 224-8676. 
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March 1,~ r999 

The Honorable Trent Lott 
Majority Leader 
United States Senate 
Washi.ngton, DC 20510 

I 

Dear Mr. Leader: 

w~ are deeply concemed about the Ed Flex. bill that passed the Senate 
today, because it places two very important initiatives in conflict -.. the President's 
initiative on class size> and increased support for the Individt~a1s with Disabilities 
in Edl~cation Act. We strongly support both of these programs and are committed 
to funding them. 

'It should be possible in conference to develop a bill that not only expands 
the Ed Flex program, but srrengtbons both the class size initiative and IDEA, 
without placing these two programa in competition for the 9::1Jt1e funds. Ifsuch an 
agrcem~nt is not pos~ible. we intend to oppose the conterence report. 

We look forward to working wirh you on this nnd other important cd~catton 
initiati ves. 

SincerelYJ 
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UNITED STATES NI WSDEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

For Release: March 10, 1999 Contact: Julie Green (202) 401-3026 

STATEMENT BY U.S. SECRETARY OF EDUCATION RICHARD W. RILEY 

1 am deeply disappointed that Congress took steps in the wrong direction over the last 
two days as it failed to make a long-term commitment to reduce class size. Both the 
House and Senate had opportunities today to let local school districts know that funds 
will continue to be available so that over 7 years 100,000 teachers can be hired to reduce 
class size in grades 1-3 to 18 students per teacher. However, they not only failed to do 
that but instead, in the case ofthe Senate, retreated from the bipartisan agreement reached 
last year. There is nothing more timely or important than giving parents and teachers the 
reassurance that their children will be able to learn in smaller classes. I urge Congress to 
drop the amendments that undermine last year's bipartisan agreement to reduce class size 
and reach agreement on an Ed-flex bill with strong, responsible accountability provisions. 
It is unfortunate that the first education debate of this Congress ended in partisan efforts 
instead of addressing the serious issues confronting our nation's schools. Our students, 
parents and teachers want, need and deserve better. 

### 
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Statement on Ed-Flex 

March 11, 1999 


I have long supported the Ed-Flex concept, and I was pleased when the Congressional leadership 
decided to take up this bill as one of its first matters of business. Today, however, the Senate 
used this bill to undermine one of our most important educational achievements -- an initiative to 
hire 100,000 well-prepared teachers to reduce class size in the early grades to a national average 
of 18. The Senate not only voted down an amendment to ensure long-term funding for this 
initiative, but passed an amendment that would allow local school districts to completely opt out 
of class size reduction. I will work hard for the elimination of this amendment in Conference. We 
should be working together to make continued progress on obvious national needs such as 
reducing class size -- not attempting to tear down the bipartisan work we did last year to address 
this problem. The Conference Committee must drop this ill-considered Senate amendment to 
allow school districts to ignore the need for class size reduction. 
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I have long supported the Ed-Flex concept, and I was pleased when the Congressional Leadership 
decided to take up this bill as one of its first matters of business. Today, however, the Senate 
used this bill to undermine one of our most important educational achievements -- an initiative to 
hire 100,000 well-prepared teachers to reduce class size in the early grades to a national average 
of 18. Congress not only voted down an amendment to ensure long-term funding for this 
initiative, but passed an amendment that effectively would allow local school districts to opt out 
of class size reduction. I will vigorously oppose this amendment, and I will work hard for its 
elimination in Conference. We should be working together to make continued progress on 
obvious national needs such as reducing class size -- not attempting to tear down the bipartisan 
work we did last year to address this problem. The Conference Committee should drop this ill
considered Senate amendment to allow school districts to ignore class size. 
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Republican Support For 100,000 New Teachers 

On October 15, 1998, President Clinton and Congressional budget 
negotiators reached agreement on a spending bill for 1999. Among the programs 
included in that agreement was a $1.1 billion investment to hire 100,000 teachers 
to reduce class sizes across America. Here is how Republican leaders described the 
100,000 teachers legislation at the time. 

Former Speaker Newt Gingrich: 
o 	 "We said the local school board would make the decision, no new federal 

bureaucracy, no new state bureaucracy, not a penny in the bill that was pas 
goes to pay for bureaucracy; all of it goes to the local school districts .... " [L 
American Spectator, December, 1998] 

o 	 House Speaker Newt Gingrich, Georgia Republican, called it "a victory for th 1 
American people. There will be more teachers, and that is good for all r 
Americans." [Washington Times, 10/16/98] . 

House Majority Leader Dick Armey: 
o 	 Asked "what would [you] say are the key Republican achievements in this b 

-- Armey responded: 

... Well, I think, quite frankly, I'm very proud of what we did and the 
timeliness of it. We were very pleased to receive the President's requ 
for more teachers, especially since he offered to provide a·way to pay 
them. 	And when the President's people were willing to work with us 
that we could let the state and local communities take this money, m 
these 	decisions, manage the money, spend the money on teachers as 
they saw the need, whether it be for special education or for regular 
teaching, with a freedom of choice and management and control at th 
local level, we thought this was good for America and good for the 
schoolchildren. We were very excited to move forward on that. [The 

NewsHour with Jim Lehrer, 10/15/98] 
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Rep. Bill Goodling, R-Pa, Chairman of the House Education and the Workplace 
Committee 
o 	 lilt is a huge win for local educators and parents who are fed up with 

