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Money doesn't have to be one of them.
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Hopes of a qmck budget
deal fading away

November 9, 1999
Wel posted at: 7:06 p.m. EST (0006 GMT)

WASHINGTON {CNN) -- Hopes of a budget
deal between the White House and Republican
congressional negotiators appeared io fade away
Tuesday, with key differences still separating the
two sides as they returned to the bargaining table,

" "These issues are not small,” White House budget-

chief Jack Lew said, adding that even relatively
inexpensive items sometimes "have significant
policy content." -

» Adding urgency to
+ the situation is the

# imminent
expiration of a

« temporary spending
= bill -- known as a

| finances the portion
of the government
whose fiscai 2000 spending bills have not been
signed into law. The continuing resolution will
expire Wednesday. Lawmakers had hoped a deal
could be worked out by Wednesday, as they had
wanted to return to their home districts for
Veterans' Day parades and other festivities this
weekend.

The situation also is affected by both sides’ quest
to take this vear's polmcal victories into the 2000
clectlons :

"This 1s a political world said Sen. Ted Stevens
{R-Alaska), chairman of the Senate

Appropriations Committee. " see a lot of politics -

in 1ssues being raised, and people are looking

‘long-term at next year's ¢lections.”

But other disputes cropped up that could further
stall any potential budget progress, even as
negotiators held talks. Sen. Larry Craig (R-1daho)
said Western state senators secking eased
restrictions on gold and other hard-rock mines
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restrictions on gold and other hard-rock mines

were joining forces with Sen. Robert Byrd
{D-West Virginia), who is defying the Clinton
Administration and wants legislation letting
Eastern coal mines dump tons of waste into
nearby valleys and streams.

Byrd led a rally of coal miners at the Capitol on
Tuesday, telling them that this is a "crucial time .
and your voices must be heard." '

Some progress has béen made. White House and
congressional negotiators did agree to almost
$800 million that would heip communities hire
police officers -- nearly two-thirds of what
Clinton had wanted for one of his top priorities.
They would also provide three-fourths of the
$400 million the president sought for UN, .
peacekeeping operations in the Balkans and
elsewhere.-

The GOP also agreed to add about $1 billion for

labor, health and education programs, but the two "

sides remained at loggerheads over Clinton's plan
for hiring teachers, and other issues.

Clinton wants $1.4 billion to hire 100,000
teachers in an attempt to-reduce class sizes in the
early grades. Clinton has deemed the money for
new teachers the "most important matter” in the
budget talks, noting that Republicans agreed to
the i issue last year.

"We will keep working with Congress to keep the’
promise that both of us made to the people of

‘America last year," he said Tuesday before a
" morning meeting with his Cabinet.

Republicans say the money should be provided to

the states as'a block grant, allowing local and
state authorities to determine how it should be
spent. They are proposmg spending $1.2 billion
on the grants.

"I think if we're to re-establish (the Congress')
constitutional role, to control the purse strings,
we've got to say that when it comes to local
control versus a Washington straitjacket, the
people of the United States want the éducation
decisions made in the local school districts, not in

- the White House," said Sen. Arlen Specter

(R-Pennsylvania).

Clinton also noted that "there is flexibility in that

bill if the schools get their classes down” to spend
. the money on other items. But he said the class -

size issue was too important to spend the money-
on anything else.
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"I don't think we should turn around and break
the commitment and just say, 'We'll give you a
biank check and we don't really care what

_ happens to the money,' " the president said. "We

can't afford to waste a penny of the money we
spend on education.”

The White House also conténds the Republican
block grant program could lead to funneling
money to private schools via voucher programs, a
notion most Democrats oppose.

"The way the Republicans have done it is actually
quite dangerous. They think we should do it in a
broad block grant that if you read their proposal
could actually be used for vouchers,” said White
House Press Secretary Joe Lockhart. "That's
actuaily taking money away from the public
school system, siphoning it and moving students
away. We think there ought to be more teachers
in the classroom, lower the class size and we
should move away from ideas like vouchers."

Republicans also complained that Clinton had not
yet explained how he would pay for the extra
spending. White House negotiators have said they
would offer savings, but not until Clinton's
spending demands have been satisfied.

"To all these new spending requests, I say, ‘Mr.
President, show me the money," said House
Majority Whip Tom Del.ay (R-Texas),

The two sides also disagree over paying off the
nation's back dues to the United Nations, and
Democrats oppose the .97 percent
across-the-board cut included in ali 13
Republican spending bills. .

" The two sides reported some progress in

late-night talks on Monday. GOP negotiator Rep.
Harold Rogers, (R-Kentucky), said he believed
the two sides resolved one of the most
contentious issues -- funding for Clinton's
Community-Oriented Policing Services program,
or COPS -- by adding an additional $140 million.

- COPS is a federal anti-crime program that has

become a signature of the Clinton
Administration. The program authorizes police to
hire thousands of new officers, or redeploy
current-ones into street work within
neighborhoods. Funding for the COPS program
expires next year.

Rogers also said money was added for
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| Agreement on Quality Teachers

' Labor/HHS/Education Appropriations Bill
The'agnf:ement between Congress and the Administration includes
improvements to current law based on. quality, fiexibility, and -
accountability. Following are the major provisjons:
i
|
More Emphasis on Teacher Quality
n o
. Funljds may no longer be used to hire unqualified teachers. Teachers
hired under this act must be certified (including alternative certification)
by the state in which they are employed. They must have at least a
baccalaureate degree, and demonstrate the teaching skills and knowledge

requlred to teach in their sub_;ect areas.

. | .
o All teachers hired Jast year under this program must also be fully -

qualified within one year after this bill is signed into law.
o _
J Emjergency certified teachers may no longer be hired.
o |
More Flexibility for Schools -

|
. THe percentage of funds that schools can use for upgrading the skills of
g_ll' their current teachers increases from 15 percent to 25 percent. This
frées up approximately $350 million (of the President’s overall request of
$1 4 billion) for training teachers and other professional development
activities, instead of for hiring new teachers
]
Séhools with a major teacher quality problem with 10 percent or more
of their teachers uncertified by the state — can request a waiver through
thc “Ed-Flex” program to use up to all of their funding for improving the
quahty of uncertified teachers. This is not allowed under current law.-
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¢ Rural schools not receiving enough money to hire a new tcacher will now

be a‘r?iale to use their funds for professional development,
: | .

o Statés that have already set a goal of 20 or fewer students in a class will
have more flexibility to fund professional deveiopment of existing
teachers. This is a significant change from the 18-to-] student-teacher

| ratic;)'required in current law.

|
~ Accountability

L. ' ' - .
~» Parents will have the right to know the professional qualifications of their

chlldren s teachers. In addition, states and school districts receiving these
funds must report to parents on the percentage of classes in core
academlc subjects that are taught by fully qualified teachers, as well as on
progress in reducing ciass size. '

|
Special Education Teachers

S;fecial education teachers can now be hired with these funds to teach in
mainstream classrooms with regular teachers. This corrects a major
problem ' with the Administration’s interpretation of the current program.

_ | |
Prog-‘ram Repealed

. The GOALS 2000 program will officially be repealed effecthe
September 30, 2000.

| ThejFight Goes On....

chilblicans will éontinue to fight for more flexibility for local schools
th:ough the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary qucatlon Act

and, ﬁzture appropnatlons bills.
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CLINTON V|IC TORY ON SMALLER CLASSES WITH QUALITY TEAC HERS

PRESIDENT’S

§

public on student achievement
and class size

public on student achievement
and class size

PRESIDENT | ~ ADMINISTRATION’S FINAL AGREEMENT IN
CLINTON’S GOAL PROPOSAL OMNIBUS APPROPRIATIONS | GOAL MET
' | | ' BILL
CLEARPURPOSE * Reduce class size to 18 in the » Reduce class size to 18 in the v
: j early grades early grades -
! / '
FIRST STEP ' « $1.1 billion in first ycar + $1.2 billion in first year v
TOWARD HIRING ‘ :
100,000 TEACHERS | = Hclp school districts hire more | » Help school districts hire more
: -than 30,000 tcachers in the than 30,000 teachers in the first
; first year of a seven year- year. -
Initiative to hire 100,000 ’
' teachers
!
TARGETING | » Targeted to high povetty . » Targeled to high poverty v
NEEDIEST ! students using Title 1 formula communitics, with 80% of funds
STUDENTS | : allocated by poverty and 20%
| by pepulation count
GETTING_DOLI.;ARS » 99.4% of funds to local school | = 1.00% to local school districts 4
TO LOCAL SCHOOL |  districts; '
DISTRICTS ! . )
; » 0.0% for federal + 0.0% for federal administration; -
‘! ~ administration; 0.5% for costs 0.0% for costs to state of
i _to state of program - program administration and
'; administration and testing of testing of new teachers ; 0.0%
i new teachers; 0.1% for for evaluation
! . cvaluation :
ENSURING ! « Requires that [ocal school » Establishes 15% cap for local . v
TEACHER i districts spend at least 10% of school district expenditures on
QUALITY |- funds on improving teacher improving teacher quality
| quality
5 + New teachers must meet state » New teachcrs must meet state
| certification requircments certification requirements
| _
' » New teachers must pass state- | » School districts may use funds
i[ selected competency test for teacher competency tests
ACCOUNTABI]:..ITY » Must produce annual school » Must produce annual school v
FORRESULTS; - report card to parents and the report card {o parents and the

!
|
i
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! . CLASS-SIZE REDUCTION

Current law

Sec. 307, {(8) From the amount approprinted for title VI of
the Elementary and Sscondary Education Act of 1865 in accordence
with this section, the Sacretary of Education—

(1) shall meke available a tolal of $6,000,000 to the Sec:

ratn.r{ of the Interlor (on behalf of the Bureru of Indien Affairs)

d the outlying arens far activitles under this section; and

(2) ghell aliocats the remainder by providing each State

Et84620,000 were- ellocated under section 1122 of the
Elamentery and Bitverds
section 2202(b} of the Act 1oFfisea
such allocations sholl be ratably

Rt

of

Al year 1998, except that
increadtt-er.decreased as

e

ry Bducation Act of 1966 or under

(_b)il} Each Stafa that receives funds wnder this section ehall
distribute 280 fercant of sn unds to local aducational agencies; -

of which~ - S
: (A} BO percent of such amount shall he allocated te such
local educationel agencies in proportion to the number of chil-

~ dren, aged 5 ta 17, who resida in the school district served

by such lgcul educakional n%anecg from famlliee with incomnos
below \be poverly lne {as delined by the Office of Management
and Budget and revised ennually in aceordance with saction
673(2) of tha Cammunity Services Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C,
BD02{2))) epplicable to a family of the aiza involved for the
moet Tocent fiscal year for which satisfaclery dats is nvailable
compared % the number of such individuals who reside in
the achaol districts pavved by all the Toca} educational agencies
in tha Btate for that figea) year; and _

(B) 20 peccent of such amount shall be alfccated to such
local educational agencles in nccordance with tha relative enrell-
ments of childven, aged & to 17, in public and private nonprofit
elementary end
such agencies; _
(2) Notwithstanding paregraph (1}, if the award to n local

educativnal sgency under this section ie leas than the sterting
salery {or s naw teachar In thal egency, the State shall not make
the award unless the locel educalionzl egency egrees to form a
- congorfiuzn with nol less than 1 other locel educationsl agency
for the purpoae of reduciog class adze (g4 .60t es provided

secondary schools within the boundesies of

"=~ areag-thatthey teachi-and-provide assistance.fo.bocal __

There will be an amount appropriated for class size
reduchon and Tides I1T and TV of Goals 2000: Educate
America Act as delermined by the appropriators.

{9

o distribule 97 percent

‘The same percentage of that remainder as il received of

gy . the {unds allocated (o States under scction 307(a)(2) of

the Depariment of Education Appropriations Act, 19?9
and section 304(b) of the Goals 2000: Educale America

Acl, '

(3) Each State may use not more (han 3 percent of funds

roules 1o teacher certilication, lest teachers in the subject

educational agencies in the delivery of high quality
professional development (o leachers. Provided futther
thal such acijvities may be provided through parinerships
between local educational agencies and higher education | py
institutions, including a high need local educational

- agency, a school of arls and sciences and an institutions
that prepares teachers. '

U,

¥¥d HC!

under this section to improve the quality of teacher
ZZY ° preparation programs, cstablish or expand alierative @
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¢lass sizo

‘g6 In the eurly grades to 18 or less children may uee funds

- un_de&)__ No funds wads available under-this -section-ray-bo-uged - -

'{(cﬁuﬁa—cﬁ'lb'iiél-ﬁ-dﬁﬁn-tiuna.l agency that receives (unds under L’
this section shall use such funds to carry out effective approaches
te veducing class sizo with highly quelified teachers to improve
educational achievement for both regular and special-needs chil
dren, with partioular copsideration given to reducing clase sizé
in the eerly elemantary grades for which some resenrch has shown

reduction is most eflective, :

setive-sautos; —
(i} testing new teachsers for academic content knowledgs,
-and ta meal State certification requirements that ere congistent
with tit)la n nfdlt};u HJ'g}mr Ed:lc:'tioniAct of %965: nnh < nclud
(iii) providing profeseign elopment to {eachersd, includ-

S ? du E{Jn “ar

ing special e n leich'};s and tdacheys ol spacial-ieads
childrane congistent Aith fitle 1T of the Higher E yedtion Act
oA 1066, 2 /Mﬁ Hle I ‘e

(B} A local educeticnal agengy may use not more than a total
A6 bercent of the award received under this section for activities
ibed i clauses () and (i) of subparagraph (A),

{C) A local educational egency that has aireedy redured class

received under this section—
{1} Lo make further clacs-size reductions in grades 1 through

4
1

{i1) to reduce claps size in kindergarien or other grades;

—n

o (ii5) to . out activities W improve tescher guality,
including professionel dsvelopment. ) _
T WD) If d locs) educationsl mgency has alrenlil:ldr reduced
clese size in the early grades to 18 or fewer children and
intends to use funds provided under thia section o carry oul
profeasiona} davelopment sctivities, including activitias lo .
improve tescher quality, then the Stata shall raake the award
unsar subsection (b) to the local aducational agency without
requiring the formation of a consortium."”,
\ Wach such sgency shall use funde under this section only
o eia?n)plament, and Emf)’m supplant, State and local fuads that,
in the abpanca of such funds, would otherwise be spent for activities |
this ggction.

to increase the galaries or provide benefils, other than participation
in professional development and enrichment [;ro ama, to teachers
who are, or have baen, emplayed by the locel educaticna) agency.

Tie basic purpose and Intent of this section is to reduce oV @ :

class size a: 3
w\“jﬂw\(_ R,
to\improving (eaclher quali[}]:nul No.
P - ~e b
CRTDRE e
f{LM"lC’(‘.”S ' j -

use funds provided under this section fof(i ecruiting

. (which may include the use of stgning bonuses or ather
{inancial incentives) hiring, and training lully qualified
regular and special education teachers and tcachers of°
special needs children who are certified within the State, .

- {which may include certification through State and local
alternative routes) and who demonstraic compeleney in
the content areas in which they teacly he local
educational agency delermines these futid§ are necessary
ko cargy oul activilies in order to meet the poal of ensuring

re canm fTT

WX AC LT

that all instructional staff have the subject malter
knowledge, teaching knowledge, and teaching skills
necessary to leach effectively in the conten! aren or areas
in which they provide instruction, (language from
Congressman George Miller’s bill, H.R. 1734)

(1i1) providing professional development to teachers,
including special education teachers and leachers of
speciat nceds children, and programs promoting relention,

mg_nloriug ncomstrtest w/eg)

- . 45 percend (includes consolidationof tides I and IV of
Goals 2000 similar (o the President’s ESEA bill)

TTANAONDY VITTAAL T TETRNA

conlp



(b

(8)({1) Each State receiving funds under this section shall report E
Ba sctivities in the State under this section, congistent with seclion x
3 6202(a}(2) of the Elemuntary and Secondary Educstion Act of 1965. ;
[gl ! {2) Each schoo! benefiting from thig section, or the local edu-
cational agency serving that echool, ghall praduce sn annual raport -
to parents, the general public, and the State educationa) agency, ™
In easily understendsble languags, on student achievement thet o
is & “Bu}:i of hiring additicnal highly qualified teachers and reduc- [
L 5 H;ZE. ) ‘:
el If a loca) sducations) agency wses funds mede available -
under this section for professional development activities, the
* agency shall gnsure for the equitable participation of private non-
rofit elomentary and setondery schools in such activitisa, Section
02 of the Elementary end Becondary Education Act of 1965
ghall not apply te other activities undar thia saction,
(N ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—A local educationel sgency that -
raceives funds under this sectlon may vge not more then 3 percent
of such funds for local administsative costa.
{g) Requesy roR Fuwns.—Each local educetiona) agency that
desires to receive funda undaer Lhis section ahall include in the
application required under gectinn 8303 of the Elementary and
scondery Education Act of 1966 n description of the agency’s .
ruil;am lo reduce ¢Jass eize by hiring additional highly qualified &
achers : F
(3) Each Stale and local educalional ageney receiving funds under this -
section shall publicly report {o parents on the progress in reducing class sizes, ‘é
Increasing Ihe percentape of classes in core academic areas taught by fully =
qualified teachers who are certified within the State and demonstrate :
competency in the content areas in which they teach, closing academic <
achisvemenl gaps betwesn students, and Improving sludent academic Z
achievement as defined by the State. - ' -
(4) Each school receiving funds under this section shall provide to parents,
on request, the professional qualifications of their child's feacher,
oy () Titles llEand 1V of the Goals 2000: Educate America _ _
m_Actare repealed._ a0 . . . ' '
: chae I‘cha ¢ ,._."\.-)9- e e = — i -No-funds-received unider this-section may be-usedio-payhe salary.of - . . _ .
- _ any leachar hired with funds received under section 307 of the Department of '
~ - Education Agproprialions Act, 1899, unless, by the start of the 2000-2001 school _
year, the leachet is certified within the State (which may include cedification &
through Slate or local alternative foutes) and demonstrates competency in the ié_

subject areas he or she leaches, '

(1) Consistent with previous, Congressional and .
Department of Education interpretation, Public Law 106- co-fFuet
25 shall apply 1o this section, as amended,

11/09/99
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Morley A. Winograd @ OVP
12’05}’97 11:53:03 AM

‘Recard Type: | Record

To: Jacob J. Lew/OMB/EQOP

ee: Bruce N, Reed/OPD/EOP
Subject: Ed. initiative
Jack: : { ' :
| have askedl'my NPR staff to comment on your memo regardmg the impact of an additional 100K
FTE cuts to pay for teachers. | wouid like to discuss their numbers with you ASAP so that Bruce
“and | can res:pond to the Vice-President on where we stand. [ will separately fax over some
numbers as background to our conversation, but let me give you a couple ¢f highlights;
1. We only need to cut 50K FTE in HQ types to provide$12B over five years for this initiative which
is what Mlke Cohen in Bruce's shop says we need in the way of dollars.
2. 1t is NOT against NPR principles to direct "streamlining” of agencies {See OMB current budget
directives) by removing these types of positions and we are prepared to support, and, in fact, have
the list of Stﬂch cuts that each Agency still needs to make based on NPR | from 1993, We are
suggesting OMB manage that process on an FTE basis, ie. tell agenmes to make your overall budget
number and;ellmmate this amount of overhead FTEs as well,
3. To reconplle our numbers with yours we need to understand if you were assuming in your memo
raises of 3.1% in every year or just cumulated the impact ang if you assumed the only way for
" agencies t(:u}I meet this year's passback numbers was to make additional FTE vs. program cuts. In
any case we still have a list of NPR recommended savings of about $80B that have not been
' mpiemented and don t deal with FTE reductions. | believe OMB thinks only $18.48 of those
recommendations are still-viable for a vartety of reasons, but | don't know if you have already
included those "viable” savings in the passbacks. -
| will fax eru this stuff and then lets talk.
Morley Wmograd - -
e Forwarded by Morley A. Wmograd;‘OVP on-12/05/37 11:83 AM ---mmmmmmm e

|' Bob A. Stone
' | 11/26/97 04:17:37 PM

[
H

Fiecord

_'__CD“"—

Record Type:
To: Morley A, WmograleVP
ce:

Subject: See Attached




i Impact of an Additional 100,000 FTE Cut
! B : . . . . .
"l

The’dlscretlonary caps that are part of the Baianced Budget Agreement are very
tlght particularly in.the out years. _

Beceuse they are so tight, there isn't enocugh money to fund pay raises for
Federal employees. Instead it is assumed that agencies will have to absorb the .
costs of the 3.1% pay ralse by making their workforce more efﬂolent that is, by
reducmg FTE levels. :

| .
The 1absorp’uon of the 3.1% annual pay raise wili resultin a 15% (267 000) cut in
FTEs by 2003. This is implicitly assumed in the President’s FY 1999 Budget. An
additional cut of 100,000 FTE would increase this cut to over 20% if it covered all

ageques -and to nearly 25% if Defense, Justice, and FAA were exempted from
the cut.

