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. 1. The First National Effort to Reduce Class Size: A $12 Billion Plan to Hire 100,000 New
* Teachers over 7 years to Reduce Class Size in Grades 1-3 to a Nationwide Average of 18.

o~ Small classes make a difference. Studies in Tennessee and elsewhere have found
' what parents and teachers already know -- that smaller classes improve student
performance, especially in the early grades and for students who need help most.
This will help meet the President’s goal to make sure every 8-year-old can read.

. Every new teacher will have to pass a state competency test, and states will
receive funds to train teachers and raise teacher standards. To ensure that there’s

a competent teacher in every classroom, this plah requires new teachers to pass
basic skills tests. States can use 10% of the funds for teacher training and testing.

. Thisplan builds on successful reforms the President pioneered in Arkansas. In
Arkansas, Gov. Clinton reduced.class size to 20.in kindergarten and 23 in grades

1-3, and required basic skills testing for teachers.

2. A Ten-Year, >$10 Billion School Modernization Bond In’itiativé,to Build and Renovate
Classrooms. ~ ‘ - '

. As we hire more teachers and reduce class size, we need to build more
classrooms. The President is proposing federal tax credits to pay interest on
nearly $22 billion in bonds to build and renovate public schools. (This is more
than double the assistance proposed last year, which covered half the interest on
an estimated $20 billion in bonds.) The tax credits will cost the Treasury $5
billion over 5 years, and more than $10 billion over ten years.

3. A Nationwide School Reform Plan to Provide $1.5 Billion over S Years for 50 Education
Opportunity Zones in Poor Urban and Rural Areas That End Social Promotion and Adopt
. Other Sweeping Reforms.

« - This initiative says to schools: If you stop promoting students who don’t learn,

we’ll give you resources to make sure they do learn. We’re not doing students
any favors by moving them from grade to grade without teaching them the basics.

We need to help schools lift everybody up.
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«  We'll hold a national competition to reward school districts that adopt the kind of
sweeping reforms that are working in Chicago and elsewhere: ending social
“promotion and providing extra help -- from tutors to summer school -- to make
sure children meet standards; getting rid of incompetent teachers; providing
. ( districtwide choice; and turning around failing schools. Urban zones will receive
- $10-25 million per year; rural zones will receive up to $3 million a year.
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Teachers over 7 years to Reduce Class Size in Grades 1-3 to a Nationwide Average of 18.
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what parents and teachers already know -- that smaller classes improve student
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a competent teacher in every classroom, this plan requires new teachers to pass
basic skills tests. States can use 10% of the funds for teacher training and testing.
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1-3, and required basic skills testing for teachers. '
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. As'we hire more teachers and reduce class size..we need to build more
classrooms. The President is proposing federal tax credits to pay interest on
nearly $22 billion in bonds to build and renovate public schools. (This is more
than double the assistance proposed last year, which covered half the interest on
an estimated $20 billion in bonds.) The tax credits will cost the Treasury $5
billion over 5 years, and more than $10 b11110n over ten years.

3. A Nationwide School Reform Plan to Pr0v1de $1.5 Billion over 5 Years for 50 Education
Opportunity Zones in Poor Urban and Rural Areas That End Socm] Promotion and Adopt
Other Sweeplng Reforms.

. - This initiative says to schools: If you stop promoting sttrderlts who don’t learn,
we’ll give you resources to make sure they do learn. We're not doing students

any favors by moving them from grade to grade without teaching them the basics.
We need to help schools lift everybody up. ’

. we'll hold a national cOmpetitidn to reward school districts that adopt the kind of
sweeping reforms that are working in Chicago and elsewhere: ending social

promotion and providing extra help -- from tutors to summer school -- to make

~ sure children meet standards; getting rid of incompetent teachers; providing
districtwide choice; and turmning around failing schools. Urban zones will recelve
$10-25 million; rural zones will receive up to $3 million.
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1 appreciate this opportunity to present the Administration’s views on the upcoming
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965. The
Administration is working on a detailed reauthorization proposal that we plan to submit for your
consideration next month. The Department will also soon submit to Congress several reports
evaluating the implementation and impact of Title I, other ESEA programs, and Goals 2000. Today
I will provide an overview of our reauthorization efforts, as well as some of our specific
recommendations. If there is one overriding principle that defines what we hope to accomplish, it is
to end the tyranny of low expectations and raise achievement levels for all of our young people.

Good morning Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee.

Let me begin by urging the Committee to develop a single, comprehensive bill reauthorizing
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Some have suggested a title-by-title approach that
could lead to several separate bills. This concerns me, because we have worked very hard with the
Congress in recent years to develop a comprehensive approach to Federal support for education
reform. If our efforts are to be successful, it is very important for all the pieces-to fit together,
complementing and reinforcing each other to help States, school districts, and schools to make the
changes needed to raise achievement for all students. This is why the Administration is developing
a single, integrated reauthorization proposal, and I hope you will do the same. ‘

I also want to point out that with the nearly simultaneous reauthorization of the Department’s Office
of Educational Research and Improvement, we have a unique opportunity to develop ‘a
comprehensive agenda for independent research to support improved practices and instruction in
elementary and secondary education. We should make every effort to develop research-based
solutions to the many challenges we face in elementary and secondary education, and to get the best
information on what works into the hands of parents, teachers, prmcxpals and superintendents across
the Nation.

BACKGROUND AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS

This is, of course, this Administration’s second opportunity to work with Congress on improving the
ESEA. The 1994 reauthonzatlon——the Improving America’s Schools Act—took direct aim at
transforming a Federal role that for too long had condoned low expectations and low standards for
poor children. Along with the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, the 1994 reauthorization reflected
a bipartisan effort to raise expectations for all children by helping States and school districts to set
high standards and establish goals for improving student achievement. The 1994 Act included
provisions to improve teaching and learning, increase flexibility and accountability for States and local
school districts, strengthen parent and community involvement, and target resources to the highest
poverty schools and communities. ‘

There is strong evidence that these changes, particularly the emphasis on high standards, have helped .
States and school districts carry out the hard work of real education reform. States that led the way
in adopting standards-based reforms—like Kentucky, Maryland, North Carolina, and Oregon—found
new support from Federal programs that helped them to raise reading and math achievement. In



other States, the new ESEA and Goals 2000 encouraged and supported improvements in teaching
and learning tied to high standards. For example, in a very positive report on Goals 2000 by the
- General Accounting Office (GAO), we were most pleased that State officials described Goals 2000
as “a significant factor in promoting their education reform efforts” and a “catalyst” for change.

Signs of Progress

Partly as a result of changes at the Federal level and our new partnerships with the States, 48
States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico have developed state-level standards and two States
have pushed for standards at the local level. More importantly, there are promising signs of real
progress toward meeting these higher standards in the classroom. The National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), for example, has shown significant increases in math scores at the 4th,
8th, and 12th grades (See Chart 1). The National Education Goals Panel reported that between 1990
and 1996, 27 States significantly increased the percentage of 8th graders scoring at either the
proficient or the advanced level on the NAEP math test (See Chart 2).

Tomorrow the National Center for Education Statistics will release its national report card on
reading, and I understand we will see some improvement. Making sure that every child can read well
and independently by the end of the 3rd grade is a key benchmark of whether or not American
education is improving. This has been a very high priority for the Administration and over the past
few years a strong, bipartisan consensus has emerged on the importance of helping all children master
this key prerequisite for all further learning. Title I provides substantial resources to improve reading
instruction, and last year, Congress on a bipartisan basis passed the Reading Excellence Act to
strengthen State and local efforts to improve reading in the early grades. We also now have some
20,000 College Work-Study students serving as reading tutors.

“Leading-Edge” States

Turning from the national to the State level, individual States have made notable progress in a very
short period of time (See Chart 3). North Carolina, for example, more than doubled the percentage
of its 8th graders scoring at the proficient or advanced levels on the NAEP math test, from 9 percent
in_1990 to 20 percent in 1996. In Texas, the percentage of 4th grade students reaching the NAEP
proficient or advanced levels rose from 15 percent in 1992 to 25 percent in 1996.

The National Education Goals Panel issued a report authored by the RAND Corporation that
examined experience of these two States. This report found that the “most plausible explanation” for .
the test-score gains was an “organizational environment and incentive structure” based on standards-
based reform, defined as “an aligned system of standards, curriculum, and assessments; holding
schools accountable for improvement by all students; and critical support from business.” The report
also tells us that the willingness of political leaders to stay the course and continue the reform'agenda,
despite “changes of Governors and among legislators,” is another key element that has defined the
success of these two leading States. :




Many states are not yet implementing proven practices that are working in some of this Nation’s
“leading-edge” States. According to recent special report on accountability in Education Week, 36
states issue school report cards, 14 do not, and fewer than half of the parents in States that do issue
report cards are aware of their existence. The report also tells us that only 19 States provide
assistance to low performing schools, and only 16 States have the authority to reconstitute or close
down failing schools. Only about half the States require students to demonstrate that they have met
standards in order to graduate, and too many still promote students who are unprepared from grade
to grade. So we have work to do. :

New Flexibility at the Federal Level

The 1994 reauthorization also brought real change to the way we do business at the Department of
Education. We made a very determined effort to give States and school districts greater flexibility
to make innovations that help all students reach high standards. Our regulatory reform effort, for
example, systematically examined every Department regulation and set very specific criteria for
regulating only when absolutely necessary. The Office of Management and Budget has supported
this approach, and other Federal agencies have since adopted it as a model. Under our new
regulatory criteria, we found that we needed to issue regulations for only five of the programs
included in the 1994 ESEA reauthorization; thus we eliminated a full two-thirds of the regulations
previously covering the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

Another major improvement was to give States the option of submitting a single, consolidated State
application, instead of separate applications, for the majority of ESEA programs. Not surprisingly,
every State but one has adopted this approach, which both reduces paperwork and encourages a
comprehensive approach to planning for the use of Federal funds. Moreover, States now submit their
single plan just once during the life of the authorization cycle, with brief yearly updates to ensure
accountability. States reported in fiscal year 1996 that the consolidated application slashed
paperwork requirements by 85 percent.

In addition, the Department has vigorously implemented the waiver provisions included in the 1994
reauthorization, which permit States, school districts, and schools to request waivers of statutory and
regulatory requirements that present an obstacle to innovative reform efforts if there are adequate
accountability safeguards in place. Our efforts included a Waiver Hot Line as well as comprehensive
waiver guidance at our site on the World Wide Web.

Since the reauthorization of ESEA in 1994, the Department has received 648 requests for waivers
from States and local districts and granted a total of 357 waivers. Overall, the Department has
approved 55 percent and disapproved 8 percent of all waivers requested. Of the remainder, 28
percent were withdrawn largely because districts learned that they had sufficient latitude or flexibility
under existing law to proceed without a waiver, demonstrating that the ESEA is more flexible than
many people thought even without the waiver authority.

ED-Flex



Another approach to flexibility is the ED-Flex demonstration program, which allows the Department
to give States with strong accountability mechanisms the authority to approve waivers of certain
Federal statutory and regulatory requirements that stand in the way of effective reform at the local
level. Congress has authorized up to 12 States to participate in ED-Flex.-

‘We are proposing to expand ED-Flex to allow all eligible States to participate. I believe such an
expansion should be considered in the context of reauthorization, our emphasis on accountability for
results, and other programmatic issues. ED-Flex can be an important tool for accelerating the pace
of real reform in our schools, but it must be done thoughtfully. ED-Flex cannot be used to get around
established civil rights protections.

Federal Educatfon Dollars to the Local Level

One final issue I want to touch on is the Department’s performance in getting Federal education
dollars to the local level, where they can do the most good. There have been a number of “dollars
to the classroom” proposals over the past two years based on the assumption that the Department
of Education retains a significant portion of Federal elementary and secondary appropriations to pay
for administrative costs.

The truth is that over 95 percent of all the dollars appropriated by Congress for ESEA programs
already go to local school districts. Almost all of the rest goes to States to provide technical
assistance, to support the use of standards and assessments, and to provide oversight. If the “95
percent” figure sounds familiar, it is because some of those proposals I mentioned promise to send
95 percent of Federal dollars to the classroom

I recognize that some may argue about whether the “local level” is the same as “the classroom.” My
view is that once the funds reach the local level, it is up to local elected school boards to decide how
best to spend them to achieve the purposes of the programs enacted by the Congress. We in
Washington should not attempt to bypass local school boards and deny them their lawful
responsibility to determine how to meet the educational needs of their students.

I believe that these accomplishments—widespread adoption of challenging standards, promising
achievement gains nationally and even more improvement in “leading-edge” States, and new flexibility
for States and school districts—show that we were on the right track in 1994. The evidence
demonstrates a clear connection between raising standards and raising student achievement. The
record also shows, however, that many States and districts are still phasing in the 1994 reforms.
Taken as a whole, this experience provides a compelling argument for the Administration and
Congress to keep working together to help States and school districts get high standards into the
classroom, and to push for improved incentives and strengthened accountability mechanisms to ensure
that these reforms take hold.

THE NEXT STAGE: RAISING ACHIEVEMENT IN
OUR SCHOOLS AND CLASSROOMS



Let me lay out for you the broader context for our ESEA reauthorization proposals. In 1994, we
broke sharply with the past and made a significant policy shift in putting an end to the practice of
giving students a watered-down curriculum. I strongly believe that the tyranny of low
expectations—and it is tyranny—has been one of the great flaws of American education. We
vigorously oppose the idea of “dumbing down” American education. Instead of “dumbing down,”
we want to “achieve up.” \

To support this effort we have developed a comprehensive, three-part strategy of (1) targeting
investments to disadvantaged children, with particular attention to the early years of schooling;
(2) improving teacher quality, and (3) real accountability. All these pieces need to fit together if we
want to raise achievement levels.

First, our investments in the Title I, the Class-Size Reduction program, the Reading Excellence Act,
education technology, and after-school programs—to name just a few—are all part of our effort to
get communities and their teachers and principals the resources they need to raise achievement for -
all students. We have put a real emphasis on the early years of schooling because research and -
common sense tells you that if a young person can “master the basics” early, they get off to a much
better start in their education. :

We want to improve academic achievement for all students, with a special emphasis on closing the
gap upward between poor and minority students and other students. This is why, for example, we
are such strong supporters of reducing class size in the early grades. Research from the Tennessee
STAR study demonstrated that reducing class sizes in the early grades led to higher achievement for
all students, with poor and minority students showing the greatest gains.

Second, we think it is absolutely essential to put a highly qualified, dedicated teacher in every
classroom in America. John Stanford, the inspiring former superintendent from Seattle who recently
passed away, had this marvelous slogan that summed up his philosophy: “the victory is in the
classroom.” If we are going to achieve many more victories in the classroom, we simply have to raise
teacher quality and get many more certified teachers into our Title I schools. This is why we asked
the Congress to create a strong teacher quality initiative in the Higher Education Act reauthorization
last year. Our intent here is to make high standards part of every teacher’s daily lesson plans. I will
discuss this part of our proposal in greater detail later on in my testimony.

Strengthening Accountability

Stronger accountability is the third part of our broad strategy of improvement. We believe that
effective accountability measures—what business leaders call quality control measures—can make
sure that our investments are used wisely and actually produce the desired results.

Much of our thinking about ‘accountability has been informed by successful accountability initiatives
at the local and State levels. The most thoughtful education leaders at the State and local level are
doing what we are proposing: they are ending social promotion, requiring school report cards,



identifying low-performing schools, improving discipline in schools and classrooms, and putting in
place measurable ways to make change happen, such as basic skills exams at different grade levels.
They are striking a careful balance between giving schools the increased support and flexibility they
need to raise achievement levels and, at the same time, holding schools accountable when they do not
measure up to clearly established goals. We are trying to strike that same balance in our
reauthorization proposals.

Our emphasis on accountability in ESEA, and in particular in Title I, seeks to build on, support, and
encourage these growing State and local efforts to pick up the pace of standards-based reform. Here
it is important to recognize that we are not talking about more regulations. We want better results.
There is both a moral and a fiscal dimension to being more accountable. We cannot afford to lose
the talents of one child, and we cannot waste the substantial resources entrusted to-us by American
~ taxpayers.

The~ “either/or” thinking that has dominated the public debate about our accountability
proposals—more Federal control versus less local control—really misses the point entirely about
what we seek to achieve. If a State is putting its own accountability measures into place, we are not
demanding that they replace their measures with our measures. But if a State does not have such
~ requirements in place, then it makes a good deal of sense for them to adopt our proposals. We expect
States to do this because it is good education policy and the right thing to do for the children.

Our approach to increased accountability is one of graduated response, a range of options—some
positive and others more prescriptive—that can help break the mold and get low-performing schools
moving in a more positive direction. On the positive side of the continuum, we give school districts
greater flexibility if we see that they are making progress. But if a school or a school district simply
- isn’t making things happen, we want to work with State and local officials to find out why and shake
things up. The local school district, for example, may not be giving teachers the real professional
development time they need. ' ’

If a school district is refusing to change, we are prepared to be much more specific about how it uses
ESEA funding. We do not intend to be passive in the face of failure. We will help, nudge, prod, and
demand action. And, if we have to, we are prepared to restrict or withhold ESEA funding.

We recognize that a complete accountability system should be multi-dimensional and include high
expectations and accountability for everyone in the system. All of us are responsible for ensuring that
all students reach high standards. The accountability measures in our reauthorization proposal will
be designed to (1) help school districts and states provide students with a high-quality education,
(2) focus on continuous improvement, and (3) hold students, teachers, principals, schools, and
districts to high standards.

It is important to note that our proposed accountability measures reinforce and build on similar
provisions enacted in 1994, For example, the underlying structure of the Title I accountability
provisions is sound, and a minority of States are hard at work emphasizing continuous improvement



and holding schools and principals accountable for results. Many States, however, have not fully
implemented the Title I provisions and have moved only tentatively to make other changes based on
high standards and accountability.

We seek to speed up and strengthen the process by requiring States to take immediate action to turn
around low-performing schools, to give parents annual report cards, to end social promotion, to
improve teacher quality, and to have well-thought-out discipline policies in place that make a
difference. '

Meeting State Standards

First, we would retain the current Title I requirement that States establish assessments aligned with
State content and performance standards by the 2000-2001 school year. States must also define
adequate yearly progress for Title I schools and local school districts in a manner that would result
in continuous progress toward meeting State standards within a reasonable time frame.

Turning Around the Lowest Performing Schools

Second, States should take immediate corrective action to turn around the lowest performing schools.
Currently, there are over 6,500 schools and 1,300 school districts designated under Title I as needing
improvement. These schools and districts were placed in school-improvement status after making
little or no improvement over a period of two years. Many of these schools are still showing no
improvement despite receiving additional support. We are saying our children have spent enough
time in low-performing schools—it is time to take action now.

States should quickly identify the lowest performing schools that are failing to show improvement
and provide additional support and assistance. If any school continues to show no improvement,
States should take bold action such as reconstituting the school or closing the school down entirely
and reopening it as a fresh new school. The Department's 2000 budget request includes a
$200 million set-aside in Title I to help jumpstart this process of State and district intervention in the
lowest performing schools.

Annual Report Cards

Third, annual report cards at the State, district, and school levels should be a requirement for
receiving ESEA funds. The report cards should provide invaluable information on improvement over
time or the lack thereof. They should include information on student achievement, teacher quality,
class size, school safety, attendance, and graduation requirements. Where appropriate, the student
achievement data should be disaggregated by demographic subgroups to allow a greater focus on the
gaps between disadvantaged students and other students.

For report cards to make sense they need to be easily understood by and widely distributed to parents
and the public. AsIindicated earlier, while 36 States already require report cards, many parents and



teachers from these States say that they have never seen them. Qur proposal is intended to give
parents a tool they can use to join the debate over bringing high standards into the classroom, to
advocate on behalf of their children and their children’s schools, and to work with teachers and
principals to make improvements.

I assure you, if parents find out that their children are going to an unruly or unsafe school, there will
be standing-room only at the next school board meeting and that can be a very good thing. If parents
discover that test scores are down at their school but up at a nearby school, they will start asking
questions and spark reform. In short, a good, honest report card gives parents a real accountability
tool that allows them to make a difference in the education of their children.

Separately, we have proposed an additional test that can help parents determine if their children are
measuring up: the voluntary national tests in 4th grade reading and 8th grade math. The
independent, bipartisan National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) is developing a plan for this
test, in accordance with language in the Fiscal Year 1999 Appropriations Act. I ask the Committee
to join me in looking carefully at this plan when NAGB announces it later in the spring.