Washington mandates, red tape and regulation." [The San Francisco Examiner, 

10/15/981 
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R.L.C. ::~6\CLAy\CLAY.OO7 M -(~ 
'1:)' '} r: AMEND~R. 800, AS ~RTED 

./1° OFFERED BY MR- CLAY OF MISSOURI 

In section 4(b) (of H.R. 800, as reported), strike 

paragraph (5) and insert the following: 

1 (5) BeginniDg in fiscal year 2000, if a local 

2 educational agency participates in the class size re

3 duction program described under section 5 and uses 

4 90 percent of the funds made available under section 

5 6002 of the Elementary and Secondary Education 

6 Act of 1965 for such class size reduction program, 

7 with the remainder of such funds used to enhance 

8 student achievement in accordance with title VI of 

9 such Act, the loeal educational agency m.ay waive the 

10 provisions of such title VI without seeking the ap

11 proval of the Secretary or State, except as provided 

12 in subseQtion (c). 
j)1'f1~ 	13 At the end of the bill (H.R. 800, as reported) I add the 

14 following: 

15 SEC. 6. CLASS SIZE REDUCTION. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

March 9, \999 (4:16 p.m.) 
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15 
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17 

18 

19 
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21 tates, the District of Columo and the 
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WITHIN STATE DlSTRIBUTION.-

t under this section shall distribute the 
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22 Comm :wealth of Puerto Rico. 


23 (~~ 


24 


March 9,1995 (4:16 p.m.) 
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H.L.C.F :\M6\CLAY\CLAY.007 

3 

1 aDlount of the allotted funds to loeal educational 

2 agencies in the State, of which

3 (A) 80 percent of such amount shall be 81

4 located to such local educational agencies in 

5 proportion to the number of children, aged 5 to 

6 17, who reside in the school district served by 

7 such local educational agency and are from 

8 families with mcomes below the poverty line (as 

9 defined by the Office of Management and 

10 Budget and revised annually in accordance with 

11 section 673(2) of the Community Services 

12 Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2)) applica

13 ble to a family of the size involved) for the most 

14 recent fiscal year for which satisfaetory data is 

15 available compared to the number of such indi

16 viduals who reside in the school districts served 

17 by all the local educational agencies in the State 

18 for that fiscal yearj and 

19 (B) 20 percent of such amount shall be al

20 located to such local educational agencies in ac

21 cOl'dance with the relative enrollments of chil· 

22 dren, aged 5 to 177 in public and private non

23 profit elementary schools and secondary schools 

24 in the school districts within the boundaries of 

25 such agencies. 

Mardl9, 11199 (4:16 p.m.) 
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1 (2) AWARD RULE.-Notwithstanding paragraph 

2 (1), if the award to a local educational agency under 

3 this section is less than the starting salary for a new 

4 teacher in that agency, the State shall not make the 

5 award unless the local educational agency agrees to 

6 form a consortium with not less than 1 other local 

7 educational agency for the purpose of reducing class 

8 size. 

9 C!)~) USES OF FrrNDs.-Each local educational agency 
.j?'I(fil,V(.}S 

10 that ~QQWeS fuods under this section shall use such funds 

11 to carry out effective approaches to reducing class size 

12 with highly qualified teachers to improve educational 

13 achievement for both regular and special-needs children, 

14 with particular consideration given to reducing class size 

15 in the early elementary grades for which research has 

16 shown class size reduction is most effective. 

17 (C) (~ CLASS REDUCTION.
\... 

18 (1) IN GENERAL.-Eaeh such local educational 

19 agency may pursue the goal of reducing class SIze 

20 through

21 (A) recruiting, hiring, and training cer

22 tified regular and special education teachers 

23 and teachers of special-needs children, including 

24 teachers certified through StAte and local alter.. 

25 native routes; 

March Q, 1999 (4:1£1 p.m.) 
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(B) testing new teachers for academic con

tent knowledge, and to meet State certification 

requirements that are consistent with title IT of 

the Higher Education Act of 1965; and 

(0) providing professional development to 

teachers, including special education teachers 

and teachers of special-needs children, oonsist,.. 

ent with title n of the Higher Education Act of 

1965. 

(2) RESTRICTION.-A local educational agency 

may use not more than a total of 15 percent of the 
vsed 

funds JSleWM under this section for each of ebe fis~ 

cal yearf -BO@Q·] i 'fibe§!868 ..to carry out activities 

described in subparagraphs (B) and (C) of para

graph (1), and may Dot use any 'ftulds recetved

-u-miel' ···this- '~.fiKC~ar,~4-~2'OU5 for 

those··a.ctimties. 

(3) SPECIAL RULE.-A local educational agency 

that has already reduced class size in the early 

grades to 18 or fewer children may use funds II&

• pj under this seetioD.

(A) to make further class-size reductions 

in grades 1 through 3; 

(B) to reduce class size in kindergarten or 

other grades; or 
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1 (C) to carry out activities to improve 

2 teacher quality, ineluding professional develop

3 ment activities. 