In addltzon fo make sure that the additlonal 100, OOO cut was impiemented, FTE
controis on agencies would have to be reimposed. This would be contrary to the

‘reoommendatlons of the Vice President’ s National Performance Review.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (/(ox‘w
THE SECRETARY

November 25, 1957

|
Mr. Bruce:H N. Reed
Assistant to the Pres1dent_

for Domestlc Policy
The Whlte House

Washmgton D. C. 20500

Dear Brucje:
|

Ené.l_osed 1s a thoughtful fespbnse from three key people in my Department regarding the
classroom éize issue.

I wanted 4ll of you in the Whlte House to have this information before we break for the
holidays.

I hope that you and your family have a pleasant and meaningful Thanksgiving weekend
o

Yours gipcerely,
| .
i | (Q«Aé

i Richard W. Riley

cc: Mike Co en

|
|

|

I| ‘600 INDEPENDENCE AVE., S.W. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202-0100

CHir mrission is {0 ensure egual aceess to education and to promote educational excellence throughout the Nation
|
i
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TO: | Secretary Riley g 2 -
FROM: Texrry Dozier, Special Advisor on Teaching~J&7> |

\ Paul Schwarz, Principal in Residence §
| Mary Beth Blegen, Teacher in Residence m 5

|
|

RE: I'. Class Size Reduction Proposal
| . .

|
We want to express what must be key components of any proposal around class size
reductlon While the idea is very appealing both to teachers and the public, it is a very
dlfﬁcults and complex issue. Our ideas are focused in the following areas.

|
. Teacher Qualityz‘Training

Reducm g class size without attending to the qualifications and training of teachers

w111 negate benefits gained through that reduction. Even a small class size with an
1ll -prepared teacher will result in a poor education for the students impacted.

Wlth our work on Title V and with the National Commission on Teaching and
America’s Future, we are trying to focus the nation on the importance of
e'nforcing high standards for teachers. Both you and Governor Hunt spoke
passionately last week at the National Press Club about our need to maintain those
standards. This proposal, if done right, could strengthen support of high standards
fcin' teachers and students but, if unaddressed, would be a retreat.

|
. Knowledge of Research Findings
All of the research findings around reducing class size tell us that it is not very
ef:fectwe unless the student-teacher ratio i1s reduced to 15-1. In addition, reducing
cl"_ass size alone without other improvements, including professional development
for teachers and meeting the ensuing demands of more classroom space, does not
necessanly lead to increased student achievement. If teachers continue to teach in
the same way that they did with a class size of 30-1, few benefits will result by
s1rpply lowering the student-teacher ratio.
|

|
. Cost

Orlle reason school districts have not voluntarily proceeded with class size
reductlons has been the prohibitive costs involved compared with the potential
benefits. Tony Alvarado, Superintendent of District 2 in New York City, recently
stated at the Department that reducing class size by one student across grade six
would cost $1 million. This figure does not include the necessary training needed

i
]
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to help teachers leam to teach more effectively,in smaller class settings. So the

traimng of teachers to teach well in the smaller classes must be part of the
. proposal,

\ Space

' : Many schools do not have the space to reduce class size. In some districts in

Il California, the class size reduction initiative has floundered because of the lack of
1 classroom space. Those districts have been unable to take advantage of the funds.
| We suspect that those districts that are already overcrowded and could benefit the
' most from such an initiative might be the least able to find space and teachers to
itake advantage of such a program.. So it would be important to couple a major .
linvestment in class size with a major investment in school construction.

|
lUnfunded Federal Mandate

[When the federal government moves aogresswely into the operational budgets of
- “school districts and then pulls out, the result is an unfunded mandate which can
pave very negative consequences. So the source of funding must be permanent.

Targetmg

It is unclear whether this proposal will be targeted to our most vulnerable

students -- students in poor neighborhoods, learning-disabled students, limited-
Enghsh proficient students, etc. Currently some classes have an enrollment of 30
and others have only 18. We are unsure if this program will have the same effect

1n both situations. So targeting the reductlons to the h1ghest-neecl schools 15
extremely important.

Proper Role of the Federal Government

'I;‘he current proposal identifies actions to be taken in specific grade levels. In

doing so, this proposal moves decision making away from local districts and

schools, preventing them from targeting those areas that they know need the most

a'ttention For example, some states have already taken measures to reduce class

: s1ze in primary grades. In addition, recently a superintendent told Department
off cials that he prefers to-use additional money for professional development for

his entire staff rather than to reduce class size. So this clearly shows the need to

have a package of i initiatives, e.g., school construction, teacher development, class

51ze reduction, so that there wouid be flexibility to address one area more than
another based on need and previous state or local actlon

We are avyare that this proposal has wide appeal and we support legislation that brings
additional support to schools. As the three people at the Department most responsible for

bringing the school perspective to policy makmg, we believe our views can be helpful in
stren gthemng this initiative.

|
i
I
|
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| - THE WHITE HOUSE
0 o WASHINGTON

January 21, 1998

: M_EMOILIANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

|
FROM: | BRUCE REED

| MIKE COHEN
SUBJECT: - Class Size Design Issues

Oyer the past several weeks, we have worked with the Vice President’s Office, OMB, and
the Educa'tion Department to develop recommendations on the design of your class size
initiative.| This memorandum explains our consensus recommendations and asks. for a decision

on the smgle issue on which we have not reached agreement -- whether to require basic skills
testing for| new teachers.

L Backgl‘found
|

Thl'e purpose of this initiative is to reduce class size and provide qualified teachers in the
early grades, so that all 8 year olds learn to read. More specifically, this initiative will help bring
down classl, size across the nation from an average of 22 to an average of 18 in grades 1-3. In
designing t the initiative, we have been guided by several considerations.

Firét, as you know, the best research suggests that the benefits of smaller classes acerue
especially to the most disadvantaged students, and occur most powerfully when classes are no
larger than|15-18 students. To'be both credible and effective, the initiative must get the majority
of classes into that range, especially in high-poverty schools. Second, California's recent
experience. demonstrates that programs to reduce class size lead to the hiring of unqualified
teachers, pamcularly in urban areas, if safeguards are not built in. Third, efforts to reduce class
size can exacerbate and be frustrated by shortages of space. Fourth, because this is a new area of
federal 1nvolvement in education, the requirements placed on state and local grant recipients in
order to ensure effective use of the funds must be espec1al ly well justified.

Thell'e are a number of other proposals to provide federal support to recruit or hire
teachers, primarily to respond to the need to hire an estimated 2 million teachers over the next
decade. Senator Kennedy proposes to help recruit 100,000 teachers per year over the next decade
by forgiving up to $8,000 in loans for each person who becomes a teacher. Rep. George Miller

has also advanced a proposal to provide loan forgiveness for an-as-yet unspecified number of
individuals who enter teaching.

|
|

|
|
\
|
\
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In contrast to the Kennedy and Miller proposals your proposal provndes funds to hire
- teachers rather than forgive loans, since the primary cost of reducing class size is salaries for
additional teachers. There is little evidence that loan forgiveness is an effective tool for
attracting additional people into the profession. Moreover, you have already proposed a

: scholarshlp program (not loan forgiveness) to steer people who have decided to enter the
professmn toward high poverty schools.

Rep. Bill Paxon has also announced a proposal to help school districts hire 100,000
teachers, by funding teacher salaries. His proposal would pay for these new teachers by -
ellmmatmg Goals 2000, Americorps, the National Endowment for the Axts, and a number of
other progra.ms While these additional teachers could be used to lower class size, Paxon does

- not requ1re that funds be used for this purpose. In addition, Senate Republicans announced an -

education package yesterday whxch they claim would fund SO 000 new teachers by block granting
other pro{'grams

Vvlle believe the existence of Republican proposals for the federal government to pay
teacher salaries -- a proposal that both attaches conditions (under Paxon’s plan, teachers hlred
with these funds could not be tenured) and requires states and local school districts to share the
total cost of the initiative -- provides some protection for your proposal agamst charges of federal
intrusion. ] | It may also form the basis of a bipartisan achievement.

IL. Fundmg Issues

) _
Your budget will include $12 billion over 7 years to hire 100,000 teachers, enough to
reduce clans size in grades 1-3 to an average ‘of 18 nationwide. The table below shows the annual
budget, number of teachers communities would hire each year, and the impact on class size.

| . . .

Fiscal Ye{m Budget (in billions) . { Number of Teachers | Average Class Size
B " | Hired in Grades 1-3
ligos 1+ : . 219
1999 | L 35,714 {203
2000 a3 42208 201
2001 $1.5 ag701 198
2002 .1 $1.7 55,195 | 19.6
2003 | $1.74 56,331 195
5 Yeat Total | $7.34
2004 | - $2.3 82,143 18.6
2005 52.8 _ 100,000 18.1
7 Yea:il Total $12.4

i
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| .
' A| Distribution of Funds to States

| ' .

| We would distribute funds to states on the basis of the Title 1 formula, which is
based on the number of students in the state, weighted by poverty and the cost of
education. We also considered distributing the funds based on the number of new
teachers needed to reduce class size to the target of 18, also weighted by poverty and cost.
Although this formula is somewhat more efficient in targeting funds for the program
purposes it would penalize California because of that state's own class size reduction
initiative. Further, while a handful of states receive either "windfalls" or "shortfalls"
under the Title 1 formula when measured against the number of teachers they need to
reach the class size target, most states receive a comparable percentage of the total funds
unlder either formula. .
ol

'; . With this formula, we will be able to reduce average class size in grades - 3to 18
nat10nw1de Once a state has reached an average of 18 in grades 1-3, if could use these
ﬁmds to reduce class size in those grades still further, or to reduce class size in other -
grades

B. ' Targeting Funds Within States
| o '
! Though this proposal is universal in scope, we want to drive the funds to school
" districts with the largest class stzes, and to give priority to high-poverty districts. To
accompllsh this objective, we would require states to guarantee high-poverty school
dlStrlCtS at least the same share of the state’s class size funds that they recetve of the
state s Title 1 funds. States would allocate the remaining funds on the basis of class size
wnthm the state. :

This approach ensures that major urban school districts and other high-poverty
areas will receive their fair share of the funds, while still leaving states with the ability to
target funds to school districts with large classes, regardless of their income levels.

i .
i O lCost-Sharing Requirements
l;- We would require matching funds from participating.school districts on a sliding
scale that would average 80% federal and 20% local. High-poverty school districts
would be required to provide a 10% match, while the wealthiest would be required to
proglde a 50% match. School districts could use other federal funds for the match, which
would primarily benefit high-poverty school districts that receive substantial amounts of
Titlé 1 funds. This approach would encourage districts to use Title 1 funds for class size
redlfctlons rather than continuing to hire classroom aides or resource teachers who pull

Tltle 1 students out of the classroom
|

|
| I 3
|
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D:. Duration of Program
i
1

‘Because we will be presenting a five year budget many will assume that we
cxpect this initiative to end after five years. This expectation will heighten concerns that
~ local school districts will be stuck with higher personnel costs once the program ends.
(Rep. Paxon's proposal would end federal funding after 5 years.) We believe that the best
way to deal with this concern is to make clear that we see this initiative as a continuing
part of federal aid to educatlon o not a one-time effort.
| This longer approach will also be necessary in order to fund 100,000 teachers; the
fuhdiflg levels in the first five years will pay for approximately 56,000 teachers. Because

we are paying for this initiative through tobacco legislation, we will have a revenue

source that can support a long-term program.
L

II1. Teac!ler Quality
I

For teductions in class size to result in improved readmg performance, we need to ensure
that both newly hired and existing teachers are fully qualified, and have the knowledge and skills
“to teach readmg effectively in small classes. Considerable research and recent experience in
Cal1fom1a|demonstrate that many existing teachers need help to alter their teaching practices to
capitalize on small classes. In addition, many school districts in California, particularly in high-
poverty areas have hired teachers on emergency certificates, who lack even basic preparatlon for
teaching. Fv’e propose a number of steps to deal with these challenges.

Al '!10% Set-Aside for Teacher Testing and Training: The overall budget for this
initiative is based on the average cost of newly hired teachers (assuming that 75%
are beginning teachers and 25% are experienced teachers returning to the classroom

or moving between districts) plus a 10% increment in the first 5 years to address teacher
quallty issues. This increment will give every school district funds that can be used for a
numbcr of purposes, including (1) testing new teachers before they are hired and
devglopmg improved tests for teachers; (2) training existing teachers in effective reading
instruction practices and/or in effective practices in small classes; (3) providing mentors
or other support for newly hired teachers; (4) providing incentives to recruit teachers to
hlgh poverty schools; and (5) providing scholarships or other aid to paraprofessionals or
undergraduates and to expand the pool of qualified teachers.

!
I Wewill perrmt districts to carry over unspent funds, which will enable them to

inve':st'in the first couple of years in recruiting and training qualified teachers, before.
reducing class size on a large scale. In addition, we will require districts to develop an
overall strategy for improving teacher quality including a plan to use other funds, such as

: thosé from Title 1, the Elsenhower Professional Development Program, America Reads,
and Goals 2000. :

B

]I .
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B% Require Teachers to Meet State Certification Standards: We would require states
and school districts to ensure that individuals hired to {ill these new positions must be
elther fully certtfied or making satisfactory progress toward full certification. School
dlstncts could use the teacher quality funds to provide teachers with the additional
, tralmng needed to meet certlﬁcatlon requirements.
R
C' Encourage States to Adopt Rjgorous Professional Tests and Upgrade Teacher
C?rtlﬁcatlon Requirements: As part of this initiative, we would allow states to use
some of the teacher quality funds to make their teacher certification requirements more
ngorous and perfomlance-based reflecting what beginning teachers must know and be
' ab}e to do.. There is widespread agreement that current teacher certification requirements
are not a good indicator of teacher quality and need to be upgraded. The National
Commission on Teaching and America's Future, chaired by Gov. Hunt, has recommended
that states toughen their licensure requirements. The Commission recommended that
' prospectlve teachers be required to pass rigorous tests of subject matter expertise and
professmnal knowledge before they start teaching, and that beginning teachers not be
fully certified until they have taught for several years and can demonstrate that they have
met rigorous standards of classroom teaching, through classroom observations and other
forms of performance assessment. :
» _

Twenty states have already adopted performance-based standards along these
lines. Sixteen states are working together to develop common assessments for beginning
teachers and additional states are likely to join this effort over time. Permitting states to
use-a portion of thelr funds to improve their licensure systems is likely to accelerate these
‘trends and to improve the quality and preparation of people entering the profession. In
addition, performance-based certification will make it easier to promote “alternate route”

programs that do not require prospective teachers to attend teacher education programs.

| _
D. 'Il‘eacher Testing:

All of your advisors agree on the three steps outlined above. There is
disagreement about one additional component -- requiring new teachers to pass state
basic skills tests. All of your advisors feel strongly that the above measures are not
sufficient to persuade the public that new teachers would be able to measure up in the
ciasé!room. Existing teacher certification requirements are generally not viewed as an
effe(;:tive means of ensuring quality, and the tougher standards and testing requirements
we are encouraging states to adopt will not be implemented for some time. Many of your
advrlsors believe that this initiative also should require states fo use basic skills testlng for
new teachers with the particular test selected by each state.

| .
' The argument for a teacher testm_g report is that it will give parents the confidence
that new teachers in the elementary grades have basic reading and math skills. It also



P

|

!

builds on your landmark efforts on teacher testing in Arkansas. A tough, clear message
01;1 teacher competency would make it difficult for Republican opponents to paint this

~ initiative as simply a way for the Administration to help teachers’ unions expand their
memberships. The Paxon proposal takes a “tough on teachers” approach by prohibiting
the teachers hired from gaining tenure. The Senate Republican education package
announced this week encourages states to test elementary and secondary teachers, and
allows them to use federal funds for teacher testing ( activities already permitted under
Goals 2000). The proposal, however, does not make this testing mandatory.

) .
| - Under this proposal states would give prospective teachers basic skills tests at
sogne point before they enter the classroom. Approximately 40 states already have such a
requirement in place.' States would retain the ability to let teachers who fail the test teach
with an emergency certificate. We considered and rejected a stronger proposal, which
would require all prospective teachers to pass a test before they could do any teaching.
We decided, however,. that such a requirement, might well have too great an impact on
poor districts, which already have a hard time finding quahﬁed teachers. It could also
drive states to lower the passmg score on the tests. -

l
t| The Educatlon Department opposes this proposal, and recommends that we limit
“ourselves to encouraging states to adopt tough new state tests of subject matter and

professional knowledge for beginning teachers, as part of our effort to upgrade teacher

certification requirements. Education would be willing to require states to 1mp1ement

these new tests by 2003
| Youare quite familiar with the arguments against a teacher testing requirement.
Thelz'Education Department argues that a basic skills test is no assurance of teacher
quahty, and sets the bar too low for teachers, undermining your long-standing push for
hi gher standards for both students and teachers.” The Education Department believes such
a telst will send the wrong message to the public about teachers, reinforcing the notion -
that academically weak people go into teaching. Education also points out that states will
be able to get around a testing requirement by granting emergency licenses.

| Finally, you should know that many in the civil rights cohnnunity are likely to
raise concerns that any new testing requirements, especially without proper validation, are
likel|y to have disparate impacts on minorities.

| _ S

Reqll;ire Teacher Testing in Basic Skills No requirement __ Discuss Further

: According to the most recent state-by-state data, the followmg states would have to-institute
basic sk1115| testing for teachers under this proposal: Alaska, Georgia, Idaho, lowa, Maryland,
Missouri, New Jersey, New York, Utah, and Vermont.. '



|

l
B
IV. Facili['ties :

The need to find additional classrooms to reduce class sizes will increase existing
facilities needs. This impact will not be evenly distributed. Some areas, particularly cities with
increasing'immigrant populations (e.g., Los Angeles, South Florida) have schools that are already
extremely over-crowded, while other cities, particularly in the Northeast (e.g., Baltimore, -
Washmgton D.C.) have more capacity than the student population demands.

