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ZAPME! CORPORATION 

I NEED TO KNOW 

ZapMe! is bridging the Digital Divide and alleviating the school technology funding gap 

by building a broadband, multi-media Internet network at no cost to schools throughout the 

nation. The ZapMe! networkbrings the latest technology tools and educational content free of 

charge to this country's students, primarily those in high schools and junior high schools 

nationwide. ZapMe!'s satellite network delivers broadband to hard~to-reach rural areas, 

alleviates the significant technology funding gap especially prevalent in disadvantaged schools, 

and provides greater educational and economic opportunity to students of all demographic 

backgrounds. ZapMe! gives America's students access to the. digital tools and information 

critical to today's -- and tomorrow',s -- knowledge-based economy. 


ZapMe!'s free network includes all equipment and service that schools need to participate 

in the o'n-line world. The typical ZapMe! lab includes 15 high-end, multimedia PCs, 17 inch 

monitors, a laser printer, and a satellite dish, through which ZapMe! provides free "always on," 

satellite connectivity to the Internet. The ZapMe! netspace provides access to valuable 
. . 

educational content, including over 13,000 pre-selected, indexed educational sites and other 
aggregated content. Our network also equips students, teachers and parents with a range of 
educational and communication tools. These include our network e-mail program and discussion 
boards that enable teachers to build a stronger community, provide a forum for students to 

. become more involved in extra-curricular activities, and allow students to communicate with 
peers and teachers in other geographic locations. ZapMe! plans to deploy even more advanced 
communication features in the future. ZapMe!'s netspace also includes Microsoft Word, Excel 
and PowerPoint so that students can learn the computer skills they will need for tomorrow's jobs 
while doing their schoolwork today. 

,I 

ZapMe!'s satelFte-based service is remarkably flexible. It is well-suited to schools in 

both remote and densely populated areas. Furthermore, because the network is deploying a bi~ 


directional satellite system, installing a ZapMe! lab does not require costly rewiring or phone 

access to connect to the Internet. The network will facilitate a wide array of activities by the 

school community, including affording teachers and administrators access to Internet-based 

educational content, school fundraising opportunities, and after-school education programs. 


ZapMe! continues to expand its educational content offerings. It plans to extend its 

network to include students, parents and teachers at home through take-home CDIROMs. The 

ZapMe! home system will be designed to further enhance students' educational experience by 

improving communication among students, teachers and parents and promoting parental 

involvement in edu·cation. . . 


, ZapMe! is installed in schools only if requested and approved by local school boards. 

1,;he response to ZapMe!'s service has been overvvhelming. At the begimling of this year, 

ZapMe! was already providing service to approximately 1000 schools. More than 6,000 schools 

have signed up to receive our service. 
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ZapMe! is able to provide this extraordinary service to schools at no charge through a 
variety of revenue sources, such as sponsorships by appropriate organizations,inc1uding the U.S. 
Anny and technology companies, and appropriate e-commerCe and e-fundraising opportunities. 
ZapMe! also promotes education and supports the network through its partnership with Sylvan 
Learning Systems, a leading provider of educational testing and training programs that uses the 
ZapMe! labs after school hours to provide educationaItraining. 

A member of the. TRUSTe privacy organization, ZapMe! has a rigorous privacy policy 
and other protections in place. ZapMe! has designed its registration sy"stem for its at-school 
network so that it does not collect personally identifying infonnation and seeks partners with 
responsible privacy policies. In addition, ZapMe! carefully screens all sponsor messages, which 
alternate with public service announcements such as the N atio.nal Campaign Against Youth 
Violence and Mothers Against Drunk Driving, to ens,ure that they are appropriate for the school 
enviroriment. 

In short, ZapMe! is bridging the Digital Divide and the technology funding gap in order 
to give students a safe, appropriate and enonnously valuable broadband educational experience 
that they could not receive in anyotherway. 



Oppose the Shelby or Dodd Amendments to the ESEA Reauthorization Bill 

S. 1908, the "Student Privacy Protection Act," introduced by Sen. Chris Dodd (D-CT), 
would interfere with a host of valuable services for schools and their students, and needlessly 
infringe on local control of education policy. Sen. Richard Shelby (R-AL) has stated that he 
intends to offer asimilar proposal as an amendment to the Elementary & Secondary Education 
Act when it comes to the Senate floor. These proposals (collectively "the bill") would burden 
schools with a special, prior written parental consent requirement before any information could 
be received by a third party for any commercial purpose if it was obtained from any student. 

• 	 Sweeping Regulation. The bill regulates a host of routine public-private partnerships 
through which businesses have been supplying services to students for decades-including 
text books, children's magazines, Internet service, standardized tests, cafeteria service, 
athletic equipment" yearbooks and school rings. 

