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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. 

• . 	 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 plan requires new teachers to pass 
basic skills tests. States can use 10% of the funds for teacher 'training and testing. 

• 	 This plan builds on successful ref01111S the President pioneered in Arkansas. In 
Arkansas, Gov. Clinton reduced. class size to 20.inkindergarten and 23 in grades 
1 and required basic skills testing for teachers .. 

2. A Ten-Year, $10 Billion School Mod~rnization Bond Initiativeto 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 overS 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: [fyou stop promoting students who don't leam, 
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 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 
$1O-25.million per year; rural zones will receive up to $3 million a year. 
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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. 
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• 	 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 planrequires new teachers to pass 
basic skills tests. States can use 10% ofthe funds for teacher training and testing. 

• 	 This plan 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 Initiative 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 assistaf,lce proposed last year, which coveredhalfthe 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 BillioQ. over 5 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 studef,lts who dOll'!' leam, 
we'll give you resources to make sure they do leam. 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 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 tuming around failing schools. Urban zones will receive 
$10-25 million; rural zones will receive up to $3 million. 
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Good morning Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee. 

,I 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 ofTitle 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. Ifthere is one overriding principle that defines what we hope to accomplish, it is 
to end the tyranny oflow expectations and raise achievement levels for all of our youn~ people. 

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 ofparents, teachers, principals, and superintendents across 
the Nation. 

BACKGROUND AND ACCOMPLISH:MENTS 

This is, ofcourse, this Administration's second opportunity to work with Congress on improving the 
ESEA. The 1994 reauthorization-·' the Improving America's Schools Act-took direct aim at 
transfonning a Federal role that for toolorig 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 ofProgress 

Partly as a result ofchanges at the Federal level and our new partnerships with the States, 48 
States, the District ofColumbia, 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 oftime (See Chart 3). North Carolina, for example, more than double~ the percentage 
ofits 8th graders scoring at the p-roficient or advanced levels on the NAEP math test, from 9 perc<tnt 
in 1990 to 20 percent in 1996. In Texas, the percentage of4th 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 ofthese 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 ofpolitical 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 ofthese two leading States. 
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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 f",wer 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 o~y 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 ofESE A 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 ofFederal 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 ~equirements 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 ofESEA 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 

3 




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 

ofreal reform in our schools, but it must be done thoughtfully. ED-Flex cannot be used to get around 

established civil rights protections. 

Federal Education 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 

ofEducation retains a significant portion ofFederal 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 ofthose proposals I mentioned promise to send 

95 percent ofFederal 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 
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Let me layout 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." Ifwe 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 ofour 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, 
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identifying low-perfonning 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. Ifa 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 ofsense 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 ifwe 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. . 

Ifa 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 offailure. We will help, nudge, prod, and 
demand action. And, ifwe 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 ofus 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 
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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 tum 
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 bythe 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 tum 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. As I indicated earlier, while 36 States already require report cards, many parents and 
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teachers from these States say that they have never seen them. Our 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 21 st 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 ofyoung 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 ofhigh 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. 

8 




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 ofteachers who are teaching "out offield." 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 offield." Overall, 
nearly 28 percent ofteachers have neither an undergraduate major nor minor in their main assignment 
fields. Another significant concern is the practice ofusing 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 ofdifficulties in recruiting and retaining teachers, Title I schools are hiring 
teacher aides at twice the rate ofcertified 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 State~ make significant progress in reducing both the number of 
teachers with emergency certificates and the number ofteachers teaching subjects for which they lack 
adequate preparation. 

The issue of improving teacher quality is also ofgreat importance to all of us who want to improve 
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the eCtucation of children with disabilities. The ESEA is meant to serve all children and there are 
growing numbers ofchildren 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 ofour teachers do not feel as well-prepared as they should to teach children with disabilities. 

I . 
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 ofthe 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 focQsed on 
helping children in high poverty schools reach the same high standards expected ofall 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 50 percent of their enrollment 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 SO-percent threshold for 
schoolwide programs. 

Parents ofTitle 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. I have 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. 

Ifyou 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 SO 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 tum 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 ofgreatest need, supporting flexibility at the local level to determine instructional 
practices, and encouraging more effective implementation of schoolwide programs. 

Title I schools would, ofcourse, 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 ofensuring 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 ofaccess to the kinds ofknowledge 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 usefulleaming 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 ens,:!re 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 ofgetting 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 
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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 ofthe number of teachers on emergency credentials, and the reduction 
of the number of teachers teaching out offield. 

Funds would be used to advance teacher understanding and use ofbest 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 ofeducational 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 ofdistricts currently receive grants ofless than $10,000, with the average grant providing 
only about $5 per student. 

Our reauthorization plan also would continue the Safe SchoolslHealthy 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 ofviolence 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 offunding at the State level to support 
similar emergency response activities. 

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY 

Since the creation of Title III in the last ESEA reauthorization, the Federal 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-halftimes 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 ill 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 
ofLEP students grew 67 percent between the 1990-91 and 1996-97 academic years. 

Growing numbers ofLEP 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 proposal for the Title VII bilingual education provisions seeks t6 '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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VII 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 ofLEP 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 ofpublic 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 oftheir children. Some discussions abouLchoice suggest that there is choice only outside 
ofpublic 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 Qot 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. . .. 

That is why President Clinton has spent six years advocating the idea that by· raising standard~, 
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 ofour 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 ~ew, broader version of choice that works within all public schools. 

\ 
I 

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 ofour 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 ofEducation. 

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. 

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. I hope that in the process, a new bipartisan spirit can evolve around education 
issues. The last few years have beensomewhat contentious here in Washington, and we need to give 
a better account ofourselves to the American people. 

I will be happy to take any questions you may have. 

19 




, '" " ." ~.' ,.... ~ 

',' 

':-" 
" " 

' ...... 

7;" , 

-",,--'. . ...-'. ......:,. « .... ­

. '." 
~ '!. . -~ . 

.....­ ""':"'-­ .--' - - ---­ .­
" . 



;;:;pf&sin~:;i;i:i;,;;i:f~!;;~!::;~i'LlN~:dN::v:rG:-Eil~~:s'm ,'·';i "'j);;€ "SSf'ONAL' 
:j"~;:~DtM~~~T'~~~I,~t~~i.,,~~llij~~lft~~&.i~~~;i~i~~~~ii>d~l, ...•:; 


u 

Smaller Class Sizes 

Child Literacy 
(America Reads) 

College Mentoring 
(GEAR-UP) 

Summer Jobs 
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Teacher 
Recruitment 

$260 million 

'$140 million 

$871 million 

$250 million 

$67 million 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Title I 
(Basic Skills) 

Education 
Technology 

After-School 
Programs 

'Goals 2000 

Head Start 

School 
Modernization 

Education 
Opportunity Zones 

$392 million 
Increase 

($7.767 billion) 

$721 million 

$200 million 

$501 million 

$313 million 
mcrease 

($4.66 billion) 

$5 billion 
over five years 

$200 million 

$0 
($7.375 billion) 

$541 million 

$60 million 

$246 million 

$153 million 
mcrease 

($4~5b billion) , 

$0 

$0 
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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 agr~ement on funding the International Monetary Fund, 
and putting in place critical investments in ~9ucation 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 century. Unfortunately, Republicans blocked school modernization, Patients 
Bill ofRights, comprehensive tobacco legislation, child,care investments, and campaign finance reform. 

Budget Victories: 

Saving Social Security First. The President's commitment to Save Social Security ,First held the 
line against several Republican efforts to drain the surplUS. ' 

Investing in Education and Training. In the face ofHouse Republican efforts to slash his education 
budget by more than $2 billion, President Clinton delivered on his education agenda: 

v 	More 'High-Quality Teachers With Smaller Class S'izes: $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 programs and serve up to 500,000 children. 

v Child Literacy: $260 million for anew literacy initiative, consistent with the President's America 
Reads proposal. 

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

v 	Education Technology: A $145 million incre~e 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 million to improve the quality of child care for America's working 
families. 

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

v 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. 

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

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

. v Pell Grants: The largest maximum award ever for PeIl 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. 

V' A 23 percent increase to protect threatened endangered species. 

V' More than $1 billion, a 25 percent increase, to fight global warming. 

Responding to the Farm Crisis. at Home. T~e 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 includes the Presic:ient's full funding 
request 6f$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 ofAmerica's urban and rural communities. 
This budget moves forward on their vision to help revitalize America's communities. 

V' Welfare to Work Housing Vouchers: $283 million for 50,000 vouchers. 

V' Access to Jobs: $75 millionto link people on welfare to jobs. 

, V' Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFI) Fund: A 20% expansion. 

V' 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: 

. 	 . 
V' 	 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 speeds that are up to 1,000 times faster than today's IntepIet. 

V' 	 Advanced Technology Program: About $70 tnillionfor,new awardsJorJeading-e,dge civiliap..!. 
technology projects. . . 

Other Highlights: 
.. 

V' 	 EEOC: A $37 million increase to reduce the average time it takes to resolve private sector 

complaints and reduce the backlog ofcases. 


V' 	 Fighting Abusive Child Labor: A10.:fold increase, from $3 million to $30 million, in our 

commitment to the International Programme for the Elimination ofChild 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 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 ofthe 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. 

X 	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 
Republicans killed this year's effort to pass a Patients Bill ofRights. 

x . 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 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 ofparents, and killed this year's effort to pass bipartisan comprehensive tobacco legislation to 
reduce youth smoking. 

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

X 	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. 

X Work Incentives Bill for People with Disabilities. (Note: still pushing to include) At the 
commemoration oftheAmericans 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 --including the critical health 
insurance that makes work possible. 

X Speeding Toxic Cleanups. President Clinton called for an additional $650 million -- a 40 percent 
. increase -- to accelerate Superfund cleanups with a goal ofcompleting a total of 900 cleanups by 20.01. 

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 attention to 
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 just 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 million. If this 
Congress is serious about improving public education and public safety, they'll give us ' 
our full request. I 

3. Teacher recruitment 

Earlier this week, the President signed HEA, which inc1~des 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 million. 
We're not going to help kids learn more if we try to shortchange the training 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. Title I 

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

6. ~ducation Opportunity Zones 

Finally, the President proposed a new effort calle!i 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 9ay 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 refonned, 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 modernization, Patients Bill of 

Rights, comprehensive tobacco legislation, child care investments, ~d campaign finance refonn. 


Budget Victories: 

, Saving Social Security First. The President's commitment to Save Social Security First held the 
line against several Republican efforts to drain the surplus. 

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

t/ 	 More High-Quality Teachers With Smaller Class Sizes: $1.2 billion for the "first year ofthe 
President's new initiative to hire 100,000 new teachers to reduce class siz'e)n the early grades to a 

, 	 . 0 

national average of 18. Through smaller classes this initiative will help recruit high-quality 
'teachers and will insure thatstudents will receive more individual attention, a solid foundation in , 
the basics, and-greater discipline in the classroom. , 

t/ 	 After School Programs: $200 million to expand progiams and serve a quarter ofa million 
children. 

t/ 	 Child'Literacy: ' $260 million for a new literacy initiative, consistent with the President's America 
Reads proposal. ' " , 

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

, 	 ' 

V "Education Technology: A $114 million increase over FY98 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 million to improve the quality ofchild care for America's working 
families."··,' 

t/ 	 Teacher Recruitment: $75 million for new teacl1er quality programs including to recruit and 
prepare thousands of teachers to teach in high-poverty areas. .' 

v 	 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. 