4 l~ SUPPLEMENT NOT SupPLANT.-A local edu

S cational agency shall use funds under this section only to 

6 supplement, and not to supplant, State and local funds 

7 that, in the absence of such funds, would otherwise be 

8 spent for activities under this section. Nekd 
9 [e )~) PROHIBITlON.-No funds ~~e.~ under 

---..--- ..---
10 this section may be used to increase the salaries of or pra-

II vide benefits to (other than participation in professional 

12 developm.ent and enrichment programs) teachers who are, 

13 or have been, employed by the local educational agency. 

14 C~'"t) ~) PRoFESSION.AL DEVELOPMENi.-If a. local edu

15 oational agency uses funds mid! ~Me under this sec

16 tion for professional development activities, the agency 

17 shall ensure the equitable participation of private non

18 profit elementary and secondary schools in such activities. 

19 Section 6402 shall. not apply to other activities under this 

20 section. 

21 (-5) ~ AnMINlSTRATIVE EXPENSES.-A. local edu
\.. C.'Io9"'~S 

22 eational agency that J~Q4MU~~ds under this seetion may 
.....-...........--.-- ---- ~ 

23 use not more than 3 percent of such funds for local admin

24 istrative expenses. 

Mard'\ 9. 191i19 (4:Hi p.m.) 
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1 C~ FEDERAL SBARE.~The Federal share of the cost 

2 of activities carried out under this section

3 (1) may be up to 100 percent in local edu

4 cational agencies with child-poveIty levels of 50 per-

S cent or greater; and 

6 (2) shall be no more than 65 percent for local 

7 educational agencies with child~poverty rates of less 

8 than 50 percent. 

9 \ () (~) LOCAL SHARE.-A local educational agency shall 

10 provide the non~Federal share of a project under this sec

11 tion through cash expenditures from non-Federal sources, 

12 except that if an agency bas allocated funds under section 

13 1113(0) to one or more schoolwide programs under section 

14 1114, it may use those funds for the non-Federal share 

15 of activities under this program that benefit those 

16 schoolwide programs, to the extent consistent with section 

17 1120A(c) and notwithstanding section 1114(a)(3)(B). 

18 ~J(l REQUEST FOR FuNDSTEaeh local educational 
./~~e.tI 1hoL prcv()rAls

19 agency that demes to ..rea_ funds under _ se(,-t1.on 

20 shall include in the application submitted under section 

21 6303 a description of the agency's program under this sec

22 tion to reduce class size by hiring additional highly quali

23 fled teachers. 

24 ,rJ (kt) REpORTS.
\. 

Mart:h 9. 1989 (4:16 p.m.) 
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1 (I) STATE REPORTS.-Each State zcoCinng 

2 funds under this section shall report on activities in 

3 the State under this section, consistent with section 

4 6202(a)(2). 

5 f' (2) SCHOOL REPORTS.-Each school l!eceivittg 
~.JMdS 

6 ..assistance under this section, or the local edu

7 cational agency serving that school, shall produce an 

8 annual report to parents, the general public, and the 

9 State educational agency, in easily understandable 

10 language, regarding student achievement that is a 

11 result of hiring additional highly qualified teachers 

12 and reducing class size.". 

March 9,199.9 (4:16 p.m.) 
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MEMORANDUM FOR ************DRAFT************************ 


FROM: 

RE: Ed-Flex 

Description of Program 
The Education Flexibility (Ed-Flex) Partnership Demonstration Program was 
established by the 
Goals 2000: Educate America Act. Under Ed-Flex, states can waive certain federal 
rules and regulations in order to promote state and local school improvement efforts 
in exchange for greater accountability for student progress. To apply for status as 
an Ed-Flex state, states must have a comprehensive school improvement plan 
approved by the Secretary, and must waive their own statutory or regulatory 
requirements, while holding districts and schools affected by the waivers 
accountable for academic performance. Ed-Flex allows the Secretary of Education 
to delegate this authority to up to 12 states. 

A State may waive requirements relating to several programs that are authorized as 
part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), including Title I, 
Eisenhower Professional Development, Safe and Drug-Free schools and Even Start. 
Before granting a waiver, a State must first determine that the underlying purposes 
of the affected program will continue to be met. Ed-Flex does not apply to the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), or to requirements pertaining to 
health, safety, civil rights, and parental participation in education. The twelve 
states with Ed-Flex authority are: Colorado, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, Michigan, New Mexico, Ohio, Oregon, Texas and Vermont. 

Administration Support of Ed-Flex 
The President and Secretary Riley have been very supportive of this program. 
Ed-Flex was originally proposed in 1994 by Sen Hatfield as an amendment, 
supported by the administration, to Goals 2000. When Goals 2000 was enacted , 
up to six states could be designated as Ed-Flex states. In 1995, Sen Specter added 
an amendment in appropriations to expand the number of Ed-Flex states to twelve. 
At last year's NGA meeting, the President announced his support for legislation to 
expand the ED-Flex program to all 50 states (assuming they met program eligibility 
requirements). That bill, passed out of committee in the Senate, but did not move 
in the House. This year, an Ed-flex bill has again been passed out of committee and 
is pending floor action in the Senate. 

Although we supported a free-standing Ed-Flex bill last year, at that point we were 
more than a year away from reauthorization of ESEA. Now, are at best only a 
couple of months away from Congress taking up ESEA. Since Ed-Flex allows 
waivers of ESEA provisions, it makes most sense to consider Ed-Flex as part of the 
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ESEA reauthorization. This would ensure that Ed-Flex is designed to fit the federal 
education programs of the next five years, rather than the last five years. 