WLL propose several steps to address fac111t;es issues, mcludlng (l) Use our $10 billion
school construction initiative to provide incentives for communities to invest in local school
facilities; (2) Make facilities changes needed to reducing class size an allowable use of school
constructipn funds; (3) Phase in implementation of the class size reduction proposal to allow for
enhanced state/local facilities planning; and, (4) Allow districts that have no space availablé for
addltlonal classes to use some of their class size reductlon funds to 1mplement proven readmg

|
instruction practices..

V. Accoqntability
School districts receiving these funds will be held accountable both for using them to
' reduce class size, and for i 1mprov1ng student performance in readmg We propose three forms of

: accountablhty

First, a school district receiving these funds must show it is actually reducing class size,
by reportmg class size in grades 1-3 to parents and to the state each year. Second, as is the case

. with other federal education programs, we will incorporate a "maintenance of effort" provision,

ro::qumngI states to keep up their overall investments in K-12 education. Third, we will use
existing T1t1e 1 accountability and reporting requirements to ensure that every school district and
1nd1v1dual school makes measurable progress in improving reading achievement within three
years. If a school fails to make adequate progress, it must develop and implement a corrective
action plan. If the school fails to show improved reading achievement after implementing the

' correctrve action plan, the state could w1thhold the equivalent of the school's share of the
* district's; |f1mds

VI Rou'out

Qver the next few days we will begin more extensive discussions with poss1ble allles on
this initiative. So far, Congressmnal Democrats have been enthusiastic.



A NATIONAL EFFORT TO REDUCE CLASS SIZE:
SMALLER CLASSES WITH QUALIFIED TEACHERS

lJanuary 26, 1998

REDUCING CLASS SIZE IN GRADES 1-3 TO NATIONWIDE AVERAGE OF 18. In his
State of the Union address, President Clmton will propose a $12 billion initiative over 7 years
($7.3 billion |over 5 years) to help local schools provide small classes with qualified teachers in the
early grades| This will help make sure that every child receives personal attention, gets a solid
foundation for further learning, and leams to read independently by the end of third grade. The-
new :mtlatxve will reduce class size in grades 1-3 to a nationwide average of 18, by providing
funds to heIp focal school districts hire ahd pay the salaries of an additional 100,000 teachers.
States will réceive funds for teacher treurlmg, and new teachers will'be required to pass state
competency |tests i

Small ClassLs Make a Difference. Stul:lles confirm what parents and teachers know from
experlence--small classes promote effective teaching and learning, In a landmark four-year
experimental study. of class size reduction in grades kindergarten through 3 in Tennessee,
researchers found that students in smaller classes earned significantly higher scores on basic skills
tests in all folur years and in all types of schools The effects of smaller classes were largest for .
students in inner-city classes. Follow-up studies have shown that these achievement gains

- continued aﬁer the students returned to regular-sme classes after third grade. Teachers in the
study reported that they preferred small classes in order to better identify student needs, prov1de o

more individual attentlon and cover morle material effectively.

l

A Competexllt Teacher in Every Classri'oom To master the basics and learn to read well,
students need. teachers who are qua.hﬁed to teach. President Clinton's class size reduction
initiative mll help provide qualified teachers in grades 1-3 by :

i
Requlrmg State Basic Skills Testmg for New Teachers: States would be required to

" implement basic skills testing for;new teachers, to ensure parents that new teachers have

' basnc: reading and math skills. Ealch state would select the tests it determines is most
appropriate for this purpose. Most states have such tests. Participating states and school
. districts would also be required to ensure that individuals hired to fill these new positions
be elther fully certified, or makmg satlsfactory progress toward full certification. School
'dnstncts could use funds to prowde teachers with the additional training needed to meet

certlﬁcatlon requlrements

—

Provlu!mg Funds for Teacher Trammg and Testing: 10% of the funds in this initiative
can be used to promote high quality teaching by (1) training teachers in proven pract1ces
for teachmg reading and in effectwe practices in smalif classes; (2) providing mentors or
other support for newly hired teachers (3) providing incentives to recruit qualified
teachers to high poverty schools and (4) testing new teachers before they are hired and
deve lopmg more ngorous tests for begmmng teachers. .

l‘ _ .
C . . . e
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Encouraging States to Adopt Rigorous Professional Tests and Upgrade Teacher
Certification Requirements. Teachers should be able to demonstrate that they know the
Sle_] ect to be taught and have the necessary knowledge and skills to help their students
reach challenging state acadermc standards. States would be encouraged to use a portion
of their funds to toughen teacher certification requirements and to require new teachers to
denonstrate competence. For efxample states could use these funds to develop rigorous
tests of subject matter expertise || e.and professional knowledge that prospective teachers

would be required to pass before they start teachmg

Holdmg Séhools Accountable for Res|ults School districts receiving these funds would be

- required to}show that each school is makmg measurable progress in improving reading
achlevement within 3 years, or take necessary corrective actions -- such as providing additional
teacher tra.npmg, revising the cumculunr11 or implementing proven practices for teaching reading,
School dlstncts could lose funding if there is no subsequent improvement in reading achievement
in those schools. School districts would also be required to publish an annual school report card,
providing p:arents and taxpayers with c]ear information on student achievement, class size, and
teacher qualifications. l

Targeting Funding. Funds for the Premdent s class size reduction initiative will be distributed to
states on thle basis of the Title 1 formula Within the state, each high-poverty school district
would receive the same share of these ﬁmds as it received under Title 1, and the remaining funds
would be dlstnbuted within the state based on class size. Matching ﬁ.mds would be required from
partncnpatmg school districts, on a shdmg scale ranging from 10-50%, with high-poverty districts -
contnbutmg the least. Once a state has reached an average class size of 18 in grades 1-3, it could
use these finds to further reduce class snze in the early grades, or it could extend its efforts to
other grades :

Provldmg ;Facilities for Additional Classrooms. In order to help school systems meet the need
“for addlthrllal classroom space, the President is (1) proposing a $10 billion school modernization
initiative over 10 years, that will provnde incentives for communities to invest in local school
facilities by leveraging $22 billion in bénds during 1999-2000; (2) ensuring that changes to
facilities 1nIorder to accommodate class size reductions is an allowable use of school
-modernization funds; (3) allowing for phased-m impleméntation of class size initiative to enhance

state/local |planmng - |
: I

Building o!n Successl'ul Reforms in Arkansas As part of his comprehenswe education reforms -
while Governor of Arkansas, Bill Clmton reduced class size in Arkansas;to 20 in kindergarten and -

23 in grades 1 through 3. His 1983 ed_pcatlon reform plan also included a statewide intensive
training program for elementary teachers and principals to improve teaching of reading, as well as
basic skills|testing for new teachers anr;l basic skills and subject matter testing for experienced
teachers. ' ' ' ' -

ol
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(%lass Size Q’s and A’s
|
|

qu much does this 'proposa:il cost, and how will it be paid for? ‘

Thls initiative will cost $12 bllllon over 7 years, and $7.3 billion over 5 years. It fits

wnthm the President’s comrmtment to-send Congress a balanced budget. Funding for this

1n1t1at1ve will come from fu.nds provided to states as part of comprehensive tobacco

leglslatlon ' - 1|

What is class size in grades 1‘-3 now?
| I|

The nationwide average is 22, 'lthough many communities have classes much larger than

tha’t - S

' How does this proposal to hll'e 100,000 teachers compare w1th other Congressmnal

prtl)posals to hlre additional teachers that have recently been announced?

A rlmmber of members in both'fHouses and both sides of the aisle have developed their
own proposals to help school dlstncts recruit or hire additional teachers. The President’s
_ p_roposal is the only one that 15' specifically aimed at providing smaller classes in the early
gra d . 'We do note that Rep. Paxon has announced a proposal that would also hire
10@ 000 teachers. ‘While there are important differences between the President’s proposal
and Mr. Paxon’s (Paxon’s is not focused on reducing class size, and it is funded by
ehmmatmg Goals 2000, Amerlcorps the NEA), we hope that Paxon’s proposal indicates
that this is an area in which wé can achieve bipartisan cooperation.
Gov. Wilson in California hqs launched his own initiative to reduce class size. Does
thé President’s duplicate California’s effort?
f
No‘ First, the President is proposmg to reduce class size to an average of 18, whereas
Ca{hforma s objective is 20. So this initiative can help California go further. Second,
participating states like Cahforma will need to-maintain their own efforts, and not simply
use federal funds to substitute; for state dollars. Third, we’ve learned from the experience
n Callfomla in designing our proposal-- school districts need qualified teachers, adequate
space for smaller classes, and the time to plan for lowering class size. The President’s
proposal takes care of all of these requirements.
Gov. Gilmore in Virginia l'alll on a platform of hmng more teachers Has the
PreSIdent stolen Gov. Gilmore's idea? : :
i .'
No. In 1983 when he was Governor of Arkansas, Bill Clinton reduced class size in
kiﬁdergmten to 20 and in grad"LeS 1-3 to 23: He also instituted teacher training programs in
reading, and teacher testing. This national initiative to reduce class size draws on the



President’s decades-long leaders}np and expenence in education; not from recent
mmatlves of any governor.

|
Will the teachers unions oppose the President’s call for competency tests for
teac|hers" '
i | ' ) '_ ) . . . . .
We hope not. Teachers have as great an interest as anyone in making sure that new

teachers are well prepared to teach, and the unions have expressed a strong commitment
to mlakmg sure new teachers are prepared to teach well.

This is a massive new funding program. Is this an effort to “buy” the support of the
edu:cation establishment for the President’s testing program?

Thisi program |s a significant new investment in education, as.are his School
Modemlzatlon and Education Opportunity Zones initiatives. Together they reflect his
deeply held view that education is his top priority, and must be the top priority for the
nation, His budget reflects his priorities. They are part of an overall strategy to set very .
hi gh standards and give students, teachers and schools the support they need to reach
those standards. :
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Public School Choice
77/22 support/oppose a national Iaw to give parents the right to pzck the public

schaol th'ear children attend.

? - 77% support (61% strongly +16% somewhat)
‘ 22% oppose {13% strongly +8% somewhat)

Arguments on Public School Choice

Opponer}ts say allowing parents to pick any school 45 | o4 32
for their children to attend would flood best schools
with students overcrowding these schools and
draining funds from other schools.

Some pelople say this would not be fair because 47 68 29
people pay taxes to live in a certain community so
their children can attend the public schools system
in that community. Families not paying the same
taxes shouid not be able fo send their children to
schoals funded by these taxes.

Some pecple say the federal government should 45 68 28
not have any say in how states determine how their
public schoo! systern works.

Voucher_s

Creatmg a system of public school vouchers which would allow parents who are
unhappy with their current publtc school to get together to create a new public
charter school for their children in their commumty

68% support (49% strongly +19% somewhat)
25% oppose (18% strongly +7% somewhat)

34% say we should have vouchers that would contribute towards the tuition of to
private school 51% say private school vouchers will take money away from
publics schools and we should create & system that creates more compstition
within the public schools through vouchers that allow parents to send their kids to
new public charter schools.

Penn, Schoen & Bertand Assoclates, Inc.
|
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Right now;its possible to set up new puhlic schools outside of the regular school
hoard by gettlng a special charter or license from the state and help from the
federal government. Should these new schools be called charter schools or

independe:mt public schools?.

26“?/» charter schools/ 50% independent public schools /
i .

Which nar:ne. charter schools or independent public schools, appeals to you

more?

'27% charter schools/ 57% independent public schools
B80/16 support/oppose govemnment established after school programs through
which college students mentor mner city students with the goal of encouragmg
them to attend college.

80% support (64% strongly +16% somewhat)
16% oppose (11% strongly +5% somewhat)

81/10% support/oppose a govemment promise to eliminate 100,000 bureaucrats

- from pubhc schoo! systems and hire 100,000 new teachers.

81% support (62% strongly +19% somewhat)
10% oppose (6% strongly +4% somewhat)

49% we need more federal involvement, 44% less federal involvement in
educatiotix,

e | Under 35: 71/24; Over 35: - 42/51
| :
* | No College Degree: 60/35; College Degree: 32/59

o Dem:  63/26; GOP: 34/65: Ind:  48/44

Penn, Schoen & Berland Associates. Inc. :

i
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! ‘Alternative Class Size Reduction Proposal

Based on H.R. 1995. Consistent with H.R. 1993, local school districts would receive a
single fufnding stream for the three required purposes: improving instruction in math and
science t:hrough professional development, providing professional development in other
subjects,i and hiring teachers to reduce class size in the early grades. This proposal would
not call for a dedicated funding stream for class size reduction. In order to strengthen the
class 51z|e reduction component, H.R. 1995 would be amended to reflect the components
described below.

Note: Ifis possible to create a version of this proposal that provides the added flexibility
described below, but retains a separate funding stream dedicated to class size reduction.

Clarified Purpose. We would clarify that the overall pui‘pose of this part is to help states
and local school districts increase student achievement through improving teacher quality
and pro{)z’din g smaller classes with qualified teachers in the early grades. :

Focus on Smaller Classes in the Early Grades. Districts would use their funds to meet
the goal of reducing class size to an average of 18 students per regular classroom in the
early grades defined as grades 1 — 3. However, states or districts that have pre-existing
class size reduction initiatives with a class size target of no more than 20 could use the
state/local target instead of 18. School districts that have already reduced class size to 18
(or the preexisting target) would not be required to use any funds for class size reduction.
These d:istriets could use the funds to make further reductions in class size in the early
grades, lrto reduce class size in other grades, or for the other purposes of this part of Title
I1. '

| |
Local Plan and Performance Indicators Required. Local school districts would be
required to submit a plan to the State, developed with input from teachers and parents,
showin'g how the district would create smaller classes with qualified, well prepared
teachers in the early grades. The local plan would specify the target class size and grade
levels, descrlbe the district’s strategy for achieving the target with qualified, well
prepared teachers, and specify the performance indicators that will be used to monitor the
district} /s progress and performance. The plan should detail the challenges the district
faces i m reducing class-sizes in the early grades and lay-out a strategy for achieving the
- goal of| ;18 students per regular classroom by the end of the five years. This class size
: reductu!)n plan should be part of a broader local plan in which the district describes it
strategy for meeting all three purposes of this part, and also shows how its use of these
funds will be coordinated with its use of other federal funds (as already required in H.R.
1995) and state and local funds.
Note: We are requiring local a':smcrs to assume an appropr;auons II’CI}ECIOJ’)) that we
cannot'guarantee.

Flexible, Long Term Phase In. School districts would phase in the implementation of



|

class siz{le reduction over the same seven year period as in the Administration’s original
proposal', or five years from enactment of ESEA reauthorization. While school districts
could be'gin reducing class size immediately if they choose to, many districts will need
time to first address the need to prepare, recruit or provide professional development in
order to ensure an adequate number of qualified teachers. These districts would outline a
plan for :ad_dressing these challenges and, in accordance with the plan, could use funds in
the first several years for these purposes, and then hire additional teachers in the
subsequ_lent years. For example, a high poverty community could prepare for a reduction
in class size by using funds under this part in years 1-4 to provide (1) scholarships to
‘undergraduate students or mid-career professionals from other fields preparing to teach in
exchange for a commitment to teach in the district for three years; (2)  intensive
professional development in early reading instruction to current teachers in the target
grades or wishing to transfer to those grades; and, (3) incentives to attract additional new
teachers At the same time, the district could also use these funds to develop and
implement a mentoring program for the newly hired teachers. Funds from the fifth year
would then be used to hire the additional teachers needed to reduce class size'and provide
them w1th needed mentoring and support. Districts would be required to spend funds in
.accorda|nce with the plan they submitted to the State.
Authoriized Funding Levels. This proposal should include authorized funding levels for
each ofithe outyears; the funding levels should reflect at least the scaled up funding in the
Admmlstratlon s proposed ramp-up of class size funding, which reaches approximately
$2.8 bllllon in the final year. If we assume the Goals 2000 would be straightlined at $500
million'y pet year, and Eisenhower at $350 million per year, then the total over five years
would be approximately $14 billion, and the authorization for the final year would be
$3.65 bllhon Ideally, this proposal would reach more than $4 b1111on in the final year,
‘and total $15-20 billion over five years.

Targetjed Funding. Fundmg should be as highly targeted as possible arid should protect
the Class Size Reduction funding already provided to high poverty districts in FY 1999,
Note: |We are currently working on the issues of hold harmless provisions, the
breakdown berween Jormula and competitive grants, and the issue of requiring a local
match |(as currently required in Eisenhower and the CSR proposa!)

Other|Class Size provisions to be addressed:

. Sprecml Education Teachers. Current law and H.R. 1995 permit dlstrlcts to use CSR
funds to hire special education teachers; H.R. 1995 makes clear that this does not -
have to result in class size reduction. We should propose either a cap on the total that
can be spent on hiring special education teachers, or some language, consistent with
our guidance and the advice from the special education community, indicating that if
special ed. teachers are hired they should be used to team teach with regular
classroom teachers in classrooms in which special ed. students have been

mamstreamed




. Sma[ll Districts. We need to retain the small district provision in our current proposal.
|

‘. Acccl!mntability for Results. Each district would be required to provide an annual report
card, for each school, on class size in the early grades, and 'on reading and math
achi:evement in grades 3 or 4 (consistent with Title I assessment requirements). In
addil’tion, districts would be required to submit an annual progress report to the district
based on their initial plan. If the district was not staying on course to meet the goal of

' redLllcing class size to 18, the State could take appropriate sanctions. Districts that

show substantial achievement gains over three years could receive a waiver from the

. state, exempting them from the requirement for reducing class size.

|
[

o T ea'cher Accountability. This proposal would include provisions to ensure that States
and districts end the practices of hiring teachers on emergency certlﬁcatlon and '
teacher teachmg out-of-field. -

e SeriAside Jor Professional Development. Current law and our proposal allow districts to
use up to 15% of the CSR funds for professional development. We do not need this

prov151on under the proposal outlined here.

. Wc%dvers H.R. 1995 permits states to waive the requirement to use some funds for class

size reduction if the district can show that it would have to hire unqualified teachers
or Ilacks classroom space, or would instead use the funds to ensure that all teachers
have necessary subject matter knowledge, teachmg knowledge and skills to teach
effl‘ectwely While the five-year phase-in helps address these issues, we should
probably retain provisions allowing states to waive the requirement at least for
_districts that can demonstrate they lack space or the ablllty to recruit certified

teachers. :

Othqlr Priority Issues to Address

e Set-aside Sfor Institutions of Higher Education for professional devez'opﬁient

s S r:rengthen attention to providing research-based ,high quality professional development
in overall purpose section, and in the professional development section

e Set-aside for states for standards development, assessments and reporting




In a speech to top teachers from around the country, President Clinton today will call on Congress to fund
strategic initiatives in education. Noting that the issue is not only how much we spend on education, but also
how wisely we spenl‘d, the President will call for targeted investments to reduce class size and improve teacher
quality, tum around failing schools, expand after-school programs, prepare students for college, and raise
standards. He will point out that the Republican appropriations bill shortchanges these goals, and will urge
Congress to work with him to pass an education spending bill that prepares our children for the 21 Century.