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

t/ 	 Hispanic Education Initiative: In(;reases of $524 million to enhance educational opportUnities. 

tI' 	 PeU Grants: Th~ largest maximum award ever for Pell grants -- $3,125 a year per eligible student. 
• 1 



Investing in a Cleaner Environment. President Clinton won important new inv,-estments 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: 


t/ $1.7 billion for the President's Clean Water Action Plan. 

t/ $325 million to preserve precious lands. 


t/ A 23 percent increase to protect threatened endangered species. 


t/ " More than $1 billion, a 26-percent increase, to fight global warming. 


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 includes 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 ofAmerica's urban and rural communities. 
This budget moves forward on their vision to help revitalize America's communities. 

t/Welfare to Work Housing Vouchers: $283 million for 50,000 vouchers. 

t/ Access to Jobs: $75 million to link people on welfare to jobs. 

t/ Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFI) Fund: A 20% expansion. 

'" 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 pe~cent increase in support for science and engineering research. 

t/ National Institutes of HeaIth: 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 corniect 
more than 100 universities at speeds that are up to 1,000 times faster than today's Internet. 

t/ 	 Advanced Technology Program: About $70 million for new awards for leading-edge civilian 
technology projects. 

"Other Highlights: 

'" ""EEOC: A $37 million increase to rec:tuce the average time it takes to r~solve private sector 

complaints and reduce the backlog ofcases. 


'" 	 Fighting Abusive Child Labor: A lO-fold increase, from $3 million to $30 million, in our 

commitment to the International Programme for the Elimination ofChild Labor (IPEC). 


'" 	 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. 

t/ 	 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: 

~ 	 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, 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' billofnghts that would assure Americans the quality health care they need. Congressional 
Republicans killed this year's effort to pass a Patients Bill ofRights. ' 

Comprehensive Tobacco Legislation. This year, President Clinton made passage oflegislation 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 tob,accocompanies 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 ofthe year, the President made passage ofbipartisan, 
comprehensive campaign finance reform a priority for his Administration. After months ofdelay, the 
House ofRepresentatives 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 oftop 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 --including the critical health insurance that makes 
work possible. 

Speeding Toxic Cleanups. President Clinton called for an additional $650 million -- a 40 percent 
increase -- to accelerate Superfund cleanups with a goal ofcompleting a total of900 cleanups by 
2001. The Republican majority refused these funds, threatening to delay cleanup at up to 171 sites 
across the country. 
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Saving Social Security First 
In his State of the Union address, President Clinton asked abasic question -- "what should we do 
with this projected surplus?" -~ and gave an historic four-word apswer: "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 thisuruque opportunity to strengthen this most important program for 
generations to come. Protecting the surplus is a key step towards enacting Social Security reform. 

. 	 . 

President Clinton defeated repeated efforts to squander the surplus and,at the end of this Congress, 
it remains intact. 

Invests in Education and Training 
In the face ofHouse, Republican efforts to slash,their education budget by more than $2 billion, 
President Clinton and Vice President Gore delivered on their education agenda: 

NEW EDUCATION AND TRAINING INITIATIVES IN FINAL BUDGET AGREEMENT: 

V' 	 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 ofthe 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. 

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 newinitiative which was 
authorized as part of the higher education legislation enacted on October 7th. GEAR-UP 
will e,:,pand mentoring'efforts by States, and provide new grants to partnerships of middle 
schools, institutions ofhigher education, and community organizations, to provide intensive 
early intervention services to help prepare up to 100,000 students at high-poverty middle 
schools for·college. 

Child Literacy Initiative to Help Children Read Well By the End of the Third Grade. 
In 1 996,. 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 pari 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 independently 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) improve the quality of 
tutoring programs by supporting tutor training. 

V 



Youth Opportunity Areas To Help Increase Job Opportunities for 50,000 Youth in High­
Poverty Communities. Authorized in the Workforce Investment Act, President Clinton's' 
Youth Opportunity Grants to direct resources to high-:poverty areas, including Empowerment, 
Zones and Enterprise Communities,to provide comprehensive services designed to increase 
emploYment and school completion rates for disa~vantaged youth. The President's FY99 
budget included $250 million for this new innovati.ve program. While the House Republican 
budget did not fund this critical initiative, the final,agreementineludes the full $250 million, 
request, which-will help provide job training and social services to 50,000 youth. 

New Learning Anytime, Anywhere' Init,iative. The President's FY99 budget included a new 
initiative to enhance and promote distance leaming opportunities -- learning outside the usual 
classroom settings, via computet:s 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 
high-poverty urban and rural communities and will strengthen teacher preparation programs 
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 Republicans denied the request. The final agreement 
includes the full $75 million the President request~d. 

t/ Hispanic Education Action Plan To Attack Unacceptably High Drop-Out Rate. 
Because the high-school drop-out rate ofHispanics is unacceptablyhigh, President Clinton's 
FY99 budget included the first-ever Hispanic Education Action Plan. As part of this plan, 
the President proposed significant 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 progra:!J1s, 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 with the training th~y need to 
teach Limited English Proficient students. 

EXPANDED KEY EDUCATION AND TRAINING INVESTMENTS: 

t/ 	 Expanded After-School Programs To Serve A Quarter of A Million Children. In his 
State ofthe Union address, President Clinton asked Congress to "dramatically expand our 
support for after-~chool programs." The President and Vice Pres~dent proposed $200 million 
for after-school programs in their FY99 budget. ,While the House Republican budget did not 
fund $140 million ofthe 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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t/ Expanded Head Start President Clinton proposed a $313 million increase for Hea.d 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 President's full increase for Head Start, which is funded at $4·.660 billion. 

t/ Summer Jobs Protected for Half a l\1;illion Youth. While House Republicans attempted to 
eliminate the successful Summer Jobs program, President Clinton prevailed with his request 
for $871 million in funding, which will finance up to 530,000 sumn:ier jobs for disadvantaged 
youth. 

t/ Expanded Educ.ational Technology -- Connecting Our Children 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 effective·ly in the 
classroom. The House Republican denied the President's and Vice President's request for a 
funding increase, cutting funping $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 beep atop priority for the President and Vice President; since 1993, they have created 
the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund and increased overail investments in educational 
technology by t~rty-fold, from $23 million to $698 million this year. 

t/ 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 a1150 States continue 
raise academic standards and help at least 12,000 schools implement innovative and effective 
education reforms. 

t/ Improved 'Child Care Quality. In his State ofthe Union, the President proposed an historic 
child care initiative to make child care better, safer and more affordable for America's 
working fami'lies. 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 ofchild care. 

t/ Expanded Work SttidyTo Help Nearly One Million Students Work Their Way 
Througb 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 ofone million studentsj~ work study by the year 2000.- . 

t/ Expanded Job Training To Help 666,000 Dislocated.Workers. President Clinton's FY99 
budget included a significaht expansion in the dislocated worker program. While'the House 
froze job training funds for dislocated workers, .the final agreement includes $1 A billion 
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which will help some 666,000 dislocated workers get the training and reemployment services 
, 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. 

t/ 	 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 ofcreating 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 ofaccountability 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 accountability 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 
students, 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). President 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 pollution, 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 
forests, crippled wildlife protections, and blocked common-sense actions to address global warming. 

, 

t/ 	 Clean, Safe Water for America. The final budget 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. 
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Preserving Precious Lands. An additional $325 million for FY99 -- a $55IDillion increase 
from last year -- through the Land and Water Conservation Fund will be used to acquire 
dozens ofnatural and historic sites around the country, including critical winter range for 
Yellowstone bison, New Mexico's Baca Ranch and the last remaining private stretches ofthe 
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 Congress 
to drop special-interest riders that would have rolled back hard-won environinental 
protections. Anti-environmental language in the budget bills would have: 

Forced overcutting oftimber on national forests 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 ofglobal warming. 

Placed restrictions on the use ofbrown fields funds that would have denied 
municipalities the funds they need to undertake clean-up at brownfield sites. 

Responds to the Farm Crisis at Home ... 

t/ 	 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 bYf$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 .. 
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•... And to Financial Turmoil Abroad 

t/ 	 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 International Monetary Fund is a 
stabilizing force in the world economy and is a critical piece ofPresident Clinton's strategy 

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

t/ 	 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 million 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 ofAmerica's, 
urban and rural communities. This budget moves forward on their vision to help revitalize 
America's communities: 

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 President Clinton's 
full request of $283 million for 50,000 welfare-to-work housing vouchers. ..• . 

Flexible Funding for Empowerment Zones. President Clinton and Vice President Gore 
requested mandatory funding f~r 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. 

Community Development Financial Institution (CDFI) Expansion. The Administration 
requested a major expansion of the CDFI program to continue building a national network of 



community development banks. The original House bill froze CDFI funding 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. 

t/, 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 business with the first new housing vouchers 
in five years. 

t/ FHA Loan Limit Increased. President Clinton's FY99 budget included an increase in the 
FHA loan limit to expand homeowners hip 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. 

t/ Extended Work Opportunity Tax Credit. This tax credit encourages employers to hire 
individuals who h.ave 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 ofan 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. 

t/ "Play-by-the-Rules" Homeownership Initiative. President Clinton's FY99 budget 
included $25 mIllion forthe Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation to' start the "Play-by­
the-Rules" homeownership initiative, which would make homeownership more acce:ssible 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. 

t/ 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 millio!1; or 18 percent, increase over last year . 

. t/ HUD Fair Housing. The President proposed a major expansion ofHUD's Fair Housing 
programs, as part ofhis "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. 

t/ Regional Opportunity Counseling. The Administration requested funds to help counsel 
Section 8 certificate and voucher holders on their, full range ofhousing 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 available to 
low-income families. . 

Expansion ofHUD's Youthbuild Program. The Administration proposed expanding 
funds for Youthbuil,d 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 $42.5 million -- an 
increase ofover 20 percent. ' ' 

t/ Cleaning 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. 

t/ Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Expansion. President Clinton's FY99 
budget included an expansion ofCDBG., 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. 

t/ Increased Help, For Communities Suffering From Sudden and Severe Econ,omic 
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 'million to $393 million -- that's a 9-percent 
expansion this year. 

, " 

, ' 

Expansion of NADBarik. The Administration proposed providing the North American 
DevelopmentBank's (NADBank) Community Adjustment and Investment Program $37 
million ofpaid-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 

,million of paid-in capital for the NADBank. 

't/ $75 Million for Welfare-to-Work Transportation 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 deyeloping flexible transportation alternatives, such as.van services, to 
help former welfare recipients and other low income workers get to work. 