Also, it is essential that an Ed-Flex provision strike the right balance between 
flexibility and accountability for results. In November of 1998, a GAO report gave 
Ed-FLEX mixed reviews in terms of its effectiveness. Specifically, states vary 
tremendously as to the extent to which they assess and monitor the impact of the 
waivers on student achievement. As we move forward on Ed-Flex, we need to 
determine how we can ensure that we are holding states and districts accountable 
for performance. 

If Congress does take up Ed-Flex prior to ESEA reauthorization, the President will 
insist that it is consistent with his approach to ESEA and that it include tough 
accountability measures. In addition, the President will support efforts to take up 
other parts of his education agenda at the same time --particularly his proposal to 
reduce class size. 

Congressional and Constituency Group Issues 
Senate democrats (Kennedy/Dodd) have raised concerns about accountability and 
effectiveness of the Ed-Flex program Realizing that the bill will probably move, they 
want to ensure that a tough accountability mechanism is included. In the House, 
reservations have been expressed by Rep. Clay and others about considering 
Ed-Flex separately from the ESEA reauthorization. Civil Rights groups are concerned 
that the waivers not be used in a manner that would result in the funds -- especially 
in the Title I program-- not going to the children in the greatest need (e.g. a state 
allowing schools that do not meet the poverty threshold to become eligible for Title 
I funds). 

Examples of Waivers Granted by Ed-Flex States 
The Fort Worth, Texas School District received a waiver allowing it to target an 
extra portion of its Title I dollars to four high poverty, inner-city elementary schools. 
The schools were chosen for a complete overhaul due to low achievement on the 
Texas Assessment of Academic Skills and other factors. Each school uses Title I 
funds to improve instruction for all its students and is reorganizing staff, 
lengthening the school year, enhancing instruction in reading and math, providing 
extensive teacher training, and strengthening links to the community. Without this 
waiver, these high-need schools would not have received as much funding. 

Montgomery County Schools in Troy, North Carolina received a waiver permitting 
Troy Elementary School to implement a school wide program even though the 
percentage of children from low-income families at the school (45.75%) is slightly 
below the statutory minimum poverty threshold (50%) required for schoolwide 
programs. The school has undergone extensive planning to implement its 
schoolwide program, which promotes the integration of resources and emphasizes 
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continual assessments of students' progress. This waiver for a school-wide 
program enables the school to use its Title I resources to strengthen instruction for 
the entire school, rather than providing services to individual students. 
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Ed Flex 

Here is the letter the LCCR has sent to the Hill on Ed Flex. 

If necessary, we can draft amendments although I don't think it would be a 
good idea to preview any amendments that the Administration or our groups plan 
to offer to Title I. Rather, we would simply add the key accountability provisions 
of Title I to the list of nonwaivable items in S. 280. 

Mainly though, I don't understand why (whatever the wishes of Democratic 
governors), the Democrats would want to hand Mr. Lott and his friends an 
education victory right out of the box. 

cc: 	 "------.....ruce Reed 
Chris Edley 
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Hor:!CR;;: The Leadership Conference on Civil Rights (LCCR) has made 
TREASURER continuation ofthe standards based reforms adopted in Title I ofthe Elementary 

Gerald W. McEntee and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) a' top priority in the 106th Congress. 
COUNSEL E ... ERITUS 

Joseph L. Rauh. Jr.· 
HONOAAR'I'CHAJRPERSQNS We are greatly concerned that swift passage of S. 280, the "Education 

Marvin Caplan Flexibility Partnership Act of 1999," could undermine the fundamental 
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Such a review is necessary because, while S. 280 is concerned with 
student progress and accountability, once "Ed Flex" status is granted, states and 
local districts will be free to disregard the accountability provisions ofTitle I. 

A recent report by the Citizens' Commission on Civil Rights raises real 
concerns about the capability or will ofmany states to take steps required under 
the law to improve educational opportunities for poor and minority students. 
The study also suggests that the Department ofEducation has had difficulty in 
implementing key provisions of the law. Moreover, the waiver section ofTitle 
I has proved adequate to meet state needs for flexibility. 

The Leadership Conference does believe in the trade-off that Title I 
made in 1994 in which states and local educational agencies (LEAs) were given 
greater flexibility in exchange for a commitment to bring about educational 
results. We fear now that S. 280 may erase the commitment to results and that 
children will be the losers. 

We strongly believe that S. 280 should not be considered on the Senate 
floor until it has been determined that it will have a beneficial impact on the 
education of students at risk. 

~~ IV,Jt...S;?L yf ~J. I. JtL_.· 
ade en (;0;;-- William L. Ta;4""N:n:zr~Cecilia Munoz'-'-; 

Executive Director Vice Chainnan American Assn National Council 
LCCR LCCR ofUniv Women ofLa Raza 

Co-Chair Co-Chair 
LCCR Education Task Force 

"Equality In a Free, Plural, DemocratiC SOCiety" 
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Ed-Flex Reflex 

Education is Topic Ain the opinion 

polls that Beltway politicians commis
sion to do their thinking for them, so 
it's no surprise there was bipartisan 
celebration over the recent passage by 
Congress of the new Ed-flex bill. Well, 
education is indeed a concern of many 
parents, and this bill makes it clear 
why it's likely to stay high on their 
list. 