Ending Social Promotion

Fourth, all States receiving ESEA funds should end the practice of social promotion. I want to be
clear that in calling for an end to social promotion we are not encouraging school districts to retain
students in grade; instead, we are asking school districts to prepare children to high standards. That
is why we have pushed so hard for programs like Class Size Reduction, the Reading Excellence Act,
and the 21st Century Community Learning Centers after-school initiative, which invest in the early
years and help to minimize the number of children at risk of retention in grade.

Research indicates that from 10 to 15 percent of young adults who graduate from high school and
have not gone further—up to 340,000 students each year—cannot balance a checkbook or write a
letter to a credit card company to explain an error on a bill. In addition, about 450,000 to 500,000
young people drop out of high school between the 10th and 12th grades. These are the young people
who are hurt by current practices. We need to make sure these students are given the support they
need to succeed. '

The President’s call for an end to social promotion is designed to tell students that
“performance counts,” and to encourage districts and schools to take aggressive action to help all
students meet promotion standards on time. States should target their efforts at key transition points,
such as 4th, 8th, and 10th grades, and should use multiple measures, such as valid assessments and
teacher evaluations, to determine if students have met the high standards required for promotion to
the next grade. States would develop their own specific approaches to match their unique
circumstances. '

Strategies to end social promotion include early identification and intervention for students who need
additional help—including appropriate accommodations and supports for students with disabilities.



After-school and summer-school programs, for example, can provide extended learning time for
students who need extra help to keep them from having to repeat an entire grade.

Ensuring Teacher Quality

Fifth, States must do more to ensure teacher quality. States receiving ESEA funds should
adopt challenging competency tests for new teachers, phase out the use of uncertified teachers, and
reduce the number of teachers who are teaching “out of field.” Less than two weeks ago, we released
our first biannual report on Teacher Quality. In developing this report, we are making a statement
that we are going to keep coming back to the issue of teacher quality again and again. The report
told us that less than half of America’s teachers feel very well-prepared to teach in the modern
classroom. Teachers cited four areas of concern: using technology, teaching children from diverse
cultures, teaching children with disabilities, and helping limited English proficient (LEP) students (See
Chart 4). This study really is a cry for help and we need to respond.

I know the Members of this Committee share our concern about teacher quality, and we want to
work with you to address that concern. Research shows that qualified teachers are the most
important in-school factor in improving student achievement, yet more than 30 percent of newly hired
teachers are entering the teaching profession without full certification, and over 11 percent enter the
field with no license at all.

Our ability to raise academic standards also is hindered by teachers teaching “out of field.” Overall,
nearly 28 percent of teachers have neither an undergraduate major nor minor in their main assignment
fields. Another significant concern is the practice of using teacher aides as substitutes for full-time
instructors. All of these individuals are trying to do their best, but where they are being asked to take
the place of a teacher we are shortchanging our students.

High-poverty urban schools are most likely to suffer from unqualified teachers. Even when urban
districts succeed in hiring qualified teachers, attrition rates during the first five years often reach 50
percent. Partly as a result of difficulties in recruiting and retaining teachers, Title I schools are hiring
teacher aides at twice the rate of certified teachers, and an increasing number of aides are providing
direct instruction without a teacher’s supervision. ‘

Our ESEA reauthorization proposal would begin to address these problems by ensuring that States
adopt challenging competency examinations for all new teachers that would include assessments of
subject-matter knowledge and teaching skills. We would also work to phase out the use of teacher
aides as instructors in Title I schools, but at the same time encourage paraprofessionals to become
certified teachers by supporting State and local efforts to build career ladders leading to certification.
Our proposal will ensure that States make significant progress in reducing both the number of
teachers with emergency certificates and the number of teachers teaching subjects for which they lack
adequate preparation.

The issue of improving teacher quality is also of great importance to all of us who want to improve



the education of children with disabilities. The ESEA is meant to serve all children and there are
growing numbers of children with disabilities who have been successfully mainstreamed into regular
classrooms. The ESEA and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act can work together to
make a real difference for many more of these children. The Teacher Quality report told us that the
majority of our teachers do not feel as well-prepared as they should to teach children with disabilities.
We want to work very hard to make sure that all teachers have the skills and the tools they need to
teach these children to high standards.

We made a good start in improving teacher quality last year when Congress passed—with strong
bipartisan support—the new teacher recruitment and training programs in Title II of the reauthorized
Higher Education Act. Our ESEA reauthorization plan would build on this success by providing
resources to help States strengthen teacher-certification standards. It also will include—in the new
Teacher Quality and High Standards in Every Classroom initiative—increased investment in the high-
quality professional development that teachers tell us they need to help all students meet challenging
new State standards.

TITLE I

I have described some of the key, crosscutting measures for getting high standards into all
classrooms. Now I would like to outline some program-specific issues and recommendations,
beginning with Title I, which is the largest Federal investment in elementary and secondary education.
This $7.7 billion program reaches more than 45,000 schools in over 13,000 school districts. With
the expansion of schoolwide projects following the last reauthorization, the program now serves over
11 million students. In the 1996-97 school year, 36 percent of the children served were white, 30
percent were Hispanic, and 28 percent were African-American. Seventeen percent of the children
served were limited English proficient.

Historically, Title I has been the single largest source of Federal funding targeted to raising the
achievement levels of students in high-poverty schools and helping to close the achievement gap
between these children and their more advantaged peers. The 1994 reauthorization focused on
helping children in high poverty schools reach the same high standards expected of all students. In
particular, States were required to develop content and performance standards in reading and math,
with aligned assessments to measure student progress toward meeting the standards.

The 1994 Act also improved targeting of resources, expanded the schoolwide approach, and
strengthened parental involvement. With regard to targeting, the GAO recently reported that Federal
programs are much more targeted than State programs. On average, for every $1 a State provided
in education aid for each student in a district, the State provided an additional $0.62 per poor student.
In contrast, for every $1 of Federal funding districts received for each student, they received an
additional $4.73 in Federal funding per poor student. We believe targeting works, and we
recommend leaving in place the Title I allocation formula adopted by the Congress in 1994

The 1994 Act expanded schoolwide programs by permitting schools with poor children making up
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at least SO percent of their enroliment to use Title I funds in combination with other Federal, State,
_ and local funds to upgrade the instructional program of the entire school. Since 1995, the number
of schools implementing schoolwide programs has more than tripled, from about 5,000 to
approximately 16,000. Our reauthorization proposal would maintain the 50-percent threshold for
schoolwide programs.

Parents of Title I children are now more fully involved in their children’s education through the use
of parent compacts called for in the 1994 Act. I want to stress that getting parents involved in the
process of school reform is often the spark that makes the difference. Ihave been a strong advocate
of increased parental involvement in education for many years and there is a good reason for it.
Parents are children’s first teachers and they set the expectations that tell children how hard they
should strive to achieve. Teachers tell us again and again that parents are too often the missing part
of the education success equation.

If you look at the chart entitled “Making the Grade,” you will see why we are placing such a strong
emphasis on developing compacts between parents and schools for our Title I children (See Chart
5). Four years ago, we created the Partnership for Family Involvement in Education with 40
organizations. This Partnership has since grown to 4,700 organizations and it continues to grow

- quite rapidly. To give you one example of its activities, last month the Partnership sent out a detailed
guide of best practices on how teachers can work better with parents.

Progress Since the 1994 Reauthorization

Current information on Title I indicates progress on several fronts. Title I has contributed to the
rapid development of challenging State standards that apply to all students in Title I schools.
Teachers in Title I schools are increasingly reporting that standards are helping to guide instruction.
Moreover, preliminary data gathered for this reauthorization from States that have implemented the
Title I standards and assessment provisions generally show increased achievement levels in high-
poverty schools. For the 1997-98 school year, 7 of the 10 States with standards and aligned
assessments in place for two years report increasing percentages of students meeting proficient and
advanced performance standards in schools with poverty rates of at least 50 percent. These State-
level data are particularly encouraging since final assessments are not required to be in place until
school year 2000-2001. This and other information, including data indicating that Title I is driving
higher standards to poor distr

icts and schools, will be discussed in greater detail in the Congressionally mandated National
Assessment of Title I scheduled for release in late February.

Despite these initial signs of progress, I would be the first to admit that we are not anywhere near
where we need to be in turning around the thousands of low-performing high- poverty schools that
are served by Title I. This is why the President is so strong for improving teacher quality and
increasing accountability. We know that many States, districts, and schools are not making as much
progress as we had hoped. However, we did not expect to turn around the long, sorry history of
setting low expectations for our Nation’s poorest children in just four years. I believe we are now
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on the right course in aligning Title I with the best efforts of State and local school systems. We
simply need to stay the course in fitting all the pieces together to raise achievement levels.

Finally, in looking at the impact of Title I, we should keep in mind that despite its size and
prominence at the Federal level, it represents about three percent of national spending on elementary
and secondary education. Title I is effective only when it works in partnership with much larger State
and local resources. Nevertheless, Title I can and should do more to assist State and local efforts to
raise the educational achievement level of poor and minority children, and this is what we are trying
to achieve through our reauthorization proposals.

Proposed Changes to Title I

Building on what we have learned since 1994, our reauthorization proposal would continue to hold
at-risk children in high-poverty schools to the same high standards expected of all children and to link
Title I to State and local reforms based on high standards. We also would continue targeting
resources to areas of greatest need, supporting flexibility at the local level to determine instructional
practices, and encouraging more effective implementation of schoolwide programs.

Title I schools would, of course, be subject to the accountability provisions that we would apply to
all ESEA programs. Specific improvements to Title I would include targeting additional resources
to help the lowest achieving schools and phasing out the use of teacher aides as instructors in Title
I'schools. We also would strengthen the schoolwide authority by borrowing some of the successful
features of the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration program, such as basing reforms on
solid research about what works. And in response to a key recommendation of the reading study
conducted by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS), we are proposing the use of diagnostic
assessments in the first grade to ensure the early identification of children with reading difficulties.
In addition to these proposals, we are giving serious consideration to phasing in a set-aside within
Title I for professional development aligned to standards.

Separately, we support the continuation of the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration
program, which we believe is generating some good models for improving the effectiveness of the -
broader Title I program and for strengthening both Title I and non-Title I schools.

The Department also is considering proposals to promote high quality professional development for
early childhood educators and others to help children develop better language and literacy skills in
the early years. The NAS’s reading study presented strong evidence that children who receive
enrichment services focused on language and cognitive development in early childhood show
significantly higher reading achievement in the later elementary and middle school years. We believe
that professional development based on recent research on child language and literacy
development—including strategies that could be shared with parents—could make a significant
contribution toward the goal of ensuring that every child can read well by the end of the 3rd grade.
- Our proposal would target those children most at risk of experiencing difficulty in learning to read
by working with early childhood educators in Head Start and Title I pre-K programs.
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QUALITY TEACHERS AND HIGH STANDARDS
IN EVERY CLASSROOM

While every State has developed high standards, States and districts now need significant support to
continue the hard work of turning these high expectations into classroom realities. This is why we
are proposing a new initiative called Quality Teachers and High Standards in Every Classroom. This
initiative would help States and school districts continue the work of aligning instruction with State
standards and assessments, while focusing most resources on improving teacher quality through high-
quality professional development. Our proposal would build on and succeed the current Goals 2000,
Title II, and Title VI programs.

The National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future found that the biggest impediment to
improving teaching was the lack of access to the kinds of knowledge and skills teachers need to help
students succeed. We know from the Commission’s report that most school districts do not direct
their professional development funds in a coherent way toward sustained, standards-based, practical,
and useful learning opportunities for teachers. We need to provide teachers with opportunities to
change instructional practices in order to ensure that all children are taught to high standards.

Just as we have real concerns about improving teacher quality, we need to recognize the growing
shortage of qualified principals. I was struck by a recent article in The Washington Post, which
indicated that about 50 percent of all schools face a shortage of qualified principal candidates. That
is a very heavy statistic. ’

Unfortunately, we have not done enough to support the professional growth of teachers and
principals. Currently, most school districts spend less than three percent of their budgets on
professional development, while our best private companies spend as much as 10 percent to ensure
that their employees have quality training and keep current in their work. If we expect the best from
our students, we need to ensure that we are giving our teachers the best support possible. And, we
know it works. In New York City’s District 2, former Superintendent Tony Alvarado made major
investments in professional development—investments that paid off in marked improvement in
student achievement.

The 1994 reauthorization included a greater focus on research-based principles of professional
development in the Eisenhower Professional Development program. Despite this emphasis, recent
evaluations of the Eisenhower professional development program found that most districts did not
receive enough funding to support the kind of on-going, intensive professional development that
works best to improve teaching skills.

As we move into the next phase of getting high standards into schools and classrooms, we must give
States and districts the flexibility they need to strengthen their local efforts to implement standards
and to improve teacher quality. States could use these funds to continue the development of
standards and assessments and provide leadership to districts working to align instruction with these
standards and assessments and to improve professional development for teachers. School districts

13



would use their funds to implement standards in schools and to invest in professional development
in core subject areas, with a priority on science and mathematics.

States and districts would also be able to use these funds to meet new ESEA teacher quality
requirements related to the implementation and improvement of competency-based assessments for
initial licensure, the reduction of the number of teachers on emergency credentials, and the reduction
of the number of teachers teaching out of field.

Funds would be used to advance teacher understanding and use of best instructional practices in one
or more of the core academic content areas, with a primary focus on math and science. The initiative
also is designed to complement the strong emphasis on professional development throughout our
ESEA reauthorization proposal, including Title I, the Reading Excellence Act, and Title VII.

We would support activities to assist new teachers during their first three years in classroom,
including additional time for course preparation and lesson planning, mentoring and coaching by
trained mentor teachers, observing and consulting with veteran teachers, and team-teaching with
veteran teachers.

Veteran teachers would be encouraged to participate in collaborative professional development based
on the standards developed by the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards. The initiative
also would support district-wide professional development plans designed to help students meet State
academic standards, the integration of educational technology into classroom practice, and efforts to
develop the next generation of principals.

SAFE, DISCIPLINED, AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS

The Administration’s plans for reauthorizing the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and
Communities Act have actually taken shape over the past few years in our annual budget requests.
These proposals have been designed to strengthen the program by improving accountability and by
targeting funds to local educational agencies with (1) significant drug and violence prevention
problems and (2) high-quality, research-based programs to address those problems.

Our reauthorization proposal would build on these earlier efforts by emphasizing a schoolwide
approach to drug and violence prevention. All school districts receiving funds would be required to
develop a comprehensive Safe and Drug-Free Schools plan to ensure that they have a drug-free, safe,
and disciplined learning environment. These plans would include fair and effective discipline policies,
safe passage to and from schools, effective research-based drug and violence prevention policies, and
links to after-school programs. These plans would also have to reflect the “principles of
effectiveness” that the Department recently established, which include the adoption of research-based
strategies, setting measurable goals and objectives for drug and violence prevention, and regular
evaluation of progress toward these goals and objectives.

Program funds would be distributed in larger, more effective grants, because our proposal
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would require States to award competitive grants to a limited number of high-need districts. Program
evaluations have consistently found that the current practice of allocating funds by formula to all
districts spreads funds too thinly to have a significant impact in most districts. For example, about
three-fifths of districts currently receive grants of less than $10,000, with the average grant providing
only about $5 per student.

Our reauthorization plan also would continue the Safe Schools/Healthy Students program,
an interagency initiative that provides competitive grants to help school districts and communities to
develop and implement comprehensive, community-wide strategies for creating safe and drug-free
schools and for promoting healthy childhood development. Similarly, the Safe and Drug-Free
Schools Coordinator Initiative would be continued under our proposal.

We also will propose to authorize the Department to provide emergency services, especially
mental health and counseling services, to schools affected by the kind of violence we saw last year
in Arkansas, Kentucky, Mississippi, Oregon, and Pennsylvania. This is the $12 million Project SERV
(School Emergency Response to Violence) initiative included in the President’s 2000 budget request.
Our reauthorization plan also would set aside a small amount of funding at the State level to support
similar emergency response activities.

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY |

Since the creation of Title III in the last ESEA reauthorization, the F ederal government has helped
States and school districts make significant progress in bringing technology into the classroom and
making sure that teachers are prepared to effectively integrate technology throughout the curriculum.

With the support of Congress, the Department has delivered over $1 billion to States through the
Technology Literacy Challenge Fund. This investment is helping to increase the number of
classrooms connected to the Internet—just 27 percent in 1997—and has helped decrease the student-
computer ratio from 38 students per multimedia computer to 13 students per multimedia computer.

By early March, $1.9 billion dollars in E-Rate discounts will be provided to the Nation’s schools and
libraries. This means that over the summer, the number of poor schools that are connected to the
Internet will rise dramatically. These discounts will also provide affordable access to advanced
telecommunications and ensure that all of our schools are active participants in the technological
revolution.

To reduce the "digital divide" that could widen the achievement gap between disadvantaged students
and their wealthier peers, we propose to strengthen the targeting provisions of the Technology
Literacy Challenge Fund. Just 63 percent of high-poverty schools had connections to the Internet
in 1998, compared to 88 percent of low-poverty schools. The disparity is even greater at the
classroom level, with only 14 percent of classrooms connected to the Internet in high-poverty
schools, compared to 34 percent of classrooms in low-poverty schools.
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Federal dollars are helping to narrow this digital divide. High-poverty schools received over two-
and-one-half times more new computers than their low-poverty counterparts in recent years. We will
make a special effort to address the needs of rural America, where technologies like distance learning
can make a real difference, and to coordinate ESEA technology programs with the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act Technology Development Program, which expands access to innovations
in technology to students with disabilities.

Helping teachers integrate technology into their daily lesson plans will be another special focus.
Currently, only 20 percent of our teachers feel qualified to integrate technology throughout the
curriculum. The reauthorization proposal for Title ITI will focus on supporting State and local efforts
to improve teacher quality, with a priority for developing partnerships between local school districts,
institutes of higher education, and other entities.

We also want to strengthen our evaluation efforts to find proven and promising models of how
technology is improving achievement that we can bring to scale.

SUPPORTING STUDENTS WITH LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

Students with limited English proficiency (LEP) are the fastest growing population served by the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. According to State educational agency data, the number
of LEP students grew 67 percent between the 1990-91 and 1996-97 academic years.

Growing numbers of LEP students are in States and communities that have little prior experience in
serving them. For example, between the 1992-93 and 1996-97 school years, the LEP population
more than doubled in Alabama, Alaska, Florida, Idaho, Nebraska, Nevada, North Carolina, Oregon,
South Carolina, and Tennessee.- '

The President’s goal is to hold schools accountable for ensuring that LEP students can speak and read
English after three consecutive years in our schools. We are equally committed to ensuring that LEP
students reach challenging academic standards in all content areas. We also want to assure that States
and school districts have the flexibility they need to provide the most appropriate instruction for each
child. '

I told you earlier that we cannot afford to waste the talents of one child. One of America’s greatest
strengths has always been her diversity of peoples. Today, immigrants and their children are
revitalizing our cities, energizing our culture, and building up our economy. We have a responsibility
to make them welcome here and to help them enter the mainstream of American life.

Our reauthorization pi"bposal for the Title VII bilingual education provisions seeks to achieve these
goals by emphasizing the same two key strategies we are pursuing throughout the ESEA: improving
teacher quality and strengthening accountability.

To increase teacher quality, for example, all institutions of higher education applying for Title
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VI grants would be required to show that their teacher education programs include preparation for
all teachers serving LEP students.

To strengthen accountability, we would require both Title VII grantees and Title I schools to annually
assess the progress of LEP students in attaining English proficiency. These assessments will be used
to inform parents of their children’s progress and to help schools improve instruction. ®

LEP students who have been in U.S. schools for less than three years would continue to be included
in the Title I assessment system, but after three years reading assessments would be conducted in
English. Schools and districts would be held responsible, as part of the larger ESEA accountability
provisions, for ensuring that LEP students reach the three-year English language proficiency goal.

I also believe that America’s children need to become much more fluent in other languages. We are
very far behind other nations when it comes to giving our students a mastery of other languages.
There are teenagers in Europe who can easily speak three languages. I am certain we can do a much
better job at giving our students both a mastery of English and fluency in at least one foreign
language. There are currently over 200 two-way bilingual education programs that teach English and
a foreign language and allow all students to truly develop proficiency in both languages.

EXCELLENCE AND OPPORTUNITY IN PUBLIC EDUCATION

As I travel around the country visiting schools, I continue to see the spark of innovation and creativity
in many public schools. Public education is changing quite rapidly at the ground level and offering
parents many more options in the terms of the type of schools their children can attend and the
courses they can take.