Individual Development Accounts. Since 1992, President Clinton" has supported the 
creation ofIndividual 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 this prpgrarri 
offthe ground. ," 

t/ 
, , 

Heating and Cooling Assistance for Low-Income Families Protected. More than five 
million low-income fami1i~s receive help to pay for home heating costs through this 
progr~, 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 assistance. 

,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 anddevelopmeilt portfolio to build a healthier, 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 ofour country 
as part of the "Research Fund for America." Congress agreed to support significant increases in 
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R&D, including: 

II' 	 Expansion of National Science Foundation. President Clinton proposed a major expansion 
ofresearch and d~velopment 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 halfof the non-medical basic research conducted at 
universities., 

Expansion of National Institutes of HeaIth 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 ofNIH 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 ofour most devastating diseases. This increase will enable scientists to pursue a 
wide range ofcutting edge research from Alzheimers to AIDS to genetic discoveries. 

II' 	 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. Thefinal budget extends this research tax credit until June 30, 1999 . 

. 
II' Expansion of Energy Department Science Budget. President Clinton's FY99 included an 

8/percent increase in the Department ofEnergy' s science budget, including support for the 
. NationalSpallation Neutron Source. The final budget fully funds the President's request. 

II' 	 Funds Next Generation Internet. In his State ofthe 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 
applicatiops (e.g. telemedicine, distance learning) of the 21st century. 

II' 	 .Expansion in Advanced Technology Program (ATP). President Clinton's FY99 budget 
proposed an expansion ofATP 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 
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. . . . 

II' 	 New Efforts to Prevent and Treat mV/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-percentincrease 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 IllV/AIDS in Minority Community. Minority 
communities make up the fastest growing portion of the HNIAIDS caseload (44 percent of 
all new HN 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 HN therapies and other treatment needed for HNIAIDS. 

II' . 	 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. Iniprove the Quality of Health Care. Congress has responded to the 
President's request Jor 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. 

II' . 	 Funding the President's Commitment to Eliminate Racial Health Disparities. 
Minorities suffer from higher rates for a number ofcritical diseases. For example, African 
Americans under the age of65 have twice the rate ofheart 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 HNIAIDS, cancer, diabetes, and 
immunizations. The Congress has gh:en 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 ofLead Hazard Control, in order toreduce 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 includes a $20 million increase for lead 
poisoning prevention. 

Other Highlights ... 

II' 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 President's request -- providing the first real 
increase for EEOC in several years. 

II' President Clh;tton'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 Agnculture and the Department 

, ofHealth and Human Services, to create a seamless,sci~nce-based food safety system. 
( . 

. . 
II' More Police on the Streets. In 1994, Rresident 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 incluqes $20 million in 
FY99 for more police officers and public safety initiatives in the approximately 56 million 
acres oflndian lands serving more than 1.4 million residents. 

II' .Brings Financial Stability to Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). The final budget 
includes $50 million that will allow TVA to bette,r provide for the citizens of the seven states 
- Alabama, . Georgi,a, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia -- that 
it serves. The agreement will let TVA 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 Recreation Area. ' 
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DEsPItEALLTHEPIiOGREss'iN.TlIIsYEAR'SBUDGET,···· 
.":,:)'TnERE is'sTiLt:'MOIDi"\?6~LEFTtorio '. . .. " 

In the waning days ofthe 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. Beginning with his State of the Union address, the 
President fought all year to modernize our schools. His fully paid fortax credits would 
have leveraged nearly $22 billion in bonds to build and renovate schools. In the final 
days ofthe 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 Republicans killed this year's effort to pass a Patients Bill 
ofRights. 

X 	 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 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 iegisliltion 
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 ofdelay, the HouseofRepresentatives overcame defenders of the status quo and ' 
passed the Shays-Meehan bill. However, the Senate Republicans killed this historic 
legislation. ..~,., 

X Child Care Initiative. In ills 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. 

Speeding Toxic Cleanups. President Clinton called for an additional $650million -- 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. ' 



... 


)( 	 Work Incentives Bill for People with Disabilities. At the commemoration ofthe 
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 --including the critical health insurance 
that makes work possible. 

Education Opportunity Zones. Presid~nt 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.,achieving, 
urban and niral school districts. 

Minimum Wage. President Clinton 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 
President's minimum wage increase .. 

)( 	 Medicare Buy-In. President Clinton proposed providing new options for Americans 
ages 55 to 65 to obtain health insurance,including buyiIlg 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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, proposals the President, will, be making in his education speech' today. . .' '.,. 
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Education on little notice, aDd Gaynor McCown of the,DPC. wrote the 'accomplishment 
document and put tog~ther much of the, materials. Jason Goidpergand Matt Catapano worked 
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TALKING POINTS ON NO SOCIAL OR AUTOMATIC PROMOTIONS 


Getting Serious About High Expectations and High Standards: The President is sendmg 
,a strong message to the nation: that it is long past time to get serious about standards, ' 
accountability and high expecta~ions. 

End Entitlement Mentality: We have to end the entitlement mentality that says,that anyone 
who shows up deselVes to, pass and that ju~t getting by is good enough.' Passing from one 
grade to another should bean accomplishment -- not an entitlement. It should:signify that 
t~e student really did'learn --and that the school is doing its job. 

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 high school ~- unless they have met a state 
performance test. 

. . 

Purpose Is to Help Young Peopl~ 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, "Competency 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 t() 
pass an 8th grade competency test for promotion. Only fQur o,ther 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 per/ormand 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: Ev~n 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. ' 

,j '., 

',' , 
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STATE TESTS FOR STUDENT PROMOTION . 

ARKANSAS. 
In 1983, Governor Clinton pushed through and signed the "CoIJ;lpetency Based Education Act of 1983" in a 
special or "extraordinary" legislative session. The act called fof 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 promotion; " 

SOUTH CAROLINA. 
In 1983-84 then-Governor Riley led a statewide education improvement effort, that resulted in the passage of 
the 1984 South Caro~ina Education Improvement Act which raised standards and put in place tough student 
achievement requirements. The Act required an exit exam for graduation, the use .of basic skill scores to be 
part of the promotion 'criteria from grades 6 and 8. It also included a no-pass, no-play provision. 

The combination of the tough standards for promotion and graduation, and no-pass no-play, coupled with 

extra help for kids t~at wanted it and needed it, resulted in basic skills scores improving for an 

unp(ecedented four out of five years in reading, math, and writing across the state. " 


In two studies of teachers' opinions about school reform from)983-1989 by the Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching, South Carolina's reforms were constantly ra~ed the highest in the nation for 
putting more rigor and achievement into the schools. . 

LOUISIANA. 
The Louisiana Educational Assessment Program (LEAP) includes state.,.developed criterion 
referenced tests at grades 3, 5, 7, 10, and lIas 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 andothe~jndicators·todetermine .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 provide services during the school year or the summer. 

. ". . 

Contact: 'Claudia Davis, Louisiana Departm~nt of Education, SeCtion Administrator, (504) 

342-3748 




NORTH Ci\.ROLINA. 
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 schooleild-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 levei 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: 	 Doris Tyler, North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, Senior Consultant in 

Testing . 

(919)715-1207 


VIRGINIA., 
Virginia's test is actually more of a graduation test than a 'promotion 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 WIlD 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 . 

. ', , 

), 




SUMMARY OF. RECENT NEWS ARTICLES ON STUDENT PROMOTIONS 

Texas. Statewide Survey on Student Promotions. 
. . 	 . 

• 	 68 percent of Texas elementary school teachers report· that students they flunked were 
promoted [Dallas Morning New~, 1123/96] . 

• 	 61 percent of middle school and high school teachers s~idstudents who failed their classes. 
were allowed to move on without retaking the class. .[Dallas Morning News, 1123/96] 

.' 	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 oC 
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, 1123/96] 

• 	 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 hot 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-wide 
. survey said they were promoted despite failing ~rades. [Houston Chronic,ie, 1/23/96] , 

• 	 Houston promotions: 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 
Chronicle, 1123/96] . 

• Dallas teachers:. The survey found that 56 'percent of the 1,581 teachers who responded to 
the survey believed that social promotions were encouraged by their school administrators . 

. [Dallas Morning News, 1123/96]· '. 

New York City. 

• 	 Nearly 3/4 of New York City teachers (61 %) report that their elementary schools promote 
students to the next grade even whep thest:udents haven't earned it. [Newsday, 2J.i9/96] 

• 	 9/10 of New York City teachers want a statewide. core curriculum in basic SUbjects. 

[Newsday, 2/29/96] 


• 	 25% of New York City elementary school teachers report that their districts already require 
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] 

4 




Detroit, MI. 

• 	 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 students 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] 

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 received immediate widespread support. 
[Atlanta Journal and Constitution, 7/2'4/95] 

• 	 By the end of September of 1995, the Gwinnet Schooi 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 thei~ students "legit~mately" for college. [Atlanta Journal and Constitution, \2/3\/95] 

http:office.in
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BACKROUND POINTS ON TEACHER CERTIFICATION. 

, " 

Over 40 ,states have alternative certification programs for teachers. While their use has 
expanded recently, less thap 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 specialized fields such as bilingual
ed. ' ' . 

, We should, talk about alternative routes to teacher certification, not alternative 
certification. Standards for entry into teaching must be high no matter how one enters and 
there must be strong 'preparation and ongoing 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 glassrooms 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 highly competent teachers. 

Alternative routes have had more success than "traditional" programs in attracting a 
diverse teaching force. Diverse in terms of c'areer 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 dive!sity in recruits. 

• "' 4 

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 flexible 
and take into consideration the recruits experience and expertise while at the same time 
insisting on uniformly high standards for all approaches. 

The Department of Education ~upported 29 p'rojects 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 private 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 
Teachers, 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 

,lImovative recruitment strategies, flexible and rigorous preparation programs and support for 
the transition into beginning teaching.' The study's advisory board will have an ED rep. 

" ' .. 

Contact: 'Joe Vaughan, DoEd, 2021219-2193 

.,' 
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Tobie 2. Does your state offer any spciclal programs leading to leecher cerllncatlon 'or 
any alltI& foGowlng? 

I 

Recent 
R4MNlterlng 

Transltionln; 
liberal 

teach.,. Mid- Returning 

mllHary 
arts 

Who'naedto career Peace Corps other 

t personnel 1·.....=.. 'upgrade changers I \TIOI'nbers 
credenltals ' I . 

I. 
A1aDomo 
Alosi(o no no no no no 
AtI~ono I 
Arkansos' yes yes yes yes 
Conformer yes yes I yes yes 
Colorado yes yes 'yes ! yes , 

I 

ConnecticuT , " I 
Delawore yes yes : I 
D.C. yes yes , yesi ! 
Florida 

, ! 
G90rgia yes yes yes yes , yas 
Haweli yes yes ' . 
Idaho j I 
IllinOis I 
Indiono no no no no I no I 
lower I 

Konsas I 
I(gntuc\(Y yes I I 

LouiSiana I j ! 
Moine I 

Moryland ! , 
~.-Mossachusetrs I yes yes , 

Mlchigon ' , y~s yes yes , yes I
I 

Mimesota I I 
MIssissiPpi yes yes I yes , 

Missouri I 

Monrol"'la no no I nO no nO I 
I 

Nebraska I yes yes I yes yes yes. , . I I i
Neveda 
New HOrT;DSriif91 I I I I, 

~..rsgv ! yes yes i:es , . II =iNew MexIco I no, no no 
New YOr!( • 

I no no , - 1 I ,
I 

NorthCoro~ I I 
, NQI1I"1 Dol(oro , I I 

Ohio yes I 
iOkiOhOma yes yes 1 
OreQon .. I 
Pennsylvania I I 
Rl'lodelslond no no no I no i no ' : 

South Corolino yes yes I yes . ' ! 