WORLD-CLASS SCHOOLS BY INVESTING IN SCHOOL REFORM AND ACCOUNTABILITY.
Speaking to more than 400 top teachers today at the annual meeting of the National Board for
Professional Teachlng Standards (NBPTS), President Clinton will call on Congress to invest in
proven strategles for school reform. He will remind Republicans what any good teacher knows: that
targeting our education dollars - on smaller classes, after-school and summer school programs,
quality teachers, college preparation, and educational technology - is the most effective way to
achieve results.

The President will ‘al so recognize the special role that “master teachers,” like those certified by the NBPTS, can
play in turning around our lowest-performing schools. The NBPTS is an independent, nonprofit organization
that establishes ri gorous standards for teachers. It operates a system of voluntary national certification designed
to give teachers clear and objective standards of practice, and to help drive professional development and
standards-based relfonn of teaching in the states.

|
REPUBLICAN EDUCATION BILL FAILS TO MEET THESE STANDARDS. President Clinton is
commitied to ensurmg that the prosperity generated by years of fiscal discipline and the hard work of the
American people is invested in their priorities. That is why today the President will pledge again to protect
these priorities as the budget process moves forward, and will remind Americans that the current Republican
Labor/HHS/Education appropriations bill:

» Reneges on the class size reduction initiative that both parties agreed to last fali, and provides no guarantee that
30,000 teachers hired last year can continue teaching in smaller classes throughout the country.. It provides
no funding for the additional 8,000 teachers the President’s plan would support this year.

¢ Fails to hold|low-performing schools accountable for results, by not funding the President’s plan for a
$200 million Tltle | accountability fund to fix schools identified as failing. The current -
"approprlatlons bill provides no funding at all for turning around failing schools, a strategy that i5
helping raise student achievement in North Carolina, Texas, and elsewhere.

¢ Underinvestslin after-school and summer school programs, denying at least 300,000 students access to safe and
academically|enriching opportunities to get extra help to reach high standards.

¢ Undercuts efforts to improve teacher quality, by shortchanging teacher quality and recruitment programs, and
eliminates the successfitl Troops to Teachers program that enables retired military personnel to teach in
high-need areéas.

L . -
e Underinvests in the GEAR UP program, denying more than 130,000 disadvantaged young people the help they




President Clinton today will release a new report by the Council of the Great City Schools on the benefits of smaller
classes for students m'Amenca s urban schools. The report demonstrates that the President’s class size reduction
initiative is helping schoo]s across the nation improve student [earning by enabling them to hire additional highly qualified
teachers in the early grades where students learn to read and master the basics. Urban districts report that the President’s
initiative is flexible erllough to allow them to meet their unique needs but focused enough to ensure smaller classes in the
carly grades. Unfortunately, Republicans in Congress are now trying to renege on the bipartisan commitment made last
year to fund this impolrtant initiative. President Clinton today will cail on Congress to heed the voices of those at the
community level wha want to hire more high-quality teachers and give children smaller, more personal classes.

RAISING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT BY REDUCING CLASS SIZES IN THE EARLY GRADES. Last year,
Congress made a down payment of $1.2 billion toward the President’s goal of hiring 100,000 new teachers to bring class
sizes in the early grades to a national average of 18. The first teachers hired with that down payment began teaching in
_classrooms nationwide this fall. Today, the President will call on Congress to keep its commitment and finish the job.
Unfertunately, Repul:#licans have passed an appropriations bill that eliminates the class size initiative and fails to
guarantee that a single cent will be used to hire a single teacher to reduce the size of a single class. Research has shown
that class size reduction in the early grades is one of the most direct and effective ways to boost children’s academic
achievement and build a solid foundation for further.learning.
|
EDUCATION LEADERS EMPHASIZE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE PRESIDENT'S PLAN. In the report to be
released today, the Councﬂ of the Great City Schools finds that there is strong demand for the dedicated resources
provided by the President's class size reduction initiative -- and that these resources are making a tangible difference. The
Council is an organlzatlon of the nation’s largest urban public school systems, working to improve K-12 education in the
inner city, and govemed by superintendents and education beard members from 58 cities across the country. The
President has worked closely with this group and many others at the local level to fight irresponsible cuts in key
investments for our ¢hildren’s future. Among the findings of the Council’s report:

» Teachers hired u’nder the class size reduction program are working in areas of highest need, including literacy,
mathematics, blllngual and special education.

e Teacher quality is being enhanced through this program. Over 22,000 urban teachers are receiving high-quality
training, and urb'an schools have been able to provide new and current teachers with critical training on instructional
practices and techno]ogy

¢ In just the first year of the President's class size initiative, 3,558 teachers have been hired in 40 of the nation’s largest

urban school districts to reduce class sizes in the early grades.

REPUBLICAN EDUCATION BILL IGNORES THE VOICES OF TEACHERS AND COMMUNITIES. Making
targeted mvestments in class size reduction is a common-sense strategy that teachers and school leaders across the country
support. And yet, as the President will point out today, Republicans in Congress are undermining such investments by
breaking their pledge to dedicate funds for smaller classes and by shortchanging other key programs. The Republican
education spendmg‘blll

* Abandons the b,lipartisan commitment to fund the President’s class size reduction initiative, and provides no guarantee
that the teacher;s hired for this year can continue teaching. It also provides no funding for the 8,000 additional teachers
the President’s plan would support this year.

»  Fails to hold schools accountable for results by providing no funds to turn around failing schools;

+ Underfunds after«school and summer programs, denying as many as 800,000 students access to a safe place to leamn
during after-school hours when most juveniie crime and drug and alcohol abuse occur;

¢ Shortchanges teacher quality and recruitment programs, and eliminates the successful Troops to Teachers program
that enables retl red military personnel to teach in high-need areas;

e Underinvests i m educational technology and the GEAR-UP program, denymg more than 130,000 disadvantaged
young people the help they need to get into college

+ Fails to fund th;e President’s plan to build or modemize 6,000 schools across the country.
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Hill, Clinton Reach Deal on Teachers

By Eric Pianin and Juliet Eilperin
Washington Post Staff Writers
Thuorsday, November 11, 1999; Page Al

Congressional Re ublicans and the White House tentatlvely agreed last
night on a nearly{ 4 billion plan to hire new teachers and reduce class g—
size, clearing away one of the major obstacles to a final compromise on ot
the budget. .

GOP leaders dropped their efforts to convert the money to a block grant E
that would leave local school boards with broad discretion in spending

the funds. At the same time, the administration signaled a willingness to L
provide local schools with more flexibility to use the money for teacher ®nN
training, according to GOP and administration negotiators, Or

Quarterly Inc. : ) Adv

Archives
Help

The money would represent the second installment on a seven-year o
program by President Clinton to finance the hiring of 100,000 new
teachers, the central feature of his education agenda. Aides had made it
clear that the proposal was perhaps Clinton's top priority in budget
negotiations, and yesterday's compromise signaled that the two sides

were moving rapidly to bridge their last remaining differences. g,,-tgp
. or it

Administration officials and Democrats remained cautious that the two
sides could wrap up on key spending bills by week's end, as some
Republican leaders predicted. But with members anxious to recess for
the year, Republicans were clearly in a compromising mood, and they
moved closer to the Democrats on a broad range of issues.

e ot In addition to the agreement on schools,
E-Mail This Article Republicans agreed to add $1.35 billion more
Printer-Friendly to a huge labor, health and education bill for
Version a broad range of programs, including

childhood immunization, infectious diseases,
Hlspamc initiatives and occupational safety programs. GOP leaders
nearly doubled the amount of money they previously were willing to
provide for Clinton's desert and ranch land acquisition program, to $475
million, though still short of what the administration has sought.

The Republicans have also added money for Clinton's program to hire
50,000 more police officers and other law enforcement programs, and
GOP lawmakers said they were nearing an agreement with the Treasury
Department over international debt relief. :

Still, the GOP was balking at last-minute White House demands for
more money for the National Endowment of the Arts, the Smithsonian

11/10/1999 10:55 PM
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and state land and water programs. GOP leaders and the White House
also remained deadlocked on abortion language holding up payment of
nearly §1 bitiion in dues owed the United Nations.

But it seemed clear yesterday that a budget battle that began in January

with sharp partisan rhetoric over taxes and Social Security was winding

up on a fairly business-like basis. More than a month after the start of

| the new fiscal year, Congress and the administration finally appeared

close to working out difterences on the five annual spending bills that

have yet to be approved Any deal must be ratified by the full House and . - -~
Senate.

The president has already signed the eight other spending bills that help
finance the federal government's operations.

While the GOP has been reluctant to engage the administration directly
over spending issues until recently, high-level intervention appears to
have played a role in getting the talks back on track after they appeared
to snag Tuesday.

Early yesterday, Clinton spoke separately with Senate Majority Leader
Trent Lott (R-Miss.) and House Speaker J. Dennis Hastert (R-1i1.).
House Majority Leader Richard K. Armey (R-Tex.) later announced that
the House would try to "complete our work for the year” Friday.

Lott, who spoke three times with Clinton yesterday, said that the two
sides were fairly close to a final deal. "There's not much difference in
what we're talking about,” Lott said.

The Republican eagemess to complete the talks this week reflects, in
part, leadership concerns that the longer the negotiations drag out, the
more time the administration and individual members have to make
last-minute demands.

Clinton has proved adroit in the past in squeezing out big concessions in
the final days of talks, and this year 1s no exception. "We've made some
real progress in putting 50,000 more police on our streets, we're making
some progress in other areas,” Clinton told reporters i the moming,
before departing for Pennsylvania. Moreover, there has been a rash of
last-minute pleading by House members and senators, who view the
spending bills as their last opportunity to secure wanted projects or
legislative language.

"Members have their pet projects, a litfle more money for my visitors'
center here or a little more money to buy a piece of land there," said
Rep. Ralph Regula (R-Ohio), a key member of the Approprlatlons
Committee. '

Rep. Anne M. Northup (R-Ky.) noted that "at some point you have to
deal" with the White House. "I don't know if waiting in a standoff
eyeball to eyeball gets you a hetter solution," Northup said.

Still, the last-minute press to complete the talks also has left some
individual members with greater leverage to exfract concessions. For
example, Sen. Robert C. Byrd (D-W.Va.) has threatened to hold up final
action unless Congress adopts language allowing West Virginia coal
companies to dump mining waste in focal streams. The White House has

-
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tned to persuade Byrd to drop his measure, but he has steadfastly
resisted, several sources said.

At the same time, Sens. Mary Landrieu (D-La.) and Herb Kohl (D-Wis.)
have made similar threats over funding for coastal states including
Louisiana and protections for Wisconsin's dairy industry.

Republican strategists say that one way around that problem may be to
put all five remaining bills together in one big package to heighten
pressure on lawmakers to approve it. But Wisconsin Rep. David R.
Obey, the ranking Democrat on the Appropriations Committee, warned
that such a maneuver could backfire and jeopardize final passage of the
spending bills. -

"You're going to maximize opposmon to it if you put them in one b111 "

- Obey said."

One of the most nettlesome problems centers on whether to tie the
payment of U.N. dues to abortion restrictions. Rep. Christopher H.
Smith (R-N.].) has insisted any payment include language barring
international family planning groups from lobbying for changes in
abortion laws overseas, known as the Mexico City policy, and he said
House leaders have continued to back his position.

"Everybody 1s totally on the same page," Smith said. "We could stay
here till Christmas, for all [ care. If it means a protracted negotiation, so
be it."

Some GOP leaders also are continuing to insist that the administration
come up with budget cuts or savings to offset the new spending. "They
have presented us with a bonanza of new spending, but not one credible
proposal for how they're going to pay for it," said a spokesman for
House Majority Whip Tom DeLay (R-Tex.). "These negotiations will go
nowhere until they tell us how they intend to pay for these programs.”

© 1999 The Washington Post Company
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Republicans Agree on Teacher Plan

By Alan Fram )
Associated Press Writer
Wednesday, Nov. 10, 1999; 10:50 p.m. EST

WASHINGTON — Under pressure.from the White House,
Republicans agreed Wednesday to a new installment of President

"Clinton's plan to hire new teachers as the two sides worked toward a
budget deal that could send Congress home for the year next week.

The administration and Republicans also moved toward restoring
roughly $12 billion in Medicare cuts to hospitals and nursing homes
enacted two years ago, and neared a deal to let the International
Monetary Fund step up its debt-relief efforts.

But as congressional and White House bargainers met into the
evening, they gave up hope of finishing in time for Congress to
adjourn Friday. Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott, R-Miss., sent the
Senate home for Veterans Day and planned no votes there until at
least next Wednesday.

"There's no way we can get this done tonight,” Senate Appropriations
Committee Chairman Ted Stevens, R-Alaska, said of the bargaining.

The two sides agreed to a second year of Clinton's seven-year plan to
hire 100,000 teachers, said people from both parties. The White
House has made that proposal its highest-profile issue in this year's
budget fight.

Clinton had requested $1.4 billion for the program for fiscal 2000,
which began Oct. 1, and negotiators agreed to $1.325 billion.
Twenty-nine thousand teachers were hired in the first year of the
program and Clinton's request would have provided money to hire
8,000 more in fiscal 2000.

Bargainers also agreed to let school districts use 25 percent of the
program’s funds for teacher training and other education programs.
That limit has been 15 percent, and Republicans have wanted school
districts to have more flexibility in using the money.

Teachers hired under the act would have to be certified, and schools
with at least 10 percent of uncertified teachers could request waivers
to use the money for training instead of hiring.

"I'm pleased,” said Rep. William Goodling, R-Pa., chairman of the
House Education and Workforce Committee. “Would I have liked
more? Yes. Would they have liked more? Yes."

The two sides also exchanged offers on an effort by conservatives to

11/10/1999 11:04 PM
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restrict overseas abortion lobbying.

Sen. Robert Byrd, D-W.Va,, still was insisting on letting coal mining
companies dump waste into valleys and streams by suspending

" provisions of the Clean Water Act. Language doing that temporarily

was being considered, said a Democrat who spoke on condition of
anonymity.

Republicans did agree to add $1.45 billion for labor, health and
education programs, compared to $2.3 billion that Clinton sought
earlier. . .

House Majority Leader Dick Armey, R-Texas, said he was neanng
an agreement with Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers over
international debt relief.

Armey had opposed an administration effort to let the International
Monetary Fund sell up to 14 million ounces of its gold and use the
extra money to help multinational banks forgive some debt owed by
poor countries. Helping some of those countries' economies by
easing their loan problems has become an administration priority. -

Armmey said the two sides are moving toward an agreement to let the
IMF re-value some of its gold at more than the $48 per ounce it is
currently valued and use the extra capital for debt forgiveness.
Included would be "iron clad” language limiting the use of that
money for debt forgiveness, Armey said.

Republicans are considering a package containing perhaps all five
incomplete spending bills for the new fiscal year that might reach the
House floor by Friday.

A fight over paying nearly $1 billion in overdue United States dues
to the United Nations — which conservatives have linked to the
overseas abortion issue — was not resolved.

Still to be addressed was how the two sides would pay for the several
billion dollars in extra spending that Clinton's negotiators have won
in recent days' bargaining.

Senate Budget Committee Chairman Pete Domenici, R-N.M., said he
had a package of savings that would let them abandon the 1 percent
across-the-board cut in planned agency spending that Congress
approved last month. Clinton opposed that cut, saying it was
"mindless" and would hurt federal programs.

As the budget talks proceeded, Congress did other wrap-up work:

—~Congressional bargainers working on a deal to raise Medicare
payments to health-care providers agreed to lift $1,500 annual limits
on rehabilitative therapy coverage for the elderly and disabled. The
payments were part of a plan to restore cuts of $12 billion over five
years made in payments to hospitals and other health-care providers.

—Efforts to revive an oil and chemical tax as part of an overhaul of
the Superfund chemical cleanup program died for the year, mainly
due to opposition by House Ways and Means Committee Chairman
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Bill Archcx_', R-Texas.

—Former Sen. Carol Moseley-Braun, D-II1., was confirmed 96-2 by
the Senate as ambassador to New Zealand, overcoming early
opposition by Senate Foreign Relations Chairman Jesse Helms,
R-N.C. Eighty judicial and other nominees were also confirmed,
ending a weeks-long logjam.

—Italian-Americans suffered widespread violations of their civil
liberties during World War II and the time has come for the president
to acknowledge those injustices, the House declared in non- binding
legislation.

Meanwhile, Clinton signed a measure that will keep agencies
functioning through Nov. 17. It was the fifth temporary spending bill
since the new fiscal year began.

© Copyright 1999 The Associated Press
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Last year as part of the appr0pr1atron S process Congress made a promise to our natlon S -
school children that we would reduce class-sizes over the next 7 years. It was an important down
‘payment toward our goal of reducing class-sizes. Congress provided $1.2 billion for the first
year's commmnent We now face the choice’ of continuing this funding or turning our backs on-
smaller cla]ss sizes. We are writing to afﬁrm our strong support for the continuation and-

3 eXpansmn of the class srze initiative.

-

Research shows clearly that smaller classes with hlghly quallﬁed teachers in the ea:ly
grades help increase student achievement in readmg and math; reduce classrocom disruptions and
time spent| on discipline, and help each child receive more-personalized attention. In addition,

‘research shows that students who attend small classes in the early grades have better high school,

graduatlon rates hlgher grade-pomt averages and are more 1nclmed to pursue higher educatlon

As a result of the hlpartlsan commltment to reduce class size last’ year, com.mumtles

tnruuguout America have aiready hired nearly 30,000 ieachers for the current school year,

~ providing smaller classes-in the early grades to an estimated 1,7 ‘million children. We should not
be pullmg the rug out from under these teachers and students by eliminating funding for this
program. |Instead we should be expanding the benefits of smaller classes, led by highly qualified -
'teachers to more students and schools by funding the program at 31 4 blllton the level requested

- by your A'dmmlstratron

If ;the ﬁnal Labor HHS-Educanon Appropnatlons blll that reaches your desk does not |
include full fundin g for the Class-Size Reductton Program and strong prov1510ns to ensure

teachers are fully quahﬁed we strongly urge you to veto it.

R Sin_cerely,_




WILLIAM L. CLAY Y
Memb 6FCo gress - '

DAVID WU
Memb r of Congress

GHAKA FATTAH

 Member of Congress

TIM ROEMER |

F. TIERNEY
of Congress -

%\i.