This Administration is a strong advocate of public school choice as a way to encourage and stimulate
the creative efforts of school districts to give parents the opportunity to find a school that best fits
the needs of their children. Some discussions about.choice suggest that there is choice only outside
of public education. Well, that is an assumption that I want to challenge because it really has no basis
in fact.

You can go to school district after school district and find schools-within-schools, magnet schools,
school-to-work initiatives, high schools collaborating with local colleges, and option and theme
schools that focus in on specialized fields like the environment, the visual and performing arts,
communications and technology, back-to-basics, classical studies, marine science, accelerated
learning, the international baccalaureate, finance, and medical sciences.

There is a great deal of variety in public education at the local level, from alternative schools to
community-based learning efforts, to schools-without-walls, to public schools that focus in on the
core-knowledge approach to education. There are public school districts like Seattle that have a
completely open choice model and many other school districts that offer intra-district choice, inter-
district choice, and controlled choice. Critics of public education would do well to recognize that
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many public school districts are far more in touch with parents than they think and are giving parents
the choices they seek. )

I want to stress that one of the most important choices that parents can make about a child’s
education is the choice of subjects and not schools. We have a growing body of research showing
that courses students choose in middle and high school are powerful predictors of success—from
mastery of high-level math to gaining entrance to top colleges and universities. The best schools in
America—whether they are public, private or parochial—all share something in common: they place
a strong emphasis on a rigorous and engaging academic program. This is what makes these schools
distinctive, and it is what makes them work. a

That is why President Clinton has spent six years advocating the idea that by raising standards,
exciting families about their children’s education, and putting quality teachers into every classroom,
we can raise achievement for many, many more of our students—and indeed, someday soon,
hopefully all of our students. That is the best public policy for us to support. Private school voucher
programs affect only a small number of students, divert us from our goal of high standards for all
children, and take scarce resources from the public schools that serve around 90 percent of America’s
children.

While the Administration strongly opposes efforts to divert public funds to private schools through
vouchers or similar proposals, we want to encourage the development of new choices within the
public school system. This is why we worked very closely with Congress to reauthorize the Charter
School legislation that fosters creativity with accountability.

This year we are proposing a new choice authority that would help us identify and support new
approaches to public school choice, such as inter-district magnet schools and worksite schools, and

promote a new, broader version of choice that works within all public schools.

3
‘

We are interested in promoting public school choice programs in which the schools and programs are
public and accountable for results, are genuinely open and accessible to all students, and promote high
standards for all students. There are many successful public schools that can provide models for
improving low-performing schools, and one of our goals must be to find ways to help States and local
school districts to replicate these successful models by leveraging “what works” for our children’s
education. ‘

MODERNIZING SCHOOLS FOR THE 21ST CENTURY

An additional priority for the Administration is to help communities build and renovate the
school buildings they will need to help all students reach challenging standards. The General
Accounting Office has reported that States and school districts face over $112 billion in repairs to
existing schools. In addition, many schools face severe overcrowding as a result of the “baby boom
echo.”
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The Administration is proposing $25 billion in bonding authority to finance the construction
or renovation of up to 6,000 schools. As part of the President’s tax legislation, the Federal
government will provide bondholders with tax credits in lieu of interest payments. State and local
bond issuers will be responsible for repayment of principal. In addition, through the reauthorized
ESEA, we would make grants to involve citizens in designing schools that reflect the needs of the
entire community. The President’s 2000 budget would provide $10 million for these grants under
the Fund for the Improvement of Education.

CONCLUSION

These are just the highlights of a comprehensive reauthorization proposal that will span a
dozen or so titles affecting nearly every area of Federal support for the Nation’s elementary and
secondary schools. I encourage you to give careful consideration to our full proposal when it is
completed next month, and I look forward to discussing the specific details of our plan as your work
on your legislation.

' i

The framework for all of our thinking is the clear recognition that the days of “dumbing
down” American education are over. We want to “achieve up” and raise expectations for all of our
young people. As I have said so many times before, our children are smarter than we think. We can
and surely will debate the merits of the policy ideas that we are putting forward today and that is
healthy. Let us find common ground, however, around the idea that we have both a moral and social
obligation to give the poorest of our young people the help they need to get a leg-up in life and be
part of the American success story.

As I travel around the country visiting schools, I really do get a sense that things are
happening, that a very strong consensus has developed about what needs to be done to improve our
schools. All the elements are coming together: a new emphasis on early childhood, better reading
skills, high expectations for all of our young people, and accountability for results. We are moving
in the right direction and we need to stay the course to get results and always remember that “the
victory is in the classroom.”

In conclusion, I want assure you that the Administration is prepared to work with the
Congress to help and support local and State educators and leaders who are striving to raise
achievement levels. Thope that in the process, a new bipartisan spirit can evolve around education
issues. The last few years have been somewhat contentious here in Washington, and we need to give
a better account of ourselves to the American people.

I will be happy to take any questions you may have.
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Smaller Class Sizes $1.1 billion $0
Child Literacy $260 million $0
(America Reads) - ' |
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Today’s budget agreement represents a significant step forward for America, protecting the surplus until
Social Security is reformed, forging a bipartisan agreement on funding the International Monetary Fund,
and putting in place critical investments in education and training, from smaller class sizes to after-school
care, and from summer jobs to college mentoring. While the final budget agreement is clearly a win for
‘President Clinton, Vice President Gore, and Congressional Democrats, there is still more work to do to
prepare America for the 21st ¢entury. Unfortunately, Republicans blocked school modernization, Patients
Bill of Rights, comprehensive tobacco legislation, child care investments, and campaign finance reform.

Budget Victories:

Saving SOClal Security First. The President’s commitment to Save Social Secunty First held the

line against several Republican efforts to dram the surplus.

Investing in Education and Training In the face of House Republican efforts to slash his education
budget by more than $2 billion, Presxdent Clinton delivered on his education agenda ' '

v More ngh-Quallty Teachers With Smaller Class Sizes: $1.1 billion for the first year of the .
President’s new initiative to hire 100,000 new teachers to reduce class size in the early grades to a
" national average of 18. Through smaller classes this initiative will help recruit high-quality teachers
and will insure that students will receive more individual attention, a solid foundation in the basics,
and greater discipline in the classroom. ‘

v/ After School Programs: '$200 million to expand pfograms and serve up to 500,000 children.

v Child Literacy: $260 million for a new hteracy initiative, consistent with the President’s America
Reads proposal. : .

v College Mentoring for Middle School Children: $121 million for GEAR—UP anew mentormg
initiative to help up to 100,000 low income middle school children prepare for college.

v Education Technology: A $145 million i increase to ensure that every child has access to computers,
the Internet, high-quality educational software, and teachers that can use techno/logy in the .
classroom. :

v’ Child Care Quality: $182 mllhon io improve the quahty of ch11d care for America's workmg
families.

" v Teacher Recruitment: $75 million for new teacher quality programs including to recruit and
prepare thousands of -teachers to teach in high-poverty areas.

- ¢ Head Start: A $313 million increase to fund President’s request of up to an additional 36,000 slots
for children and keeping on track towards 1 million children served by 2002.

¢/ Charter Schools: A 25% increase in funding for Charter Schools to keep on track toward 3,000
quality charter schools early in next century.

¢ Hispanic Education Initiative: Increases of $524 million to enhance educational opportunities.

<

~Pell Grants: The largest maximum award ever for Pell grants -- $3,125 a year per eligible student.

v/ Summer Jobs: $871 million to provide up to 530,000 young people Summer Jobs.



Investing in a Cleaner Environment. President Clinton won important new investments to combat
water pollution, protect national parks, natural forests, and other public lands, restore salmon and other
endangered species, and develop clean energy technologies and defeated many anti-environment riders:

v $1.7 billion for the President’s Clean Water Action Plan.

v $325 million to preserve precious lands. ,
. ¢ A 23 percent increase to protect threatened endangered species.
v More than $1 billion, a 25 percent increase, to ﬁght global warming.

Respondmg to the Farm Crisis at Home. The final budget mcludes about $6 billion in emergency
assistance to farmers, ranchers, and their families -- $1.7 billion over the vetoed agriculture bill.

And to the Financial Turmoil Abroad. The final budget includes the Prcs1dent s full fundmg
request of $17.9 billion for the IMF.

Moving People from Welfare to Work and Empowering Communities. President Clinton
~ and Vice President Gore are committed to tapping the potential of America’s urban and rural communities.
ThlS budget moves forward on their vision to help revitalize America’s communities.

v Welfare to Work Housmg Vouchers: $283 million for 50, 000 vouchers.
v Access to Jobs: $75 million.to link people on welfare to jobs.
SV Communlty Development Financial Institutions (CDFI) Fund: A 20% expansion. ;

l/ Empowerment Zones $60 million in flexible funding.

A Strong Research and Development Agenda. The President's budget included an unprecedented

commitment to key civilian research. The final budget includes many increases in priority areas:

¢ National Science Foundation: A 7 percent increase in support for science and engineering research. -

v National Institutes of Health: A 14 percent, $1.9 billion increase to support greater research on
diabetes, cancer, genetic medicine, and the development of an AIDS vaccine.

v Next‘Generation Internet: More than $100 million for a Federal R&D initiative which will connect
more than 100 universities at specds that are up to 1,000 times faster than today’s Intémet.

v/ Advanced Technology Program About $70 million- for, new awards for leading-edge c1v111an
technology projects. -

Other Highlights:

v EEOC: A $37 million increase to reducc the average tlme it takes to resolve private sector
complamts and reduce the backlog of cases.

v Fighting Abusive Child Labor: A 10-fold i increase, from $3 million to $30 million, in our
commitment to the International Programme for the Elimination of Child Labor (IPEC).

v Police on the Street: Funding for 17,000 additional Community Oriented Police Services (COPS)
Program police officers toward the President's goal of 100,000 additional officers by 2000.

v Food Safety Initiative: $75 million to expand food safety research, risk assessment capabilities,
education, surveillance activities, and food import inspections

v HIV/AIDS Prevention and Treatment: An unprecedented $360 million increase to help prevent
and treat HIV/AIDS, with special efforts to address the needs of the minority community.



‘Much Work Still Left to Do:

In the waning days of the session, the President and Congresswnal Democrats prevailed in makmg critical
investments to advance the President’s comprehensive education agenda. Much work remains for the future
because Republicans in Congress killed, at least for now, critical priorities, including:

X

>

School Modernization. Beginning with his State of the Union address, the President fought all year to
modernize our schools. His fully paid for tax credits would have leverage nearly $22 billion in bonds to .
build and renovate schools. In the final days of the budget negotiations, Republicans in Congress refused
to even meet on the critical issue of school construction. '

Patients Bill of Rights. President Clinton repeatedly urged the Congress to pass a strong, enforceable
patients’ bill of rights that would assure Americans the quality health care they need. Congressional
Repubhcans killed this year’s effort to pass a Patients Bill of Rights.

: Comprehenswe Tobacco Legislation. This year, President Clinton made passage of legislation to

reduce youth smoking a top priority, in order to stop kids from smoking before they start through a
significant price increase, measures to prevent tobacco companies from marketing to children, and critical
public health prevention and education programs. Congressional Republicans opted to act as politicians
instead of parents, and killed this year’s effort to pass bipartisan comprehensive tobacco legislation to
reduce youth smoking. :

Campaign Finance Reform. At the beginning of the year, the President made passage of bipartisan,
comprehensive campaign finance reform a priority for his Administration. After months of delay, the
House of Representatives overcame defenders of the status quo and passed the Shay-Meehan bill.
However, the Senate Repubhcans killed this historic legislation.

Child Care Initiative. In his State of the Union, the President proposed an historic child care initiative to
make child care better, safer and more affordable for America's working families. The President's
proposal included $7.5 billion over 5 years for child care subsidies for low-income working families and
tax credits to help 3 million working families pay for child care. The Repubhcans refused to support
these critical investments. : :

Work Incentives Bill for People with Disabilities. (Note: still pushing to include) At the
commemoration of the Americans with Disabilities Act last July, the President endorsed the bipartisan

" Jeffords-Kennedy bill that enables people with disabilities to go back to work by providing an option to

buy into Medicaid and Medicare, as well as other pro-work initiatives. This bill was on the list of top
Administration priorities in the final budget negotiations, but rejected by Republicans. The President will
continue to fight to give people with disabilities the opportumty to work --including the critical health
insurance that makes work possible.

Speeding Toxic Cleanups. President Clinton called for an addxtlonal $650 million -- a 40 percent

_ increase -- to accelerate Superfund cleanups with a goal of completing a total of 900 cleanups by 2001.

The Republican majority refused these funds, threatening to delay cleanup at up to 171 sites across the

~country.



1. Class Size

The President’s top priority this year in education is the plan he set forth in SOTU to hire
100,000 new teachers over the next 7 years to reduce class size to a national average of 18 in
grades 1-3.

Studies show that smaller classes help teachers provide more personal attentionto
students, and spend less time on discipline, and help students to learn more and get a stronger
foundation in the basic skills. .

~ Any teacher & any parent will tell you that smaller classes make all the difference. This -
isn’t politics. It’s just common sense.

. Neither the House or Senate has included class size in their budget, but we’re going
to insist on it. Congress should not go home to campaign until they’ve passed a budget that
provides communities the funds to reduce class size.

2. After school programs

The President's budget would provide after-school opportunities to more than 425,000
students. It serves two purposes: students can get tutoring and extra help, and ]ust as
important, they’ll have somewhere to go besides the streets.

Most juvenile crime occurs in those after-school hours between 3 and 6. That’s when
kids get into trouble with drugs or take up smoking.

Our budget asked for $200 million. The House bill only includes $60 m1111on If thls
Congress is serious about improving public education and public safety, they’ll give us
our full request.

3. Teacher recruitment

Earlier this week, the President signed HEA, which includes his proposal to help recruit
and prepare teachers to teach in high poverty communities. It authorizes funds for partnerships
between universities and local school districts in high need communities to: 1) strengthen teacher
preparation programs by making sure teachers are well-trained in the subject matter they will
teach, and by giving prospective teachers more classroom experience before they become
teachers; and 2) give scholarships to prospective teachers who agree to teach in high-need
areas for a set number of years.

It also provides funds to states to raise teacher certification standards and hold teacher
education programs accountable, including by creating “report cards” for teacher education
programs. ' ' '

Our budget requested $67 million for these programs. The House provided $2.2 millioh
We’re not going to help kids learn more if we try to shortchange the trammg we give their
teachers.



4. Goals 2000

In 1994, an overwhelming bipartisan majority in Congress passed the President’s Goals
2000 legislation to help states raise standards and accelerate education reform. But in the last
few years, Republicans in the House have led a partisan effort to gut the program.

This year, the President asked for $501 million, a modest increase from last year. The
House bill would cut the program in half, to $246 million. We won’t stand for it. We should
be moving forward on standards, not backward.

5. Title1

Congress is even trying to shortchange Title I, the principal pfogram for helping low-
income children get extra help in learning the basics. We asked for a 6% increase. The
House bill includes no increase.

6. Education Opportunity Zones

Finally, the President proposed a new effort called Education Opportunity Zones to
give underachieving school districts around the country an incentive to undertake the ambitious
- reforms that have been such a success in Chicago. This initiative basically says that if a
community finally holds schools accountable for results by ending social promotion for kids
who don’t learn, we’ll give them the money to pay for summer school and extra help to make
sure those kids do learn.

As you’ve heard the President say on many occasions, we want every school district to
do what Chicago has done. Our budget asked for $200 million for zones, and Congressman
Bill Clay has introduced a bill to put them into effect.

You’d think this Congress would want to join us in holding schools, teachers, and
students accountable for results, but apparently not. The House bill doesn’t include a penny
for ending social promotion.
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The final FY99 budget represents a significant step forward for America, protecting the surplus until
Social Security is reformed, forging a bipartisan agreement on funding the International Monetary Fund,
and putting in place critical investments in education and training, from smaller class sizes to after-school
care, and from summer jobs to college mentoring. While the final budget is clearly a win for President
Clinton, Vice President Gore, and Congressional Democrats, there is still more work to do to prepare

~ America for the 21st century. Unfortunately, Republicans blocked school modemization, Patients Bill of
Rights, comprehensive tobacco legislation, child care investments, and campaign finance reform.

Budget Victoriés:

“Saving Social Security First. The President’s commitment to Save Social Sectm'iy First held the
line against several Républican efforts to drain the‘surplus

Investing in Education and Trammg While House Republican tried to slash their education budget
by over $2 billion, President Chnton and Congressional Democrats delivered on their education agenda:

v
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More High- Quahty Teachers With Smaller Class Sizes: $1.2 billion for the first year of the ’
President’s new initiative to hire 100,000 new teachers to reduce class size. in the early grades to a
national average of 18. Through smaller classes this initiative will help recruit high-quality

‘teachers and will insure that students will receive more 1nd1v1dual attention, a solid foundanon in

the basics, and greater discipline in the classroom.

After School Programs: $200 million to expand programs and serve a quarter of a mllhon
children.

Child Literacy: . $260 million for anew hteracy initiative, consistent with the President’s Amenca
Reads proposal. :

College Mentoring for Middle School Chlldren $120 million for GEAR-UP, a new mentonng
initiative to help up to 100,000 low income middle school children prepare for college.

" Education Technology: A $114 m1111on increase over FY98 to ensure that every child has access

to computers, the Internet h.‘lgh -quality educanonal software, and teachers that can use techno/logy
in the classroom. : '

Child Care Quality: $182 mllhon to improve the quality of c}uld care for America's worklng
families.

Teacher Recruitment: $75 million for new teacher quality programs mcludmg to recrult and
prepare thousands of teachers to teach in hi gh—poverty areas. '

Head Start: A $313 million increase to fund President’s request of up to an additional 36,000
slots for children and keeping on track towards one million children served by 2002.

Charter Schools: A 25% increase in funding for Charter Schools to keep on track toward 3,000

quality charter schools early in next century.
Hispanic Education Initiative: Increases of $524 million to enhance educational opportunities.

Pell Grants: The largest maximum award ever for f’ell grants -- $3,125 a year per eligible student.
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Investlng in a Cleaner Environment. President Clinton won important new mvestments to combat
water pollution, protect national parks, natural forests, and other public lands, restore salmon and other
endangered species, and develop clean energy technologies and defeated many anti-environment riders:

¢ $1.7 billion for the President’s Clean Water Action Plan. .
$325 million to preserve precious lands.

A23 percent increase to protect threatened endangered species.
More than $1 billion, a 26-percent increase, to fight global warming.

S X

Responding to the Farm Crisis at Home. The final budget includes about $6 billion in emergency
assistance to farmers, ranchers, and their families -- $1.7 billion over the vetoed agriculture bill.

And to the Financial Turmoil Abroad. The final budget mcludes the President’s full funding
request of $17.9 billion for the IMF. .

Moving People from Welfare to Work and Empowering Communities. President Clinton
and Vice President Gore are committed to tapping the potential of America’s urban and rural communities.
This budget moves forward on their vision to help revitalize America’s communities.

% ‘Welfare to Work Housing Vouchers: $283 million for 50,000 vouchers.
¢ Access to Jobs: $75 million to link people on welfare to jobs.
¢ Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFI) Fund: A 20% expansion.

v Empowerment Zones: $60 million in flexible fundmg.

A Strong Research and Development Agenda. The President’s budget included an unprecedented -
commitment to key civilian research. The final budget includes many increases in priority areas:

¢ National Science Foundation: A 7 percent increase in support for science and engineering research.
¢ National Institutes of Health: A 14 percent, $1.9 billion increase to support greater research on
diabetes, cancer, genetic medicine, and the development of an AIDS vaccine. ‘

¢ Next Generation Internet: More than $100 million for a Federal R&D initiative which will connect
more than 100 universities at speeds that are up to 1,000 times faster than today’s Internet.

v Advanced Technology Program. About $70 million for new awards for leadmg edge civilian
technology projects. '

Other Highlights:

v AEEOC' A $37 million increase to reduce the average time it takes to rcsolve private sector
complaints and reduce the backleg of cases. -

¢ Fighting Abusive Child Labor: A 10-fold i increase, from $3 million to $30 million, in our
comm1tm¢nt to the International Programme for the Elimination of Child Labor (IPEC).

¢ Police on the Street: Funding for 17,000 agiditioilal Community Oriented Police Services (COPS)
Program police officers toward the President's goal of 100,000 additional officers by 2000.

v Food Safety Initiative: $79 million to expand food safety research, risk assessment capabilities,
education, surveillance activities, and food import inspections

¢ HIV/AIDS Prevention and Treatment: An unprecedented over $350 million increase to help
prevent and treat HIV/AIDS, with special efforts to-address the needs of the minority community.