South Dok010 I ,. 
Tannesses ! yes yes yes, yes 
Texos r--

1 
Utoh I I-Vermon1 no no no.' no ! no 
Virginio yes I yes yes 
WashinOfon yes I yes ! . i 

WeSfVlr.~ I 
WiSCONin I yes ! I 
IWVomina J ~ yes .YElS I I 

, '. 
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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 granted by district superintendents at the 

recommendation of school principals. 


Section 42 of the code was amended 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 righno select from 
among three arbitrators from the American Association of Arbitration. Although the teacher retains the 
right to sue [he district after the arbitration hearing, most cases are resolved in arbitration. ' 

Contact: 	 . Kathy LeBlanc, Legal Division, Massachusetts Department of Edu~ation 

Colorado. Legislation passed in 1990 removed the word tenure from the education code and replaced it 
. with ,"continuing professional status." Ii also shortened time lines for hearings requested by tenured 
teachers di~missed by -their distric[s. ' 

. The' most significant ch~ge was the addition of "uns~ltisfactory 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 [hey are allowed to rate any teachers. Thc::Colorado Education Association was involved in 
developing 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 automaticaHy 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 providesupport 
to improve the teacher:s performance. If th~se 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' 

to 


I 
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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 child, incompetency, instructional 
ineffectiveness, or unsatisfactory teaching 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 ruling. The losing party must pay the legal fees of the winning party .. 

Contact: 	 Bob Mooneyham 

Executive Director 

Oklahoma State Scho.ol-Boards Association 


, I 


,, 



District'Teacher. Incentives 

Rochester, New York 

Contact: 	 Jean Castania 
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 aI!d 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 the,ir 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 40-50 percent of their time. Each has a caseload of four interns, each of whom is .release9 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 Te~chers 
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, careedadder program through a 
special line item ,in the state budget. Toledq was the first district in the state to implement a career ladder. 

fl.. 

: 
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Examples of programs designed to lVork with weak teachers/recognize excellence 

United Federation of Teac:hers -- New York City Peer Intervention PrOeTalll 
Exemplary teachers work intensively with peers who voluntarilyseek help. If effbrts to improve 
the performance of these weak teachers fail, they are counseled out of the profession. The 
program has been in'effect for eight years and 20% of its participants bave been counseled out of 
the profession (without the trauma and cost of the legal process). Last year it was recognized as 
a finalist for the Irmovations in State and Local Government award sponsored by the Ford 
Foundation and the John F. Kennedy School of Govemment at Harvard University. 

Cincinnati Federatjon ofTeachers 
Their program is the same as the NYC program with the exception that they also work with 
beginning teachers to ensure that potential problems are avoided before they are granted tenure~ 
In addition, teachers do not have to volunteer for· assistance. They can be recommended by 
administrators for the program. 

The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) is a non-profit organization 
dedicated to setting high and rigoroUs standards for £Q.perienced teachers and developing a 
vo1unt3.rY. assessment program to identify and certify the na~on'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 ~eaching. 

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 refonn of initial teacher education and continuing pI.'ofessional 
development. 

The U. S. Department ofEducation is proud of its support for the l';BPTS· 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 evaluation :process 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 a.pply for board 
certification. (Governor Hunt ofNorth 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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, ' 

'ALABAMA 
I ',- • 

t.e&illatioll has _bUshed:' " , , ,." ,,', ' , ,., , '," , ,'" 
,., thi& Alabam1.sba.U uaC ~~c:ltionby «he NBP'fS u JW1GDalIeGipfOl;Lty when National. SawCcnificarfon 
~ been 6J1ly inlp1emenr.cd. ' ; , 

, , 

·CAUFORNIA" . '" i 

,The Depal1ftllQat ofti4uaCiall au fGmJed: ' , , " , , I , 

• the Califomia,TuIt Force on National Boald eeni~ which mel over 1ft .ightc.cnmcmth pcricd 10 
ccmrider tM implic:ation~ ofNaliA3W load Ccttifi=.ion rorC:&lifo~'s edacation Jlr~Tb.e. TaIik. Pon:e 
repent, (;CilWtIiDg '1ft ~plllft (oriJftp1a.ncn~ wIs r:lu.sed,ln me flllot 1"'4~ Cupic:s are a'Wailable 
fram Poli:y ADal,.Jis far c.:w(o...ma, Educ.uion ('AC:I!), Otadwua S"'oolctl Bdui:atioa. 36S~ Tal=-. 

, U~vaidf)' ~rc:aUf4mta. ICIblcy. California 94721)..1610, ' " , " " 

COLORADO 
, , 

',' TbSC.&e Board If E4uaAloa. ~ dctcnniaocl: , ' :' 
• tIw pro(asionallylieer&Md lG&:hers wbo aChieve National Bnarci CWtieati01'l (NBC) n elis:ible for 

cotarado ''rnuW ~. c:erdflClUion. ':' , 
, • that tn'DfeIlioaal devc:lopmwaccmd.. uaociatDd widlNaaoaaJ kud~;a;i~n may:~ $Ubmit1ed,for 

Jk:c:ose teaeWaI.;' , ., , "," .' ,"", .,' ,', " 

, , 

'GEORGIA"", 
TIle PIoot.fonal StacJards OlnunillloD (or "'Stale gf'Gcordahs.' cstabUlhed: ' , ' , , 
, • c:cnitiCaUon rules chat anow .~ teai:hen II!bleYing 1'lBPl'S GOnifiWloiun duriag their nve-y_n:newal" 

e)ole to n:new c:lcar r=ewablc ..,;mJlii:iacc fields f""eichottbe nos' cycle or the,ftll~d~t'five-)'iW' c:yde." 
·~'tea~h.am =rains G!:oqi:L will bel lI.bIe CD 11M NBPl'S certil1caUnra ca' ~ CicerJla's fCSl,tew;hin, of 
'I'UCUng. and fu::cftCy-or-S!!Idy/upc:rien=requitcmonu; ho~cr.. spec'ul edoCation CQurse'wzk, will cOlltinuc 
to bol':quin:d. if nOf pftWiously met.. " " . ,Co ' , 

,,:'LUNOIS 
, , TIle 1'81e8Gal'd ofEcluCadon'linlpl ..tntbiR= ' " '. " . .,e. pilot projcct to sponsor twenty ,~ccced radleo Ulk;WirJe, who wi1~ prClUlrcJ«Niuio~al. Buurdccrtifiol­

, don and wi1J c:l"WC a suPJ'Ot'l ntlwodt fortbM ccacJi!ers. ',," " ,",: ,!' • 
.' .' ,'. 

wpladon has atobUsbetk ." " , ' , , ';, 
-, lftlCl.n inctMdual whft h:U&receiwtl Nlunnal Board C~ifiQtion ,Ihall r=c,yo U/'I Iowa 'lJtuJurJement on . 

. btAlber l.icenJl: ...,hcri Ute Sl\&&e B~:uQ of Eumina.,. da&cmUnealhat H.uwrull Hnlrd 1It'.wJllrdli me., or 
, exceed the IoWa requiremCn~. " " ' ',:, . ': ',,'. ' , ' 
• the DC~f or'EdU.cation',profepional development. fund~ aJr~wd tt! I!ftch'dilltri" tri:lY be used far 

teacbeJ1 (0 1,artiCq,ar.c in the aS5eumezll.~1ivitie. ncc:e&saQ"erN:fJiun'" Dol1td ~niflc~uiC"l\., 

, , .;' 
'I .. 

" 

, ....- . ._----- -:--- ----' .Netio"!.1 Saard f~; PrCllfesiio,,,1I Teachln, Stancllrd8, " 1>198 life."".", 199& ' 
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MARYLAND.'. 	 ; 
lbcStat.e O'p...._ 01 Ed.acaUolliu .dOPed:. ". ' . i . . . . 

• I 	policy dmI wUl permit ,lie Muylad Scare Dcp3tl'mSC of EdUCW0ll1Q lI1D'A l~se to ~anonal :Boatd ' 
Omi1ied'l'Ucbm whO c:ou,from CNt of sr.a%e witbOUl requiring them 10 m=t any mt=' ~\lQLi.OD or wafts 
requinmum~. ' ..' . . ',', . . 

•au Clf,ui¥a1.erttc "";U be &r;mtacl \CI WlChct'J who ecntpw~ the National Board Ccrdfic.ati~ proces._. 

. MASSACHUSErrS 
Th. Oepadl:Ded of Edacauoil ha. eaWJl.ilbed; . 	 i . ' 

"that Na&ional BOlid Cenifratian is rccogaim:f as aD option for fulfiWn, ch~ ,_ ree;Wretrjaau {or tclCbel1l to ' 
be&:ome mc:e:d£ied. Teachers at; asked co deve1cp aD MJA4ivid8a.l RtofcuiODal Devctapment. P!aa'. detlc:n'billl.· 
tM acti\liUes I.b&E Ihcy will WldeNb wichin iii. five ~cyeleta ac:quire mo miRimwn of 120 
professkmaJ deve!opiUlllt IIOLats for licensure r==wal. . ' 

MICHIGAN, 
ne Stale Board of Eclaesdcm. hll. dctcrmhlccl: 

, '~tbac 'CClI:l1ers who enter 1he National BuunJ CerdficadCft p~li.nci ~Jl1plete tbb ponfolio CCmpOMft& or 
!.be USc!SSlNlaI wlU feCCin oao-hal! of lbe at:dWI (SB-CEUs) n.quitDd for reoew&1of!.he PnmslioSlai , 
Ecb:~ Ccnif'sc=re.' 

• thlt Na&iOftaJ Board Ceniticd 1tachca will receive full credits feW 'OS renewal of the Professional 
'cectitieate. 	 , ', 

• that veteran Nadoaal Board CmiLieAi T~=hczs wHi recci"e SB-CBt1, for parti~patiz2g in: useuur trainiDg
IftcHol'serring as usessors. ' 

MISSISSIPPI 
I..ccisIallOIl. hM eftabIiahed: 

• ttlu a Nlltional DOIrIJ o."rtiri'" T*her who is employed in I lacal dimi;t'will receive Alial"ty "upplll!ft'Hmt 
ofS3ooo. 'The salary supplement .sb.aU take effec;t wheft £he Nl.l'Dber u~ ~ubjccc areas fer NBC is sufftdenc to 
allow 80CII of osisting &eacheB iii Mi5~sip"i tCot be eligible co appJy. ' . 

NEW MEXICO. 
Ledsladoft bas tSlIbl'lbCd: 	 . 