Ed-flex itself may be little more 
than a photo-op bill, but there is in fact 
an important national argument tak
ing place here. On the one hand are 
those who would like to widen further 
Washington's control of schools. For 
liberals, this is the fastest way to 
achieve public virtue-one mandate 
fits all. And under Democratic theory, 
the way to make people virtuous is 
simple. You bribe them. 

" Thus, the Democratic amendments 
to the Ed-flex bill offered to hire yet an
other 100,000 teachers, $600 million for 
after-school programs, $500 million for 
remedial education and $150 million to 
reduce drop-outs "(presumably they 
don't want to bribe the drop-outs di 
rectly, but maybe it's worth a try). 

Republicans, to their credit, vetoed 
all this. They had embarrassed them
selves last fall when the GOP leader
ship climbed on the class-size band
wagon and signed onto a federal bud
get that included $1 billion extra in fed
eral money for teachers, whose dues in 
turn would help the NEA drive more 
Republicans from office. 

This time the Republicans' were 
looking for ways to give states and lo
cal systems more flexibility in practic
ing the virtues already ordere.d upon 
them by Washington's secular theoc
racy. Occasionally, they could even 
spend the federal money as they see 
fit. Now GOP chatmeisters are de

scribing Ed-flex as a kind of education 
revolution in America. And we sup
pose it is. if the standard is the incred
ible burden now in place, stretching 
all the way back to the fantastically 
expensive federal mandate to rip as
bestos out of the nation's schools. 
Those wasted billions might have 
bought a few more computer labs at 
the dawn of the PC revolution, when 
they would have done some good. 

We have to wonder when parents 
are going to feel a bit used by the edu
cation issue. What mother does not 
warm to the idea of more individual at
tention for her child? What father does 
not want his child to prepare for a na
tionally standardized test, if that 
preparation makes him a better 
reader? The problem is there is virtu
ally no evidence that any amount of 
"federal money-whether it's labeled 
"Ed-flex" or "standards" or "class-size 
r.eduction" -does much of anything for 
student academic achievement. " 

As education scholar Chester Finn 
and the Thomas B. Fordham Founda
tion show in a groundbreaking history 
of school centralization of the past 30 
years, cash flows into our schools to
day as never before. America spends 
more per child on education than most 
developed countries. But much of the 
money ends up subsidizing causes 
quite irrelevant to what most parents 
would regard as learning. 

Instead, much of the money ce
ments in place the latest bricks in the 
bureaucracies- teachers, teachers' 
aides, aides to the teachers' aides, pro
gram managers, data processors, the 
companies that dream up the pro
grams and then sell the infrastructure 
to the systel11. Precious little gets to 
kids at their desks. If it did, education 
would hardly be Topic Awith parents. 

Asides 

Mexico's New Lunch 

As evidence that a more open and 
competitive economy in Mexico can 
actually produce good results, con
sider the Mexican government's latest 
decree: the death of the three-hour 
lunch. Until now the government's 1.6. 
million bureaucrats· operated on a 
rather inefficient schedule of lunch 
from 3 p.m. until 6 p.m., with the re
sulting obligation of working until 10 
or 11 at night. Now the government 
says that starting April 1, it will save 
money by limiting lunch to one hour. 

According to press reports, after the 
initial shock, the city seemed to be ad
justing to the news with few com
plaints. That may be because it is the 

"	higher level functionaries who will suf
fer the most, ringing down the curtain 
on lazy tequila comidas in expensive 
restaurants or mid-day romances. It 
seems the average working Jose usu
ally grabbed tortillas and beans on the 
street and killed the rest of the time 
anyway. Now he'll get home earlier in 
the evening. Who says market reforms 
favor only the rich? " 
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u's... TODAY 1a.1I DSleep easU)". bul they wQ).;e up I"q:Ieatedly 

dunn,g the nighl Roth s.J)'S. Youn.c~r people lend 
Sleeplessness ts gelling wone In America. and to ha\'e dilflculry f.3.llLng asleo-ep 10 begin .....ith. 

sCienlists an scratnblLng to help an aging. tUghJr Ag.i.nj; boomers ~ al a prime (LITle- lor lOme 
su-essed population gel th~ rdt Il net:dS. of the Wesryle '''(1on lhat !ei..ld (0 sleeplessness: 

In a Nallonal Sleep Foundation poll 
of ).01-1 adullJi 10 be- rcl~ase-d 
WednHday. 56 7. s;sy ther've expen· Sleepless 
enced one or more symptoms 01 111' in America 
somma a Ie ..... nights 0 week or more. 

The-y have dllftcullY fal11n& asleep. , , '(,
or they ....·llke up Ullhe nighl and can'l 
get back 10 ~ecp. Or they mOlY simply 
h\l.·aken lirtd and unrdrcshe-d. 

in a SLITIII:lt poll 111 1991. only 27% ~0' 
S<l1d Ihey hJd occasion:::li lnsomnl~ 


!Y-: saJd Ihey had chromc sleep chltt· ~, 

cuHies - Uladequate or poor qualil)' 

sleep on mOSI nil;hlS for a month or ~ Disorder can 

more - \'S. an eslunaled IO~ 10 157,. 
 be lethal, 80 
today. 