Much Work Still Left to Do:

In the waning days of the session, the President and Congressional Democrats prevailed in making critical
investments to advance the President’s comprehensive education agenda. Much work remains for the future
because Republicans in Congress killed, at least for now, critical priorities, including:

X

School Modernization. Beginning with his State of the Union address, the President fought all year
to modernize our schools. His fully paid for tax credits would have leveraged nearly $22 billion in
bonds to build and renovate schools. In the final days of the budget negotiations, Repubhcans in
Congress refused to even meet on the critical issue of school construction.

Patients Bill of Rights. President Clinton repeatedly urged the Congress to pass a strong, enforceable
patients” bill of rights that would assure Americans the quality health care they need. Congressmnal
Republicans killed this year’s effort to pass a Patients Bill of Rights.

Comprehensive Tobacco Legnslatmn.' This year, Presxdent Clinton made passage of legislation to
reduce youth smoking a top priority, in order to stop kids from smoking before they start through a
significant price increase, measures to prevent tobacco companies from marketing to children, and
critical public health prevention and education programs. Congressional Republicans opted to act as
politicians instead of parents, and killed this year’s effort to pass bipartisan comprehensxvc tobacco
legislation to reduce youth smoking..

Campaign Finance Reform. At the beginning of the year, the President made passage of bipartisan,
comprehensive campaign finance reform a priority for his Administration. After months of delay, the
House of Representatives overcame defenders of the status quo and passed the Shay-Meehan bill.
However, the Senate Republicans killed this historic legislation.

Child Care Initiative. In his State of the Union, the President proposed an historic child care
initiative to make child care better, safer and more affordable for America's working families. The

" President’s proposal included $7.5 billion over 5 years for child care subsidies for low-income

working families and tax credits to help 3 million working families pay for child care. The
Republicans refused to support these critical investments.

" ‘Work Incentives Bill for People with Disabilities. At the commemoration of the Americans with

Disabilities Act last July, the President endorsed the bipartisan Jeffords-Kennedy bill that enables
people with disabilities to go back to work by providing an option to buy into Medicaid and Medicare,

. as well as other pro-work initiatives. This bill was on the list of top Administration priorities in the

final budget negotiations, but rejected by Republicans. The President will continue to fight to give -
people with disabilities the opportunity to work ~-1nclud1ng the critical health i insurance that rnakes
work possible.

Speeding Toxic Cleanups. President Clinton called for an additional $650 million -- a 40 percent
increase -- to accelerate Superfund cleanups with a goal of completing a total of 900 cleanups by
2001. The Republican majority refused these funds, threatemng to delay cleanup at up to 171 sites
across the country.



PRESIDENT CLINTON VICE PRESIDENT GORE AND

CONGRESSIONAL DEMOCRATS WIN ON THE BUDGET
“ =" QOctober 15, 1998 :

Saving Social Security Fxrst ‘ |
In his State of the Union address, President Clinton asked a basm question -- “what should we do
with this projected surplis?” -- and gave an historic four-word answer: “Save Social Security First.”

~* With our fiscal house in order, marked by the first budget surplus in a generation, President Clinton

is determined to seize this unique opportunity to strengthen this most important program for
generations to come. Protecting the surplus is a key step towards enacting Social Security reform.
President Chnton defeated repeated efforts to squander the surplus and, at the end of this Congress,
it remains intact,

Invests in Educatmn and Trammg :
In the face of House Republican efforts to slash their education budget by more than $2 bllllé)n,
President Clinton and Vice President Gore delivered on their education agenda:

~

NEW EDUCATION AND TRAINING INIT!AT!VES IN FINAL BUDGET AGREEMENT:

¢ More High-Quality Teachers With Smaller Class Sizes. In his State of the Union address,
President Clinton said, “Tonight, I propose the first-ever national effort to reduce class size in”
the early grades. My balanced budget will help to hire 100,000 new teachers.” Throughout
the year, Republicans failed to consider this important initiative. The final budget provides
$1.2 billion for the first year of the President’s new initiative to hire 100,000 new, well-
-prepared teachers, to reduce class sizes in the early grades to a national average of 18.

v GEAR-UP: College Mentoring Initiative To Help Up to 100,000 Students Prepare for
College. In his State of the Union address, President Clinton urged Congress “to support our
efforts to enlist colleges and universities to reach out to disadvantaged children, starting in
the 6th grade, so that they can get the guidance and hope they need so they can know that
they, too, will be able to go on to college.” The President proposed $140 million to get this
effort started, but the House appropriations bill denied funding and the Senate provided only’
$75 million. The final budget provides $120 million for this new initiative which was
authorized as part of the higher education legislation enacted on October 7th. GEAR-UP
will expand mentoring efforts by States, and provide new grants to partnerships of middle
schools, institutions of higher education, and community organizations, to provide intensive
early intervention services to help prepare up to 100,000 students at hi gh—poverty m1ddle

- schools for-college. v

4 Child Literacy Initiative to Help Children Read Well By the End of the Third Grade.
In 1996, President Clinton proposed an America Reads Challenge to help three million
children improve their reading skills. In 1997, he insisted that the new initiative be included
as part of the Balanced Budget Agreement. With this budget, he has won the $260 million

* that he proposed to help ensure that all children can read well and mdependently by the end
of third grade. The budget includes the legislation creating a program that is consistent with
the President’s America Reads proposal. The new program will provide competitive grants
to States to (1) improve teachers’ ability to teach reading effectively; (2) promote family
literacy programs to help parents be their child’s first teacher; and (3) i 1rnprove the quality of
tutoring programs by supporting tutor tramlng



,Youth Opportunity Areas To Help Increase Job Opportumtles for 50,000 Youth in High-
" Poverty Communities. Authorized in the Workforce Investment Act, President Clinton’s

Youth Opportunity Grants to direct resources to hlgh-poverty areas, including Empowerment :
Zones and Enterprise Communities, to provide comprehensive services designed to increase
employment and school completion rates for disadvantaged youth. The President’s FY99
budget included $250 million for this new innovative program. While the House Republican
budget did not fund this critical initiative, the final agreement includes the full $250 miillion -
request, which will help provide job training and social services to 50,000 youth.

New Learning Anytime, Anwhere"lnit‘iative. The President’s FY99 budget included a new
initiative to enhance and promote distance leaming opportunities -- learning outside the usual

- classroom settings, via computers and other technology -- for all adult learners. The final

budget includes $20 million for.the Education and Labor Departments to implement this new
initiative to demonstrate new high-quality uses of technology for distance learning in post-
secondary education and training, and to help provide more accurate labor market information.

Teacher Recruitment and Preparation -- $75 million. On October 7th, President Clinton
signed legislation that had incorporated the President’s Teacher Recruitment and Preparation
proposal. While House Republicans did not fund this important initiative, the final budget
provides $75 million, which will help recruit and prepare thousands of teachers to teach in

hi gh-poverty urban and rural communities and will strengthen teacher preparation pro grams
across the country

Training New Teachers to Use Technology Effectively. President Clinton’s FY99 budget
requested $75 million to train new teachers in how to use technology to-improve student
achievement. The House and Senate chubhcans denied the request. The final agreement

"includes the full $75 million the President requested

Hispanic Education Action Plan To Attack Unacceptably High Drop -Qut Rate.

Because the high-school drop-out rate of Hispanics is unacceptably high, President Clinton’s
FY99 budget included the first-ever Hispanic Education Action Plan. As part of this plan,
the President proposed s1gn1ﬁcant increases in Title I funding and a number of other
programs that enhance educational opportunity for Hispanic- Americans. The final budget
includes increases of $524 million for these programs; for example, it provides a $301
million increase for Title I; $600 million for TRIO college preparation programs, an increase:
of $70 million over FY 1998, which will provide support services for over 700,000 students;

~-and $50 million for Bilingual Education Professional Development -- double the FY 1998

level -- to begin to provide 20,000 teachers over five years Wlth the tralmng they need to
teach Limited Enghsh Proficient students.

EXPANDED KEY EDUCATION AND TRAINING INVESTMENTS:

v

~ Expanded After-School Programs To Serve A Quérter of A Million Children. In his

State of the Union address, President Clinton asked Congress to “dramatically expand our
support for after-school programs.” The President and Vice President proposed $200 million
for after-school programs in their FY99 budget. While the House Republican budget did not
fund $140 million of the President’s and Vice President’s request, which would have denied
services to about 175,000 children, the final budget includes full funding for the President’s

and Vice President’s initiative, which will serve a quarter of a million children each year.
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Expanded Head Start. President Clinton proposed a $313 million increase for Head Start
to add 30,000 to 36,000 new slots for children, continuing on the path to serving one million
children by 2002. The House Republican budget did not provide the President’s increase
and would have denied up to 25,000 children Head Start slots if enacted. The final budget .
includes the Pr<351dent s full i mcrease for Head Start, which is funded at $4.660 bxlhon

Summer Jobs Protected for Half a Mllhon Youth. While House Republicans attempted to

eliminate the successful Summer Jobs program, President Clinton prevailed with his request

+ for $871 million in fundmg, whlch w111 finance up to 530, 000 summer _]ObS for disadvantaged
youth. . : : ~

Expanded Educational Technology - Connectmg Our Chlldren to the Future. President
Clinton’s and Vice President Gore’s budget requested $721 million -- a $137 million increase .
- for educational technology to ensure that every child has access to computers, the Internet,
‘high-quality educational software, and teachers that can use technology effectively in the
classroom. The House Republican denied the President’s and Vice President’s request for a

" funding increase, cutting funding $43 million below last year. The final agreement includes
$698 million -- a 20-percent increase over the $584 million funding level in FY98, including

. the new $75 million initiative for training new teachers and $10 million for new grants to -

* public-private partnerships in low-income communities to provide residents access to
computer facilities for educational and employment purposes. Education technology has
always been a top priority for the President and Vice President; since 1993, they have created
the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund and increased overall investments in educational
technology by thirty-fold, from $23 million to $698 million this year.

Protected Goals 2000 to Promote High Academic Standards. President Clinton created
Goals 2000 in 1993 to promote high academic standards for all students and proposed a
modest expansion in this year’s budget. While the House Republican budget tried to cut the
program in half, the final budget includes $491 million which will help all 50 States continue
raise academic standards and help at least 12,000 schools 1mplemeut 1nnovat1ve and effective
education reforms.. : ‘

Improved ‘Child Care Quality. In his State of the Union, the President proposed an historic
child care initiative to make child care better, safer and more affordable for America’s
working families. While the budget does not include critical investments in subsidies and
“tax credits to help working families pay for child care, it does include the President's. request
of $182 million to improve the quality of Chlld care.

Expanded Work Study' To Help Nearly One Million Students Work Their Way
Through College. President Clinton’s FY99 budget included a significant expansion of the
Federal Work Study program. The final budget agreement provides $870 million -- a $40
million increase over the FY 1998 level of $830 million -- which will allow nearly one

~ million students to work their way through college and keeps us on track to the President’s
goal of one million students in work study by the year 2000. -

Expanded Job Tram‘mg To Help 666,000 Dislocated. Workers President Clinton’s FY99
budget included a si gmﬁcant expansion in the dislocated worker program. While the House
- froze job training funds for dlslocated workers, the final agreement mcludes $1 4 billion
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which will help some 666,000 dislocated workers get the training and recmployment»serviées

they need to return to work as quickly as possible. This represents an increase of $55 million
- --to help 27,000 dislocated workers -- compared to FY98. Since 1993, dislocated worker

funding has been expanded by 171 percent -- helping to well more than double the number of
workers served. :

Expanded Charter Schools to Promote Creation High-Quality Public Schools.
President Clinton’s FY99 budget included $100 million for Charter Schools to keep us on
track toward the President’s goal of creating 3,000 high-quality public charter schools that
will educate more than half a million students by early in the next century. Charter schools
are public schools started by teachers, parents and communities, that are given flexibility in
decision-making, in exchange for high levels of accountability for results. The final budget
provides $100 million -- the President’s 25-percent increase -- for Charter Schools and will
give parents and students more choice, better schools and greater accountablhty for results
in public education. :

Assistance to Help Over 400,000 More Students in Distressed Communities Learn
Basic Skills. President Clinton proposed a $392 million increase in Title I funding to help
students in high poverty communities receive the extra help they need to master the basics to
reach high academic standards. The House Republican budget proposed a freeze in Title I
funding. The final budget provides a $301 million increase, from $7.375 billion in FY98 to
$7.676 billion in FY99. This funding will support educational services for nearly 11 million
studcnts over 400,000 more than last year.

Largest Maximum Pell Grant Award Ever. Last year, President Clinton signed into law
the largest one-year increase in Pell Grant scholarships in 20 years. This year, the final
budget provides $7.7 billion for Pell Grants, an increase of $359 million over FY98,

increasing the maximum Pell Grant award from $3,000 to $3,125 -- that’s the largest -

maximum award ever, 36-percent higher than it was in 1994. This year, approximately 4
million students will receive Pell Grant awards '

Extends Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA). Presuient Clinton proposed extending
TAA and NAFTA-TAA in his FY99 budget in order to provide training and income support
to workers adversely impacted by trade. The final budget extends these important programs
through June 30, 1999 :

Moves Forward On The Environment : ‘
In the final budget, President Clinton won important increases to combat water poliution protect

" national parks and other precious lands, restore salmon and other endangered species, and develop
- clean energy technologies. At the same time, President Clinton forced Congress to drop special-

interest riders that would have cut roads through wilderness, forced overcutting on our national

o

| forests, crippled wildlife protections, and blocked common-sense actions to address global warming.

* Clean, Safe Water for America. The final budgét provides $1.7 billion -- an additional

$230 million or 16-percent increase from last year -- for the President’s Clean Water Action
Plan, a five-year initiative to help communities and farmers clean up the almost 40 percent of
America’s surveyed waterways still too polluted for fishing and swimming. 'In addition, the

- budget provides states $2.15 billion in financing for clean water construction projects.



Preservmg Precious Lands. An additional $325 million for FY99 -- a $55+million increase
from last year -- through the Land and Water Conservation Fund will be used to acquire ‘
dozens of natural and historic sites around the country, including critical winter range for
Yellowstone bison, New Mexico’s Baca Ranch and the last remaining private stretches of the
Appalachian Trail.

Protecting Endangered Species. The final budget provides an additional $32 million in
FY99 -- a 23-percent increase from last year -- providing funds for protection and recovery
of endangered and threatened species, as well as enhancements for important habitats.

Leading the Fight Against Global Warming. The final budget provides over $1 billion --
a 26-percent increase from last year -- to support research investments that will reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, oil consumption, and energy costs for consumers and businesses
by promoting increased energy efficiency and clean energy technologies.

Defending Our Environment Against Stealth Attacks President Clinton forced Congrcss

~ to drop special-interest riders that would have rolled back hard-won environmental

protections. Anti-environmental language in the budget bills would have:

- Forced overcutting of timber on national for¢sts and accelerated logging of Alaskan
rain forest. '

- Allowed intrusive helicopter landings in Alaska wilderness and the first road ever
carved through a designated wilderness area.

- Hindered salmon restoration in the Pacific Northwest, and allowed harmful
commercial fishing in wilderness waters of Glacier Bay National Park.

- Blocked common-sense actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and barred the
~ Administration from informing the public about the threat of global warming.

- Placed restrictiohs on the use o_f brownfields funds that would have denied
municipalities the funds they need to undertake clean-up at brownfield sites.

Responds to the Farm Crisis at Home...

v

Emergency Farm Assistance. President Clinton vetoed the Agriculture Appropriations bill
on October 8th “because it fails to address adequately the crisis now gripping our Nation's
farm community.” The final budget includes a significant increase in total emergency
assistance to farmers and ranchers compared to the bill the President vetoed -- about $6
billion in the final budget versus $4.2 billion in the vetoed bill, that’s 40 percent more
assistance than the bill the President vetoed. The final bill increased the amount for crop loss
compensation by:$228 million, and increased the amount for economic loss compensation by
$1.4 billion, bringing the amounts for these to $2.6 billion and about $3 billion, respectively. ‘



....And to Financial Turmoil Abroad

v Full IMF Funding To Help Address International Financial Crisis. With America’s

fiscal house in order, the United States is now the bulwark of economic stability in the world.

" Some other nations around the world, however, are experiencing major economic upheaval,
hurting our exports, farmers, and ranchers. A strong Intemnational Monetary Fund is a
stabilizing force in the world economy and is a critical piece of President Clinton's strategy

~ to protect the international financial system -- and therefore the U.S. economy -- against the

risk of new, escalating, or spreading crises. President Clinton fought for and won full
funding of $17.9 billion for the IMF -- a critical part of his strategy to help address the global
financial crisis and to keep our economy strong.. A stronger IMF will give the U.S. and its
allies new flexibility in developing responses to protect the world from the spread of the
financial crisis.

v Fully Funds President Clinton’s Child Labor Initiative. In his State of the Union
address, the President pledged to send legislation to Congress to fight abusive child labor and
proposed making the United States the world leader in supporting programs to reduce '
abusive child labor, with a 10- fold increase in our commitment to the International -
Programme for the Elimination of Child Labor (IPEC), from $3 million to $30 million a
year. While the Senate, with the strong leadership of Senator Harkin, fully funded the
President’s request, the House failed to do so, providing only $6 million. In the final budget,
Congress agreed to the President’s full request of $30 million for IPEC. The budget also
fully funds the President’s $9 mllhon request for domestic enforcement and a migrant youth .
job-training demonstration. -

Moves People from Welfare to Work and Empowers Communities
President Clinton and Vice President Gore are committed to tapping the potential of America’s -
urban and rural communities. This budget moves forward on their vision to help rev1tahze
America’s communities: '

- ¢V 50,000 Welfare—to—Work Housing Vouchers. President Clinton’s FY 1999 Budget included
$283 million for 50,000 new vouchers exclusively for people who need housing assistance to
make the transition from welfare to work. The original House bill included $100 million,
while the Senate provided only $40 million. The final budget includes Pre51dent Clinton’s
full request of $283 million for 50,000 welfare-to-work housmg vouchers

v Flexible Funding for Empowerment Zones. President Clintcin and Vice President Gore
requested mandatory funding for second-round urban and rural Empowerment Zones. The final
budget includes $60 million in this flexible discretionary funding for the next round of
Empowerment Zones and 20 new rural Enterprise Communities. :

¢ Extended Welfare—to-Work Tax Credit. This tax credit encourages employers to hire,
invest in training, and retain long-term welfare recipients. The credit is for 35 percent of the
first $10,000 in wages in the first year of employment and 50 percent of the first $10,000 in -
the second year. President Clinton proposed to extend the credit in his FY99 budget and the
final budget includes an extension through June 30, 1999.

v Community Development Financial Institution (CDFI) Expansion. The Administration
requested a major expansion of the CDFI program to continue building a national network of
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commkunity development banks. The original House bill froze CDFI fuhding at $80 million,
~ - while the Senate cut funding to $55 million. The final budget increases CDFI funding from. -
~ $80 million in FY98 to $95 million in FY99 -- a 19-percent increase. ‘

Public Housing Reform. This legislation makes the President’s landmark housing reform a.
reality. This bipartisan bill will allow more economic integration-and deconcentration in our
~ Nation’s public housing, encourage and reward work, provide protections for those most in
need, and put the Nation back into the housing busmess with the first new housmg vouchers
in five years

FHA Loan Limit Increased. President Clinton’s FY99 budget included an increase in the
FHA loan limit to expand homeownership opportunities to more Americans. The final
budget includes an increase in the FHA loan limit, raising the limit from $86,317 to
$109,032 in the lowest cost areas and from $170,300 to $197,621 in the highest cost areas.

Extended Work Opportunity Tax Credit. This tax credit encourages employers to hire
individuals who have traditionally had a hard time securing employment. Targeted groups
include disadvantaged youth, including those living in empowerment zones and enterprise
communities, welfare recipients, and qualified veterans. The maximum credit paid to the
employer is as much as 40 percent of an individual’s first $6,000 in wages. The President

* proposed to extend this credit in his FY99 budget and the final budget includes an extension
through June 30, 1999,

“Play-by-the-Rules” Homeownership Initiative. President Clinton’s FY99 budget
included $25 million for the Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation to'start the “Play-by-
the-Rules” homeownership initiative, which would make homeownership more accessible to
10,000 families who have good rental histories, but are not adequately served in the housing
market. The final budget includes $25 million for this new initiative.