• a S.al,,'Joim Memorial t1w asks that State Bow GfEdUC&Cion (SHE) lu allaw flKheri wbo achieve 
National BaardCenificaioR tn he=mc: ensible for the .lcvd3A fj;ense with1l2 3yean of rec:el1l11'1 Natinna' 
Board C:cmit1c:.a1ioll. Mc't'lCWS SBl! lo allow ouc-of·Sl.IIC reachers WIle. ure,Nacfona' Board ClUtitiecf 10 
NlCllaivc Now Me:cico ccudnca.tioQ wimw' hllwing to r"lon alddilioaal tequinnnonts nornialty f'c:CluiTCCi for 
ceacJ1U5 ..1oc:ucin, CoO New Mellieo. 


, • reque!lt~ ~R~ tn wMIc with JOt:w: \1ftivcfjliliaJI' teacher preparar,on pmaams to a.mint: =u:her eduGun 

c:ompr:tcncic:a tneJllture dley are compatible II.I'I.Ci consisl':'" with !he Nulton&! Bow'~ _bing slat'U:bud,: 


, 	 , 

,,{ ,,: . 
Natlonol Soard-for P,ofeasi;"" Teachino SC,nda;d, - , 	

' 

' 
, , ,IS 
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. 
State Action Supporting Natlon.IBoard Ct"lficatlon Contln.aod . 

NORTH CAROUNA 	 : . 
~lislatiDIlII. l'prDpriated $415,512 tor the mSo'6 tfscal )'ftf CbaI will be WIld. to: ; 

(I) .provide L'uads to pay the lee far tetehers who ~lete dle Nar.ional loud Cctdficadoa Process: 
(2) pn.Vid.e up 10 thra: day. CJf nslGuc ume forcaDdid.rl.D:::.r., ta work Oft their portfolio. and piepai'C far the 

. ASsatra&:1'lt c:entet e&en:isea. and. .' . :' 
(3) prDYido a una:d bemus of 4~ of cca=.IS' ,~.aid u1ary to thoae who ar:.hia!ve N;UioMl Aoard. 

.' CctcifkaciaQ. Teacbers. Win com». this boous II loft, as thay main NBPI'S CciDflQt.f.oc. 

The State loud GIIdUCllldoa Iw adapted. poIiq n_lIItDdaUODISO: . . 


(t) adopt lb. CQl'8 propamiDrlS of"Bm. 	 . j 

(2) g1'UC a NOfth Carolina teachinlliccnsc fD re10CDdng tellChess wbc passas NatiCWI. BOIUci Certiftcar.igo; 
(3) waiV9 JIIiCI1ifIAiion ,...tWctuft&l for up 10 fi,.. yellS (ollowiaJ campleIiGa of.NBPTS~fo1.io· ....ode; 
(4) emile staffdlnrcJop~ pllDs lUI iDc:arpor.ue the wade olNBPrS Jathe: rmiDing propms. and . 
(S) dIlvelnp p. to inccnpara.e .. Na&icmaJ 8."s ar.aadmds mco iasWwians.ofbi,.~QQCfon ptogTlrftS.". 	 :' . 

OHIO 

l4islatioll IMu estalllilhed:. . 


• that eertincaEion fees will be PfDWIed for up to 250 &ea:lIcrs s=kiiIC NlCionalloW Cl:ntrnoar.ion in ~he . 
. 199s..96 school year :wi fees for up to 400 teKhm ill !be 199647 acllaol yur. '. . . 
• thaI an individual Khieving Nation:d. Board Cemtic:a,tion wUll'CIi:ive an arunzal aWlld of :$2,500 for die Ufe' 

of the c:etUf"ICIIC. ". : 
'l'he Offtce of 1'taI:hcr idlXAtiaD aad Oentllca6Gft hat determiDccl: , 

. '. "! dW an)' 0JIi0 teacher who GOmplMas tho N'BC prac:es:s wiU n:cei.,. CftCNsh equivalm e~tinui:nsccfuc:rW.OA 
crediEJ (CEtrs) ~ have hi!llhet license rcnawed.· .. 

OKLAHOMA 
LegialatlOIl .... atablished: 	 . 

• the Oklahoma Commission Cor TQ\:ber Prepl11tiOrl co .dd=ss iu. assacia.tecl widt NSPTS fa,.• ..tIll ;s die 
design. Uevelcpmr:llt :mel implCl!lCl\tadcn 01 a CClrnpdlmCy-based lacbel' pn:pilll4don ~.'., 

• thai OIolI"of-SClte u:aebers wha have achi~YCd Naliam.l Board Ceftific:adan and W'8 n:locll&lftl to OklalHnaaa, 
em receiv. Oklal'lOft\l wam","Iuon witnout b.l&.ving \0 CuUUl aUdiLiI.'lAal fClClulremenu norntally reqUired for 
tc:acJ:acn; reJo;adng en Oklahoma. . .. 

. I 	 chal me 58ft mncUfy tCRl:ha lieauull ~ co be ~mpaultlc ..th NAtinnal Roard C".lu'lificatinn 
cateloriCS. . '. ..... 

• mit thl SIS develop i\fI iftClUltive sYlIum to menurqe tcIIChen co achieve Natio1l11 Board Certitication. 

VIRGINIA 
'"" Slille BtNII'fI. "'Erlll"",O,. Ita fidem/,..tI: . 

.• 'h!U pa"idpariGft in NQIt"lkd B""nlCe'irt/fCItUlrm;l"" u;nJ.Ql&fol' l1li "HUQZR""t.t1 f11f1j«a" Illat will nllDw 
ItlGl:hers 10 eGrn90 I'ffI/.ni"rtfJ, pqi"Lr,f IAft ~'lfl,ilWd 1Mlut liI::tnI~ ;eta"wtl{. 

, , I ~" , 

. . . 	 . 
'. 	

" 
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Local' Action ,Supporting 
National. Board Certification 

NEWPORT-MESA, CALIFORNIA 
• AI pazt of rhe 10121 nAB- staffd.cvelopmeftl plan In''!SIated Ie, KndlCCePeed by the baaftt ateAucaUon. i& 

smta t1lle Oi.t will provida the AlPJ'Ort reqv.in:d. en I.~i"t ccaeherl in rrqllU'il'll fnr ancll'LUinz the, 
NacioMl Soam Bums (sic):- . 

DOUGLAS COUNTY, COLORADO .i
•nc Douglu Count)' Sdloa!d (Denver Metro ara.) I'IegDtiSl.led canulC'l liDgwsgc lhat prov.du :a SMIOO 

aanual boelus tor le.aehefl wftO achiavo "OU1Itaadial sLIL'III" deei&:a%ion (t'out.stlZ1dml 51:iINs" may include 
KbievCl'DO'Ql. ofNalioui Soasd Cctir1.Cl1l0ft); in addition. tc:acMrs who ad1ieve NalionaliSCW'd 
CenirUOl.Uun _ be eUsible fQl' '~aw: muter ~·desipaioD IIld further moaewy ~satfcm• 

• DcaualAs Ca;l1ty Schools ilmaintainin, • fund mll: 1) rrovw.. D~~mitiGD folDS fw pmCQIiOlDl 
developmr:lt eff'OJU (negcrtiatui wid! the AFT); NBm (ft! IDa)' be eUa1"Ie.2) Tuition fee n.nmbuts=tc,n 
plan far l1"'Dfe1.'innaJ devc;lop=n~ may apply ror reimbllDemmt ofmm to.::. . 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
. • D1su1;, of Colambb. Schoal£ \!ri~ ilwarcl E!ucc of t!I~tcqUind .b: ia...~icelrcccmfj;aticn credits to teacllel'l 

who oompks&e die Nacloaal Board Ceni&a.dOft p~_ 

FLORIDA ' 
BROWARD COUNn 
• Jai S",warti C'.c1urc)'. Nova tJnjYol1ny pn::sc:nmd aNation.al Soan:! 0rrtifie4 Tca:hcr With " S~,(Xl'J Idto1mbip 10 

pursue ~ sUJdiC$. Cancticiatcs who wac 'Aat ;etdrlld We&'C "WWed a. Sl,r.x'1J scJ:Iolmhlp. in =gaidOJl of 
cheir li.fl1ong commitment ro teaming dc:monstmerxl Unulh their:i.Jn'olvemenf in Naa.iw:d Bon Cet'\iru:adon. 

• B~~ who buve a.chitM&i NatiODal Board OWfiI.:OlliQil will =\'8 11 supp~ or S2.OCO cacb year' 
for (he tenn dEbe cerdficat.e. TCiChe" who wmplete tlIaNaiDnal Board. Certificmou proeall will .l'IIt:ei'V8 i;n. 
5a\'ice pGincs U=QVl be JlPplic:dloward S\ALe liceueRMwal. 

. DADE COtJNT'\' . .' . . 
•ne Dade-Monmc Teacltc:r F.dUeatlcn Ccnu:r iu wUam-tllioa wiIh thD UlitYendty or MiUmi. has bcCQ aWlld· 

cd a. CoaJ.a 2000 ~CYicJln5crvic;. GtaDt whlcb lncl_, praruslonal4cyelopmcnt. NPpon _ "canco 
for pocenliAl caDdldarca rOl N'&&ional. aoare eomriCadcm'in f99S-M. ' 

NORTHWEST INDIANA . 
• "nle NNthwut Indiana FhuinlLu Fnnlm _III ma.lr.;c ~vailAble $SOO pC!' eMCiicbt.e to fP.Sdl~n Ul 41 nortbw~1 . 

ladn.u shooIdivtriccilto help ofUe~ CftC aDl,lit.:lll.iun fClC fur 11'1. 1"'·90 Naciunal BQ41N CUn.itiClllU(IfJ p'0CIH •• 

NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA . ., . 
·1lJc New 0,,",,11 Swnvoll'ansh aad The United Tl2c.hcrl\ of" NC,,-w Od~lnll'¥f.,,;kc=d an agl'C4lnCftl r'tU l&W:h­

m.who hold valid ceRiflc:mm& ftom th. Nl&cionai Bow IbAlJ nceivo in adclldon to 1hei.i- .replat salary un 
..ftJuhll livtr pcn."ml (5") lllpplemeni. provided 1111; tc:ac;tu:r blcrrinr; iii rh. areII for Vi'ht~h NBl'fS ccnifi~· 
cion has t:.::cn gnrl1.ccl. . ': 

'. I • 

I .' ••• _._______ ..... -­
National Soard for·Prof.,slo"al Teachi"eJ Sr."dardt ~ge 41Fel:trvary "18 
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Local Action Supporting N.tfon~ Board Certification Candnued 
I • 

'BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS '" , " ' , 
• In a coninr.:t ~ befWce:Q rhc 50$1DD "'''Uc Schaols lad tbeBOIil.cn 'Te:B1leni Un.iaD/AI'T'~ tbe BOico.a 

Publl.: Sc:hooll MlI'Rimbu:s, II:8dIefs (or the cost of'Naaoall Bu-a C=tifioG&i.oD feel. AkhouSft not IL . 
mqu===&.s~1 c;Q'"Plelion ofNationallolU'd CcftifiClU08 rna)' be considrad .s aspecial qualifU.-ll­
tiou for '''1eaclIlll.Clwt' sw\\&, which includes a 1011& to 2UCJ&HJary illOJU,SC. ' " ' 

MICHIGAN 
FAllMINGTON' , ' , 
• 'l'be Fanniagcoo &luCa.loni\s&ociaticm ad. Farmington School DlIutc:t nuirlCda 3 ),car ~'IItr.act whleh, 

iAcludes a salary liae proYidiDg 51,250 per year to 8I1y N.tiaaal Baw CerUt'ild 1*_. !lbe sc:hool dA1ria 
will 'PIIf oae-half of Chg t.. for u-hcts ,eekilll Nat:mD.aI loam Cerdtic:&rtcn in J995-1996. ' 

ANN ARBOR ' , ' , ' ; 
• 'l'he AIm ~Bdu=.tlDaAsiGCiatioll :utdAnn Arbor Sr:haoJ DiIi:rid have aJlUd fa • mi.t (~du:rcvtJu- ' 
~ .YRem b.:aIcd aft u. staDdardJ (-rnm me NBPTS pu.blication "What T~acherl Shen,del' Know ujBe 
AbleToDIiI." 