1"hose numben keep going up, ~ New treat
which is a concem.n sa)'S Thomas ments.80 
Roth, head 0' the- djviston or sleep 
medicine al Henr)' Ford Hospir.nl wDetroit and .. Notsy or ~Iess bedmalt:s: 12':t· 01 adultS 
author or ~v.:roJ hundn:d nt1IClt:S on sleer· 07'.:' of wom e-n llnd 5'i-;' of me-n) say IheLf pan. 

Sleep cxperu s<.I}. i..nsumniil is nOI a slec:p db ner.,· SIE:-Cp habilS kttp thcnl a .....altc:. 
Oreler or a dl.Sease but D srmplom ot an un· 
derl)'ln.g problem. It altects d.ifferenl ages in dil- Pleas< s« COVER STORY n<XI poge ~ 
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.. IIliler US.·EU Ir.ldc db Study: Military computers too exposed I

: li le~

\ rUll.... OW( ~1 ;...nd,Lfd!> lor cel 

By M.J. Zuc~e-rman 
USA TODAY 

WASIllNGTON - Til< u.s. 
mlluar{s -ce-nlral nervous 5)7 

tem" is vulne-rable to altac" or 
failures Ihal nse 10 the le<Je1 of 
~a pressint n;llionaj s.ecunlY IS
sue-." accorwng 10 a cOnJ:r~lo
nally mandnle-d r~pon reo · 
leased Monda)'. 

The Ihrre·ye:ar slud}' by a 
panel 01 Ihe r-;allOnal Rese;)TCh 
Council IS the I;)(~I In a gro.... . 
lOt mounlalll 01 evidence from 
Ihc mlul :!ry and pn\'att' ~ctor 
Ih..,1 dependence on cc,mpulcr 
s~~tems is maJ..mg thE:" mllion 

The pane-l idenllfied ~e 
SpeCUlC areas in wtuch the De
'e-r1Se Department faces "major 
challen~es" In what is com· 
monl)' called C41- Command 
and Control. Communl(';)lions, 
Compulen Jnd inle-IIiGence 
the SP1l1a1 cord C'OfllrOllJng the 
muscle of a modem military: 

II- InleroperJbilllY. or Ihe 
ab,Ury 10 make vanou.s ele· 
ments or Iht: military \I.·ork to
gelhcr. 

II- Secwit)·. or the abillry 10 
keep oubldcrs trom conlrOlIlIlg 
S)'Slems or dLs"alJlln.j:.:. Ihem. 

II- Culture, or t.r.llnInt troops 
and comm anders 10 under· 

II- Siress. worrlcs ond tranllc 
schedules. In Ihe ne-w poU, 300;; of reo 
spond~nts s.J)' thai stress alfe-ClS Ihell" 
sleep. Man)" people teel pressured be
cause Ihe'rt" 15 so much 10 do JUWUij; 
COltee-r. t:Jmlly and olhe-r obligalions. 

.. Medical proble-ms: 22',.~ repon 
ltul health conditions, pain or dis· 
com ton aUKI fhell" sleep. A5 pe'ople
gel olde-r. lhey tJt'e mo~ !ikel)" to have
problems sleeping because they IOJ ke
more medlC3lJons.. sUffcr from more 
Illflcsses and diseases.. have- more 
trugmenled sleep and more dJs... 
turned Ctrcadilln rh)1hms <2-t-hour 
sleep·woke- cyclc:s)' ROlh 5.1')'S. 

II- Poor slee-p ~nvironme-nl£ 207
of adults J.ly lighl noise or temper· 
ature aUects theLr steer. 

Ihell" )obs and responslblllllCs. 
1M bi~e<il \"l./.lne-ralJllltlC-S 

are peoplc.~ e-ilhe-r In lerms of 
lax training and failure 10 un
dcrsland Iht new lechnolo&}' or 
people who would aCII \'elr un· 
dermLflc secur1(y, 5a.Id Jamf:) 
McGroddy, the- commillce
chBlnTlan ond ~ured seruor 
vice president tor ~arch al 
IB~! . 

Askcd to idenW)' ....·hal cach 
mem~r sa...... ~ the m~1 p~ 
1I1g need 10 be addrC:!>M."<1. the 
six·mem~r panel .....as divided 
evenly on s«unl)· and Illtero~ 
croblury. 