Increased Funding for Homeless Assistance. The President proposed a major expansion
‘of HUD’s continuum of care program, designed to help homeless persons obtain health care,
jobs, and permanent housing. The final budget includes $975 million in funds for the
homeless -- a $152 mxlhon or 18 percent, increase over last year.

HUD Falr Housmg.- The Presxdent proposed a major expansion of HUD’s Fair Housing

programs, as part of his “One America” initiative. The final budget expands HUD’s Fair

Housing programs from $30 million in FY98 to $40 million in FY99. That 33-percent
“increase includes $7. 5 million for a new audit-based enforcement initiative proposed by the
- Administration.

Regional Opportunity Counseling. The Administration retluesfed funds to help counsel
Section 8 certificate and voucher holders on their-full range of housing options. While the
Senate did not include any funding for this initiative, the final budget includes $10 million
for this voluntary effort to expand the housing and employment opportunities ava11able to
low -income families. , L

Expansion of HUD’s Youthbuild Program. The Administration proposed expanding
funds for Youthbuild by more than a quarter. While the original House bill provided $35
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million and the Senate provided $40 million, the final budget includes $42. S mllhon -- an
increase of over 20 percent ' :

v ' Cleanihg Up Brownfields. The Administration proposed $91 million for EPA’s brownfield
‘ activities, such as grants for site assessment and community planning. The final budget
includes the President’s request of $91 million.

v Community Dex;elopme‘nt Block Grant (CDBG) Expahsion. President Clinton’s FY99
 budget included an expansion of CDBG. The final budget increases funding for CDBG from
$4.675 billion in FY98 to $4.750 billion in FY99 -- that’s a $75 million expansion this year.

v Increased Help For Commumtles Suffermg From Sudden and Severe Economic
' Dislocation. President Clinton’s FY99 budget included a 10-percent increase in funds for '
EDA so that they can better respond to sudden and severe economic dislocation. The final -
budget increases funding for EDA from $361 mllhon to $393 million -- that’s a 9-percent
expansmn this year.

v Expansion of NADBank The Admlmstratlon proposed prov1d1ng the North American
‘ Development Bank’s (NADBank) Community Adjustment and Investment Program $37
million of paid-in capital, which would allow the Bank to leverage private capital markets to
provide additional financing to trade-affected communities. The final budget includes $10
_rmlhon of paxd-m cap1ta1 for the NADBank.

v $75 Mlllnon for Welfare—to-Werk Transportatlon Funds. While the House and Senate :
provided $50 million -- the minimum amount “guaranteed” in the transportation bill -- the
final budget includes $75 million for this competitive grant program. These funds will assist
states and localities in developmg flexible transportation alternatives, such as van services, to
help former welfare rec1p1ents and other low income workers get to work.

v Individual Development Accounts. Since 1992, President Clinton” has supported the
creation of Individual Development Accounts (IDAs) to empower individuals to save for a
~ first home, post-secondary education, or to start a new business. Congress recently passed
“legislation authorizing IDAs, and the final budget includes $10 million to get thls program
off the ground. , ,A

¢ Heating and Cooling Assistance for Low-Income Families Protected. More than five
million low-income families receive help to pay for home heating costs through this
- program, yet the House Republicans tried to eliminate it. The final budget includes the.
President’s full request for funding to help low-income families pay for home heating and
cooling asmstance :

, Advances a Strong Health and Technology Research Agenda
For six years in a row, President Clinton and Vice President Gore have proposed substantial
increases in the Federal government’s research and development portfolio to build a health1er more
- prosperous, and productive future. In FY 1999, the President proposed, within the first balanced
- budget in a generation, the largest commitment to key civilian research in the history of our country
as part of the “Research Fund for America.” Congress agreed to support significant increases in



R&D, includ.ing:

v

‘Expansion of National Science Foundation. President Clinton proposed a major expansion

of research and development funds for the National Science Foundation (NSF). The final
budget includes a 7-percent increase -- from $3.4 billion in FY98 to $3.7 billion in FY99 --
in the NSF research budget to support science and engineering research across all fields and
disciplines. NSF supports nearly half of the non-medical basic research conducted at
universities. .. '

Expansion of National Institutes of Health for Biomedical Research. President Clinton’s
FY99 budget included the largest-ever dollar increase in funds for the National Institutes of -

* Health (NIH). The final budget includes almost $2 billion expansion of NIH research funding

-- a 14-percent increase. Scientists are on the cusp of important new breakthroughs in
biomedical research, which could revolutionize the way medical experts understand, treat, and
prevent some of our most devastating diseases. This increase will enable scientists to pursue a
wide range of cutting edge research from Alzheimers to AIDS to genetic discoveries.

Research and Experimentation Tax Credit. President Clinton proposed to extend the
research tax credit because it provides incentives for private sector investment in research and
innovation that can help increase America’s economic competitiveness and enhance U.S.

‘ productivity. The final budget extends this research tax credit until June 30, 1999.

Expansion of Energy Department Science Budget. President Clinton’s FY99 included an
8.percent increase in the Department of Energy’s science budget, including support for the

" National Spallation Neutron Source. The final budget fully funds the President’s request. .

Funds Next Generation Internet. In his State of the Union address, President Clinton said,
“I ask Congress to step up support for building the next generation Internet... And the next

- generation Internet will operate at speeds up to a thousand times faster than today.” The

final budget includes more than $100 million funding for the Next Generation Internet, a_

. Federal R&D initiative which will connect more than 100 universities at speeds that are up to

1,000 times faster than today’s Internet, and establish the foundation for the networks and
applicatiors (e.g. telemedicine, distance learning) of the 21st century.

Expansion in Advanced Technology Program (ATP). President Clinton’s FY99 budget

proposed an expansion of ATP to promote cutting-edge high-technology projects. While the )
Senate froze funding at the FY98 level and the House cut funding by $13 million, the final
budget increases ATP funding to $204 million -- an $11 million increase over last year --
which will allow for about $70 million in new awards to develop high-risk technologies that
promise significant commercial payoffs and widespread economic benefits..

Improving the Public Health of America = S

For six years, President Clinton and Vice President Gore have been working hard to expand our
Nation’s health care investments, including research, prevention, and quality care for more
Americans. - '

v

New Efforts to Prevent and Treat HIV/AIDS. The Congress has responded to the
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President’s and Vice President’s request to substantially increase efforts to prevent and
treat HIV/AIDS. Congress has provided $1.4 billion for Ryan White Care Act activities.
This funding level includes a 61-percent increase for the AIDS drug assistance program,
which provides funds to States to help uninsured and underinsured people with life-saving
treatments for HIV/AIDS. In addition, Congress provided about $630 million for HIV
prevention activities at the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

Historic $130 Million Effort to Address HIV/AIDS in Minority Community. Minority

communities make up the fastest growing portion of the HIV/AIDS caseload (44 percent of

all new HIV cases). In FY99, there will be an unprecedented $130 million investment,

~ including that will improve prevention efforts in high-risk communities, and expand access
to cutting edge HIV therapies and other treatment needed for HIV/AIDS.

Critical New Investments to Protect Public Health at the Centers for Disease Control
(CDC). The Congress has responded to President Clinton’s request for a $2.4 billion
investment -- a $222 million increase -- in public health at the CDC. This critical
investment will address a host of public health challenges, including fighting emerging
infectious diseases, combating new resistance to anti-biotics, and improving prevention for
some of our nation’s leading killers, such as diabetes, HIV/AIDS, and heart disease.

New Efforts to Improve the Quality of Health Care. Congress has responded to the
President’s request for a $25 million investment in new research at the Agency of Health
Care Policy and Research (AHCPR) to research on the quality, costs, and outcomes of the
health care delivery system. Identifying critical health care problems and educating health
plans, medical professionals, patients, and advocates about solutions can lead to important
improvements in the quality of health care.

Increasing Funding to Provide Health Insurance to Low-Income Children in Puerto
Rico and the Territories. Thousands of uninsured children in both Puerto Rico and the
other territories will now be eligible for meaningful health care coverage for the first time . -
- under the Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP). The territories were currently on
schedule to receive an inadequate and inequitable $10.7 million in FY99. Today, the
Congress responded to the President’s request and provided the territories with an additional
$32 million in FY99 for their new CHIP programs that will meet the needs of their uninsured
children.

Funding the President’s Commitment to Eliminate Racial Health Disparities.
Minorities suffer from higher rates for a number of critical diseases. For example, African
Americans under the age of 65 have twice the rate of heart disease as whites, and Native
Americans suffer from diabetes at nearly three times the average rate. The Congress has
taken a critical first step in investing in the President’s multi-year proposal to eliminate racial
health disparities in six health areas, including HIV/AIDS, cancer, diabetes, and
immunizations. The Congress has given the Administration authority to fund grants for
communities to develop new strategies to address these disparities and has granted the -
President’s request for increases in other critical public health programs, such as heart |

- disease and diabetes prevention at CDC, that have proven effective in attacking these
disparities.
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Lead Poisoning Prevention. The President requested a $25 million increase in funding for
HUD’s Office of Lead Hazard Control, in order to reduce the threat posed by childhood lead
poisoning and other housing-related environmental health hazards. While the Senate did not

. provide any additional funding, the final budget 1ncludcs a$20 m1lhon increase for lead
: pmsonmg prevention.

Other Highlights...

v

Reduces Backlog and Expands Alternative Dispute Resolution at Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC). The President’s FY99 budget included $279 million --

-a $37 million increase over the previous year -- to significantly expand EEOC’s alternative

dispute resolution program and reduce the backlog of private sector discrimination
complaints. The final budget fully funds the Premdent s request -- providing the first real
increase for EEOC in several years.

President Clmton s Food Safety Initiative. The final budget provided approximately $79

~million in new funds for the President’s Food Safety Initiative to help implement a far-

ranging plan to improve surveillance of food borne illnesses, education about proper food

- handling, research, and inspection of imported and domestic foods. The new funds are part
of an Administration-wide effort, led by the Department of Agriculture and the Department -
_of Health and Human Services, to create a seamless', science-based food safety system.

¢ .
More Police on the Streets. In 1994, President Clinton fought for and won a commitment
to put 100,000 police officers on the street. The.final budget includes funds for 17,000
additional Community-Oriented Police Services (COPS) Program police officers toward the
President’s goal of 100,000 cops on the beat by 2000.

Increasing Law Enforcement in Indian Country. The final bill includesv$20.million in

.FY99 for more police officers and public safety initiatives in the approximately 56 million

acres of Indian lands serving more than 1.4 million residents.

‘Brings Financial Stability to Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). The final budget

includes $50 million that will allow TVA to better provide for the citizens of the seven states

~— Alabama, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia -- that

it serves. The agreement will let TV A refinance part of its debt to compensate for the loss of
Federal funds for its non-power programs. The final budget also prevents TVA from losing
the Land Between the Lakes Recreatlon Area. . : :
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EALL’ TH:E PROGRESS IN THIS YEAR’S BUDGET,
,THERE Is STILL;MORE WORK LEFT TODO

In the waning days of the session, the President and Congressional Democrats prevailed in
making critical investments in advancing the President’s agenda. However, much work remains
for the future because Republicans in Congress killed, at least for now, critical priorities,
including:

X

School Modernization Tax Credits. Begixining with his State of the Union address, the
President fought all year to modernize our schools. His fully paid for-tax credits would

~ have leveraged nearly $22 billion in bonds to build and renovate schools. In the final

days of the budget negotiations, Republicans in Congress refused to even meet on the
critical issue of school construction.. -

Patients Bill of Rights, President Clinton repeatedly urged the Congress to pass a

strong, enforceable patients’ bill of rights that would assure Americans the quality health
care they need. Congresswnal Republicans k1lled this year s effort to pass a Patients Bill
of Rights. _

Comprehensive Tobacco Legislation. This year, President Clinton made passage of
legislation to reduce youth smoking a top priority, in order to stop kids from smoking
before they start through a significant price incfease, measures to prevent tobacco
companies from marketing to children, and critical public health prevention and
education programs. Congressional Republicans opted to act as politicians instead of
parents, and killed this-year’s effort to pass bipartisan comprehensxve tobacco legislation
to reduce youth smoking. : - :

Campaign Finance Reform. At the beginning of the year, the President made passage of
bipartisan, comprehensive campaign finance reform a priority for his Administration. After
months of delay, the House of Representatives overcame defenders of the status quo and
passed the Shays-Meehan bill. However, the Senate Repubhcans killed thxs hlstonc
legislation. - <

Child Care Initiative. Inhis ‘State of the Union, the President proposéd an historic child

care initiative to make child care better, safer and more affordable for America's working

- families. The President’s proposal included $7.5 billion over 5 years for child care

subsidies for low-income working families and tax credits to help 3 million working
families pay for child care. The Republicans refused to support- thcse critical
investments.

Speeding Toxic Cleanups. President Clinton called for an additional $650 million -- a
40 percent increase -- to accelerate Superfund cleanups with a goal of completing a total
of 900 cleanups by 2001. ‘The Republican majority refused these funds, thrcatenmg to
delay cleanup at up to 171 sites across the country.



Work Incentives Bill for People with Disabilities. At the commemoration of the

* Americans with Disabilities Act last July, the President endorsed the bipartisan

Jeffords-Kennedy bill that enables people with disabilities to go back to work by

‘providing an option to buy into Medicaid and Medicare, as well as other pro-work

initiatives. This bill was on the list of top Administration priorities in the final budget
negotiations, but rejected by Republicans. The President will continue to fight to give
people with disabilities the opportunity to work --1nciud1ng the critical health insurance
that makes work possible. -

Education Opportunity Zones.( President Clinton, in his budget, called for Education
Opportunity Zones to help high-poverty urban and rural communities increase student
achievement by raising standards, improving teaching, ending social promotions, and

turning around failing schools. The Republican majority refused to provide the requested

$200 million in funds, which would have helped about 50 high-poverty, low-achievmg,
urban and rural school districts. '

| Minimum Wage. President VCIinton' and Congressional Democrats called for a $1
- Increase in the minimum wage over two years -- to raise the wages of 12 million workers.

For someone who works full-time, this minimum wage increase would have meant an -
additional $2,000 per year. However, 95 percent of Senate Republicans voted to kill the
Pre31dent s minimum wage increase.

- Medicare Buy-In. President Clinton proposed providing new options for Americans

ages 55 to 65 to obtain health insurance, including buying into Medicare. This policy
would not have hurt the Medicare Trust Fund. The Republican majority killed this new

' initiative that would have helped provide health care to hundreds of thousands of

vulnerable Americans.
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TALKING POINTS ON NO SOCIAL OR 'AUTOMATICVPROMOTIONS

Getting Serious About Hign Expectations and High Standards: The President is sending' W

a strong message to the nation: that it is long past time to get serious about standards, -
accountablhty and hlgh expcctatlons

End Entitlement Mentality: We have to end the entitlement mentality that says that anyone
who shows up deserves to pass and that just getting by is good enough. Passing from one
grade to another should be an accomplishment —— not an entitlement. It should signify that
the student really did learn -~ and that the school is doing its ]ob

Tests for Promotion From Each Level of School: The best way ‘to make that crystal clear is

for every state to say clearly: no one graduates from one school to the next —— from

elementary school, from middle school and from hxgh school —— unless thcy have met a state
performance test.

Purpose is to Help Young People Succeed —— Not Hold them Back: The purpose of this is
not to hold young people back: it is to inspire schools, teachers, parents and students to do
everything possible —— from tutoring, after school work, summer school, before school —— to
help those students meet the grade. Staying back should be a last resort.

 Governor Clinton pioneered this idea. His 1983, "Compétcucy Based Education Act of

1983" called for young people to be tested in 3rd grade, 6th grade and 8th grade —— with .
students having to pass the Arkansas Minimum Performance test in 8th grade to be promoted
to the 9th grade. This may be the toughest example of a state using a state-wide performance
test as a threshold for promotion. Governor Clinton was the first Governor in the nation to
pass an 8th grade competency test for promotion. Only four other states current use some
form of tests for promotion.

The President's proposal is call for a bold step, beyond what any state has done so far.
The focus on tests for graduation from elementary, middle school and high school is the right

" approach. This approach puts accountability on each school to perform and show their

students can pass. It assures standards, accountability and performance throughout school —-
ending the mentality of entitlement and social promotion.

Bold, But Reasonable Reform: Even though this approach is stronger and bolder than what
any state has done, we feel that it will take hold, because the logic of ensuing that young
people are learning as they go through school while holding each school and each students
accountable. :



- STATE TESTS FOR STUDENT PROMOTION -

ARKANSAS. ‘

~ In 1983, Governor Clinton pushed through and signed the "Competency Based Education Act of 1983" ina
special or extraordmary" legislative session: The act called for students to be tested in 3rd grade, 6th grade
and 8th grade. The tests in 3rd and 6th grade were used to device educational improvement plans to help
students. Yet, students had to pass the Arkansas Minimum Performance test in 8th grade to be promoted to
the 9th grade. This may be the toughest example of a state using a state-wide performance test as a threshold
for promotlon ‘ _ : . > ,

SOU’I‘H CAROL]NA

In 1983-84 then-Governor Riley led a statewide education 1mprovement effort, that resulted in the passage of
the 1984 South Carolina Education Improvement Act which raised standards and put in place tough student
achievement requlrements The Act required an exit exam for graduation, the use .of basic skill scores to be
- part of the promotton ‘criteria from grades 6 and 8. It also mcluded a no-pass no- play prov1sxon

The combination of the tough standards for promotion and graduatlon, and no-pass no-play, coupled with
extra help for kids that wanted it and needed it, resulted in basic skills scores improving for an
unprecedented four out of five years. in readmg, math, and wrmng across the state.

In two studies of teachers opinions about’ school reform from 1983-1989 by the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching, South Carolina's reforms were constantly tated the highest in the nation for
putting more rigor and achievement into the schools. :

LOUISIANA. o

The Louisiana Educational Assessment Program (LEAP) mcludes state-developed crlterlon
referenced tests at grades 3, 5, 7, 10, and 11 as well as the norm-referenced California Achievement
Test (CAT-5) at grades 4 and 6. At grades 3, 5, and 7, districts are expected to consider students'
LEAP scores as a major, but not sole, criterion for promotion. Districts develop their own pupil

. progression plans for promotion and retention. In -general, districts and individual schools use
LEAP scores in conjunction with grades and other. indicators-to determine student promotion.

Districts must provide state-funded remediation for students at any level who fail a LEAP test.
Districts determine how to structure the remediation, which must focus on students' weaknesses as
indicated on their individual LEAP student reports. Districts choose which students to serve and
may prov1de serv1ces durmg the school year or the summer.

Contact: "Claudia Davis, Louisiana Department of Educatlon Section Administrator, (504)
342-3748



NORTH CAROLINA )
North Carolina administers state- developed tests at the end of grades 3 through 8 as well as end-of-
course tests at the high school level. The state cut back testing this year and will administer only
reading and math tests for grades 3-8 as well as high school end-of-course tests :in those subjects
required for graduation. Students in grades 3-8 can score from 1-4 on the end-of—grade tests; the
state's goal is. for all students to score at level 3 or above. The state expects districts to provide any
student who scores -below level 3 with some type of remedial instruction. Districts set their own

_promotion policies and .are expected to take test scores into account along with any other relevant

" information. - ‘

Contact: Dons Tyler North Carolma Department of Public Instructlon Semor Consultant in
Testing :
(919).715-1207

5

‘ VIRGINIA

V1rg1n1as test is actually more of a graduation test than a promotxon test. In 1990, state mandated
a sixth grade literacy test that students must pass to graduate from high.school. It is a multiple
choice and essay test in reading and math. Students who do not pass the test by the 8th grade

- become quote "unclassified" and have until the end of the 12th grade to pass the test and graduate.



i

SUMMARY OF RECENT NEWS ARTICLES ON STUDENT PROMOTIONS

,‘ Texas. Sta?ewide Survey on Srudertt Promotions.

68 percent of Texas elementary school teachers report that students they flunked were

- promoted [Dallas Mommg News, 1/23/96]

61 percent of middle school and high school teachers saxd students who failed their classes.

were allowed to move on without retaking the class. [Dallas Moming News, 1/23/96]

- Jon Cole, president of Texas Teachers Group, said that social promotions -- designed to

keep students with others their own age -- are widespread in Texas. Nearly 40 percent of”

~ the 2,132 teachers in the poll said failing students were promoted even though teachers

recommended they be retained. [Austin American Statesman, 1/23/96]

Cole estimates that more than 150,000 of the state's 3.6 million students are advanced a
grade level each year despite failing grades. [Austin American Statesman, 1/23/96]

‘Texas governor George Bush admits the state has a basic skills problem: "Last year,' one in
four Texas schoolchildren who took the state reading test failed. That's 350,000 children

who do not have the basic skills to learn." [The Economist, 2/20;96]

Houston teachers: most of the 2,832 Houston teachers who responded to the state-wrde

- survey said they were promoted desprte falhng grades. [Houston Chromcle 1/23/96]

Houston promottons last year Houston promoted nearly 15,000 students who did not pass
their coursework but had already been retained the maximum time allowed by law. [Houston

‘ Chromcle 1/23/96]

’ Dalias teachers: . The survey found that 56 percent of the 1, 581 teachers who responded to

the survey believed that social promotrons were eneouraged by theu' school- admlmstrators ‘

" [Dallas Mommg News, 1/23/96]

New York City.