MINNESOTA' 
, , 

Mll'CNEAPOUS 
•Tbe 199s.91 centnct for MinDrapolis Ie&\Ilen gfti~11 N:&da: leNltional Boud tor Professional TeJdriDI 

StancWds: IvrI MianeapoJi. MUc Schools p:oCesaicmalJy licensellleadlct who ailY. Nl1icmai Baud 
~011Ytill quaUty for the mw,IUIC (oGC'plI" X) Oft 1M lIIId2eiIsaJuy sc:ncdUJa bcgizminslClhool . 
)'al19f6..97.·· AD'! t=at:.h&.T gaiag chrwgh lh8 N:.tional Bolld CClftifiAlion PRlcess JDa)', use lbl, praceu tor 
bisIbeI M.PS pralesaioaal dcYclopmeD' plaA. ',' ,

ST.PAUL " . 
• nc St. Paul Sdool Dis'"1.1. SL hut Fede.raticn a{T~cherl. MeD'OpQUu:an ESClJ. MetropouC311 Tea.:ber 
, CeIlter'aad the University orMiDQc:sota co1t@ora&lild on a. pilot project Co sUPl'ort20 tea:hcrs rhrougb UtI 
NBC pal)CeSI mrcmgh 111& 1995-1Ift IChool ye. 'lhe SChool diMer nas paid me 61'plicuion tee; \he uninni­
ty aad other pannet'I willdCllgn :mc! imp1eml.ml professlGnal »iJppot't p~graru fot tho eandidatas;, "nte pro­
ject is sloIppaROd 1" pan by A lrant fnmI3M COntpiny. ' 

soun~EASTERN MISSISSIPPI 
• nus Mississippi Power Fouadlllioft is lpon,orillll0 1_"'='" II candichtla (or NatlnnalBourd CcrtifscatiM . 

in 1995-96. . 

NEWVORK 
JElUCHO . . . ' 
• 1he 1.l'ilolhn. New Vori: $¢Mol di&cricr wilt reimbut'11: rhr:applicadun rec for aU ~achcne ~lerins the 

National nOlll'd C"Al'iifica.cinn "race:»; pay a. $2.000 Idt'end. 10 ~ who 40Clmpiebl b,,' do nm achie". . 
National Soard Ctlnin&:ll.'''''; and give Nadellal BciIInf O;nitia4 Teachm a .$4,000 stipend. 
aoc~ " 
• 'I'be Roacbestar Tachers "K.~iatia" (NY$ltrrfAFT) and t.I1••locn .. t,flf City Sc;huQl DiI;r,ric:t ruliiied a tOW"­

year COfttrlCc. in December. 1993 dsa1 inc:ludedtbe following;pIV'I'Jicm:t: :.-? 
"'Tcachcnwho cnmpl= die canificutian procc.ss of rho Nadonal Bum1 for PmfclISionalT,*hin. Stmdanb 
(NanS) ,haJJ be reimbUUeQ 0)' theDll1U'Jc.1 (or c1u:: COle. or CC;rLift.:aIIM AppU=thm tl!e.4l. Su~ilS!ul extm- . 
rletiCtft of' NBPTS c:ertitic:v.rioft requbemen15 shalJ be coftllid=ct III a ',pet:ilLl qUlllillc:u.i1?11 fnr LoAd T&:&eher 
eJIaibilicy:" . . . , , 

., •• pm .-~--~-- -:----_.._-----­
N.tio".1 80llrd for PrafWiMaJ Teaching Standards p"g. SlPeb,uMY 1!JIC 
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FAX NO, 2022191402 ., "" 

• 
1.oca' Action SUIlPorting Nationalloard C.rtifteatiol'l Continued ,. 
MARLBORO COUNTY, SOUTH CAROUNA , 

• The M.ariborv Count)' Board oflAucaUan hu .,pa;'Ied paymen\ of $300 CI(the W/5Ipp1#.ClliOD fee and 
two c&aJs pcWessionallClYe lor Il:f/ taaChe:r who wUes '0 pMdcipam ill t:M cmtiftc::aI;iQD ~. 

I, 
CORPUS CHRISTI, TEXAS" ' ': 

• 111C Corpus Qristi lndepeadenr: School Dbtr~ bu ap-ee41.O pay a St.soa.aL;uy inc:rease CO Nl1ional BQa.ni 
Cerci&d T1W:he1'1 each )'ear (or tM cenn of lbe certifil:all.. . . 

. ' 

FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA 
" , 
' i 

• faiz1u CO'tWJ Public; Seboa15 wiU a-w half or che raquired "recerdficati=" poiDCS to _hers who Co 
dU'Qugb the PRICeY of NaWmal Bema CeniftCUitm.lg;c::nification i. reqWnd ofaU V.a r:.adaen every 
two to il"te Jean. In 199!-96, FairIa CawuyPublic Scbaolll qrecd to Pl., the appUeaticm fee for a J111Cf 
grogp of ~p 1.0 20 Eel£::hen., .' , ' . I ; 

• faUfu Coaal)' PUbU'c: Schools in&dN~ a. IS boar cmmc:. run by Nadcul Board Cerrirt~cl Tea=bcrs. to _ 
pare t.cac:hcr.s for Nl\iottaJ Dow Cenincaaon. AlrJ, perso:s complct.izl,!.he coarse trill rse.ive ~t1s. 

VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON' 
• Vanco!.lVW SebODI Dlsuic:t. #31 wm COVCI $600 for eudidate feu and PlY for thn:e days of substhute time 

for candiclarc:s in 1995-96. '. ' 

" 
~-:-~_'~~-=-~-:-_~_W__________._ ...________ 
,Nltiofl" Boord for P'ofecclanaf Teachif'\9 S&aftd~ards p~ge eIF.IUII', 19!& 
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CHARTER SCHOOLS 


Charter schools are independent pUbllc schools, which do not have to comply with most government 
regulations imposed on other schools 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 allowing them to decide which public school their children will attend. President Clinton 
has long b'een 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 a\Varded 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. State charter laws differ significantly from' 
one another, but they all charter schools have some features, in common ..:- charter schools are: 

• 	 Public Schools. Charters do not charge tuition, they are han-sectarian, they abide. by 
health, safety, and civil rights laws, 'and they are accountable to public authorities. 

, • 	 Independent And Relatively Autonomous. Charter schools operate independently from 
school districts, and are free from most education rules and regulations. They are given 
much more decision-making authority than other public schools but ~he degree of autonomy' 
varies considerably from state to state.' , 

• 	 Accountable For Results. Charter schools are accountable Jor results and a charter will 
only be renewed if the school meets performance standards as outlined in its contract. 

, 
• 	 Create Alternatives An'd Choice For Teachers, Parents, And Students Within The 

Public School System. In many states charters are designed and managed by teachers, 
parents, non-profits, or other private organizations. .. 

Other federal funds, including those provided under Goals 2000 and School-to-Work, may be used by 
states and communities to support charter schools. Massa,chusetts 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; 199'6 budget request for charter schools was $20' hlillion. 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 urider the charter schools start-up grant program :-- the only direct 
support from the Federal 'Government exclusively to charter schools include grants to California, Texas, 
Colorado, Minnesota, Michigan, Louisiana, Georgia, Arizona and Massachusetts., . 
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Charter Schools - Federal Support and Some Examples . 

Federal support for charter schools. The Clinton·Administration is supporting charter' 
schools in several ways. 

, 
• Charter Schools Start-up Program. The President proposed a "public charter 

'schopls program" that is now providing grants to help start 200 charter 'schools in 
11 states. 

• Other Federal Funds.' Goals 2000. Title Land other federal funds can be 'used 
to support charter schools, and to share lessons learned with other schools;' At 
least 3' states - Minnesota, Massachusetts, and Michigan -- use Goals 2000 . 
funds for charter schools .. 

•. Standards development. Accountability 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 arid 
otherpublic schools can be held accountable. . 

Some good examples' of charter schools. 

Vaughn Elementary School, in Los Angeles, California. was visited by Hillary 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 lithe little school 

that could", and indeed -- after more than two years of intensive focus on acacjemic 

restructuring and family involvement - attendance and test scores have improved 


'. significantly. Reading and math scores are up, and attendance has gone from one of 
the worst in the area to be the best in the LA; school system .. 
'. 	 .,' 
The~chool has also cut administrative costs cc)nsiderably, and has used tne savhigs 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 fed,eral free lunch program, and 75% speaking a native language' other than 
English. ..' .. 

City AcademYl 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-at-school yooth. '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 existing school. . . . ' 

The school's director is also helping the National Education Association with a project to 
assist union members in other states to create c::harter schools. Despite mixed feelings . 	 '.,' ~ . ' 
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within the unions about charter schools, this project may help show the ability of 
teachers and their unions to start high-quality charter schools. 

Honey Lane Community School, in Ann Arbor, Michigan, was ,founded by parents 
interested in giving their children a more personalized learning environment. The 
school. I()cated 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 techrlOlogywill have regular access to the internet. 

, 	 , 

" While some Michigan charter ,schools have sparked controverSy because they were 
converted from existing'private schools and chartered by bodies other than local or 
state school boards, HoneyCr~ek is a new school that was apprQved by (and founded 
in close cooperation with) an intermediate school ,district 

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 

, h,ow well its studc:mts are dOing on Colorado's tough. academic standards. The school 
is trying to help its students gain knowledge and skiJls needed in core academic areas; 
but through an interdisciplin<;lry teaching approach. 

-, 

This is an example of how charter schools can pursue their innovative approaches. and 
still be held accountable for challenging state or local academic standards. 

New Visions School, in Minneapolis, Min'nesota, 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 adisability 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 districts learn 

about its effective strategies help kids read. ' 


While some people express concernthat ,charter schools will not serve children in 

specia.leducation, New Visions shows why charter schools serve slightly higher 

proportions of special education students than do otherJ:)ublic schools. 