 PATSYT.MINK
:.'Member of Congress =

Ol fts

" CARLOS ROMERO-BARCELO
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' RUSHHOLT | o |
- “Member of Congress = N

o

. LYNNJWOOLSEY |
- Member of Congress

J%«z M {/L\r*

GEORGE MILLER
- Member of Congress

'DALEE. KILDEE
Member of Congress g

DONALD M. PAYNE
Member of Congress

 ROBERT E. ANDREWS

Member of Congress

Do frd—

ROBERT €. SCOTT

. ) Member of Congress -

Member of Congress -
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Class Sizc Language

Sec. 307. (a) From the amount appropriated for title VI of the Elementary and Sccundary
Edua:auon Act of 1965 in accordence with this section, the Secretary of Educatian-- (1) shall
make avallab]e a total 6f $6,000,000 10 the Secretary of the lntwerior (oa hehalf of the Bureau of
Indian Affmrs) and the|aurlymg areas for aerivives under this section; and (2) shall allocate the
remainder by providing each State the same percentage of thay remainder as it received of te
-funds a.lluca.ted 1o States under section 307(&}(2) af the D:pamn:nt of Educaxion- Appmpnatmns
Act, 1999

(5)(1) Each State that rr:ceives fimds under this section shall distribure 100 pereent of such firnds
10 lncal educarianal ageacics, of which— (A) &0 percent of such agnount shall bs allocated wa :
such Jocal educational agencies in proporuien to the number of children, 2ged 5 1o 17, wha reside
in the school districr sexved by such local educartional sgency from families with incomes below
the pnvmy linr (as defined by the Office of Management and Budget end revised annually in
amordanc: with section 673(2) of the Communn:y Services Block Grant Act {42 U.S.C.
_ 9902(2)) apnlicable 10 8 family of the sizc involved for the most recent fiscal yeay for which
aresausfactory data ja-available compared to the auraber of such individuals who reside in the 4
schao] districts served by all the Jocal educational agencies in the Stare for that fiscal year; and
(B) 20 pen:em of such amount shall be allacsted 10 such jocal educsrional agencies in . :
accurdance with the refanve enroliments of children, aged 5 w 17, in public and private noaprofit
e?emcnr:ary and secandzry schools withic the boundarics of such agcnczr.q;‘_gn I 4
(2) Notmthsta.nd.mg parwaph (1), if th.e award 10 a local educational agency under this section
18 less than the starming salary for a new fully qualified teacher in diar ageney who is centified
withig ths: Srare (which may include gegtification through Srate or jocal altematve Toutes), havt 2 /o
baccalaureate degre,and demopspatdtie general knowledge, teaching skills, and sub_'.n:ct matey
knowledge required ta 2each in therr content areas, that agency may use fupds under this séction o
ta (A) help pay the salasy of a fullor part-timac teacher hired o reduce class size;which may be in
combination with athet Federal, State, or tacal funds; ar (B) pay for activities described in

sub?ﬂagr&ph-iﬁﬁéﬁr]\vhlcu may be related to teachmg in smaller classes. _
Su 5::.'!".811. CC.}(Z_)(}?)C“.] d

{e)(1) The basic purpose and iawear of this section is 10 reducc class size with fully qualified
te.a.che:xs. Each local educational agency thar receives funds under this section shall use such

. fonds to carry our effective approaches to reducing class size with fully qualified teachers who
are ceqmificd Within the State, including n:achers certified through State or local alternarive
roures, and wha demoriswate competency in the areas in which they reach, 1o improve
educagonal achievement for both repular and special needs children, with particular
canszdc:ranon givento reducmg class size in the cacly :Icmcn:ary grades for 'wWhich some reqca.rch
has shown class size mduc.non 15 most effective.

JoiS oF

(2)(A}/Each such local, educa.tmnal agency roay use funds under this section for — ™ -
[ . - . .

i) recruitng (ineluding ibrough the use of sipning bonuses and other figancial incentives),

hiring, gnd training fully qualified regular and special education teachers (which rcay
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include hiring special education teachers to rcam-taach With regular wachers in

classrooms that contain both children with disabilities and non-disabled children) and

‘teachers of spécial-needs children, who are certified within the Sute, including teachers

cettified through Stare or local alternative routes, have a baccalaureate degree and

| demonsrate the g::neml knowlcdge, tmchmg slo.lls and subject manar kmowledge

rcquu.rcd ta teach in thelr corment areas;

() | vesting new tcachers for acadsmic content lmowlcdge, and 10 mcet State certificetion

requirements that are consistent with ttde I of the Higher Education Act of 1965; and,

(i) ~ providing professional development (which may include such activities as promarting

setention and mentoring) o teachers; including special educarian teachers and teachers of ]
special-needs ehildren, in order o mext the goal of ensuring thas all instructional stat¥ N
have the subject matter knowledge, teaching knowledge, and tcar:hmg skills necessary o &
teach effectively in the contentarea or araus in which they provide § msnmcuon; consistenl » A
o with yda II of the Higher Education Act of 1963. ) : \Lé
o LT N | £ :

@G )A: local edueaiional agency a2y use Dot raors Iha.n & 1otal of 25 percent of the awa.rd o

et U‘\ \ recived under this scétion for activities described in clauses Gf) and (i) of subparagraph (A). )'-'

(ii) A local educauonal agency in an Ed-Flex Parmmhxp Svaze under Public Law 106-25, the
Educatian Flexibility Parmership Act, and in which 10 percent or more of skenrentary teachersfas
dcfined by section 14101(14) of the Elementary and Secondary Edurarion Act, bave not mer T4 )
' applicable State and lacal certification requirements (including cemificarion through State o7 et Tt
local alternative youres), or if such requirements have bean waived, may apply 10 the Srate
%Bﬂucaucnaﬁ'fgr:ncy for a waiver that would penmit it to use more than 25 percent of the funds it -~
receives under this section for activities described in subpa:agmph {A)(Ti) for the purposc of
' h:ipmg teachers who have not met lhe certificatian reqmremcms ‘became cenified.

(i} lﬂthc Stale-i?.aucauonai-ﬁfgcncy approves the local educational ageney’s application fara
waiver upder clause (u) the local educational agency may use the funds subject to the wauver for
acnvmus described in subparagraph (A)(iif) that afe noeded to enisure that at least 90 percent of

the teachers in elementary sghaools are cemﬁed within the Sute,
|

C)a Ior:al educauonal ag:ncy that hag already rediced class sizc in the early gradcs w0180 30"'!
less chxldren (or has already reduced class size to a State or local class size reductiog thar
cffect | o the day before enactment of the Department of Educaton Appropriztions Act, 2000, :f
that Sta:e ar Incal educational agency is 20 or fewer children) shs.s-sa.‘e may use fiunds received
uader this secyon— L‘jaﬂ _
l
(i} to make funther class-size r:‘:ducnons in gradss kinderganen throtigh 3;
(i} 10 reduce class;size in other gredes; ot
(i1} | 0 camy out activities (o improve wacher quality, including prafessianal development
‘" (D) I'a 10eal educarianal ageacy has already meduced class size in the early grades va 18
or fewer children and intends to use funds pravided under this section 10 cazry out

B R
PR
't. FermlR e m "“—'E'—'—?
|
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& prafcasionsl de{-elopmeni activiries, including activitics to improve leacher quality, then
the Siase shall make the award under section (b] to the local cducational agency. -
| foha

(3) Each such agensy shall use funds under this secrion anly 10 supplement, and not ta supplanr,
State and local funds that, in the absence of such funds, would otherwise be spent for activities
-~ under this section. :

| : _ ‘
(4) No funds made available under this section may be used to increase the salaries or provid=
kencfits, other than pasvicipation in pmfessmnal developrnent apd enrichment pragrams, to
tmcht:rs who are nor hired under this section. Funds under this section may be used 1o pay the
salary of rcachers hued under section 307 of the Dicpartment of Education Appropriations Act,
1995, | ' C . Fion & e o
‘ /'ans'}l&rdm ' f\"&( p“‘ "ar - v,
(d)(1) Each Statefand iocal aducadonsl a.gm:ﬂrecemng funds under this soction shall repon an
ar;uvmcs in e Sure ynder this scction, consisent with .,arman 6202(3)(2) of the Elementary md.
Secondary Edycation Act of 1965,

(2) Each Statc and lo éukrcaudnnl sgency IeCeiVIing @'bds under this section shall publicly .
1OIT 10 parents G progress in reducing class sizgf increasing the percenzage of classes in
cate acaaenuc aveas raught by fully gualified teachers who ars carnified within the Stateand |
demonstrate competency in the content areas in which they IEachJand‘ﬁlc smpacta{y_;@z_,___ -t

addmnnal highly qualified teachers and reducing class Slzqfhas had, if any, on increasing student
academic ach;evemcm

{3) Each schoal remwmg ﬁmds ynder this secton shall prow.dem parents upon tequest, the
pmzessxona] qualificasions of their child’s teacher

(e} If al iacal educational agency uses funds made available under thls section for professional
devealopment activitias, the agency shall enswe fo¥the equitable panicipation of private ~
nonprf':fit elementaryiand secondary schools in such aztivitics. Seedon 6402 of the Elememiary
and Stlacond.ary Educatian Act of 1985 shall nat apply to or.hcr acrivities under this section.

63 Admlmmanw expenses.--A local educations] agency that receives fiunds under this secton
may use not mare Lhnn 3 purcent of such funds for local admunistrative costs.

& Reqw:sn for fl.mds ~Each local educational agency that desires 1o receive fupds under this
sc.c‘:mn shall inciude ig the applicatan required under section 6303 of the Elemenvary and
Sccondary Educarion Act of 1965 a description of the agency's program 1o reduce class size by
hmng additionzl highly qualzﬁed tca::hﬁrs

(h} Na Runds under thxs secton may be used to pay the salary of any tcacher hired wath funds
under section 307 of the Department of Education Appropriations Act, 1999, uniess by the start
of Lne 2000-2001 scheol year, the taacher is certified within the State (which may iaclude
certification through State or lacal glicmarive routes) and demaonstrass competency o the

subject areas in which shoy 1caches - _ _ g

 hearsie

A
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(i)griﬂzs 0T and TV of the Goels 2000: Educate America Act are repealed un Septernber 30,
2004, 1 ‘ N :

J?fm:.-g ’

| ~-
E’I‘n.is t{u:ie may be eited a5 the ""Deparanent of Education Approprniations Act, 2000"_]
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Dot Camrron, Fosequire Oircutor Executive Office

January. 7, 1999 B
i .
: _ cct Lew/Mamaews
1‘I1§._E‘lolnora‘blc Bill‘Ciiirgon- ‘ ) o SPERLING
Prebldenl ol the United States | 2D /}V’C,—

The Whne House : ' _ . TRAMONTANIO
600 Pt,rm:.ylv'mla Avenue, N.W, : _ :
Wathngton D.C. 20500

Dear M-lr. President:

On behé«lf of the National Education Assacianion (NEA) and its 2.4 million members, |

' . ity ol your
Administration. As you prepare your State of the Union address, we urge you to consider
showcasing the imperative need for Congress to pass school building modemization
Ieglblunon to help states and localities meet this enormous challenge. School
modemization legislation will promote quality public education for every child by
heipmg| to lower class size, improve the learmning environment, and connect more students
10 new educational technologxes

As you|well know, the lack of modern school buildings is a national problem that affects -
children of all income levels in urban, suburban and rural communities. According to a
1995 General Accounting Office estimate, the national costs for renovating and repairing
exlbnng schools to make them healthy and safe structures was $112 billion. An
additional $73 billion is needed 1o build new classrooms to accommodate record
cnrollmlcnt levels as 'well as to reduce class size. The added cost of bringing alt of
America’s classrooms into the technological era will push the national price tag over
$200 billion.

States 'md localities are unable to address this natonal crisis alone. I[lstomally national
edm.auon needs have been addressed through a partnership of federal, state and |ocal
govemments with the federal govermnment providing targeted resources. [n other arcas,
our federnl government has shown itself ready, willing, and able to provide financial
assistance to states to resolve acute problemns, such as this country’s crumbling highway
infrastructure. Certainly, the need for safe and technologically up-to-date schools is no
less important to our national economy and security than repairing and expanding the
nation’ s highways, to which Congress last year devoted $216 hillion over 5 years.

Com pdrdu vely, the school modeenization bill in the josth Congress would have provided
federal tax credits subsidies in the amount of $21.6 billion dotlars, roughly a dime for
every dollar spent on our nation’s roads and bridges.




FILE No'. \.-209 O|1/08 '9g 12:14 ID:NEA GOV'T RELQTIUNS 202 822 7741 PAGE

- - ¥

Qver the past two years, NEA and its members have generated thousands of calls and
letters o members of Congress to urpe them to support a federal, state and local
Pdrtl‘ler'%hip to modernize school buildings. Recent election campaigns at the federal,
state and local Jevels demonstrate that a bipartisan public consensus exists for concerted
eftorts to make school modernization a reality. For our part, we will continue to make
ourlbipartisan “Modern Schools, Better Learning” campaign a top priority as the 106"
Congress begins its work. Affer two years of legislative attempts, grassroots
mob:hzatlon ‘and spceches by Republican and Democratic candidates alike on the
tmportanuc of school modernization, our members arc cager for enactment of legislation.

ch:cral recent events demnonstrate that the American public supports an etfort 1o enact
modern schools legislation and understands the connection between modern schools and
c.lmfs size reduction. In November, Culifornia residents passed a record bond for school
u)nbtruutlon During the November campaign, Republican and Democratic candidares
ahk:: at the state level campaigned on the promise of modern schools and smaller class
sizes. - Twenty-three of our state affiliates reported 1o us that their respective state

legislatures are likély 10 support school modcrmzanon bills.

School modemzatlon, along with an &Xpﬂ_.nSlOI'I of the class size initiative and
investments in the recruitment, support and professional development of teachers, will
makc a real difference in helping all of America’s children meet world-class academic
standards and be prepared for the careers of the 21™ century.” We urge you to use the
opportunity presented by the State of the Union address to make a clear and convincing
case for enactment of modem schools legislation. We pledge to continue our efforts to
work with you and your Administration 10 make this a reality in 1999,

S;ngcrely,
|
Db

|
Bob: Chase
President




' \ October 13, 1998
NOTE TO JACK LEW AND BRUCE REED ' -

FROM: : Barbara Chow and Mike Cohen

SUBIJECT: l Class Size Proposal

Our proposal makes modifications to the Republican proposal that we recieved last night. We just
learned that Obey’s staff does not believe that we should be working in the framework of the

Republican proposal, and believes instead that we should modify our own proposal o address some of

their concerzfls. We will now start working on modifying our bill to address Republican concerns.

.Must-have :items:
o a formula that is targeted, preferably using Title I (as was in the original Republican offer) but -
see fall-back position below. The formula will be very sensitive; we should vet our Fallback
before offenng 1t. : :

o the report card and accountability provisions
o the changes to the Purpose

‘0 maintenance of effort

Non-Starter Items that must be deleted because they drain resources from class size funding:

o local control provision, but see fall-back position below.
- .r

oin t;he 4th bullet under Uses of Funds, delete “costs associated with teaching children
identified with special needs” :

o any use of funds for instructional materials

Can Trade hway: .
o in_Special Priorities -- delete language we added on “teacher of limited-English proficient
students teachers in subjectare w1th a shortage of qualified teachers, and teachers in large class
sizes.’

Fall-Back Positions:
| .
Funding formula -- If the Republicans reject using the Title [ formula for State and within State
distribution, propose using the Title VI formula for distribution to States, and Title I for sub-

state Wistribution. This will focus funds within States on hi gher poverty areas. (Attached)

Local Contro] -- If you cannot delete “Local Control”, thén get 1t modified to base the
determination on achievement of an average class size of 18. (Attached)

Maintenance of Effort -- If our language is not acceptable, we will do a new MOE.




PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO THE GORTON/GOODLING DRAFT PROPOSAL
FOR LO|CAL TEACHER QUALITY GRANTS -- 10/13 REVISED

NEW LA'NGUAGE IN ITALICS; DELETIONS WITHIN BOLD BRACKETS
' Local Teacher Quality and Class Size Reduction Grants
Purpose -

Amends Title V1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act to create a new Part D. The
purpose of this new part is to provide funds to local educational agencies to allow such agencies
to hire high quality teachers, including special education teachers, [and] reduce class size in the
early grades to a national goal of 18, and raise student achievement.

Use of Funds Part D
|
Lc‘local educational agencies shall use funds made available under this section fo improve
teacher quality, reduce the number of children in regular classes, and raise student achievement
through [for] one or more of the following activities:

. Hiring new high quality teachers who have successfully completed an academic major in
the subject area in which they plan to teach and possess strong teaching skills;

. Hil'ring new high quality certified teachers, including through State and local alternative
teacher certification procedures, in order to reduce class size in the early grades;

|
. Reducing class size by increasing the ratio of regular classroom teachers to students;
. Prov1d1ng professional development to teachers to teach special needs children [and to
reduce the costs associated with teaching children identified as special education
students] ; '

| e |
. [COMBINE THE TWO PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS AS

FOLLOWS] Providing professional development to teachers consistent with Title IT of
the Higher Education Act Amendments of 1998; or, Providing for [teacher] Testing new
teachers using State competency exams based on the subject areas taught by the teacher,
or eontent deemed appropriate by the State for elementary school teachers; except that
the total spent on these forms of professional development may not exceed 10% of the
funds provided under Part D.

[+ Providing for the acquisition and use of instructional and educational materials to assist
classroom teachers to improve students achievement;]

Funding l.imitation



. _ None of these funds shall be used to increase the salaries or provide additional benefits to
clfm'ently employed teachers. '

. No local education agency may use more than 3 percent of its allocation for local
admm:strat:ve COStS.

1
Special Priorities
. In hiring new quality teachers under this section, local educational agencies may give
priority to hiring new special education teachers, teachers of Limited-English proficient
students, teachers in subject areas with a shortage of qualified teachers, and teachers in
schools with large class sizes.

Funding ‘Formula
. Over and above the money currently allocated to Title VI activities, an additional $1.1
bllhon will be dispersed pursuant to this part zo States in accord with the Title I formula. .

. FOr purposes of this part; the State educational agency shall distribute 100 percent of
these funds directly to local educational agencies based upon the formula in the title I of
- thé Elementary and Secondary Education Act adjusted for the hold-harmiess provision.
[under this section (this is the current Title VI formula which is distributed based on
student enroliment in public and private nonprofit schools within the local education
agency based on the following criteria;

Children livig in areas with high concentrations of low income families;
Children from low income families; and '
| Children living in sparsely populated areas. )}

Applicatitl;n Process
| _ _

Th;ere will be no new application required. Instead, Local Education Agencies will submit
to the State, in its application for funds under Title V1, a description of how they will meet the
requirements of this part. The State shall be responsible for ensuring compliance by the local
education agencies.

Annual Public Reporr Card

. At the end of each schooi year in whzch a school receives funds under this program, the
loca! educational agency shall issue a report card on that school to parents and the
general public. The report card shall provide clear, and easily understandable
inférmation on (1) class size reduction goals in grades 1-3 and other grade levels
determmed by the LEA, (2) actual class sizes that year (3} teacher certification, licensure
and related academic qualifications for teachers, (4} student achievement levels in
readmg in grades 1-3, and in other grade levels and subject areas determined by the



local education agency.

| o
. B?sed on the public report card the state may require a local educational agency to take
appropriate corrective actions as a condition for continued receipt of funds.

[Local Control

Ifithe local education agency decides by an affirmative approval of the local school board,
that they do not need funds under this part for the purposes of hiring quality teachers and
reducing class size, then the local educational agency can spend these funds on activities under
section 6301 N|

|
Maintenance of Effort

A local educational agency may receive grant funds under Part D only it has on file with
the SEA an assurance that the LEA will spend at least as much, from non-Federal resources, as
the LEA spent in the previous year for the combination of: ' _ !

a) teachers in regular classrooms in grades 1 through 3 in schools receiving assistance
under Part D;

b) teachers in each other grade and SubjBCf area for which funds under Part D are
expended and :

¢} the other quality improvement activities eligible for support under Part D.

The Secretary may waive or modify this requirement if he determines that doing so would
be equitable due to exceptional or uncontrollable circumstances.




Alternative Text:  Funding Formula

The additlional $1.1 billien will be disbursed to the States in accord with the Title VI formula.