-

Nearly 3/4 of New York Clty teachers (61%) report that their elementary schools promote
students to the next grade even when the students havent earned it. [Newsday, 2/29/96]

9/10 of New York City teachers want a statewrde core curnculum in basrc subjects.
[Newsday, 2/29/96] « . .

25% of New York City elementary school teachers report that their districts already requrre
kids to pass a test before they can be promoted [Newsday, 2/29/96]

Nearly 60% of Long Island's elementary teachers reported that they feel pressure( to promote
kids to higher grade levels even when they re unable to handle the more advanced work.

... [Newsday, 2/29/96]

Y



Detroit, ML

In response to concerns that students are not graduating with the basic skills they need,
Detroit Public Schools are currently considering a new idea that sounds old: "flunk students

~ if they don't qualify to move on to the next grade." [Detroit Free Press, 3/26/96]

School- Board Member April Howard Coleman's plan would require étude'nts to prove they .

have acquired the skills necessary to move to the next grade. [Detroit Free Press, 3/26/96]

The Detroit proposal has the support of most school board members [Detroit Free Press,
3/26/96] Co

Gwinnet County, GA

Sidney Faucette, the Atlanta-area's new Superintendent took-office.in July of 1995 and
pledged to immediately end social promotions for students and set up efficiency exams in
order for students to be promoted. The proposal rece1ved immediate widespread support
[Atlanta Journal and Constltutlon 7/24/95]

By the end of September of 1995, the Gwinnet School District passed the new standards,
ending social promotions. Social promotions were eliminated and final exams became
mandatory as the school board charted a new course that they hoped would boost test scores
and prepare their students "legitimately” for college. [Atlanta Journal and Constitution, 12/31/95] -
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BACKROUND POINTS ON TEACHER CERTIFICATION.

Over 40 states have alternatlve certlﬁcatlon programs for teachers While their use has
expanded recently, less than 2% of current teachers have entered through alternative routes,.
* most of those in a small number of states (e.g. California, Texas) facing severe teacher
shortages in inner cities and remote rural areas and in spemahzed fields such as bilingual

. ed. : :

" We should. talk about alternative routes to teacher cerfiﬁcation, not alternative
certification. Standards for entry into teaching must be high no matter how one enters and
there must be strong ‘preparation and ongomg support programs for all. No "back door"

. approaches should be tolerated.

Alternative routes currently vary greatly in quality. There are examples of rigorous

_ programs but there are many that put persons in classrooms who are not prepared to teach.
‘This problem is exacerbated by the fact that alternative routes often are. needed to provide
‘ teaChers for our most at-risk students - those 'who most need hi'ghly competent teachers.

Alternative rotites have had more success than "tradltmnal" programs in attracting a
diverse teaching force. Diverse in terms of career changers-from business, the sciences
and the military; new and talented liberal arts-graduates; committed para- professionals -
already in-schools; also in terms of attracting much needed persons of color. The key is to
ensure both excellence and diversity in recruits. '

We do not have to choose between '"traditional” and alternative routes to teaching.
We should take lessons learned from both and create new strategies that are more fle'xible
- and take into consideration the recruits experience and expertise while at the same ‘time
1n81stmg on uniformly high standards for all approaches.

The Department of Education supported 29 pi'ojects around the. country in the Mid
Career Teacher Training Program from 1991-1994. These projects included
collaborations among school districts, 2 and 4 year higher -education -institutions, the
military, and the prwate sector to recruit, prepare and' provide: initial support for career
changers interested: in teaching. The lessons learned in those efforts and similar efforts are

~ framing a new national study of such programs, to be conducted by Recruiting New
Téachers, Inc. with support from Dewitt Wallace - Readers Digest and others. This study
will provide state and local programs with concrete ‘examples of efforts that incorporate
,mnovatlve recruitment strategies, flexible and rigorous preparation programs and support for
“the transition into begmmng teachmg “The study s advisory board will have an ED rep.

Contact: " Joe Vaughan;‘ DoEd, 202/219-2193
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'STATE LAWS ON TEACHER TENURE

Massachusetts. The 1992 Comprehensive School Reform Bill removed the word "tenure” from the
education code and replaced it with "professional teacher status.” Unlike tenure, which was awarded by
local school committees, professional teacher status is granteci by district supermtendents at the
recommendation of school prmcnpals :

Section 42 of the code was amendedl to give dismissed teachers with professional status the right to appeal to
an independent arbitrator before the case reaches the legal system. The teacher has the right'to select from
among three arbitrators from the American Association of Arbitration. Although the teacher retains the
right to sue the district after the arbitration hearing, most cases are resolved in arbitration. ’

Contact: - Kathy LeBlanc, Legal Division, Massachusetts Department of Education

.

VColorado Leglslatxon passed in 1990 removed the word tenure from the education code and replaced it
with "continuing professional status.” It also shortened time lmes for hearmgs requested by tenured '
teachers dismissed by their districts.- ' :

. The most signiﬁcant change was the addition of ' unsausfactory performance as a legitimate reason for
dismissing a teacher with continuing status. Each district was required to establish standards of satisfactory
performance, but these did not have to be approved either by the state or the union. All principals and
administrators who rate teacher performance must now undergo 30 hours of training in personnel evaluation
before they are allowed to rate any teachers. The Colorado Education Assoc1anon was involved in
developmg these proposals and supported the final legislation.

Contact: ‘ Carol Ruckel , . _
Office of Professional Teacher Licensing
Colorado Department of Education

Florida. All new teachers are hired under professional service contracts for no more than five years. The

" contracts are automatically renewable at the end of five years unless a teacher receives an unsatisfactory
performance rating from his or her principal. In these cases, districts may make efforts to provide support
to improve the teacher’s performance. _If these efforts to riot yield improved ratings, the district may choose
not to renew the contract. ‘

~ All teachers employed before 1984 retained their tenure status and are exempt from the professional service
contracts.

Contact: Kathy Christie, Education Commission of the States’



\,

* Oklahoma. In 1992, the legislature amended the state education code to remove the term‘ “"tenure” and to
tighten the time line for the dismissal of incompetent teachers. Under the law, "career" teachers can be
dismissed for willful neglect, negligence, mental or physical abuse of a chxld incompetency, instructional
meffectxveness or unsatisfactory teachmg performance.

Upon receiving written notiﬁcation of the district’s intent to dismiss a teacher, the teacher has the right to
request a hearing, which must be held between 20 and 60 days after the teacher receives the notice. If,
after the hearing, the board decides the dismiss the teacher, the teacher has just 10 days to file suit in
district court. If a suit is filed, the district has just 20 days to respond; the trial must be held between 10
and 30 days after the district files its response. At the conclusion of the trial, the judge has just 3 days to -
~issue his or her ruhng The losmg party must pay the legal fees of the winning party. .

Contact: Bob Mooneyham

Executive Director ,
Oklahoma State School-Boards Association

1



District Teacher Incentives
Rochester, New York .

Contact:  Jean Castania
o Career 'in Teaching Program
Rochester City Public Schools

The Career in Teaching (CIT) program includes. four career development stages: intern, resident,
professional, and lead teacher. Assignment to the first three levels is based on teacher certification, tenure,
and experience in teaching. Lead teachers are selected in an open competitive process and assume
additional responsibilities in the district. Only teachers who have attained the status of Professional and
have seven years of classroom experience can become Lead Teachers. They also receive a 10 percent
increase of thelr base’ salary

Lead Teachers can assume a variety of responsibilities, but the most significant.one is that of mentor for
new teachers. Lead teachers assigned as mentors are released from their regular classroom responsibilities
for 40-350 percent of their time. Each has a caseload of four interns, each of whom is released for six full
days to pursue professional growth opportunities with their mentors. Additional contact between the mentor
and the intern is at their discretion. ' . : '

' Toledo, Ohio

Contact: Sue Yager
- Communications Department
Toledo Public Schools

~The career ladder program in Toledo grew out of negotiations between the Toledo Federation of Teachers
and the Toledo Board of Education as a strategy for keeping outstanding teachers in the classroom. About
50 of the district’s 2,500 teachers participate in the program. In order to participate in the program, a
teacher must submit a project proposal to the Board of Review. Proposals can include research projects or
special programs to address individual school needs. The board then reviews the proposal based on a set of
criteria; these criteria become increasingly rigorous as teachers advance up the ladder. As teachers move up
the ladder, their salary increases proportionally. The state funds the. career :ladder program through a

- special line item in the state budget. Toledo was the first district in the state to implement a career ladder.

%'2.
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Ex les of programs designed to work with weak teachexs/recognize excejlence

United Federation of Teachers -- New York City Peer Interveption Program

Exemplary teachers work intensively with peers who voluntarily seek help. If efforts to improve

the performance of these weak teachers fail, they are counseled out of the profession. The g
- program has been in effect for eight years and 20% of its participants have been counseled out of

the profession (withour the trauma and cost of the legal process). Last year it was recognized as

a finalist for the Innovations in State and Local Government award sponsored by the Ford

Foundation and the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University.

Cincinnatj Federation of [;gchegg , :

Their program is the same as the NYC program with the exception that they also work with
beginning teachers to ensure that potermal problems are avoxded before they are granted tenure,
In addition, teachers do not have to volunteer for- ass1stance They can be recommended by
administrators for the program

Natx 1 Bo r Professiona ching Standard
The National Board for Professional Tcachmg Standards (NBPTS) is a non-profit organization
dedicated to setting high and ngorous standards for gxperienced teachers and developing a
voluntary assessment program to identify and certify the nation’s highly accomplished teachers.
The creation of the NBPTS in 1986 underscored the need for a higher standard for teachers to
seek, sending a signal that professional development does not end the day they begin teaching.

The NBPTS is a historic development in education because, for the first time, it provides a
realistic measure of what a highly accomplished teachers should know and be able to do. Much
as content and performance standards are revolutionizing student learning, Board standards could
serve as the framework for reform of 1mnal teacher educanon and continuing professmnal
development.

The U.S. Depamnctit of Education is proud of its support for the NBPTS because the rigorous
assessment process provides assurances that teachers who achieve broad certification are highly
accomplished. The NBPTS is premised on the belief that teachers must take responsibility for
their own professionalism, which is why the evaluationprocess is voluntary and rigorous. At the
same time, the Board realizes that teachers need support from their communities, which is why
districts are encouraged to give teachers financial and other incentives to apply for board ,
certification. (Governor Hunt of North Carolina chairs the National Board and has been a leader
in providing incentives for teachers in his state to seek this advanced certification.)
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State Actmn Supportmg LT,
Natlonal Board Certlficatlon TR
.”ALA'BAMA ST | = L
~ Legislation hus egtablished: - L B
« that Alabaima shall use c-emﬁc:txon by the NBPTS as nannml rempmuy when Nauonal Baa:d Cutmcadcn »
| huhesnfullyuuplemenud o . - IRt L K
CALIFORNIA. -

' The Departrment of Educaticn has formed: - !
* the California Task Force on National Board Cemﬂcanun w!mh met over an elzhtccn momh pcmd "
consider the i:nplmnons of Natioaal Board Cortification for California’s education systecs. The Tusk Force
repart, caitaining an action plan for inplementation, was released {n the fall of 1994. Cupics are availshle
from Policy Analysis for California Education (PACE), Graduaes School of &lusmen. 3651 Talmxn, E
Umvemty of Cnhfamta. Beﬂ:t!cy Ca.hfomxa 94720—1670 L o

- COLORADO
The State Board of Edn:aﬂcnhuimined R G
» that professionally licensed taachers who achieve Nmnal erd Cmﬁcmm-n (NBC) .u'e elxgtble for
" Calorade “master tsasher” centification. '

* » that professional dewlopmeaz wwides ammaad m:h Nanoad Beaxd Ccmfcaaon may be submﬂted for

licensa mnewa!

GEORGIA PR ER ' K
The Professional Smdards Lormm;slun for the State of G«rgla has astnbl!shzd- ' :
-~ » centification rules that allow “Georgia teachery achleving NBPTS comificuion during dmr ﬁve-yw muevmi
© eyele 1o renaw clcar renewable wurtificate fields for eithee the nest cycle or the suhsequem five-year eycle™

» that teachers mmngswpamubcxhbmuwmm certification to muet Georgia's test, teaching of '

 reading, and recency-of-study/experience requircments; however, specml eduaunn course work will eonunuu '

tobe n'qm:cd sf not pu:v:ously m:

wuNois EORR
. The State Board of Education ismplmoﬂting o ’ e

*g pilor project 1o sponsor twenty seiccted tenchexs sm:vf:de who will prepare for Naucnnl Bm:rd cemﬁca- o

don and wif] creasc a suppcn network fonhm mhm L

IOWA" 5
Legnlauon has established:' , : S A
© « thgt an individus] wha hax rec.ewgd Nauonal Bom'd Cs.mt’nucn shall reccive an Iowa dndufsement on
- his‘her license when the Swte Bo:wd of Exmmnm dwmm Lhat Nmsl Roard stundards meet ar
* exeead the Jowa requirements. .
* « the Department of Education professional dcvelcpmn f\mds al!ow&d 16 ench district may be used for
' tmhm to pmcxpm in thc asmt astivities mma:y for Nu.uunnl Board L:.mﬂcatm

F;tiorpatsaard far Prafus’s?o’ml Teaching Stauda@s | L : o psgavlfﬁbmar.\ﬂsss :

o
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sma Acﬁon Suppomng Netional Board Cemﬁcaﬂan Cammuod

MARYLAND

_ The State Department d Edaeation has adoptcd. . '
* 3 policy that will permit the Maryland State Department of Edu:anon to grant A Jisense to zNazmnnl Boafd

Certified Teachers whe came: fmm out cf state withowt requising thero (0 mest any cther eduunoo or tasting

raquirernents, :
* CEU equivalents mu be granted 10 tea.:hcu whe complete the Natjonal Board Cem{z:anon process.

- MASSACHUSETTS

The Department of Education has establislied: |

$

«that National Board Cartificatian is recognized as an eption for fulﬁllmg the tew :eqtm‘eqanu fortenchersto
become recerdfied. Teachers are asked to develop an “Individsal Professional Development Plan” deseribing

the activities that they will uadertake within a five year cycle to wque k¢ minimum of 220
pwfessianal devalc;mmt poing for llccnsnre mwai ‘

MICHIGAN

. The State Board of Edgestion hus detcnnincd ‘ ’

- sthat reachers who enter the Nationul Bourd Certification procexs amd wmp!ete the ponfaho component of
the assessmnent will receive onc-half of the credits (SB-CEUSs) reqmmd for reaewal of the Professional
Education Centificate.’

» that National Board Certified Trachen -nn receive full credits far ong renewal af the Profesmnal
- Centificate, '

* that veteran National Boanl Cemﬁed Teachers wm reccxve SB-CEUs for pa:uc:pa:mo m assessor :mmng
and for serving as assessors. :

MlSSISSIPPI
Legisintlon has established: B ' :
* that 2 Nationsl Boanl Cenificd Tmher who is employcd in a local district will reccive a aalury wpplemem
- of $3000. The salary suppiement shall take effect when the nurmber of subject areas fer NBC is snﬂ‘imem ©
allow 80% of exumng teachers in Mrss:ssspp: w be cugible to apply ,

NEW MEXICO

Legislation has estabifshed: ' c ‘ K ‘

« 8 Senats Joint Memorial that acks that State Bourd of Educ:mn (SBEJ tv allow mcheu wbo achieve

. National Board Cenificasion ta hecome eflgible for the Lovel 3A lisense within 3 years of recziving National
Board Certification. - Requests SBE 1o allow out-of-statc teachers who ure Netfonal Board Certified to
receive Now Mexico cerificazion without having to fulfilt additional requiremncits ncrmai!y rcquired for
wachers relocuting 0 New Mexico.

"« requesis SBE to wark with state universitias” teacher pmya:atson pragams to examine teacher aducation
compr.tcac(es to ensure :hey are companble and consistent with the Nuitonal Boand's tem.hmg sundardx

"gu"

~ Natione! Board for Profeasienal Tesching Standerds o . page 2[February 1896

s
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State Action Supporting Natianal Board Cortification Contlinued -
NOHTH CAROLINA
Legislation has appropriated $475,582 for t.ha 199596 ﬁaal ye.ar that will be nmd to: |
(1) provide funds 10 pay the foe foz teachers who complete the National Board Certification process:
(2) provide up w three dayn of release Gme for capdidaces, ta work mdaa:portfohnsm ptepm forthe
arsessment center excreises, and
(3) provide ax annual bonus of 4% of teachers’ swe-pnd ralary to those whc achieve N.mnnal Board
" Cenification. Teschers will congnue this boous a5 long as they retain NBPTS Ce:uﬁcaucn. '
The State Board of Eduestion has adopted policy recommendations to: =
-(1) edopt the core propesitions of NEPTS; '
(2) grant a Nerth Carolina teaching license rclomng teachers who possess Natianal de Certificarion;
(3) vaive secertification requirements for up to five years following campletico of NBITS {:oufohc work;
. (4) create staff developmeat plans that incorporate the wark of NBPTS ja the training programs, aad

(5) davelap plans v incorparane the National Boand's sizndards ioto instinurions of higher eduezsion programs.

OHIO R
Legislation has establigheq: ‘ : ‘
» that certification fees will be provided for up tw 250 unche:s sc.‘.kmg National Board C:n’tﬁcwon in the.
" 1995-95 school year ang fees for up to 400 teachers in the 1996-97 school year.

etmatan ingdividual achieving Naumd Bourd Cernification will reczive an snnual sward of 82.500 t‘orthe life

of the centificate,

. The Office of Teacher Education and Certification has determined:
* = that any Obio teacher wha completas the NBC process will receive enough eqmvz&em conunumg edumﬁcn
cmdm (CEU™s) to have h:dher hcense rerewed. . .

OKLAHOMA
Legislation has e.nabhshed- ‘
¢ the Oklahoma Commission (or Teacher Preparation to address ixsves asmated with NBP‘I‘S as well s the
design, development and implementation of 2 competency-based teacher preparation xystem. -
= that eut-of-state teachers whao have achicved Natiooal Board Certification and ure relocating to Oklahoma
ean receive Oklahoma waification without baving 1 fulfill additional requiremente normaﬂy required for
tcashers relosating to Okluhoma,
* thae the SBR mndify wacher lmnsmg ca:cgms ta be wmpaumc with Natiemal Roard Cr.mf’camn
categorics. ‘
* that the SBE devciop an incentive symm to mcmxmge mhets to a:hxcvo Nauom:l Boatd Cemt:camn

VIRGINIA

© The State Beard of Education has defcrm!ncd: : ' .
_» that participaticn in Nattsaal Roard Cerrificstion is an option for an "oducmonal pm;m " that mﬁ allow
muherx 10 carn 50 professiunid puinis uf the required 180 fcr license renewal,

National Board for Professienal Tesching Standardes - R - page Sﬁo-smarv 1996
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NEWPORT-MESA CALIFOHNIA |
* As part of the long range staff development plan presented lo und ncccpeed by the board of adur.auon. it
states “The District will pravnie the suppart reguired tn assist tegchers in preparing for and passmg the .
National Board Exams (sic).”

DOUGLAS COUNTY, COLORADO

» The Douglas County Schools (Denver Metra area) regotinted contract linguage tha.t pmidss a §t, ooo _
annual benus fer teachers who achisve “outstanding starns™ desigaation (“outstanding status™ may include .
achievement of National Boasd Caztificatlan); in addition, teachers who achieve Nalionai:Board
Centificution mmy be eligible for “state mayter teacher™ designation and facther monetary mupeusaﬂun

~ Douglas Caunty Schools is meintaining & fund that: 1) Pyovides ue interest titiow loaas for profcssionsl
development efforts (negotiated with the AFT); NBPTS fees muy be eligible. 2) Tuition ree reimbusscment
plan far pmfmima! development: may apply for xemhurmnan of NBPTS fec.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

_ ¢ District of Columbia Schools will award theee of the required ms m-smtcelzcmﬁuhcn crechts to teachers
who complese the Naonal Bourd Cenification pmess .