O'Farrell Community School, visited by the President last fall to announce the federal 
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-with in-schools or "families" of about 160 students and 6 
teachers each.' 	 , ' 
The school places tremendous emphasis on high s~andards for all students. 

22 
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O'Farrell is also truly embedded in the commuriity, 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 school, working with 
Cox Cable, Apple Corporation's Christopher Columbus Consortium, and San Diego ' 
University·· makes effective use of computers ~nd educational technology across the 
curriculum. . .. 

. City on a Hili, 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 ser:ves 60 students, grades 9-10; and plans to expand over the .next few 
years to 220 students. grades 7·12. 

The school's high expectations are embodied in academic requirements for what 
students must do and learn in order to receive adiploma. 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 
language, and read a core list of great books. 

23 




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 
construc,tive opportunities for positive youth development. The 1997- budget contains $14­
million (CHECK). 

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 
arid coalitions working toward meeting the deve19pmental '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 YorkCity 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 neighborhood in'. 
Northern Manhattan. In order to hdp 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 achievement 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 succt?ss,' and ·promoje their good health and well­

" being. After schoot on evenings and weekends, and d,uring the holidays; the project 
'. will provide curriculum-based activities designed to increase the performance of ' 

middle school youth. . ' 

• In Miami, Florida, the ASPIRA Wy~woodNeighborhood Program will utilize 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 variety of age 
specific programs. 

• The'Mano a Mano Community/School Violence Prevention Partnership Project in 
San Diego, 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 reduction of crime and violence in their neighborhood. 
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.' Family anti Commruiity EndeaIlOt' Sch,oofs Grant Program 

CoMMUNfTY SCHOOLS YOUTH SeRVICES AND SUPERVISIION PROGRAM 

Granhl:llt Name:' '. The Olikfn:n'$ AId Society . 
Address: lOS East 1-2nd Street 

New York. NY 10010 
. ;' 

Pl1ncipal Contact Person: Philip Coltoff 
TelePhone: {212) 949-4918 

fY 1995 Federal Funding Level! $200.000 
GIWIf Number: 9(J.'lA..(X)2S 

Pr6ject Pertod: 60 MonthS 

Federa. Project Officer: Kaaren Turner 

TeIe~one: (202) 2QS-89f4 


T...... Popuiation: . MiddJescboal youth ages II ~J. J9. at risk of 
"·iolenr::e. ,crime. and academic failure 

Geographical Area served: New York, Ne~ York 
. . Region: fI 

T'be Children's Aid SQc:iery. ill collaboration with Communi£)' School Distric:t Six and a 
conson:ium of panDers. wiD i.mp!emeft[ the CommlWity Schools Youth Services and Supervision, 
Progriun ta brut me cycle of c:rime and vioJence by improving youth"s edulcational. health, and 
sociai OUCI:Omes. The program will transfCln1'l an intr:rmediate school in the 'Washingcon 
Heightslln....ood neighborhood in northern Manhattan into a neighborhood CE:nter for 560 YOUEn 
u.ges,11 10 19_ ,",e neighborhood'c:enter will provide extended..<fay teaming" academic lUtCIrins, 
and one-to-one me~r.oring to improve the students' academic achicYemcnr: aJld build \'heir 
workpiacl competencies. 'Can:et readiness aaiviriu and enceprencurship pl'Ograrns will also be 
provided to prepare the pam~ipantS for me work world. By panicipating in pragrumsmat reduce ' 
economic and emotional stress, rhesc youlh will have fewer reasons to resort to crime aad '. ' 
violence to resolve eonflicES, The principles guiding lhc program arc that the yOuths' needs 
should be at the cene of aU dceisions and servict=s provided. aad thar children must be ....iewed in 
rhe conlll!XE of their families. their '!llEure. and the ~munit)'. This approa.:h recognizes that 
chifdrearin2 techniques aad values are influenced by cullural traditions. Vicllence prevention will 
be addressed directly lhrough the promotion of positivc peel' group and adolescent-adult 
inreractions whiCh are ai1ic:1110 future workplace etfec::s:iwness. and will be em~zcd'in a Peer 
Mediacion ~nd Conmcr R.esolulic;1n ProgrA.ln. An evaluation of. the program's effectiveMS$ wUI 
int'artn wongoingplanning process and design of program modifications. The program will be 
guided by an active consonium of parents; teachers. aDd community-based. ngencies and will . 
provide a comprehensive set of intel'\lenrions Ihat will3uide the'youth into il better furure. . 

,I 
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.. Family and-Community $IIi"avor SchOCl's Grant Program v' 
MANO AMANO CbMMUNrNlSctfOOL VIOLENC~ PREVI:N~ON . 

'.' '. 'PARTNERSHIP PROJECT . _ .. 
" , , . 

. I 
Grantee .Ham.: Home Slart. Incorpora[ed 

Address: '()Os Texas SU"OI:t, Suite 203 
SAn Diego, CA 92103I 

Prlncipa' Comact PerSon: L.aura S. Spiegel
I

Telephone; (619) 692..{)72? 

.FY 1995 Federal Fundin~ Level: 5200.000 . 

.' Grant Number: 9o-YA-QOO4 


project! Period: 60 Mc:mths 


Federal ProjectIOffice'~ Alice Bettencourt 
. Telephone: (202)20S-S024 . I . 
Target Population: 	 Hi.spanjc ,hilc:1ten in kindergarten through sill;th 

grade and their families 
Geographicaf Area $erved: - . . San Diego, California 

Region: IX 
I 	 . 

ljle Mano a Mal'1o (Hand in H~d) eom:munity/School Violence Prevention Pnnnership Project 

. represents a strong. Q)Uaborativej partnership designed to ··gqng proof' young I:hitdren in Banio 

LOBan. a sMall geographically defined community in Scm Diego. The Barrio iJ :I. predominately 

Hispanic c:ommuntcy wilh a prev~cnce of monolingual Spanish-speakin, residenrs;it has one of 


. tbehi&hest murder.and violenJ dime rates in S::ln Diego. Ninety-five percent of second-graders 
have"reponed witFtessin& drug deals. and 85 percent have. reported seeing or klL\oWing someone 
who had been killed. The projett seeks to increase children's soc::ial c;,ornpeter.lce, academic:: 
development. and resiliency; emPower and enhance the skUls of comrnuni~y residents to change 
social and community (,;ondition~; and mobilize community residents to becomle agcau of social 
cnange in the prevention and iecfue~on ofcrime Ilnd",vioJt;nce in their neighborhood. _ . 
Approximately 640 children willi benent from the project. which specifically t:arge.a students iii 
Perkins Elementa.ry. School. the only public school within the boundaries of BalTio Log3ll. 
FollowiotJ the child's progressioh through elementary school. the project wiU focus on 
implementing developmtlllaUy approprialtc. l1ctivities that are designed to pron:lote self.-esteem. 
social skills development. a senSe of belonging. :lnd academic slciUsbuildini. The violence 
prevention curricula wlll begin irt kindergarten and conlinue through the third grade: 48 fourth· 
gradetS will1l1so rer:eive training in conflict resolut,ion. \An afrerschool.tutoring program will also 
be available for youth. Pamnls ,Will have access to.' classes in parenting sIeills and :english as well 
as training in cOnflict mediation Ind job skills. The project will benetir the c;c>mmunh:y by 
developing and traininc community leaders and by (osterina partnerships and collaborations that 
direcdy' ~$3 iSSti~ of commpnity viol~ncc and unc:oordi:nated service delh<ery. . 

Lb 	
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Family and COf1lr'JJumty E'n-..vo, ScIH'1OIa.Gtant 'Program 

ASPl~ WYNWOOO· NEIGHBORHOOD PAOGRlU'tI 
I 

GrJ..Name: 
I Address:, 

I 
Principal C~ct Peraon:' 

ifelephofte: 

FV 1995 Federal Funbing Level: 
Grant Number. 
'Projact Period: 
, I, 

FedCral Project Officer: 
,jTeIephoDII: 

TII'get populidion: 
, II, 

Geographicar ArB Served: 
I Region! 

ASPIRA of Flarida.. Incorporatl:d 

'3650 Nonh Miami A ~enue 

Miami. FL J3Il1 ' ' 


Raul Martinez 
'(305) 'S76.15 i 2 

S200.ooo 
9()..YA-003S 
60 Months 

Anica Wright 
(202) 2QS.8030 

Latino and, ,African-American !'fouch ~es 9 (0 14, It 
'risk of crin'le, violence. aDd gang activity , 

Da<1e County. Florida ' 
rv 

, i~e ASPIRA Wynwood Nei~bomood 'Program' \Viti wve one of ~e' hilbest crime areas in ,be 
country by providing acaden1ic.. soCiaJ~ ;uteS developmental,services to 350 kJW-income ~nd 
minority youth after schoof: in the evenings. on weekends and holIdays. and duriDg Ibe summer 
monw. ' At the heart of dlis Iprogram is an innovative ASPIRA Youth l.e:l~lershi'p Dewlopment 

, Model th:iat 'IIo'orks diteedy w;lh students. parents,'and schools to encourage ,/he development of J' . 
· sclf~contidence. leadership sims. educational echievemeftl. and a dedicanoo. to c;ommunirj . 

improvement. Dade County lis one of the highest crime areas in thccoUIln;f, anci the gang activ 
· among youth is panicularty yiolenL This program \llrilJ respond to gap.! in :.ervic:es, .' 

infrastructures. and apponunities· {or community youth by providing 'a variety of age-specific 
youdl clubs that emphasize Personal development, 'c:ol1ffict resoJurion. substanco abuse ptevention. 
can::ct' exploration, culwraJ a~areness. crime prevention programs. and community involt;e.ment. 
Participants 'IIo'm receive acadeinic and career, coui1sc:ling•.participate in lc:aclicrshtp rcttealS and 
field trips. andtngagc in a eoma'llinity service. piOjecL Middle school $tudents will receive 
lutoni'll! and c:omplJ£erized h6meworkassisrance and will be able [0 paniciil'ate in spons. arts, 
culwral • .and special intc:rest lacavities. Specialized youth clubs. ~ill be ,c:retlt'Cd. 'to meet the needs 
of young WOrMn, gang members. idle youth. and school dropouts. The A!iPlM Wynwood . 
NcighbOl'boocl.Program is ali.o desigl"Jl:d tobring,Utccommunhy together in concerted efforts to 

· decreueju\'CniJe aime and iviolenc:e. The collaborative effortS of:ccrrnmwtity agencies. public 
agencies. volunteer groups. and. community liChoo's will provide :training ,,"vents on crime 
prevention. peace marehes ahd antiviolence raUies: ~unsetina and dnig Ire:atment referrals. Ina a 
conunuum of scrvk:cs and a~livitle! tha.t help pa.n:nt-criild bonding. . 
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FY 1995 Fecleral Funding ~I: 
" Grant Number: , I 

, P7c:Ijeet Pe~: 
I 

Pederat Profect Officer: 
" , Telephone:, , , I 

T_get PaPlllfon: 

Geographical Area Selved: 
, , "Re!\r;an: 

YQUtn in Need. [ncorporated 

,516 Jefferson ' 