""The \'U.lne-robibry ~:t r is 

I phnnes. lnlL'mcl prtV:lc)" ar.i... 
('an ddend II," McCrodd)" said. ~Lfcr...11 nOl\e' an: fc!'>lenns . 
11(' pointed to Ihe MdIRS; th:...r 
~the rale al which i.l\tonn~lIon II- CompteIe lisl 26 
s~~tem' au lJelr~ rc:hed on oul · 
striPS Ille rUle al wtuch Ihl')" ~ 

be~/:~~\ed~~,ed Ihal Ih( Conlcast to acquire 
SltinnlOg oxp.",,'on 01 ,«hnol· 1\ IcdiaOnc for $6013 
og)', at a pace IMI -whJI )·ou 

huve lod;,,)' IS JO?: ot wffiJl will I The ('oble company Com· 

exisl U1 1I'oft' years..~ m<tJi.c-s I' aI · cast aJ:reed MondJr;,' 10 bu)' 

mo:.. l lffif"lO$Slble 10 m,~I; 1 10 MedlaOne lor 56(1 bUbon , 

tul;hl)' ~klllc--d st, In creollLllf; a communical lollS 


The- p.lnel made )(,\·er..tl rec· 'poweC'house 10 nvn! T ime 
omme-ndJlJoru., IllcludlO,I.! crt'· I I Wamer and AT&T in of· 
allon ot un lnsiIIUIt' " Jr ;\ltlLt:.J1)· l lerl~J:, hij!h-spe-t.d lnlemel 
Information Technulnn (0 BC("t:..s5 and local phone and 
lr.lin st:...lt members ani1 SI;1\ coble- srrv1cc. lU. 

-
Siobodan 

no sl~ of 
NA· 

Mood",', on 
Ilt 

· 

lele\i.<ion In- I~~I~w~~~ a~~rr"':I~~ I~:ni~~ 
The Ell b:v-s bHf 1rt:l1C"d 

"Anyboc1y . v:ilh cro\\lh honnones. a Cnll" 
or the 

becf produced in Ihe LISA Thc 
and conse- - I "'·flfld Tr:ld~ Or,anlullon 

I"'"TO) has rwiC'e ~Ied Ihilllhc 
Ihc Clinlon Ib3n can· I be 1u."llfied b~' 5("1· 

Insl~led (hOlt 	 en('e. 1M t'. S. be'-ef indUSlI)· 
So'~'S the Ell ban coslS il up to 

The llmlt'd Stales So')'S Eu. 

rope must lih Ihe ban b~' M....,· 


...... e (':lnnot nl · 13 In mC-C:1 a \\"TO d(:ldUnc: . 

I Ttl': Eli ~1\' II n~ru 9n1Y !9 

. l"I, .:, !'·lt· .. , L~t ;D'''l·~ )I.II·:,I ' · 


~ 'LU(:H·~ r,f h"rnulIH' ·I(I.:;,h·d 

· S,·u, I lK:d 1,.\· \1 ;,.\' Il. 

bill 10 bloc., I llll' Ee alrt".Jd)" has s.:ucl Ib 
an)" mllllary III · l:1tl'.>t hnnnone studies WO:1't bf' 
Koso\"'O ..... llhout llim~h(d until next rear. II ~y'S 

approval. II b wlllIn!,:. 10 compensate (he 
-t\.osovo 15 0 pan of Serbia. UOllcd St:1tc:S b)· lemporanly 

110\1.' deeply c",ag~d in lhisCIV'I rl'l ~ l..\JnJ! 'IUOI..L( and (anlf~w on 
II .....ar UTe we ~~ to k · l.Ome U.S l;oodJO. 
come "?" asked StnOle Reruhh· The' bed !WnC'lions llst \I.·m 
can whip Don Nic.,les 01 h:..J\'l~ a ' · ctulli~ dtC'CI on tnac:k ~ 

Oklahoma. Iwlllllhe tJruled StaICs... lilt EL: 
The ieglslallon was nflt ex· ~lId Monday . ....11u.., IS nOI only .1 

re<'led 10 r~. bul Ikmocr.Jts Ir;, de L-..::.ue lJul alw one 111' 
.....e~ puslunt; lor a delay of a \·oIVlng hutn;1lI he-a\th.." 
vote lhal b ex~cu!'d lodj)· Th t' Unilt'd SI:"le~ sa~'S sclrn-I 

in Moscow, Russian PrLITI~ lilk slul1 les, IncludH~ It\n:'e by 
Minister Ye\'~en)' Pnmaho\' I the EO. ha\'(" shown llhal hOr· 
u~ed Ihe Urutcd Stale$ imd ItS Imones·treated beef IS saJe . 
illites nol 10 slri~e . The ""'0 Sides have d~d 

-We are caksonc:::lil~· a{::wlS1 1 a propos.al to put lahe'I..' on U,S. 

:d ~o~~ ~~~~ I~~;~~ 1 tt~.t o~~~~e~il~~ ~~:r:=d :~ 
""ushinl;lon to meet ....·llh ClIO' po!<o.c:d ..... ordl~ Ihal conlaW 
Ion. """~ belJeove thai pohllC..tl health w~n,c:.. or references 
levcrs J,lT far from exhaU5tcd." 10 honnone). Any ;)f,.n:ement 

in K05O\"O. rq:hlin: r..l}!C'd be· on 1 ~lhcb mu~[ Illclude a W1lflb 
Iw~n SertJlan forces and Ihc hI the bun. they Uu.~L 
~bel Koso\'o Uberulion Arm)" The- \.:rulc--d Stales l.JShed Oul 
10 thc nonhcm and centr.ll al the Eli itus month lor n:lus
partS ot the pro\'inCI.:. Sc\·c:r,,-I Ill;": 10 ch:m).:.e' 1ll1pon rulc~ Ihal 
\ ' IIIa{:t'"S were abl~. and Ihere Ihun U.s,. h.Jllan.:J marl\eler., (I 
\I.'Cre reror1S 01 mas.::. ~llhnp 
ne:lt Ihe 10\l.·n or Srblca. 