The State Educational Agency shall distribute 100% of these funds directly to [-local educational

agencies,|based upon the formula in Title [ of the ESEA, adjusted for the hold-harmless
provision,




Alternative Text:  Local Control

If the loc:::ﬂ educational agency determines by an affirmative approval of the local school board

that it has achieved an average class size of 18 in grades 1-3 in regular classrooms and therefore
!

does not need funds under this part for the purposes of reducing class size, then the local

educational agency can spend these funds on activities under section 6301.
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!ADMINISTRATION CHANGES TO BE DRAFT JUVENILE CRIME BILL

|

1|. Prosecutors/Courts Initiative

The bill should guérantee a percentage of funds for the
Administration’s $100 million prosecutors/courts initiative -- just as it
does with other programs. This could be accomplished by amending
the current authorizing language, which guarantees 45% of the funds
-- or $450 million -- for the Republicans’ Accountability Block Grant, to
say that 10% of the funds -- or $100 million -- are reserved for a
prosecutors/courts program, and 35% of the funds -- or $350 million
-- are reserved for the Accountability Block Grant.

2. Juvenile Brady -- Gun Ban for Violent _Juvéniles

The most recent draft of the juvenile crime bill includes a juvenile
Brady provision that is unacceptable. Not only would it allow states to
i circumvent the ban by easily restoring a juvenile’s right to own a gun,
| but its effective date is contingent on the Attorney General making a
determination that the records to enforce this new ban would be
“routinely available” through the National Instant Criminal Background
Check System. We should insist on our tougher version of juvenile
Brady.

3.| Increased Penalties for the Youth Handgun Safety Act

The draft juvenile crime bill does not include increased penalties for
juvenile handgun possession {from mandatory probation to up to 1
year imprisonment} or for transferring a handgun to a juvenile {from 1
to 3 years imprisonment). Generally, these penalty increases have not
| been considered controversial, and they have most likely been dropped
to deny the Administration a “gun victory.” We should insist on their
inclusion.

4. | Postpone Juvenile Crime Bill Funding Formula Until FY 2000

. The current Commerce-Justice-State (CJS) appropriations bill includes
language that would allow any juvenile crime legislation that passes to
supersede the juvenile crime allocations already included in the CJS
appropriation. This would effectively cut prevention funding for FY
1999 and should be deleted. The juvenile crime bill’s funding formula

| should not go into effect until FY 2000.
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.Claslang 10/14/ 2:20 pm Republican offer modiﬁcations

Prowded further, That, notwithstanding any other provision of law, for FY 1999 only,
${,100 OII)O 000 shall be sent directly to the States under [[ OPEN ISSUE Title VI of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 10 be allocated fifty {50) percent based on
school age population and fifty (50) percent based on child poverty (as defined by the Office of
Management and Budget and revised annually in accordance with section 673(2) of the
Community Services Block Grant Act (42 U.8.C. 9902(2)) appiicable to a family of the size
involved for the fiscal year for which the determination is'-made, compared to the number of such
individuals who reside in the school districts served by all the local educational agencies in the
State for s?ch preceding fiscal year) with 4 point five (.05) percent minimum for small states}}:

n ‘
Provided further, That if a local educational agency would receive a suballocation of less that
335,000, it shall not receive that allecation and the fands it would have received will be
allocated to the remaining local educational agencies in the State in accard with the
subaﬂacatwn Jormula in the prior proviso:

|

Provided further, That no funds for this prowsmﬁ are for Federal administration:

' [[ OPEN. ISSUE Prowded ﬁu‘ther, That the State educational agency shall distribute one
hundred (100) percent of the funds directly to local educational agencies based fifty (50) percent
- on student eprollment in public and private non-profit schoels within the local educational
agency and at least fifty (50) percent based on child poverty (as defined by the Office of
Management and Budget and revised annually in accordance with section 673(2) of the .
Commumty Scmces Block Grant Act (42 U.8.C. 9902(2)I1

1
Provided further, That a local educatlon.a.l agency may use no more than three (3) percent of its
suballocation|for Jocal administrative costs:. o

{[OPEN ISSUE WITH ALTERNATIVE LANGUAGE TO FOLLOW Provided further, this
provision is to carry out effective approaches to reducing class size primarily in grades one
through three, with quality teachers (including recruiting, biring, training and testing snew
regular and special education teachers antl teachers of spectal needs children, and hiring qualified
teachers through state and local alternative routes to teacher certification) in order to improve
educational achievement for both regular and special needs students; provide professional
development tLit these teachers and to special education teachers, including the teaching of special
needs children and teaching children in small class settings, consistent with title II of the
Higher Educatibn Act Amendments Act of 1998}]

Provided fuﬂhqr, That this provision is to carry out effective approaches to reducing class size

with quality teac}ters o improve educational achievement in the eartfv elementary grades, for

both regular am! special needs students;

Provided fun‘her, That local educational agencxes may pursue the goal of reducing class size

through recrmtmg, hiring, and training certified regular and special education teachers and

teachers of specilal needs children, including those certified through state and local alternative
| : ' '
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| | | -'
routes, testing new teachers for state certification, and providing professional development to

P.83-04

- teachers, including special education teachers, and teachers of special needs children

consistent with Title Il of the Higher Education Act Amendments of 1998, except that not
morc than ten (10) percent of the funds prowded under this provision may be used for
prafessional developmem .

Provided further, That no new application shall be required of the local additional agency and
that the Iocal educational agency shall describe in an addendum to its application required under

section 6303 of Title VI of the elementary and Secondary Act of 1965 how the local educational
agency will meet the requirements of this provision:

Provided Mcr, That each school benefiting from this provision, or the local educational agency
for that sclr'inool, shall produce an annual report to the parents and the general public on its class
size reduction and student achievement in the early grades and other grades, and the State
shall prov?de a comparable report to the Secretary.

OPEN ISSUES:
| _
Maintenance of Effort

Matching




. i ) .

Further, an LEA that has already reached the State goal for class-size reduction in grades 1-3
may use subgrant funds to make further class-size reductions in those grades, to reduce class
sizes in other grades, or to undertake additional quality improvement activities.

|

|

|

TOTAL F.B4




Tanya E. Martin
12/12/97 11:32:33 AM

!
Record Tyr!)e: Record

|
To: Bruce N. Reed/QPD/EQP

ce: Michael Cohen/OPD/EQP, Williém R. Kincaid/CPR/EOP
bee: :

FaT

Subject: Hie: Basios

1. Number of teachers :

1996 -- 2.6 million public elementary and 'gecondary teachers {est)
' (1.5 million in elementary and 1.1 million in secondary)

’ |
- 2. The 2 million teachers over 10 years estimate includes more than replacements: it is based
upon increased school enroliment {baby boom echo } and increased teacher retirements (original

baby boorlners}.

The estimLte of 2 million teachers anticipates that a little over 1 miillion will be new-to-the
classrooml teachers and the remainder wili be teachers returning 1o teaching from central offices,
‘other professions etc. .

3. Estimated number of teachers in grades 1 and 2: 247,300

4, Estima'ted number of teachers in grades 1,2, and 3 : 387,700

5. With 11 00K teachers, we could bring class size down to an average of 19 in three grades.
With approx 106K teachers, we could bring class size down 1o a maximum of 19 in three grades.

We're wor}king on tabacco-funded scenarios and will be meeting on the formu!a funding pessiblities
this afternogn.

Bruce N. R‘eed

L?’» Bruce N. Reed
112112497 10:01:02 AM

Record Type: Record

i
To: Michaet Cohen/QPD/EQP, Tanya E. Martin/OPD/EQP, Wiliiam R. Kincaid/OPD/EOP

. ce:
Subject: Basics




Could you fill in a few #'s for me? .
How many teachers are there altogether? ,

When we|say we need 2 million over 10 years, are those all replacements?
How many teachers are there in grades 1 & 2? 1, 2 & 32

Also, I'd love to hear how you design wizards are coming with the idea of paying for this through
tobacco. ‘It occcurs to me that you might want to think up an option that gets to 100,000 teachers,
even oven 7 years. With 100k teachers, could we reduce class size below 20 in 3 grades??
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| COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION & THE WORKFORCE W s
; U.S. HOUSE, OF REPRESENTATIVES Lf

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE - . CONTACT: Jay Diskey (% o
Oct. 14,1998 _ | ar Bill McCarthy ﬁ"«,_,, ‘
202254587 T 1
WHITE HOUSE ACCEPTS REPUBLICAN EDUCATION FUNDING PROPOSAL b

| GOP Proposal Sends 100 percent of Funds
§ to Local Schools — Not Washington Bureaucrats;
\ Emphasis Placed an Specia! Education

WASHINGTON — The White House today dropped its demands for new fcdera] education

mandates and accepted a House Republican proposal to send 31.1 billion directly to local school
districts to help reduce class size and to train, tesf, vecruit and hire new teachers

“The Clinton Administration has aclmowledged that local control is the name of the”
game,’ san.’l: Chairman Bill Goodling (R-PA), who designed the GOP proposal. “President
Clinton has acceded to our proposal to bypass the U.S. Department of Educat:on and 1o scad 100
percent of the funds directly to the local level. _

“Th|ls is a real vmtory for the Republican Congress, but more iraportantly, it is 2 huge win
for local educators and parents who are fed up with Washington mandates, red tape and
repulation, ’g’ Goodling said. “We agree with the President’s desire to help classroom teachers, but
our proposal does not create big, new federal education programs. Rather our proposal will drive
dollars directly to the classroom and gives local educators more options for spending federal
funds to help disadvantaged ch:.ld:en N

SpaLker Newt Gingrick and Chairman Goodling gave the propasal to White House Chief
of Staff Erskine Bowles Tuesday. Today’s agreement removes one of the final snnnbhng blocks
to final approval of the federal budget for ﬁscal year 1999.

Huuse R dPubhcm alzo stood fast on the existing prohibiton on the President’s prupused o
federal tests in 4% grade reading and 8% math, “And, we did not agree to the President’s request
1D create & masswe federal school construction program that would ultimately lead to the U.S.
Departmcnt of Educauc:n acting as a national school board determining local school construction
and maintenance issues,” Goodling said. .

While the Adn’nmstranon s initiative centered pru:naniy on the hiring of new teachers, the
Republican proposal would allow funds to be used not only for reducing cless size, but also for
the recrmnng, hiring, training and testing of regular teachers, special education teachers and
teachers of lspecial needs children.




Class Size Iangnage 10/14 11:30 am classlan7

“Provided further That, notw1thstand1ng any other provision of law, $1, 100 000 000 shai! be-
available under Title VT of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, to be allocated -
such thatieach State and, within each State, each local educational agency, shall receive the same
share of funds as it received under section 1122 of that Act for fiscal year 1998, to carry out
effective approaches to reducing class sizes with quality teachers (including recruiting, hiring, '
and training teachers, including special education teachers, and testing new teachers for State
certification) in order to improve educational achievement in the early-elementary grades, which
shall be expended in accordance with the statement of the managers on the conference report
accompanymg this Act and such regulations as the Secretary of Education determines are
necessary to implement such statement, including regulations to ensure that States and local

educatlonal agencies are appropriately held accountable for class size reduction and nnproved

—

. student achlevement Provided further, That in expending funds made available under the

previous prov1so no State educational agency may use more than one-half of one percent of its
alloeatlon or $50,000, whichever is greater, for administrative costs and State-level activities and
no local educational -agency may use more than S percent of its suballocation for local
admlnlstratlve costs: Provided further, That no funds for the class size reduction initiative under
this headmcr may be used for Federal adminstration.

|
CONCEPTUAL AGREEMENTS [Suggested language here and under Open Issues could be
statutory or report language.] - :

Teacher Qualn_ty and Hiring. Local educational agencies shall use funds to reduce class size by
hiring add1t1onal teachers and improving the quahty of teachers. Suggested language in addition
to the above :

“Hiring, recruiting; and preparing new high quality certified teachers who possess strong
teachmg skills, including teachers of special educatlon and teachers certified throu gh state
and local alternative routes; :

“Providing for and requiﬁhg testing of new teachers using State competency .
examinations based on subject areas to be taught, or content deemed appropriate by the

Stalte for elementary school teachers; -

_“Prov;dlng professional development to teachers to teach spec;al needs children, and
pro|v1d1ng professional development to teachers consistent with Title IT of the Higher
Education Act Amendments of 1998, except that the total spent on these forms of

professxonal development from funds under this prov1 sion may not exceed ten percent of
these funds.”

No new appl‘ication
_ ;

Ag_ree on principle of no new appllcatlon
Unresolved as to whether the class size desonptlon is part of the Title I or T1t1e VI




: appllcatlon Admmistratlon position, reﬂected in the language below, is that the
' descnptlon should be an addendum to the Title I apphcatlon

S:uggested langua_ge:

_ “';].“here will be no new applica'tion required. Instead, the local education agency will
" submit to the State, an addendum to its application for funds under Title I which includes
a|description of how it will meet the requirements of this provision. The State will be
responsible for ensuring compliance by the local education agencies.”

School R_eport ICard’ suggested language: -
“At the end of each school year in which a school receives funds under this program, the
local educational agency shall issue a “Class Size Reduction and Teacher Quality
Accountablhty Report” for that school to parents and the general public, which shall
provide clear and easily understandable information on

“(1) class size reduction goals in grades one through three and other gradé levels
determined by the local educational agency.
“(2) actual class sizes that year.
*“(3) teacher certification, hcensure and related academic quahﬁcauons of that
year’s teachers. : :
“(4) student achievement 1evels in reading in grades one throu gh three and in
.other grade levels and subject areas determined by the local educational agency. -

“Based on such accountability report, the State may reqﬁire a local educational agency to
- take appropriate corrective actions as a condition for continued receipt of funds.”

PRESUI\'|’IED AGREEMENT

Extending A\}ail'abilitx'of Funds. Suggested language:
“Funds received under this prOVISlén shall remain available for obligation and
expendlture by the LEA for one fiscal year beyond the period ordmanly provided by the
G]eneral Education Provisions Act.”

|
OPEN ISSUES

Maintenance of Effort. Suggested language:

~

| : _
“q& local educational agency may receive grant funds under Part D only if it has on file
with the SEA an assurance that the LEA will spend at least as much, from non-Federal
- resources, as the LEA spent in the previous year for the combination of:

“a) teachers in regular classrooms in grades 1 thrdug_h-S in schools receiving . .




I assistance under Part D;

“b) teachers in each other grade and subject area for whlch funds under Part D are
expended; and : . -

: [ “c) the ot_her quality-improv_ement activities eligible for SUppOl’t under Part D.
" “The Secretary may waive or modlfy this requlrement if he determines that domg SO
would be equitable due to exceptl onal or uncontrollable circumstances.”

‘Matching Rerquirements. Suggeste_d language:

“The ISecrét‘ary shall have authority to establish thrbugh fcgulatiqns, graduated‘matcliin'g
requirements beginning with a five percent match for LEAs with a 30 to 40 percent child

povexz'ty rate, up to a 45 percent matching requirement for LEAs with less than a ten

'percelnt child poverty rate.”
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Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EQP, Barbara Chow/OMB/EOP

ce: Laura Emmett/WHO/EQP

Subject: Class size negotiations (

Together With Kennedy, Harkin, Clay, Daschle and ED staff, | met with staff from Goodling and
Gorton's offlce on the ogutstanding class size issues, The R's came with their own draft, and -
insisted we work off of theirs. Much of their draft was lifted from the ED draft, which they had
gotten from|ED earlier in the evening.” So we had a common starting point to work from, and it
was easy to reach agreement on the bill language reflecting the points we had previously ag\reed
to.

However, we were unable to resolve the outstanding issues, principally because the Republicans
were unwilling to make any of the concessions Elena proposed at the end of the afternoon meeting.
Further, they were clearly not interested in finding common ground at the meeting; they conceded
early on that they had not agreed to any of our end-of -the-afternoon proposals, and would not
move from 'their positions at this meeting. There was one area (see below) where they were open
“to bringing [back our idea and so we have the basis to communicate again in the morning, and

" agreed to. (Otherwise, it is not clear how best for us to proceed.

Here is where we are on an issue-by-issue basis, starting with the simple stuff:

Private Scrllool Participation: We agreed to language on this. It essentially requires equitable
participaticlin for private school teachers in professional development, and states that the private
school provisions in Title 6 now otherwise do not apply to this program.

Participation by BIA schools. Daschle’s staff yielded to Gorton on the size of the set aside for BIA
schools. While the 1% setaside that Gorton could live with is much lower than in other programs,
no one on|our side felt strongly enought to flght--nor believed it would be possible to move Gorton
very far on this if we tried.

Reducing IClas's Sixe in_the early grades. Kennedy feels very strongly that we not give up on our
original fol'cus on grades 1-3. We had suggested that we could live with a priority for grades 1-3 (if
adequately defined, Kennedy could live with this), and we did this in three places in our bill -- the
staterr'.emtI of purpose in the opening paragraph; the provision that describes what local district's
can spend the money on, and in the "local flexibility trigger” that allows other uses of the funds

once an average class size of 18 is reached in grades 1-3 . Their draft contained none of these.

While they were initially unwilling to consider any of our language, or possible modifications to it,
Vic ultimately did agree to take our "trigger” proposal back to Goodling. In our judgment, this is
actually the only provision with any teeth in it--if it is enacted into law it would have the effect of
getting local districts to work on grades 1-3 first,

We could probably still get a decent message about this being an initiative aimed at grades 1-3 W|th
new compromlse Ianguage the Demns agreed to after the meeting. {i.e., requiring LEA's to give



~ priority consiqeration to grades 1-3 because of the research showing that the impact of class size
reducation is greatest in the early grades). However, we didn't think this ought to be in play until
we hear back|on the trigger idea--and perhaps until one of you can get a better deal form the
Speaker. :

Cap on Professional Development and Teacher Testing. It was my understanding from Elena that
Gingrich had fa agreed to a 10% cap on these items together. However, the Goodling draft
proposed 10?’0 for teacher testing, and an additional 10% for professional development. They
claimed that the Speaker had only been asked about professional development, and therefore the
additoinal 10% set-aside made sénse.

We could easily live with a 10% cap on professional development, and an additional 2% or so for
testing. However, it did not seem like a good idea to concede to Goodling's staff a point you had

already won IWith the Speaker. Let me know if you want me to try this one out; the Dems will be
ok with it.

State Admin?strative Funds. Our proposal is for .5% for state administration. Kennedy's staff has
. been very strong on this as is Riley. The R's were unmoveable on this, and insisted on nothing on
State Administration. -

In my judgment , Riley and Kennedy are not going to fall on their swords on this--and we certainly
shouldn't. Clay could care less; he's just being a loyal team player. While they both think that
some state § are needed, they are digging in on this mainly because they don’t want to be hounded
by the head|ot the state school superintendent’s group, who has been a staunch supporter of and
good friend to both of them. And neither wants to be the first to back off. |'ve told Scott Fleming
to talk to Riley first thing in the morning, and explain that no one here is going to fall hold this up
over state administration. | will follow up wrth Riley as well.; he will be here for the school safety
conference.

I think we should try to get Kennedy and Fhley to converge on a compromise--.025 % rather than
05%--wh[ch works out to roughly 50K per state. If we try this and the R's won't budge, both

Kennedy anld Riley should find it a lot easier to drop this, and to let each other off the hook.

Formula. It is our understanding the there is agreement on the distribution of funds to states (the
higher of Title 1 or Eisenhower for each state), on an appropriations of an additional $100 million
{bringing the appropriations to $1.2 billion }, and that the within state formula will be worked out
' sometime tomorrow at your level. :

I'll check in first thing in the moring.
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themselves with Jtax cuts confronts a
paradox: Cuts seem least urgent when
they are most alﬁordahlc When the
economy is lwmmlng, the. sound .
conservative instinct is to not mess with
success, And when thc economy is
flooding Washington with revenues, it
also is filling taxpayers' bank accounts,
making tex relicf feel less urgent.