St. Charles. MO 6330J 

, lames A. Braun 
(314) 946-0101 

SlOO.(OO 
go..:YA-0033 
6Q Months 

Arn1eWI Ie. Johnson 
(202) 2oS..aQ69 

Youth in fifth tMMlgb eighcb arade. at risk of 
aca<femie problems, and their, familia: 

St. Lows.' Missouri 

VIl 


',I" " ' '; 
The CommUDir.y Connections Pro~ opentes to proniote the successful cransiti9n !Jf youth from 
childhood to adolescence, enhance their academic and .social sUcx:css. and promote dtcir bca.ltb and 
well-being. The Yeatman Community Education Consortium, which con&iSIS of nitric entities, will 
cOordinate me implementation of mi~ project which will ~rv. 60 youth and their flmiUes. The 
project wiJl provide family and youth activities. education activiries. c:ommuqity acdvitiCIS. and 
recreation and leisure activities. ~ family-focused proaraJ11S wiU include case m,anagement, " 
incfividual and family assessmenl:5. iMividv,al and famiJy therapy. hccith Carf;. aftd 'prevention 
education for high-risk behaviors and drug abuse. Am s;;hoof. on e\'cnmgs and weekends,' and 
during holidays., t:bc projcc;t will pro~idc currieulum-based a.::tivitii.:Sdesigncdto iAj;reasc the ' 
pCrfonnanc:~ of'middle schQol youthl whUe also incmasing their self-esteem. Middle sc:hoOl 
SlUdents will be seJected and trained, to serve as. ''buddies'' for, incoming sixUJ...gradcrs, and 
mlmtDrS and voJunr.eers will be pro\'ide~ to targ., the K~C remedial needs of 'Youth who need 
indh'idUaUz:cd attention. Orienra.tio~ activities wm also be provided for inc:omiag Sixth-grac:fcN 
and their (amilies. The project's community-focused actlviaes will include a contliet mediatiQtI 
ptognlm. youth leade.rship opponamltles, cultut:li heritqe progrims. and wort malliness skills 
training. CommuniI)' m~bcrs wUllbe n:cruiU;Q and ttaincd as l1ICQfOrs and paiRld with individual 
yoanft. 'nle:se mentors will be encouraged to maintainlong-tcmftelarionships with the youth anq. 
enjoy c:ducarioDa~ soc:iaJ. and recn:~tionaJ. aaivitit:S with them.' Th.eprojec:t 'Will ,Pl£'ovide a 
continuum of recreational and leisure a:r:ivities for the IJlrgetpopulation 3M ather neighborhood ' 
resJdenlS, inclucling oi'ganized and 'lMonnai' sportS. nonc:ompetic:ive group games, board ga.mc&. and 
cultural aC'l:ivhies. Participati%lg yoJt.h wUl be offered oppcnunitics to attend proiisssional and. 
college sports events, 'develop and tletform dramatjzec1 stits regarding youth issues for yooch and 
ad&llt lludi~nc.e•• and panicipate in rkreaticna1 and edlolCl.tionai outings to diverse public facilities. 

TOTAL P.a5 
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BACKGROUND ON EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS 

UNDER 'PRES'IDENT CLINTON 


. March 26, 1996 

,,'America has to be seriou~ aboutl education. We have·to be serious about education 
if we want to have a strong econorhy, if we want these young people to live up to . 
fullest of their God-givenabilities.[U we really believe that our obligation. to our 
children is to give tbem tbe abilityl to make the most of ,their own lives in this world 
we are living in, that means. education,education,education. We must face it,' , 
e~braceit, and be glad about it. "I . ,. . 

President Clinton
I . 

<p'Farr~1I Community School; San Diego, CA 
$eptember 22, 1995 .i . 

OVERVIEW, 

• 	 Unprecedented Commitment To ~xpanding Educational Oppo'rtunities. The Clinton 
Administration has made an unprecedented commitment to reforming the federal role in 
education and training and to expariding the opportunities available to American children and 
adults to improve their skills and tXimiZe .their potentiaL.. . 

• 	 A Commitment To Balancing The Budget While Investing In Education. President Clinton 
stood up to the Republican Budget ,that would 'have cut funding for key Education programs by 
$31 billion. President. Clinton' s F~ 1997 Balanced Budget shows that we can balance the 
budget in 7 years while continuing ,investments in key education programs: . . .! 	 . 

, . . : 

'Increase In Overall Education Spending. 
. 	 I 

• 	 20% increase in major education and training programs in 1997 over 1993 levels. 
• 	 $61 billion more for educatioA and training over 7 years than the Republican budget.· 

. 	 I' 
Increase In Funding For Key Education Programs That Work. . ' 
• 	 $1 billion more for Title I fori ba~ic and advanced skills' assistance in 1997 than in 1993. 
.. 	 Increases'funding for other e9ucation 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 Star: . . . . 

• 	 Commitment to fund 1 mimon Head Start opportunities for preschool children by 2002. 
I 

• 	 $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 .Nktional Service: . . 
• 	 Funds 30,000 AmeriCorpsl members in 1997 -- 5,000 more than thi~ year. -- for a total of 

100,000 AmeriCorps opportunities over the program's first 4 years. . .. 

New Education Initiatives I '. - . .', . 
• 	. Technology Literacy Challeng~ -- $2 billion to help states~ local communities, -and private 

sector bring the future to the fingertips of every child through computers & connections. 
I 

~ 	 $1000 Honors Scholarships for top 5% of graduates from every high school. 
• . I 	 . . 

• 	 Expanded Work Study to reach 1 million students by the year 2000. . 
• 	 $250 million job training initiativ~ to reduce unemployment among low-income, youth. 
• 	 $10,000 Tuition Tax Deductibn to help middle-class families afford college. 



THREE YEARS OF PROGRESS IN EDUCATION 


'I " 

HEAD START. President Clinton has made expanding and improving pre-schooling the, 

, I " , 

starting point for helping famVies give th~ir children, a good' start on the right course.. H~ 
appointed the Head Start Advisory Commission to examine the progr:am and to , ' . 

. recommend ways to improve its operation. \. These recommendatio'ns formed the basis for 
'the 1994 reauthorization of Head Start with major quality improvements: In his first two 
budgets, the President increasbd Head Start spending by $760 mi'nion. 

. . ·1· . 
GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT. President Clinton helped to create Goals 
2000 and signed it into law i~ 1994. Goals 2000 supports st~te, community and school' 
efforts to raise standards of achievement and discipline and encoUrage students to work 

I 

hard to meet them. Goals 2000 affirms the President's belief in the critical role of 
, education in building Americ~'s future and the federal government's central role' as it 

partner in that effort. More than 40 states have .. already . chosen to..participate iIi Goals 
! ' 

2000 and have developed their own strategic plans--'based on. raising· academic and 
occupational standards, impro~ing teaching and expanding the use of technology -- for 
educational 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 

I 

has a direct impact on five million children in high poverty areas. By increasing school 
flexibility to use federal aid ahd supporting effective innovations, this law is a significant 
step in helping all students meet high academic standards. 

SCHOOL TO WORK. Sigled by President Clinton in May of 1994, this act broadens . 
. educational, career and econokic opportunities for students not immediately bound for ' 

I
four-year colleges through local partnerships among businesses, schools, community 
organizations and state and 19cal governments. By equipping students' with the 
knowledge and skills ,necessaty to pursue work or post-secondary training, this law helps 
ensure that America will, be c~pable :of performing and prospering in a competitive global', 
economy. 

NATIONAL SERVICE. President Clinton created the AmeriCorps .program ~- signed
I , 

into law in September of 1993 -- to enable young people toeam money for education by 
serving their I'communities. This year alone, 25,000 volunteers are working in schools, 
hospitals,., neighborhoods and parks. 

DIRECT LENDING. President Clinton's Direct Lending program' -- signed in August 
of 1993' as. part of the, Omnibhs Budget Reconciliation Act -- eliminates billions of dollars 
in unnecessary payme~tsto l~nders·artd third ,parties ,and makes stud~nt loans cheaper and 
more efficient for students, schools and taxpayers. Over 1,300 schools, representing , 
40% of the total number. of I~ans, are participating in thi~' program, which cuts 
bureaucracy and saves taxpa~ers and students billions of dollars, while allowing more 
borrowers flexible repayment arrangements -- including pay-as-you-earn plans through 
Individual Education Accounts. President Clinton' remains committed to preserving the 
right of every college to choqse Direct Lending. , '. 
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EDUCATION AGENDA TO MEE" THE CHALLENGES OF FUTURE 

President Clinton remains committed ~o 'education reform and has vowed to continue helping " 
Americans invest in their ,children 's"ahd their nation's futur.e: ' In his State of the Union Address, , I' 	 ,
the President made the following prop,osals: 

TECHNOLOGICAL LITERAOY FOR THE 21ST CENTURY. President Clinton has 
launched a national mission to m~e all children technologically literate by the ,dawn of the 
21st century, equipped with co~unication, m~th, science, and critical thiD.kingskills " 
essential to prepare them for the Information Age. He has challenged the private sector, 
schools, teachers, parents,' student~, community groups, and all levels of government to work 
together to meet this goal by building four pillars that will: " ' 

, ' 	 I ' 
1. 	 Provide all teachers th~ training', and support they need to help students learn 

through computers arid ithe info~mation' superhighway; , . ' 
2. 	 Develop effective and engaging software and on-line learning resources as an 

I 
integral part of the school curriculum; 

3. 	 Provide access to moddm computers for all teachers and students; " , 
4. 	 Connect every school cfud classroom in America to the infomiation superhighway: 

HIGHER EDUCATION STANDARDS FOR STUDENTS ANn TEACHERS. In order 
to ensure America's competitive~trength, President Clinton wants to see public schools , I 	 ' . 
driven by demanding high standjds for students and teachers., ' 

PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE. President ,Clinton believes that information, competition, , 
and choice among' public schoolslshould be the rule, not the exception. Any parent who is 
dissatisfied with either their own :~hild' s or the school' sperfor,nance should have the 

, opportunity to choose a public school that 'will do better. 	 ' 

CHARTER SCHOOLS. To ensure thateyery p'arenthas the opportunity to choose a 
, - school for their child, the Preside~t called on all 50 states, to enact charter school laws within 

12 months. Twenty states currerttly have laws' providing for the creation of charter schools 
-- public schools, created and mariaged by parents, teachers and administrators. Charter

I 	 ," , 
schools have greater flexibility b* they are held accountable for their results through a 

" performance-based contract with a local school board; state, or other public institution. , . 

PARENT INVOLVEMENT. President Clinton' believes strongly that parents are and 
should continue to be their childrJn's first and most important teacher. The President asked 

, parents, to read with their children!' see that their homework is done, see that they take the 
tough courses,know their thildre*'s teachers; talk to their children directly, about the dangers' 
of drugs and alcohol, and talk to them about the values they want them to have. The 
President has also challenged businesses, schools,- and religious organizations to help parents 

, , I " " 	 , 

find the time for all, of this by being family-friendly for learning. 	 ' 

, ' 