FLORIDA o A
BROWARD COUNTY ‘ ’ '
* In Broward County, Nova University presene a Nadonad Bud&mﬁed'l’a:h:rwh % $25,000 &hohtsha o
~ pursue graduate studies. Candidates who were pot certifiad were awarded a §1,000 scholarship in recognition of
their fifelong commitment to leeming demonstmiad Unwugh their-invelverment in Nativnal Bowrd Cenification.
* Broward teschers who huve achisved Natona] Beard Canification will receive « supplement of $2.000 each yea:‘
for the term of the certifica. Teachers who complete ths National Board Certification process will receive in-
- service points that can be app lied toward stale Iwensemwal
- DADE COUNTY
» The Dade-Monroe Teacher Edueation Conter in wﬂabcranaa wuh the Univemty of Miumi, has been gwards
ed 2 Goals 2000 Preservice/Inscrvice Grant which Includes prafessional development. suppott ami assistance
for potential candidates for Numml Bourd Cenification’in 1995-96, :

NORTHWEST INDIANA

* The Narthwest Indiana Rusinesk Fenim will make available $500 pet exwixda&e ta teachers il 41 northwest
" Indiuna sclwol districti to help. offset the mphuuwn fo for the 1993-90 Newional Bm:d Cemﬁuaum process.

NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA
* The Now Orleuns Schuel Parish und The United Teachiers of Ncw Ordeans reached an agrccmcm that rcar.h~
ers who hold valid cenification from the Nutional Board shal) receive in addixion to their regular salary un

anmuul five pervent (5%) supplement, pmvidcd the teacher iy semng in the ares for wh:ch NBi’l‘S certifica-
tion has been mmcd ‘ .

Nationa] Board farPyefacsienal Téscl;}‘ng Standards - ’ T page 4/February 1938
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Local Act:en Suppomng Nlﬁonal Board cartiﬁcaﬁcn comimtad

‘BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS |
» In u conast pegoliated between the Bostou Pubdlic Schaols and the Boston Teachers UmonlAFT the Boston
Public Schoobs will reimburse teachers for the cost of Nadonal Buurd Certifisation fees. Ahhaugh nota
requiremcnt, sussssful completion of National Board Cealfication may be :cnsxdaed ag a special qualifica-
tien for 'lead teacher” stanug, which m:!udes a 10':6 to 2046 valary i increase. .

MICHIGAN

FARMINGTON'

* The Farmingtoa Education Assocmm and megton School District rarificd a 3 year contract which.
iacludes a salary line providing §1,250 per year to any National Board Certitied Teacker. [The school dm:ia
will pay ome-half of the fee for teachers saekmg Nationa! Board Certification in 39954996

ANN ARBOR

* The Ann Arbor Edueation Association and ‘Ann Arbor School Dsmst haveagrend to a revua:? teacher evalu-
ation system binzd an the standards from the NBFTS puhhcnt!on “What Teachess Should Know and Be
Abte To Do.” .

MINNESOTA ‘
- MINNEAPOLIS
* The 1995+57 centract for Minneapolis teachers aﬂ‘adly reads: "Nnuonsl Board for Professional Teuching
Standards: Any Minneagolis Public Schools professionally licensed teacher who achieves National Bourd
Certificauon will qualify forthe next lane (except laowe X) on the teachers salary schedule beginning school
year 1996-97." Any teschur going through the National Boand Cemfmon pmcess may. use this process tcr
his/ber MPS prafessionsl development plan :
ST. PAUL ' '
» The St. Paul School District, SL Paul Federation of 'reachcm. Mevupohu:m ESCU, Memrpohm Tmhe:
- Center'and the University of Minnesota collaborated on a pilot project to support 20 teachers through the
NBC process through the |995-96 school yuar. The school disteiet has paid the applicstion fee; t1s universi-
1y and other partners will dexign and implement professianal suppert programs for the cuidxdatas. The pro-
Jm is supperted in partby o 3mnl from 3M Company. '

~ SOUTHEASTERN MISSISSIPPI

» The Mississippi Power Foundation is sponsaring 10 teuchers 8 candidates fer Natmnal Bourd Cenification
in 1998-96, .

NEW VORK

JERICHO' ' ' ' ‘

*» The lerichn, New York sr.hool district will reimburse the appimnm fee for all wachers mplenng the
National Noard Certification process; pay a $2.000 stipend to teachers who cemplete bui do not achieve
National Board uml'v..uwn. md gwc National Beard Curtified Teachm 1 $4,000 stipend. o

ROCHESTER -

» The Rochester Tmhefs Ax«:ocmhon (NYSITT/AFT) and the.Rochester City School D:smc: mnﬁed a ronr- ,
year contract in Decomber. 1993 that inctuded the following provisions:

“Teachers who complite the contification process of the National Board for mee»smnal Tuachmg Stnndards

(NBFTS) shall be reimbutsed by the Districy for the costs of certification applicution foes. Sucesssiul come

z!lenan of NBPTS cenitication mquuemems shall be considered as a ».pecm yualificalion for Lead Tcacber
igibility.”

National Beard for Professianal Teaching Standards. S P “pege 5/February 1936
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Local A;.-tion Supporting National Board Certification cunﬁn‘uad

MARLBORO GOUNTY SOUTH CAROLINA ,
* The Maribero County Bomrd of Edueation hay appraved paymens of $500 of the $975 app!jeanen fee and
two days professional leave for any ma:her who wnha to pardeipate in ths cestification pcuecss .

CORPUS CHRISTI, TEXAS b -
+ The Corcpus Christi Independen: School District has agresd to pay a 81,500 salary inmase to Nmaonal Boam
Certified Teachers each year for the tarm of the mﬁcm , :

FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA S '

- » Fairfax County Public Schoals will awurd half of the rcquxrad “recertif ahsa points to !cachecs who go
through the process of National Board Centificasivn. Roccrtification is required of all Virginia teachers every
two to five years. In 1995-96, Fairfax County Public Schuols agreed 10 pay the appbeancm fee for a pilot

. group of up w 20 teashers,
« Fairfax Covory Public Schools instirutd a 15 hour cma. o by Nadonal Board Cenifi ed Teachers, to poe-
parc teachers for National Board Certification. Any person cempleting the cotirse will receive CEUs.

VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON

* Vancoutver School Disuict #37 will cover §600 for candidate faes und pay for three days of subsmute txms
for :andidam in 1995-96 ‘ ‘ ,

| ‘National 8oard for Professianal Teaching Standards o page 6/February 1936
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CHARTER SCHOOLS

Charter schools are independent public schools, which do not have to comply with most government- -
regulations imposed on other scheols in the public system. Charter schools are created by groups of
‘parents, teachers, community leaders, and administrators and are held accountable for their results through
a performance based contract with a local school board or state. Charter schools provide more choices
for families by allowmg them to decide ‘which public school their children will attend. President Clinton ’
‘has long been an advocate of innovative. solutions such as Charter ‘Schools and under his leadership ‘as
Governor, Arkansas was one of the first states to promote public school choice.

The reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Improving America’s Schools Act- - -
IPSA), which the President signed into law in October of 1994, reflects his belief that "parent and student
choice among public schools can assist in promoting comprehensive educational reform and .give more
students the opportunity to learn to challenging state content standards.and challenging state student
performance standards, if sufficiently diverse and high-quality choices, and genuine opportunities to take
advantage of such choice are available to students." IPSA legislation provides FY 1995 funding - charter
schools start-up grant program - which will be awarded to 12 sites this month.

Since. 1991, 19 states have enacted laws permitting the establishment of charter, or independent public
schools. “About 110 charter schools have opened their doors in seven states: California, Minnesota,
Michigan, Colorado, New Mexico, Wisconsin, and Massachusetts. - More than 100 other schools have
received charters and plan to begin operation by next year. Staté charter laws differ significantly from"
one another, but they all charter schools have some features. in common -- charter schools are:

. Publlc Schools Charters do not charge tuition, they are non-sectarian, they abide by
health, safety, and civil rrghts laws, ‘and they are accountable to public authorities.

- Independent And Relatively Autonomous. Charter schools Operate independentl_y from
school districts, and are free from most education rules and regulations. They. are given
~much more decision-making authorlty than other public schools but the degree of autonomy
varies considerably from state to state. ' «

~ = Accountable For ReSults. Charter schools are accountable for results and a charter will
only be renewed if the school meets performance standards as outlined in its contract.

. -,Create Alternatlves And Choice For Teachers, Parents, And Students Within The
Public School System. In many states charters are desrgned and managed by teachers,
parents non-profits, or other pr1vate orgamzatlons :

Other federal funds including those provided under Goals 2000 and School to-Work, may be used by
- states and communities to support charter schools. Massachusetts and Michigan, for example, are already
using Goals 2000 funds to support the development of charter schools. In addition, U.S. Secretary of ‘
Education Richard Riley has been asked by President Clinton to use broad waiver authority to provide

maximum flexibility in the use of federal funds to help charter schools ad to tailor the use of federal
program resources to those needs

President Clinton’s 1996 budget request for charter schools was $2O million. The U. S House of
Representatives action provides $6 million and the Senate Appropriations Committee would grant $10°
million. The first grants to be awarded under the charter schools start-up grant program -- the only direct
support from the Federal Government exclusively to charter schools include ‘grants to Callfomla Texas,
Colorado, Minnesota, Michigan, Louisiana, Georgia, Arizona and Massachusetts

20
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Charter Schools -- Federal Sﬁgg‘ ort anri Sovrhe Exarhg les -

Federal support for charter schools The Chnton Admrmstratlon is supportmg charter - |
sohools in several ways. = -

« Charter Schools Start—up Progra ' The President prob’osed a "public charter
“schools program" that | Is now prowdmg grants to help start 200 charter schools in
~ 11 states. o o ,

. Other Federal Funds. Goals 2000, Title I,rand other federal funds can be used
to support charter schools, and to share lessons learned with other schools: At
least 3 states -- Mlnnesota Massachusetts and Mrchlgan -- use Goals 2000
funds for charter schools

- Standards deve!ogment Accountabmty for performance is a central aspect of

charter schools. Some charter school leaders say our most important support is
- for.the development of challenging academic standards by which charter and '
- other public schools can be held accountabl r

Some gqood examples of charter schools

Vaughn Elementag{ School, in Los Angeles, California, was vrsrted by Hlllary Clinton
earlier this year. ' Vaughn was a public school that became one of California's first
charter schools in July, 1993. Parents and teachers call this school "the little school
that could”, and indeed -- after more than two years of intensive focus on academic

* restructuring and family involvement -- attendance and test scores have improved

E srgnrfrcantly Reading and math scores are up, and attendance has gone from one of
.the worst.in the area to be the best in the L.A. school system. -

The school has also cut administrative costs considerably, and has used the savings to
reduce class size and build a'new computer center. While most charter schools are
quite small, Vaughn serves 1200 students, grades K-6. All of its students are eligible

. for the federal free lunch program and 75% speaki ng a natwe language other than
Englrsh o

City Academv, in St Paul, Minnesota, was the first charter school to open its doors in '
the nation. Founded by two teachers and members of the Minnesota Education

- Association, the school focuses on out-of-school youth. The school places a heavy
emphasis on student responsibility, and has had remarkable success: last year, most of
the seniors graduated and went on to some kind of post-secondary education. Like
most of the charter schools in Minnesota, this school was started from scratch, rather

‘ than converted from an exlstmg school.

The school's director is also helping the Natione! Education Association/,with a project to.
- assist union members in other states to create charter schools. Despite mixed feelings

2



within the unions about charter schools, this project may help show the abmty of
teachers and their unions to start hlgh—quahty charter schools.

Honey Lane Community School, in Ann Arbor, Mlchlgan was founded by parents
interested in giving their children a more personalized learning environment. The
school, located in suburban Ann Arbor, is K-3 and serves -about 40 students. Honey
Creek received a Goals 2000 grant to focus intensively on technology: both children:
and teachers use multi-media digital technology will have regular access to the internet.

« While some Mlchlgan charter schools have sparked controversy because they were
converted from existing private schools and chartered by bodies other than local or
state school boards, Honey Creek is a new school that was approved by (and founded
|n close cooperatron with) an mtermedxate school dlStl’tCt

P.S. 1, in Denver, Colorado, was started as part of a empowerment zone-style project
to revitalize a deteriorating area in downtown Denver. The school received a federal
_ charter schools start-up grant to develop interdisciplinary assessments that measure

- how well its students are doing on Colorado's tough. academic standards. The school
is trying to help its students gain knowledge and skills needed in core academic areas,.
but through an mterdlscrpllnary teaching approach

This is an example of how charter schools can pursue thelr innovative approaches and
stlll be held accountable for challenging state or Iocal academic standards

New Visions School, in Minneapolis, Minnesota, is called "The Reading School”

for its intensive focus on reading, and helping children overcome reading deficiencies.
The school was started by a parent who has a child with a disability and who had
worked within the Minneapolis school system on innovative approaches to reading.
‘The school's students are making substantially more progress in reading than before,
and it received a Goals 2000 grant to help teachers in nearby school dlstrlcts learn

. about its effect:ve strategles help kids read. :

While some people express concern that charter schools will not serve children in
special education, New Visions shows why charter schools serve slightly higher
proportions of special education students than do other.public schools.

O'Farrell Community Schoo Visited by the President last fall to announce the federat
charter -

schools start-up program was converted from a relatively new public school in San
Diego to a charter school in 1993. The school is compromised of 1400 students grades
6-8, and is divided into schools-mth n—schools or "families" of about 160 students and 6
teachers each.

The schoot places tremendous emphasis on hugh standards for all students

o
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O'Farrell is also truly embedded in the community, through a rich set of partnerships.
with parents, local businesses, universities, and social service agencies. Students
present their work for parents and community members during frequent open houses,
and the school provides one computer for every five students. The schooli, working with
Cox Cable, Apple Corporation’s Christopher Columbus Consortium, and San Diego
University -- makes effecttve use of cornputers and educatxonal technology across the
~curriculum. : S :

' City on a Hill, Boston, Massachusetts, was founded by two teachers eager to structure
a school around civic education, community service, and diplomas awarded on the
basis of clear academic progress. The school is working with Northeastern University
and other local groups to provide learning and volunteer opportunities in the community.
The school serves 60 students, grades 9-10; and plans to expand over the next few
years to 220 students ‘grades 7-12.

The school's high expectatxons are embodted in academ:c requirements for what
students must do and learn in order to receive a diploma. For example, students must
be able to write a well-structured and interesting essay, defend their views on various
subjects, analyze important American historical documents converse in a second
!anguage and read a core list of great books



COMMUNITY SCHOOLS PROGRAM

The Family and Community- Endeavor Schools Grant Program -- Title III of the
Violent Crime Control And Law Enforcement Act signed by President Clinton in 1994 --
contains $9- million in grants which will offer youths in 48 communities across the country
constructive opportumtles for positive youth development The 1997 budget contains $14
million (CHECK) Lo : I e

These grants are awarded for a five year period to community-based organizations
which will provide entrepreneurship, academic and tutorial programs and apprenticeship
programs. The community schools grants build on current existing community partnerships
and coalitions working toward meeting the developmental ‘needs of youth. Giving them the
opportunity to engage in positive activities beyond school hours will benefit .each
individual, their families and their communities. Some examples include:

« - The Children’s Aid Society in New York City in collaboration with Community
School District Six and a consortium of partners, will utilize the grant to transform
an intermediate school in the Washington Heights / Innwood nerghborhood in.
Northern Manhattan. In order to help break the cycle of crime and violence by
improving youth’s educational, health, and social outcomes through, the
neighborhood center will provide extended-day learning, academic tutoring, and one-
to-one mentoring to improve the students academic achrevement and improve their
skills. .

. The Community Connections program in Saint Charles, Missouri will utilize the
grant to_promote the successful transition of youth from childhood to adolescence,
" enhance their academic and social success, and promote their good health and well-
. being. After school, on evenings and weekends, and during the holidays, the project
- will provide curriculum-based actrvrtles demgned to increase the performance of
middle school youth : f

. . In Miami, Flonda the ASPIRA Wynwood Nelghborhood Program will utlllze the
~ grant to continue serving one of the highest crime: areas in the country by providing
~ academic, social, and developmental services to 350 low-income and minority youth
after school, in the evenings, on weekends -and holidays, and during the summer
months.. The funds will provide an opportunity to respond to gaps in services, -
infrastructures, and opportunities for community youth by providing a vanety of age
spe01ﬁc programs :

. The Mano a Mano Cormnumtnychool Vrolence Preventron Partnersmp Project 1n
San Drego California will utilize the grant to "gang proof' local neighborhood -
children. This program seeks to increase .children’s social competence, academic

‘ development and resiliency; empower -and enhance the skills of community residents
to change social and community conditions; and mobilize community residents to
- change in the prevention and reductlon of ¢rime and violence in their neighborhood.
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Family and COmmumty Endeavor Schovis Grant Program

cOmauunY s::noox.s Youm SERVICES AND SBPanwsauu Pacem

" The Chﬂ&en s Ald Soclety '

Grantee Name:
' Address: |05 East 22nd Street
‘ S New York, NY 10010 |
Principal Contact Person: . Philip Coltoff .
A A " Telephone: (212) 9494918
FY 1935 Federal Funding Level:  $200,000 '
' Grant Number: 90-YA-0025
Project Perlod: 60 Months
Federal Project Officer:  Kaaren Turner
Telephone: (202) 205-39{4
Target Popdaﬁon: -Middle schm! yomh ages |l w I9, ac nsk of
- violence, crime, and academic failure .
Geograpmeal Aree Served New York, New York
- Region: H

The Children's Aid Society, in collzboration with Commumty School District Six and a
consordum of partners, will impiement the Community Schools Youth Services and Supervision.
Program to break the cycle of crime and violence by improving youth s educational, heaith, and
soctal outcomes. The program will transform an intermediate school in the Washington ‘
Heights/Inwood neighborhood in northern Manhartan into a neighborhood center for 560 youth
ages (110 19. The nczghborhood center will provide extended-day learning, academic wutoring,
and one-to-one mentoring to improve the students™ academic achievement and butld their
workplace competencics. ' Carcer readiness activities and engeprencurship programs will also be
provided to peepare the participants for the work worid. By participating in pmgmmx that reduce
econumic and emotional stress, these youth will have fewer reasons to resort to crime and -
violence to resaive conflicts. The principles gu dmg the program are that the youths' needs
should be at the center of ail deeisions and services provided, and that children must be viewed in
the context of their families, their culture, and the community. This approach recognizes that
childrearing techniques and values are inflienced by cultural traditions. Violence prevention will
be addressed directly through the promotion of positive peer group and adolescent-adult
interactions which are critical 10 future workplace effectiveness, and will be emphasized'in a Peer
Mediarion and Conflict Resclution Program. An evahmation of the program’s effectivensss will =
infarem the ongoing planning process and des:gn of program modifications. The program will be
guided by an active consortium of parents, teachers, and commnunity-based agencies and will
pnmde a comprchenswc set. of tmmnﬁom that w:!! gmdc the: youth into beta':r future.
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Family and COmmumty Endeavor Schools Gmnr Pragram | !/

Mnno A MAno CEMMUNmISCHOOL VIOLENCE Pnew:mou

[Paamansmv Pnous.c-r

Grantee Name" ' ‘Homc Stam Incorporated
Address. 5005 Texas Street, Suite 203
San Diego, CA 92103

' Prircipal Contact Person.' Laura S. Spiegel
Telaphone. (619) 692-0727

‘F“!’ 1995 Federal Funding Level:  $200000

Grant Number- 80-YA-0U04
Prolect Period: 60 Months

Federal Project Officer:  Alice Bettencourt -
Telephone: (202} 205-8024 ‘ |
Target Population:  Hispanic children in kindergarten through sixth
grade and their families ; ,

Geographical Area|Served: . Sao Diego, California
‘ ~ |Region: [X

* The Mano a Mano (Hand in Hand) Comimunity/Schoaol Vielence Prevention sznership Project
‘represents e strong, collaborative partnership designed to “gang proof” young children in Barrio
Logan, & small geographically deﬂned community in San Diego. The Barrio is a predommatclv
Hispanic community with 2 prevaknce of monolingual Spanish-speaking residents; it has one of

“the highest murder and violent crime rates in San Diego. Ninety-five percent of second-graders

have reported witnessing drug. deals. and 85 percent have reported seeing or knowing someone
who had been killed. The pro;etl:t seeks to increase children's social competerice, academic
development, and res:hency, empawer and enhance the skills of community residents to change

social

and commumty conditions; und mobilize community residents to become ageats of socral

change in the prevention and reduction of crime and.violence in their ncighborbaod.
Approximately 640 children w;l![ beneflt from the pmjcct,, which specifically targets students in
- Perkins Elementary School, the only public school within the boundaries of Barmrio Logan.
Following the child's progression through elementary school, the projeet will focus an
implementing developmentally appropnaw activities that are designed 1o promote seif-esteem,

social

skills development, a sense of belonging, and academic skills buikding. The violeace

prevention curricula will begin m kmderganeu and continue through the. 'd'nr'd grade; 43 fourth-

- gradess will also receive trnmmg in conflict resolution. " An afterschool tutoring program will aise
be available for youth. Parents will have access to classes in parenting skills and English as weil
as training in conflict mediation| and job skills. The project will benefit the community by
developing and training commum:y leaders and by fostering partuersmps and coliaboratlons thar
directly addrcss issues of commumty violence and unccordxnawd service dehvery ’ .