Even worsc, frum the conservatives'
point of view, prospenty makes people
cheerful, mrhscnmmaxely so: The flames
of resentment of government flicker low.
Today, polls record the public's emphatic
preference for |increased government

|

spending on e¢ducation, health and
defcnse rather than tax cuts, and less
emphatically but stil decisively for
retiring debt rather then cutting taxes.
Big government has never been less
threatened.

Govemnment growth has slowed since
the amiva! of the Republican “revolution”
in 1995-96, largely becausc of something
Republicans are rightly vowing 1t
reverse — the decline of defense
speading. More than 300 programs have
been eliminated, but these were mostly
wee things, and the annual savipgs of

about $3 biltion about equals the increase
since 1993 in the budget (now more than
$34  nillion) of the Education
Department, which Republicans vowed
to  abolish. Angther departmemt
Republicans targeted  forextinction,
Commerce, now has 2 budger 40 percent
higher thar it did in 1995,

Government  economic  statistics
include the categary “durable goods,”
defined as things thal last at least three
years. Republican goals arc not durable
goods.
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76. The Washington Post

08/08/99; Edition: FINAL; Section; OP-ED; Page B07

Not Ji u.}st More T. eachers — Bettér Onés, Too

k B Georgc M:l!er
Prasig reocntly threarened to

veto a House-passcd education bill on
teacher quality. He should reconsider his
threat. Whilc |the bill clearly needs
significant improvements, it represents a
timely cnd to/ more than 30 years of
federal feilure to demand thar every
child, rich or poor, have a fully qualified
teacher.

" Virually every member of the House
of Repnesentanv:x voted July 20 to
requ:re that all states, as a condition of
receiving b:.'lhons in federal education
funding, set a goal of having a fully
qualificd leacll'ung force by 2004 and be
held accountable for closing achievernent
gaps between rich and poor students.

The need Lo address the issue i3 more
wrgent than; ever, Record studemt
enrollments, | teacher retirements and
PITSSUIES 10 reducc class sizc are creating
an unprecedcnted demand for qualified
teachers. In|fact, the Depsrtment of
Education estimates that schools will
need to hirc| more-than 2 million new
teachers over the next decade.

This new,legislation would focus on
helping schools with the increasingly
difficult task of recruiting, training and
keeping quahf ed teachers in our nation's
schools 50 Iha: all students have the
oppoitunity| to meet high academic
standards,

Since 1965 the federal government
has spent mon: than $120 billion on the
Title [ pmgmm, the lion's share of the
federal investment in clementary and
secondary education. In that time, our

nation's leaders have pledged to give
Amefican . studenls 2 world-class
education. But 1o president or Congress
has ever taken certain steps hecessary to
achicve that goal.

" In the past, we said teachers should be
qualified, but we never demanded it, and
we fiever defined it. Now, for the first
time, we would say that simply having a

degree frotn a school of education or

being staie or locally “certified” is not
sufficient Teachers must prove that they
know the subject they are tcaching, cither
by passing a competency test or by
holding a college degree in that subject,

In the past, we also said we wanted to

close the achicvement gap berween rich
and poor, and between minority and
nop-minority students — Title I's

primary goal. But alf we did was measire -

the failure to do so. Now, for the first
time, we would say that states will hold
schools accountable for ¢losing the gap
between those students. _

As you might expect, however, a
political fight threatens this consensus,
Last year, the president successfully
demanded that Congress approve 51.2
billion as & down payment o his goal of
adding 100,000 new teachers in an effort
o reduce class sizes. The president has
urged that these 100,000 teachers be
well-qualified. But his program is béing
implemented withour any real standards
far teacher quality. Individuals with no

.raining and no knowledge of the

subjects they teach are zligible to beoorne
newteachers. -
Thus, his program is lefi open to the

Do
Cl

valid criticisin that reducing class siz¢
alone is unlikely to boost achievement,
especially if it means pairing an even
greater number of poor and minarity
children with underqualified teachers, as
it has in my home state of Catifornia.

Teacher quality is one of the greatest
cohcerns of American parents. And the
evidence supports them. Teacher quality
is the most importan? in-school factor
affecting student achievement. And the
paorest schools have an especially hard
time attracting and retaining qualified
teachers.

In response to this concem, House
Demecrats introduced legislation tha
continued the president's class size

~ program but also set clearer guidclines

for teacher quality and beld states
eccountable for closing  student
achicvemnent gaps. It nearly passed, The
Republicans passed an alternative bill,
the Teacher Training Empowerment Act,
which 23 Democratic colleaguss and [
supperted. The Republicans adopted the
accountability and quality standards of
the Democratie proposal, but they took
the added step ofmerging President
Clinton's class size reduction initiative
with other teacher training and school
refortn activities,

The president and congressional

Democrats want to fulfill their pledge of

hiring 100,000 new Ieachers. The
Republicans, xtill smarting from Clinton's
11th-hour hour victary last fall, want to
continue the program but steal the
president’s thundér by repackaging it as a
Republican initiative that puts equal

@$S S[{,e,
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emphasis on class size and teacher
quality.

If we could|put politics aside, we
could wke the
" unprecedented sl:r.p of having smalier
classes with fully qualified teachers.
Here's how:

The Republicans should listen to the
president and others who have sought
¢hanges in thl'eir bill to maintain &
separale ¢lass 'siize reduction program and

extraordinary and’

better target the funding formula to poor
districts. And the administration should
ageept improvements made by bath
parties in the House that would set
clearer guidelines for teacher quality and
provide for more acc.ounlability tied to
student learning-

For 30 years the federai government
has been the enabler of unqualified
teachers and wunaccountable school

" systems, especially with regard to our

most at-risk students. Qur children will
not be first in math, science or any other
subjest if we do not guarantee them fully
qualified teachers and hold schools
accountable for providing them with a

first-class education.

The writer is a Democratic
representative from California and e
member of the House Education and the
Workforce Commiitee. M

.
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77. New York Tlmes
August 9, 1999

The New Affirmative Action Fight

Three years ago Califomia voters
approved Proposition 209, a retrograde
meature (hat | ended affirmative agtion
programs in public college admissions
and in govcmment hiring and conlracts.
The rationale; was that minoritics should
not be given any special preferences but
should instcad compete on an cqual
footing with| others. But now & pew
lawsuit has made it clear how badly that
stacks the deck against oulstanding
minority studenls in California Worse
yet, a renewed political drive against
racial preferences in Californiz could
make it vu‘tually impossible even to
inform mmormes of the opportunities
available ta I:hcm

The lawsm:, bropght against the state
by the Amenoan Civil Liberties Union,
charges 1ha! studcats at black and
Hispanic high schools have lilc or 1o
chance to take the challenging courses
that would|help get them admitted to
California's first-tier public universities,
The suit  focuses on  the
adva.nccd-placemem courseés thar are
designed to give students cxposure 0
college-levcl work while still in high
school. Thr.sc courses end with an
exmninatiop edministered by the College
Board, which costs about $73 per
student. Many states vicw the exams a5

50 1mpnrumt that they waive the fees for-

the puorcsl students.
The ecxaminations are especially
erucial in! California, where the elite

unwersm:ls figure the scores into the

admissions formula. As noted in the

_' ACLU.

suit, black and H:spamc
students often attend schools where the
courses are faw or nonexistent or where
no one bothers to t¢ll them that they can
1ake the examinations at little or no cost.

The suit was filed on behalf of four
black and Hispanjc sadents at Inglewood
High School, which offers only three
advanced-placement courses. fnglewsod
is 97 percent Black. Beverly Hills High,
which is 91 percent white, offers 14
advanced-placemem courses. Rasheda
Danjel, 4 17-year-old straight-A student
at Inglewood, said: "I feal cheated. There
are a lot of bright students at my school

who will work hard and succeed, ifonly

they had the AP, courses to prove ic”
Meanwhile, the anti-affirmative action
camp in Cslifornia is trying to twist the
meaning of Proposition 205 1o ban
owtreach and rocruitment efforts that
merely encourage mirarites and women
to compete for jobs, coniracts and college
slots. This
successfid, would ke gway a crucial
remaining toal to remedy the lingering

effects  of vragial and  gender
disctimination. -
Legal - cases challenging  the

constitutioniality of outreach programs
are working their way through' the
Catifornia courts. Gov. Gray Davis, who
was an appancnt of Proposition 209,
recently vetoed a bill passed by the
Cuiifornia Legislamre declaring that
focused ouirgach to underrepresented
groups is legal. To the enger of civil
rights groups, he has aiso refused to

pemnicious  attack, it

revole a policy, initiated by former Gov,
Pete Wilton, that ended smate data

collection on  whether  minority
contraciors are getting any share of the
billions of dollars of govermmnent
contracts that are given annually.
Without good data, the state cannot know
whether its agencies are discriminating
against minofity and womcn-owned
companies.

The challenge to outrcach programs is
an ominous sign of where the race debate
is headed, Until now. opponeats of
affirmative action have wended to atack
quotas and s&t-asides, nol outreach
efforts. Efforts such as community
carapsigns to increase awarcness of
coliege or job opportunities do riot give

minorities any advantage in the final

selection process of in any way lower
objective standards, They only aim to
broaden the applicant peols.

Mr. Davis apparently believes: that

_ diversity in the workplace and on college

campuses can be echieved solely through
outreach programs based on nonracial
characieristics like cconomic status or
gevgraphic residence. But the legacy of
racial discrimination is not fully
aecounted for by measuring qualtics like
economic stamus, The anti-affirmative
action forces sold their position 1o
California voters as simple feirness for
all. But the attack on cutreach programs
looks like an attempt to deny minorities -
and women the very information they
nesd to comnpete fairly. M
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36. Education Daily
August L1, 1999

A leading Democratic lawmaker this
week asked| President Clinton to
reconsider l;us op-position to a
Republican teacher quality bill, while
also urging the GOP to compromise by

. supportiag a' revised version of the
president's smallcr-classes program,

Rep. Gcorgc Miller, D:Calif., on
Sunday pro-posed that Clinton support
H.R. 1995, the Teacher Empowenment
Act—with a few modi-fications.

Miller touted provisions that he wrote
and 1he House approved last month.

The House-passed bill would require
states to develop plans for employing
fuily qualified teaching Force by 2003,
and defined qua.llﬁed instructors as those
who pass subjwl—maﬂc‘r exams or carn
degrees in their field of teaching (ED,
July 22). J

 teacher quality,”

“In the past, we said teachers shodld
be quali-fied, but we never demanded it
and we never defined it,” Miller wrole in
an Aug. 8 editoriat for The Washington
Post, "Now, for the first time, we would
say that simply having a de-gree from a
school of education or being state or
locally ‘certified” is not sufficient.”

Clinton has threatenied to vero H.R.
1995 be-cause it would consolidate his
program for smaller K-3 classes into a
larger authonity for teacher training or
hiring. Buz Miller wrotc thet the new
class-size program “is being im-
plemnented without any real standards for
leaving the program
vulner-able "o the valid eriticism that
reducing glass size alonc is unlikely 1o
boost achievement.”

—>"<— Millerj Challeﬂgeé Clinton’s Veto Threat Of Teacher Bill

Miller suggested GOP lawmakers
compramise by continuing the K-3 class- -
size program as a ssparale initiative,
writing in new standards for teacher
quality and rewaining provisions that
target money to needy school distriets.

Julie Green, a spokeswoman far
Education Secretary Richard Riley,
said Clinton is not revising his stand in
light of Miller's advice.

*The president has made his views on
this leg-islaton very clear,” she said. “He
will insist on legislation that preserves
last year's commit-ment to class-size
reduction as well as cnsures wall
prepared teachers, In that, we respect-
fully disagree with Mr. Miller.”

—William J, Czhirill

37. Edurcation Daily

August 11.(1999

Survey: Most Students Don’t Feel Safe At School

In the wake of the Columbine High

. S¢hoot massanrc. 63 percent of high

school-age stu-dents da not always feel

safe in their schools, says a national
SUrvey rtlcased Tuesday.

And even more of them, 65 percent,
belicve teachers and administrators have
not taken “all tha necessary steps to meks
them feel l’saf‘e and secure,” according to
the 1999|2000 State of Qur Mation's
Yauth poll conducted by the Horatio
Alger Assomation Those aumbers are up
by 7 nd 8 percenitage  points,
respectively, since 1996,

Jennifer Park, educatianal analyst for
the as- saclanon acknowlcdged thet the
school shoal-mg outside Linleton, Colo,,
might have skewed that deta: The
Co!umbmc incident occurred Apri) 20,
gnd sunreys were meiled out only two
days latet

But while the fi findings ere at odds with
FEpOTTS or increased school safety (ree
related ' smry. p. 1), the deta from the
1,327 res'pondems nev-¢rtheless remains
a "benchmark for the atti-tudes and
behaviars of students,” she said.

A panel of seven high school students
assem-bled at a news conference for the
survey's re-lease concurred. News media
may exaggerute the prevalence of
violenes, they said, but stu-dents’
heightened sensc of danger is real.

“We feet safe ... but our views of
viol¢nce and everything changed aficr
{Columbine]," said Jennifer Duke, a 17-
year-old at Pearl High School in Pearl,
Miiss., which was also the site of 2 school
shooting in 1997.

Measures Intended to stop future
schoo] vic-lenee, such as metal detectors,
gun buy-backs, mentoring, and conflict-
resolution programs, are no substitute for
increased  communication  between
faculty and students, according to the
panel. "These ncw initiatives are more
reactive than proactive,” said Kristin

Gayman, a {5-year0ld at the School”

Without Walls in Washington, D.C.
The survey's findings should serve ag
“a wake-up call,” added Vicki Baker, an
associaw su-parintendent in Kansas who
modemated the The comprehensive poll
also surveyed students about the quality

of their schools, top career choices,
courses considered impartant for fu-ture

‘suceess, opportunities, cffory, grades, role

madels, outside aclivities, and fuiure

_plans,

Among the larg:st statistical changes
from the ptevious two years are g
decrease in the time spent on bomework
and a decrease in the number of students
participating in outside activities. The
mesn pumber of hours of homewark
students repotied working per week was
5.9, down about 10 percent since 1997,

Meanwhile, 46 percent of studenis
reposied participating in an athletic team
of ¢lub, down 5 pereentage points from
1998, That decrease coincided with a
small incrzase in the aumbet of students
who had a job in the past school year, 38
percent, up 1 point from last year.

Researchers found a direct correlation
between the dverage weekly hours spent
on homework and grades received and an
inverse rclation between the average
weekly hours spent at work and grades
received. Ml
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- them. -
. it diso calls on school officials
o make CHIP enrcliment patt of the
school regasr.ranon proc~¢ss. collaborate
wilh school lunch and school health
center staff,/and feature information on
CH!P in parent mailings, at parent nights
and at othec|school cvents. .
Gjnveruars Must  Lead
Speaking to governors in St Louis,
Clinton ca}lad for all-our zfforts 1o sign
- up kids t'cr the program by sending
eligibility workers:nto schools. churches,
day care centers and health care centers.
|

~This ' is an enormous
opportunity to shrink the health problem
of no insuranee for children,” he said.
“The last six moaths of the CHIP pro-
gram indicate to me that if you just Keep
working at it, we can get up to a1 least the

-~ 410 5 million kids that we anticipared.”
Clinton also urged Congress

not 0 reduce funding for CHIP, even
though states haven't spent all their
federal funds provided under the
program. GOP lcaders in Congress have
cyed unused state funds for federally
financed social programs to help them

meet tight budget caps and provide tax
Culs. '
" “Rather than wlk about giving
the money back to Congrcss." he said.
“we should talk about how we're gcing
to invest it for the purpose for which it
was intended.”
Mare informeaion on C HIP can
be found on the Education Department s
Interngt- site at www.ed.gov/chip. or
thirorgh the Health and Human Services
Departmaent on the Web or

. www, insurekidsnow. gov. —Jonathan Fox

21, Education Daily
Aupust 13, 1999

GOP Unnerves Democrats, Fmdmg K-I 2 Sea Legs

Repubhcm tawmakers, cspeciatly
whose in the House, so far in 1999 have
succeeded in devcl-apmg B congsistent K-
12 messigc, passing measures that
represent thenr degire to en-hance teacher
quality and to provide added spending
authority :o srates and disuicts.

Dtsmrb:ng som¢ Democratic partisans
and capmrmg suppart from. others,
Repuhlicans this year have shown they
have an agenda for revising the 1965
Elemcnm.ry and Secondary Education Arz
(ESEA),| and the political guts to
chellenge Pregident Clinton on critical
is5ues,

Whilc the president has emphiasized
the nccd' for smaller X-3 classes, GOP
lawmakers—with support  from
Democrats such as California Rep,
George Miller—have called for berter
tcacher training.

“This year has been a linle unnerving
hecause| an this [education] issue,
Democrats ar¢ used to completcly
dommatmg the field,” said a Demaocrasic
analyst. "It’s clear the Republicans are
here, a.n;d they're making some headway,

Derqoem.s clearly haven't lost
dominance on this issue yet, dut they
dan't have the stran-glehold that they
‘used to"‘ '

A Succmlon Of Sugcesses The
Cap:tol Hill press corps since January has
wnt‘ten a litany of storics noting that the
GOP holds only a five-seat majority in
the Horusc

But month to month and week to
week, House Speaker Deninis Hastert and
. Rep. Bnl!Gaod-}mg‘ R-Pa., chaiman of
the House education comumiitcr, have
susceeded in usheting & serics of GOP

cducdtion bills to passage, with mm;»mal
defections flom Republican regulars,

The success 50 far has been no
accident,

Hastert's cducation aide, Katherine
Kless, has been conducting separate
weckiy sirategy meelings with staff from
the Hause Education and the Workforce
Commitice snd with key Republican
supponecrs, such as aides from the
Heritage  Foundarion and Empower

* America, the non-profit group run by

former Education Socremry William
Bennett

The Payoff The dividends of
these weekly plinning ses-sions are clear,
The House so far has passed.

x PL, 10625, a measure
expanding the Edu-cation Flexibility
Demonstration Partnership {Ed Flex)

- from (2 states o all 50, lerting all states

exercise greater canaol of ESEA funds
(ED, April 15). ' .

x  Resoluwtions calling for
addead special educa-tign fundjng and for
a 5400 increase, o 53,523, in the
maximum Pefl Grant (ED, May 6).

X . Amendments to a juvenils
ctime bill, HR. 1501, that would fet

schools expel and cut off scrvices W .

disabled students who bring weapons to
schaol, exempt teachers from many
lewsuirs. and require schools receiving

‘federal c-rate funds to inswall anti-

pornography soft-ware on their
compuiters (ED, June 18)..

X A teacher-training bill,
HR I995 that would [et districts spend
$2 billion an teacher biring or training. It
also would require stares to develop plans

for employing a fully qualified teaching

foree by ﬁnl 2003, and define o
qualificd instructor as one passessing a
degree in his or her field, or pasging a
subject-matter exam (ED, July 22); and x

A tax-cul measure, H.R. 2488, that
would let families save up to 52,000

- anoually in tax-free accounts for either

K-12 or higher ¢duca-tion expenses, and
take modest steps toward asing the cost
and headaches associated with holding
bond money for schoogl construction.