Elhtuc A1MOI;'Lns. who m.::alo;e 
up 90~ of Kosovo's 2 mLlhnn 
peorle. ar~ nghUn& for their In· 
dependence- from Serbia. Kos.o· 
\'0 is a pro\ince or Serb1;1. 
wn1ch \l.11h Momene(:Io forms 
Yugosla\·ia. Ne;.u-If 2.0lI0 peo. 
pie hu~ been killed and mort 
Ihan 250.000 eUuuc AJ~ln ian5 
h.lVe bec:n Inrc('d from Ihl'Lf 
homb SIll( e Februan Hf9:::; 

.. Fighl.mg r3ges.. 11A 

U.S.-EU 
lock horns 
over beef 
B\" Jame-s Cox 
U'SA TODAY 

\\'ASHI~GTON - The Unl!· 
ed SiDles issued Il 1is\ or $~O 
m.lliion in Euro~an products. 
trom mellts 10 mlneml ....,te-r. 
thai could laC'e' 100". tariffs If 
Europe doesn't un a decode-· 
old b:lll on U.S. bHt. 

c.s. trade offiCials hope the 
Itsl puts p~u~ on the 15· 
nallon European UNon 1.0 un 
its Mn rnlher IMn rl'h 3li!·'or· 
1:11 lrncl~ war. Il< nole3Se come'S 

pur (OO'.~ dUl les on S520 mll lJon 
III European luxury goods and 
lIthc:r product£. 

The b:.mana and b(>(-f ballies 
uwolve Ihe \l.orld·s """0 laJ)!csl 
tr:..H1mg enltl le::. and are seen as 
h:~1 c ,U<S Inr Ihe \\T O. wruch 
cou ld crumble II II 0 0'1 rl~ 
l.Ol vC' Ihl' dISputes. 

The u-ade h(::hts comrhCOlle 
U ~ ·ft.: rel;lf lons ~: 

\ II- The 1 .... 0 \l.ork Illgclher 10 
pre~urt ScruLJ. 10 ...p-t:t' 10 J. 
Pt':}C'l' rtan 111 K05O\"O 

II- TheItlt> EUsEuropocanC4U1\alenl ot <l~lfln ComnH!> 

: C.IU Lr. t I IS b;UllIl\& corruplivl 

lnCrei ~"In~)' \'ulnerablc. st and huw I ('(" h nolo~y chan~es 1tfO....·lng at a rate faster Ih.o!n we ahead ot nil ch:\llen::l""S. ., 	 ·-·T .. .~·I. · .: · ·,-·: .>('. 	 II. -::~. , , , ~- .,r 

COMIf~G WEDNESDAY I 
Coac/WIg kDg 
USA TODAY's series 01 inlet 
views wnh liWlQ sports legends 
conlinues: former UCLA basket
bali wi2ard John WOOden. 

PIaymg with guns I 
How do you know your children 
aren't plaYIng wilh guns al some· 
one erse 's house~ Maybe you 
should ask. 

More talks expected today; 
Clinton to brief Congress 

BELGRADE. Yugas"";. 
Yugoslav Preslde-nf 
MiJ.OH'vtc sho.....-td 
backinJ down Monday DS 

TO ~main pobe-d 10 launch air· 
strikes agaiM his nalion. 

-We lft on Ihe brink of mil
lIory OI ctlon.- U.S . ~n\~' Rich· 
ard Holbrooke \Il\l"ne-d. 

Mllost'Vic me-t 'or lour h0W"'5 
,,11h Holbrooke 
lllh.hour m~eting olmed 
avoidUlg a NATO anack unless 
Serbia acetpts a peaCe' plan lor 
Kosovo. II callS for up to 28.000 
NATO lroops 10 be deplO)~ (0 
he-Ip keo-ep the pe3C'e. 

White- HOt1~ nld~ ,."lid Hoi· 
brook~ wus expected 10 ~;t" 
....11h MiI~\-;c ~alIltod~·. Just 
as President Clinlon bnefs con 
~Ional I~ade-rs 01 Ih~ While 

HO~~. ~rtJl,," 
dicDled no mO\"t'm~nl hy Milo- Io\"(' r b:m:ln:l imports.. 
5C'VlC. II said Ihe YugQo:ll;I:l\" le:ld· 
e-r lold lIolbrook~ . 
who lri~ to Impos<' a solull('n IJ:,ory Ih:lI Includc-s 95'7.
by fort"C" ....·ill h:\\~ 10 lilC't' the
responsibllit)" 
CJuen~ Ih:ll m:ly ocrur:' 

In Washiru;lon. 
admlnlslr:llinn 
then ......as -SironJ:, unity" :1mnng 
th~ UnUf'd Stllt~ ;:md Its allies I$500 million a yeru-. 
10 launch olT5trik~ unless the-
SerbS IllU""H"d 10 3 setll~ment. 

'"'Vo'e :\II n~ 
low rmi<l<'nl Mllos,,'r 10 ron· 
Imu( lilt: ;1~t:~"11011 Wllh ItILfll.l· 

ml)"." Clmlun ~lld • 
Bul on Cupllul Ihll. !th.

ole debated a 
spendLllf; tor 
lervention in 
con~lo~ 
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