375
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Fam:ty and Ccm-numty Endeavor Sc!u:ota Grant ngm

|

ASPIRA “Nuwoon NEIGHBORHOOD Pnosmm

|

Grantee Name ASPRA of Florids, Incmpcrat«:d
| Address: - 3650 North Miami Avenue
Miami, FL 33127
Principal Contact Person: ~ Raul Martinez
' ‘!‘etophcme- - (305) 576-1512
FY 1935 Fedeml Fun‘r.img Level: 3$200.000
’ ~ Grant Number:  90-YA-0035
' Prqac: Period: 60 Months
Federal Propc: Officer: . Anita Wright
)Tel@lwne: (202) 205-8030 | o A
Targét Populatio‘n: Latino and African-American youth ages Sto 14, ut
| * . risk of crime, violence, 2nd gang activity -
Gaogmphlcal ma Setved: Dade County, Florida
: Hegson. [V.

The ASPIRA Wynwood Nag,hborhaod Prognm ‘will serve one of the highest crime areas in :he
country by providing academiic, social. and developmental services to 350 jow-incame and
minority youth after school, in the evenings. on weckends and holldays, ancl during the summer
manths. ' At the heart of this program is an innovative ASPIRA Youth Leacership Development |
.~ Model that works directly um,h students. parents, and schools to encourage the development of
 self-confidence, leadership skills, educational achievement, and a dedication. to comimunity ‘
improvement. Dade County is one of the highest crime areas in the couarry, and the gang activ
* among youth is particularly violent This program wiil respond © gaps in services, . :
infrastructures, and opponumhe.s for community youth by providing a variety of age-specific
youth clubs that emphasize personal deveiopment, <onflict resolution, substance abuse prevention,
carcer exploration, cultural aivaxencss, crirne prevention programs. and community involvement.
‘Participants will receive academlc and career. counseling, participate in leadership retreats and
field trips, and chgage in 2 community service project. Middle school students will receive
tutocing and computerized hémework assistance and will be able to participate in sports, arts,
cultural, and special mtcres:l activitics. Specinlized youth clubs Will be created o meet the needs
of young women, gang membus idle youth, and school dropouts. The ASPIRA Wynwood
Neighborhood Pfogram is also designed 1o bring-the community together i3 concerted efforts to
' decrease juvenile crime and violence. The collaborative efforts of commum:y agencies, public
agencies, volumeer groups, and community schools will provide training events on ctime
prevention, peace marches and antiviolence rallies. counseling and drug treaumnent tefemﬂs and a
" continuum of services and ac!iwtlcs that hetp paxem—‘.mld bmdmg : .

e T,
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 YEATMAN Ywm cwuuum CONNECTIONS
" Grameem’lmac . Youth in Need, [ncozponted
 Addrese: 516 Jefferson S
V | St. Charfes, MO 63301
' Principal Contact Parlsnn.‘ - James A. Braun
. ‘ Teiaphom - (314) 946-0101
FY 1995 Federa{ Funding Level- $200,000
‘ Grant Nnmher: 90-YA-0033
" Projoct Period: 60 Months
Pederal Project Ofﬁcer. Armeua K. Johnson
. Tc!qahane: (202) 205-8069
Target Fopnlstinn: Youth in fith through eighth grade, at risk of
l academic problems, and their families
Geographim& Area Served St. Louis, Missoun ,
_ Regun' Vi

]

The Community Connections Pro)ect opmtes 10 promou: the sueaessfui tmns:txon of youtb from
childhood to adolescence, enhance thetr academic and social success, and promote their health and
well-being. The Yeatmar Community Education Consortium, which consists of nine entities, will
coordinate the impicmentation of du‘s project which will serve 60 youth and their families. The
pm;ec: will provide family aed yauth activities, cdlucarion activides, community activities, and
recreation and leisure aciivities. The family-focused programs will include case management, .

individual and family assessments, mdmdual and family therapy, henith care, and prevention

education for high-risk behaviars and drug abuse. After school, on evenings and weekends, and

|

during holidays, the project will provide cumriculum-based activities designed 10 insrease the

performance of middle school youth| while also increasing their self-esteam. Middle school
students will be selected and trained 1o serve as. “buddies”™ for.incoming sixth-graders, and .
mentors and volunteers will be pmwded to target the academic remedial needs of youth who need

" individualized auention. Orientation activities will also be provided for incoming sixth-graders
and their families, The project’s corrununity-focuscd activities will include a conflict mediation
program, youth leadership opporumities, culwral heritage programs, and work reaciness skills

training. Community members will lbe recruited and trained 2s mentors and paired with individual
youth. Thesz mentors wifl he encouraged to maintaia long-term relationships With the youth and
enjoy educatonal, social. and mmauonal activities with them.' The project will provide a
continuum of recreational and !etsun: activities for the target populamn and ather neighborhood
residents, including organized and !nfonnal sports, nomompezmvc group games, board games, and
cultural activities. Participating youth will be offered opportunities to attend profussional and
college sports events, develop and perform dramatized skits regarding youth issues for youth and

- adaly audxencza, and participate in recreationa! and educational oulings o dwerse pubhc facilitics.

 TOTAL P.BS



IR s

" MAR 26’9

96 B4:4epM DOE/OFC OF

S arzeen LY BET

I . .
SECRET ’ o
&W@@gﬁﬁ?ﬂﬁé@:ﬁna 1996

- PATAKI PROPOSES
- LETENG TEAcHERS

[

~ SUSPEND STUDENTS

i

W —— Y ——— N

i

“ALBAN

. f

| .
3’ SUPPORTS PLAN

T ——

Yiolenyt.fan'd Diéiuptivé Pupils

ALBANY, March § = Seeking 10’

giva New York's teachers

 control ever theic schools, Gov.

George 5. Pataki twoday propased
" legislation thas would
ere for the first time o suspond
disruptive children from theit class-
roomsg {ar up w 10 daye. :
‘Ths leaders of both the Swue Sene
ate and the Azgembly said today that
they intend to pass similar bills in
the coming days, indicating that
 some version of the G2 ’q pro
pesal will most likaly. law,
The plan comies ag staes aroimd
the nation are struggling with rising
visience in pubiie 15 In ose Inst
twa years, mare than 38 states have
toughaned thoir policles on pus;
Ing and awnlgﬂs lmmts. ::3 e:?n:
part 1o cantrol waapons, &
to the Bducation Commission of
-Staten, 8 Denaver-based education ro-
search ahd poliey organization.
Still, Nsw York would Secoma only
the eecand state, ofter Indisns last
year, 1o give seachery the authonty
-ty Euipend studenta from their clase~
‘rooms — fof viclence, property dam-
age, threatening the uae of 5 veapon
or refusing to behave in class, ac-
cordisg to the Education Commise

glon, Now' that decisien rests with

prinzipals, school district supetin-

tendents and ‘school boards, oftan

geuna on § toscher's-recommenda-
m -

“We cannot allow those who
ref\ize W learn 18 hold back the vast
majority of swdents who want to
leamn and prepare thamseives fur a
productive and promising future,”
Mr. Pataki sald In a statement 1
Know that most teachers want -t
teath. 1 khow that many of those

leachars Bave 1o SLPugdie with un- -

ruly studants.™ . ,
The proposal drew qualified sup-
pott Irom teachers snd their unions,
_ who have long complained that oo

permit temehe-

Could Be Barred From
I‘Cilass for 10 Days
S =
. By RAYMOND HERNANDEZ -
_ s '
; o :
much of their time s spent ¢ o tha 10 review
keop order in the chﬂgm%ﬁad wm”xg:mqm within 3‘:‘ eha::::
of laachlng, * ~ 1 - The princapal could teverse the doci-
Roughly § out of 100 st- sian of & toacher who aets arbiteanily

dents were suipended at least once
in the 158394 schaol year, the latest
for whicth flgures ware availadle'
from s Swate Education Depart
ment, up from ‘4 of 100 two years
Eﬁﬂiﬂ. ' ] t.

“It would be great to have the
power," sald Mark Ergekeff, 2 ji»
sior high school science teagharal
Intermediate §chool 148 in Jockson

the Heights, Quaens, “li's important

The msdvm, realize fuus" mﬁ;m
some real consequencas i t
MU‘MM”-" ._-r‘ ‘ f
. - But critics of the plan, including
children’s advocates and sehoal
board ropresentatives, sald thoy are
eoncerned that the .propesal may
Arample on students’ rights. Meny of
_ them contend that the proposed jaw
night provide cover Lo eachers wha'
want 1o get rid of children they sim.

ply do not jike. . , -
- Luis Grumet, tie executive diree,
tor of tha New York School Bearda
Association, said ha Werried that the
chinges would ezpecially hurt black
and Hispanic students, who ara 8
resdy subjeet to diseiplingcy action
in disproportionats fiumbers, -
“We do net believe that a teacher
i the hes¢ sf angar should b2 abla
“dapeive 3 youngswr of an eduea.
ton,” ho sald. “When a tsacher can
suspand & gaidenton his vom, he
becomer witheal, prosscutos, judge

:and jury. And that's wreng.’
The Governor's propatal estabe
lishes- Beveral cafoguards that he
. 68id weuld proteat the rights of stu-.
dents, In-lass serious caseq, the
tegcher muat give the student fems
_gons for the suspensian and the op-
poruinity for & dlacursion, .
- 1n more sarious caser, the student

" and his or her parents must reseive

29

. baid,

or withgut proparly. sudbstantiating
the prissonduet.

“We trust sur teachors with our
chlldren day,” the Qevernor
§ives eachers the
authority they need {5 tosch, Whils
oftering the proper chacke and bal.
ances w insure all swdants are

treated fairly and with respeer””
The Pataki bill (dentiflea five eatd.
pories of miscondiet that could lead

to remaval {rom 3 classrvom, They
aro comaitting an sct of vislance
against a studens, teacher or digtriat

‘employes; earrying a pun, knife or

ather weapoa into g schoel or threats
ening 1o use one; damaging or e
stroying sehool property; damaging
the persenal property of icachers of
other employees, and defying an o~
derfrom 8 tesaharta stop disrupring
clasa :
lawe’ paszed [n othar states 25 &
;;m: of Faderal zl:g‘u!&uun am:::
Congress in st regiir
districts o cuspend students

i ‘Bring a gun to school or anta sehool .

property, Many distriets, including

New York City, have adopted poli=

cies of mandalory yearlong suspen-
sions {or grudenis with weapons, '

-~ "We think ths
& long way-ta minimizag vie

encs in the clasaroom,” said Alan-
Lubin, the socutive direstor of New
York Stats Unitsd Teachers. “This

“hind of legisiation gllows teachary to”

spond mest of their-time teaching
rather than being a referee’

-$ill, the bill came undar ausek, in
largs part because ¢ docs ast re.
Quire achools to ereats s special
ciassreom for studants who sre ban-
ished from 2 paruicuisr ¢lass,

“1¢ ign't encugh o just ramove a
student from a clasgroom,” sald Ron

. the edu

The Governar's bill i similar 'h,

Figr 524

" Davis, a apokagmen for the Unicag
- Fedaration of Tenchars, “It does ex-

have
o

cational process moving,"
Teachers and ptudasts around the
state also valcad concerns.
* Susan Rosd, an art teacher ot In
termediate Schaal 145, worried that .
somo teachers might abuss thelr
new authority, * .
. “In theory, iUs & gresy Idea bes
cause ‘we don't get much respect
sround here,” gha sald, “Teachers
sught to have sorse may, but no one
porson ought & have the 137
depiroy & enlid's life like that™ -
"Thers are toachers who have
porponal wvendoltas against, sus.
donte,” she comtinusd. “There are
teachars whe have been Irritated by
ot wis 1a 86 4 eppornEy K
a¢ dn opp ©
5:!“ even over the slightest infrac.

Chrlstapher Vasquesa, & sixth grad
er al the sahoel, had similsr misglv
ings. "I'm quite mead about iy h:
said. “Somotimes you have a bar
day — let's pay you come ta schec
fate or you had some woubls &

Governor's plan .



BACKGRO'VUND ON' EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS
UNDER PRESIDENT CLINTON
| " March 26, 1996 |

" America has to be serious about education. 'We have to be serious about education -
if we want to have a strong economy, if we want these young people to live up to

~ fullest of their God-given abilities. If we really believe that our obligation to our
children is to give them the ability, to make the most of their own lives in this world
we are living in, that means education, education,.education. We must face it,
embrace it, and be glad about it." o o '

Presxdent "Clinton
® Farrell Community School; San Dxego C
September 22, 1995 ‘ . .

|

 OVERVIEW .

. Unprecedented Commltment To Expandmg Educanonal Opportumtles The Clinton
Administration has made an unprecedented commitment to reforming the federal role in
education and training and to expanding the opportunities available to American chlldren and
adults' to 1mprove their skills and maxumze their potential. :

- A Comm:tment To Balancing The Budget While Investing In Education. Président Clinton
stood up to the Republican Budget ,that would ‘have cut funding for key Education programs by
$31 billion. President Clinton’s FY 1997 Balanced Budget shows that we can balance the
budget in 7 years while continuing imvestments in key education programs o

‘Increase In Overall Education Spendmg

20% increase in major educatllon and training programs in 1997 over 1993 levels.

$61 bil llon more for education and training over 7 years than the Republican budget '

Increase In F undmg For Key Education Programs That Work.

New Educatlon Initiatives
- Technology Literacy Challenge -- $2 billion to help states, local communities, -and private

$1 billion more for Title I for basic and advanced skills assistance in 1997 than in 1993,

. Increases funding for other educanon and: training programs that work, such as: Pell Grants,

Safe & Drug Free Schools, Charter Schools, School to Work and Goals 2000.
Major Expansion of Head Start:
« Commitment to fund 1 mnlhon Head Start opportumttes for preschool children by 2002.

-+ $1.2 billion increase in 1997 over 1993 levels.

* Supports nearly 800,000 Head Start opportunities in 1997 -~ 46, 000 more than in 1995.

Continues Commitment To National Service:

+  Funds 30,000 AmeriCorps members in 1997 -- 5,000 more than this year -- for a total of
100 000 AmenCorps opportunities over the program s first 4 years : '

sector bring the future to the fingemps of every child through computers & connections. -
$1000 Honors Scholarships for top 5% of graduates from every high school.
Expanded Work Study to reach 1 million students by the year 2000.

$250 million job training m1t1at1ve to reduce unemployment among low-income youth
$10,000 Tuition Tax Deduction to help middle-class families afford college.



THREE YEARS OF PROGRESS IN EDUCATION

HEAD START. President C inton has made expandmg and i 1mprov1ng pre- schoohng the -
starting point for helping families give their children.a good' start on the right course.. He
appointed the Head Start Adwsory Commission to examine the program and to -
- recommend ways to improve its operation. ~ These recommendations- formed the basis for
“the 1994 reauthorization of Head Start with major quality improvements. In his first two
budgets the President increased Head Start spendmg by $76O million.

GOALS 2000: EDUCAT E AMERICA ACT Pre31dent Clmton helped to create Goals
2000 and signed it into law 1rl 1994. Goals 2000 supports state, commumty and school
efforts to raise standards of achlevement and discipline and encourage students to work
hard to meet them. Goals 2000 affirms the President’s belief in the critical role of
~education in building Amencal s future and the federal government’s ‘central role’ as a
partner in that effort. More than 40 states have. already chosen 'to. participate in Goals
- 2000 and have developed thelr own strategic plans ---based on. raising academic and
occupatlonal standards, improying teachmg and expanding the use of technology -- for

educatlonal reform.

IMPROVING AMERICA’S| SCHOOLS ACT. Signed by President Clinton in October
of 1994, this law focuses on improvements in teaching in more than 50,000 schools and
has a direct impact on five mllllon children in high poverty areas. By increasing school
flexibility to use federal aid alnd supporting effective innovations, this law is a significant

step in helping all students meet high academic standards.

SCHOOL TO WORK Slgned by President Clinton in May of 1994 this act broadens ‘
educational, career and economic opportunities for students not immediately bound for -
four-year colleges through local partnerships. among businesses, schools, community '
organizations and state and local governments. By equipping students with the

knowledge and skills necessary to pursue work or post-secondary trammg, this law helps
ensure that Amertca will be c[apable of performing and prospering in a competitive global-

economy

NATIONAL SERVICE Presxdent Clmton created the AmenCorps program~-- signed
into law in September of 1993 -- to enable young people to earn money for education by
serving their communities. This year alone, 25,000 volunteers are working in schools
hOSpltals nelghborhoods and. parks :

'DIRECT LENDING. President Clmton s Direct Lendmg program' -- 31gned in August
of 1993 as.part of the Ommblxs Budget Reconciliation Act -- eliminates billions of dollars
in unnecessary payments ‘to lenders -and third. parties and makes student loans cheaper and
more efficient for students, schools and taxpayers. Over 1,300 schools, representing
40% of the total: number. of loans, are participating in this program, which cuts
bureaucracy and saves taxpayers and students billions of dollars, while allowing thore
borrowers flexible repayment arrangements -- including pay-as-you-earn plans through
Individual Education Accounts. President Clinton remains comm1tted to preservmg the

right of every college to choc se D1rect Lending.

3*5‘



'EDUCATION AGENDA TO MEET THE CHALLENGES OF FUTURE

President Clinton remains committed ;i‘o education reform and has vowed to continue ‘helping
© Americans invest in their children’s airzd their nation’s future. ' In his State of the Union Address
the President made the followmg proposals

TECHNOLOGICAL LITERACY FOR THE 21ST CENTURY. President Clinton has
launched a national mission to make all children technologlcally literate by the dawn of the
21st century, equlpped with communication, math, science, and critical thinking skills
essential to prepare them for the Information Age He has challenged the private sector,
. schools, teachers,. parents, students community groups, and all levels of government to work
: together to meet this goal by butlldmg four pillars that w111 '

1. Provide all teachers the trammg -and support they need to help students learn
through computers and the information ‘superhighway;

2. Develop effective and engaging’ software and on-hne 1eammg resources as an
integral part of the school curriculum; :

3. ' Provide access to modern computers for all teachers and students; .

Connect every school alnd classroom in Amerlca to the mformatmn superhlghway

HIGHER EDUCATION STAN]l)ARDS FOR STUDENTS AND TEACHERS. In order
to ensure America’s competitive strength, President Clinton wants to see public schools
driven by dernandmg hlgh standards for students and teachers.

PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE. President Clinton believes that information, competition,
and choice among public schools Ishould be the rule, not the exception. Any parent who is
dissatisfied with either their own child’s or the school’s performance should have the

‘ opportuntty to choose a public school that will do better. ‘

CHARTER SCHOOLS. To ensure that every parent has the opportunity to choose a

- school for their child, the President called on all 50 states to enact charter school laws within
12 months. Twenty states currently have laws: providing for the creation of charter schools
-- public schools, created and marltaged by parents, teachers and administrators. Charter
schools  have greater flexibility but they are held accountable for their results through a

. performance-based contract w1th a Iocal school board state, or other pubhc institution.

- PARENT INVOLVEMENT Presxdent Chnton beheves strongly that parents are and
should continue to be their children’s first and most important teacher. The President asked
- . parents to read with their chlldren] see that their homework is done, see that they take the
tough courses, know their chﬂdren s teachers; talk to their children directly about the dangers
of drugs and alcohol, and talk to thern about the values they want them to have. The
President has also challenged busmesses schools, and religious organizations to help pa.rents
~ find the time for all.of this by bemg family-friendly for’ learning. :

o~
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