-Hastert not only has kept
Republicans in line, but also has artracted
gome liberal defectors.

Fully 81 Democrats voted for
the GOP's juvenile crime bill, and 24
supported the Republican teacher-
training proposal—defying Clinton’s
veto threat. Democrat Miller recondy
chal-lenged Clinton s position (ED, Aug.
1)

“The smart thing that they took
on i3 the teacher quality issue,” said Amy
Wilkins, principal parmeér at: the -
Education Trust in Wash-ington, B.C.
“The Republicans have beea skill- ful in
selecting an issue that is bath important
public policy and really popular ®

Good News The GOP focus on
quality instruction has tumed heads in
unusual quarters.

“It's always encouraging when
the dialogues secm 1o be so much mote
rational about educa-tion,” said Gerald
Tirezzi, cxccutive director of the
Wational Association of Secondary
School Principals, and Clinton's former
K-12 chief at the Education
Department. “The Republicans are
putting some very ilteresting concepts on
the tabyle,” :
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Comparison of Class Size Reduction Provisions

Issue

Republican TEA Act

time appropriation

billion for FY 2001, -

$2.1 billion for FY 2002,
$2.4 billion for FY 2003,
$2.7 billion for FY 2004,
$3.0 billion for FY 2005.

grant, no specific allocation -
for class size reduction.

Current Law Martinez Proposal FY 2000 Labor/HHS
Use of Funds (1) Recruiting, hiring and - | (1) Recruiting, hiring and Only a portion of funds are LEAs may use class size
training certified regular training fully qualified required to be used for class . | reduction funds for activities
and special Ed teachers . regular and special Ed size reduction. This listed in FY 99
(including teachers teachers (including requirement can be waived. Appropriations bill, but are
certified through teachers certified through ' ' also permitted to use class
altemative means); alternative means); Block Grants Class-size; size reduction funds for any
(2) Testing Teachers; (2) Testing Teachers; Eisenhower Teacher Training, | other purpose which the LEA
(3) Professional Development | (3) Professional Development | and Goals 2000. determines will improve
Limits (2) and (3} to 15% of Limits (2) and (3) to 15% of student achievement.
grant funds . grant funds . '
If an LEA has already reduced | If an LEA has already reduced
class size to 18 or fewer: class size to 18 or fewer:
(1) further class size (1) further class size
reductions in early grades; ‘reductions in early grades;
(2) class size reductions in (2) class size reductions in
other grades © - other grades
_ (3) teacher quality activities. | (3) teacher quality activities. : o
Level of Funds $1.2 billion for FY 99 - one $1.5 billion for FY 2000, $1.8 | $2.0 billion for entire block. $1.2 billion for FY 2000 -

Teacher Quality

Allows the hiring of teachers
who are progressing toward
_certification

Requires the hiring of “fully

qualified” teachers.

Requires the hiring of “fully
qualified” teachers.

Allows the 'h'ir_ing of teachers
who are progressing toward

certification

Within State 80% poverty, 20% populatlon 80% poveity, 20% population—|-50%-poverty,-50% population | 80% poverty, 20% populatlon

Formula - {Hold Harmless based on FY T
99 appropriations)

Vouchers No No : YES

No

Prepared by Democratic Staff, House Education and the Workforce Committee - 11/5/99




3 points:

1.

v korgrage~— g

A0 (lv

Class sxze reduction is working. _,L Aualep
B This report shows that school districts are hiring an estimated 29,000 high-quality

teachers with the funds from last year’s budget agreement. f
B The ﬁrogram is helping 1.7 million children, and the average class size in grades 1—3 n :

those schools has dropped from 23 0 18, » Sxpporhig proersimal desal » deschur gl dny: e Fon
M Our view is, this program is working - it’s not broke, so don t fix it. We want a budget L,m:.

that hires more teachers, not fires the teachers schools hired this year. ¥ e ki, +eackers.

Heada ety m\h.q-

This debate isn’t about flexibility and local control. It’s about whether we’re going to give  +"uspx 4
Amenca[.ns smaller classes with good teachers, or whether we’re just going to promise them a “adre~
pigin apoke '
n Repubhcans like to talk about sending money to the classroom. That’s exactly what this

program does. Funds go directly to the local school district, which decides who to hire

The only requirement is that since the ose of this program is to hire quality teachers

cLocal RIS and jwhich schools to help. ﬁ keep Yk premion and
p

byt xs

Rl

5 Sarms- ddodre

o 100,000

(ofs

to reduce class size, the money should ctually go to hire quality teachers to reduce class
51ze not projects totally unrelated to what we’ve all agreed we should do.

[ The Labor/HHS bill that Congress passed and the President vetoed last week would not
only failed to guarantee that a single dollar goes for class size reduction — it would let
commumtles use class size money for vouchers.

» That’s not local flexibility; that conservative ideology. We believe that taxpayers
dollars should go to hire more teachers for smaller classes in the public schools, not
open a backdoor to vouchers in the private schools.

This shouldn’t be a partisan issue. Everyone involved in this debate agreed on this program

last yea.r

B Republicans and Democrats agreed to create this program last fall, before the election.

= Leadmg Republicans put out press releases praising it. Dick Armey praised it. Bill
Goodlmg called it “a real victory for the Republican Congress, but more importantly, it is
a huge win for local educators and parents who are fed up with Washington mandates,
red tape, and regulation.”

W Last fall, Republicans ran campaign ads claiming this victory.

B We believe smaller classes are a good idea every }ear, not just in election years.

/
|



Today, Pre&dent'Clmton will release a new report from the U.S. Department of Education highlighting the
initial success of his initiative to reduce class sizes in the early grades. The report shows that more than
29,000 teachers have already been hired under the initiative, directly benefiting about 1.7 million
schoolchildren. In his remarks, the President will point out that Republican budget plans would undermine
this progress and he will urge Congress not to renege on its bipartisan commitment to hire 100,000 high-
quality teachers to reduce class sizes. Only by investing in such proven and targeted strategies for reform,
the President will note, can we ensure that our children get the educatlon they need and deserve.

CLASS SIZE REDUCTION IS SUCCEEDING ACROSS THE COUNTRY. The U.S. Department of
Education report that the President will release today reveals the positive impact that the class size reduction
program is having nationwide. Among its key findings, the report shows that 1.7 million children nationwide
have benefited from the program, that 29,000 teachers have been hired under the program, and that average
class size for grzildes 1-3 in schools receiving assistance has been reduced to 18. The report also describes
how the program is complementing state and local efforts -- and that the program 1s targeted enough to

accomplish its ,t;li,oals while being flexible enough to accommodate varying local needs.

o In Philadelphia, for instance, funds from this program are being used to hire fully certified teachers and
also to support teacher recruitment through a new "Literacy Interns” program.

 In Jackson,/Mississippi, the public schoals have used federal class size reduction funds to place
experienced teachers in low-performing elementary schools.

o In Columb}lls, Ohio, these funds have helped the district hire fully certified teachers for 13 high-poverty,
low-performing schools -- and reduce class size in grades 1-3 at these schools from 25 to about 15. -

Meanwhile, in concert with the President’s initiative, twenty states are now undertaking efforts to reduce
class sizes in the early grades.

INVESTING(IN WHAT WORKS FOR OUR SCHOOLS. The class size reduction initiative is part of
the President’ s comprehensive approach to improving student achievement by investing in what works,
raising standards and increasing accountability. As today's report notes, a substantial body of research
demonstrates that fowering class size in the early grades produces significant and lasting benefits for students
and teachers a{iike Smaller classes allow teachers to spend more time on instruction and less time on
discipline. Teachers can provide more individualized instruction to meet their learning needs. Students
attending smqll]l classes in the early grades make more rapid educational progress than students in larger
classes, and these achievement gains persist well after students move on to larger classes in later grades.

Moreover, the research shows that disadvantaged students benefit most from smaller classes.

REPUBLICEANS SHOULD PUT AMERICA'S PRIORITIES ABOVE PARTISANSHIP. Last year,

. Congress came together across party lines to make a down payment of $1.2 billion on the President’s class
size reduction initiative. At the time, Republican leaders praised the proposal. Now they have gutted this
program and| are trying to score political points rather than do what is right for our nation’s schoolchildren.
The Republllcan spending bili abandons the commitment to hire 100,000 teachers to reduce class size, and
provides no guarantee that the 29,000 teachers already hired can continue teaching. Tt also provides no
funding for the additional 8,000 teachers that the President’s plan would support this year. Today, the
President w%ll call on Congress to finish the job of hiring high-quality teachers and giving our children
smaller classes, and to work out a budget that reflects the values and priorities of the American people.
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CLAINTON “TICTORY ON SMALLER CLASSES WITH QUALITY TEACHERS

" public on student achievement

and class size

public on student achievement
and class size

PRESFDENT F ADMINiSTIRATION’S FINAL AGREEMENT IN PRESIDENT’S
CLINTON’S GOAL PROPOSAL "t OMNIBUS APPROPRIATIONS GOAL MET
' _ ' _ BILL
i .
CLEAR PURPOSE Reduce class size to 18 in the Reduce class size 1o 18 in the v
- early grades ’ early grades
FIRST STEP $1.1 billion in first year $1.2 billion in first year v
| TOWARD HIRING o K
100,000 TEACHERS Help schooi districts hirc more Help school districts hire more,
Lo than 30,000 teachers in the than 30,000 teachers 1n the first
first year of a seven year- year.
initiative to hirc 100,000
teachers’
TARGETING ! Targeted 10 high poverty Targeted to high poverty v
NEEDIEST ! students using Title 1 formula™ communities, with 80% of funds
STUDENTS | allocated by poverty and 20%
] by population count
I
GETTING DOLjL'A_RS_ 99.4% of funds 1o local school 100% to local school districts v
TO LOCAL SCHOOL districts; :
DISTRICTS : .
0.0% for federal 0.0% for federal admunistration;
administ,rati_on; 0.5% for costs (.0% for costs to state of
to state of program program adminisiration and
administration and testing of | testing of now teachers ; 0.0%
new teachers, 0.1% for for evaluation
evaluation
ENSURING Requires that local school Establishes [5% cap for local 4
{{ TEACHER districts spend at least 13% of school district expenditures on
QUALITY funds on improving teacher improving teacher quality
: [ quality
New teachers must meet statc New teachers must mect state
certification requirernents certification requirements
New tcachers must pass state- School districts may use funds
selected competency test - for teacher competency tests
ACCOUN'I‘A:BILI_TY Must produce annual school Must produce annual school v
FOR RESULTS report card fo parents and the - report card to parents and the ‘
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November 8, 1959

The Honorable William J. Clinton
The White House

1600 Pcnnsy{lvania Avenue
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

Your Chief of Staff, John Podesta, has stated emphatically, "... think we are not
prepared to go home until we do get more teachers and lower class size." If that's the case, we
may indeed be here for quite some time. However, I don't believe this is necessary.

On the issue of the 100,000 new teachers program, I believe it should not be that difficult
to bridge our differences if both sides agree to pus politics and slogans aside. Already, we are
very close to an agreement on funding levels and targeting these funds to those most in need.
We both agr'ee that reducing class size and improving teacher quality are important goals. Our |
remaining chffercnces are centeréd upon the amount of flexibility local schools should have in
striking the lbalance between these goals, and how much of an emphasis should be given to
teacher qua]|1ty in this program. Clearly, we should be able to find an honorable compromise.

As you are aware, the Education appropnanons bill, which passed in both the House and
Senate, mcludes $1.2 billion for a program to ensble schools to hire teachers or carcy out other
activities to improve education. You have responded that this proposal would give local schools
too much ﬂlex1b111ty In effect, you are worried that schools would simply squander these funds
on unimportant local priorities. Conversely, many Republicans, myself included, believe that
your “100, 000 New Teachers" program lacks flexibility, and is in effect a mandate that schools
use these filnds only to hire teachers.

Is t1|1ere a bipartisan compronusc‘? Yes. Earhcr this ycar with the support of over two
dozen Democrats, the House passed H.R. 1995, the Teacher Empowerment Act (TEA). Inan
effort 10 meet your objective of reducing class size, this bill maintains a focus on hiring teachers.
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-quality, the TEA bil! gives flexibility to schools that aré unable to find qualified teachers 6F that

In fact, schools MUST use a portion of these funds to hire teachers in order to reduce class size.

However, un.hke your 100,000 New Teachers” program, which I believe puts quantity over vse 3t

ek

do not have a}xdcquate space to reduce class size. Instead, these schools would bave the ability to
fund initiatives such as high quality, research based professionsl development, teacher menioring
or instituting|reforms such as merit-based pay for teachers.

Along with this flexibility, the Teacher Empowerment Act includes critical provisions to
ensure quality. First, it includes public accountability for the use of these funds by ensuring
States and schools receiving grants report on their progress in several Key areas. These inciude
progress in Improwng student academic achievement, closing gaps in academic achievement,
mcreaSmg thlc percentage of classes in core academic areas tanght by fully qualified teachers, and
in reducing class size. The bill also ensures States will develop a plan 1o have a11 teachers fully
quahﬁed not Jater than 2004, In addition, the bill gives parents the 1
professional ‘qualifications of their children’s teachers - including where they are teaching with

an emeérgency certification.

Thcse provisions are nowhere to be seen under the current 100,000 New Teachers"
program. Furthexmore, the TEA bill does not mxoﬁmmjmw X-
qualified. Th.ls is in contrast to the "100,000 New Teachers" progtam. As we have found based
upon a recent survey of some of the largest schoo] districts, this program is on track to hiring

more than 10 ,000 teachers who are not fully qualified. f\o-?"-x “j,la.sc SR |

Why, is quality so important? The simple fact is that it doesn't matter how small the class
is if the teacher is unqualified or lacks the necessary knowledge in the subject being taught.
Unfortunately, this is happening far too often in schools across America.

| .

| ) ’ .
But if there's going to be tough accountability -- there must also be flexibility. Schools

- must be able to choose the right balance between priorities such as reducing class size and

focusing on teachcr quality. We simply can not, and should not, be making these decisions at the
Federal Ievcl In short, the Teacher Empowerment Act is about smaller class size, accountability,
and the ﬂcmb1hty to achieve results. Certainly, we all agree these are key priorities. That being
the case, we should be able to easily work out our differences.

Mr. President, I respectﬁllly urge you to reconsider your prior opposition to the Teacher
Empowerment Act, and to work with me to come to an agreement w}:uch meets all of our
concerns and priorities. -

Sincerely, |
Bill Goodling
Chairman
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‘WHITE HOUSE ACCEPTS REPUBLICAN EDUCATION

FUNDING PROPOSAL

G()odling Proposal Sénds 100 percent of Funds to Local Schools - Not Washington
- Bureaucrats, Emphaeus Placed on Speclal Lducatmn

’ .l*ur Release 10 |5—98

COl)t'lcl' Greg Englert " |

{ 1
WASHINGTON, DC — The Wh:te House today dropped its demands for new federal education
mand:ttes and accepted a House Republican proposal to send $1.1 hillion directly to local school
distiicts to llelp reduce class size 4nd to train, test, recruit and blre new teachers.

"Fhe Clinton Admmlstratlou has acknowledged that loc'll control is the name of the game,” said
Clnu man Bnll ‘Goodling (R-PA), who desigried the GOP proposal "President Clinton has acceded
to our pmposal (6 bypass the U.S, Department of Educa tion and to send 100 percent of the funds -
directly to llle local level..

|
"I'his is a real victory for the Repuhlican Congress, but more imporiantly, it is 2 huge win for
local cducators and parents who ave fed up with Washington mandates, red tupe and regulation,"
Goodling sa:d "We agrce with the President's desive to help classroom teachers, but our proposal
does not create big, new federal education pr ograms Rather, our proposal will drive dollars

. d:rcctly to the classroom and give Iocal cducators Inore 0ptlons for spending federal funds to help

Hlsﬂdvautaged chlldren " ~ . .
| .

Speaker Newt (‘mgru:h and Cln'urman Goodling § gave the proposal to White House Chiel of Stafl

Erskine Bowles Tuesday. Today's agrecment removes one of the final stumbling blocks (o Final

approval of the federal budget for fiscal year 1999

~ House Republlcaus also staod fast ou the existing prnh:bmon on the Presnlent S proposed federal

tests in 4th gradc reading and 8th math "And, we did not agree to the President's request (o
create a massive federal school construction program that would ultimately lead to the U.S.

- Depariment. lof Education acting as a national school board determlmug local school construciion

and mamtcnance issues," Goodlmg sau!

' Whilc the Atlmnustrat:on s initintive centercd on the hmng of riew teachcrs, the Republican

proposal would allow furids to be used not onty for reducing class size, but also for the recruiting,
hiring; training and testing of rcgular teachcrs, specxal education teachers and teachers of special
nceds children. :

House Republican Edication Proposal Wednesday, Oct. 14, 1998

Highlights.

“Dollars to the Classroom & zh'oc.'a'l Contfol

L. $£1.1 bitlion addilional funds made avanlahle in FY99 under the Elemenlary and Secondary
LEdacation Act.

L 109 21:03.33
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.'Control of tlhe i‘unds remams totally at the local level to reduce claes size and to hire aud train
qlnhty teachiess, : : _ _

L. 100 percent|of funds driven locaﬁy and no funds used for federal or state administration. No
more lhan 3 pﬂercent of the funds may be used for local administration.

I. A Revised Federnl Formula: 50 percent based on school-ﬂged populatlon and S0 percent hased
'on Tidle 1 (povcrty) The formula WIII have a small state minimum,

. ;Fl_ex_lhllqty of Uses :
1. Funds miust be used to redice class size wi(h quality te’achérs.including:

1. Recruiting; hiring, training and lesting regular teachers. Special edncatlon teachers and
ieachels of Specnal needs cluldren :

2. Hiridg qllaﬁ‘lif"cd teachers‘lhrd)u'gll" state and local ﬁltcmafive'eéﬁificai'ionz routes,

3. Pr ofessmnal development oi‘ regular teachcrs, spccml educatlon teachers nnd teachcra of special
- nceds chnldren conslslent wrth Title 11 of the Higher Education Act,

(No funds may be used to increase teachers’ salaries or benefits,)

Accountability

. Esch school shall produce an mnual report to parents and the genernl public on its student
_arhm cment’ - o . :

Nu New Paperwork

1. No new application fos funds will be required of the local educational agency.

5 of2 _ ) _ ' : C V08199 21:03:33
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In some city schools,
- 50% of teachers §
_ are uncertified |
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Alternative Teacher Quality Provisions:

Teacher Empowerment Act (TEA) Version:
. Consolidates Goals 2000, Class Size and
The Eisenhower Professional Development Program

‘Section 307 of the Department of Education Appropnauon Actof 1999 and Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act are amended to read as follows

That $ (Goals 2000 State grant and parent training funds, Eisenbower funds, and class size ﬁmds) is for an initiative
focusing on redllicmg class size and teacher quality to be distnibuted through a formula which ensures that each State and
locality receives the same proportion of funds as received for fiscal year ]999 under section 307(b)(1) (A) and (B) of the
Department of Educatmn Appropriation Act of 1999; Title II of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (as in effect
on the day before the date of the enactment of this Act); and section 304(b) of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act.

Provided furtbe}, That, States may use up to 5 percent of the funds under this part to iraprove the quality of teacher
preparation programs, establish or expand alternative routes to teacher certification, test teachers in the subject areas that
they teach, ancl| provide assistance 