• 	 Compromising Local Control. The National School Boards Association strongly opposes 
the bilL It would insert the U.S. Department of Education in the role of micro-managing 
local school decisions regarding commercial activities in,schools. Local schools and school 
boards have a long history of setting the terms for these activities. S. 1908 would force 
them to do so under federal supervision, extensive record-keeping obligations and the threat 
of losing federal funding. 

• 	 Not About Privacy. The bill would impose unprecedented regulation of anonymous, non
personal information. For example, simply keeping track Of purchases from inventory 
wo.uld trigger the written, parental consent requirement. Never before has anonymous 
information been subject to regulation under any federal privacy law (including existing 
student and children's privacy legislation). 

•. 	Unnecessary Regulation of the Internet. Congress has already passed legislation 
governing children's online privacy. In 1998, the Intemet and marketing industries worked 
with Congress and actively supported this children's Internet privacy legislation 
("COPPA"). That law has just gone ,into effect, and companies have worked hard to come 
into compliance: S. 1908 would ignore and undo this work; imposing conflicting, far more 
burdensome requirements for websites and online services who serve students. 

• 	 Infringing Students' Rights. ,The bill's burdensome, detailed notice and consent 
requirement that would interfere with student learning on educational websites and delay 
students' access to the Internet. Even high school seniors would need cumbersome written 
parental , consent before visiting a website that collected ,any information from visitors. 
Such restrictions likely violate the First Amendment. 

• 	 Unfunded Federal Mandate. S. 1908 would impose costly requirements on schools over 
and above frequently extensive local policies--to collect and maintain topies of parental 
consents for a wide range of school activities and services supplied by third parties. 



FERPA and COPPA Adequately Protect Student Privacy 

1. The Family Educational and Privacy Rights Act ("FERPA") 

• 	 FERP A already requires parental consent for most disclosures to commercial entities of 
individually identifiable information about students obtained in a school setting. 

I. FERP A requires parental consent for disclosures ~o businesses of information that relates, 
directly to any student and that is maintained by a school or anyone "acting for" a school. 

2. The only exception is for disclosures to commercial entities of a student's name, address, 
telephone listing, and date and place of birth. For these, FERP A requires that a parent 
receive notice and a reasonable opportunity to opt-out of such disclosures. 

3. FERP A does not apply to anonymous information and indeed expressly permits use of 
aggregated or anonymous student's information to undertake studies for developing~and 
administering predictive tests and student aid programs, and improving instruction. 

• 	 FERP A protects the privacy rights of students without unduly inhibiting productive and 
beneficial uses of student information. The Miller Amendment would unnecessarily 
establish a conflicting privacy regime and sweep far too broadly by regulating anonymous 
information. Anonymous information does not pose a threat to privacy, and as such, the 
Miller approach does not advance privacy protection. 

2. The Children's Online Privacy Protection Act ("COPPA") 

• 	 COPPA, which Congress enacted in 1998 to address children's online privacy, already 
addresses in a comprehensive fashion the privacy of individually identifiable information 
collected online from children under the age of 13 by commercial websites and online 
services. 

I. COPPA requires parental consent before commercial sites may collect a child's full 
name, home address, e-mail address, telephone number or any other information that would 
allow someone to identify or contact a child. It does not apply to anonymous information. 

2. COPPA has a small number ofFirst Amendment-related and child safety-related 
exceptions involving collection only of an e-mail address. In these circumstances, COPPA 
requires parental notice and opt-out, instead ofconsent. 

3. COPPA applies only to children ages 12 and under because the drafters were concerned 
about interfering with teenagers' ability to learn online. 

• 	 The Miller amendment would impose an onerous, conflicting regulatory regime, interfering 
with students' ability to learn online and even to obtain an Internet account in school, as well 
as teenagers' First Amendment rights to receive and communicate online. 
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Ii ' .February 29, 2000 

Member 

United States Senate 

Washington, D.C. 20510 


Dear Sena tor: 

RE: Oppose S. 19UB,the Student Commercialism Protecti~n Act 

I . The National School Boards Association, on behalf of more than 95,000 
II
I 

. local school board members nationwide, wishes to express its opposition 
to S. 1908, the Student Commercialism Protection Act. 

It has come to our attention that this legislation, with some modifications, 
may be offered as an amendment to [he Senate ESEA mark-up this week. 
5.1908 would require schools to collect paremal consent forms for each 
student participatmg In a broad range of activities that involve ~nonymous 
or personally identifiable information reaching a company providing 
service to a school. As such, [his legislation Imposes a federal one-si2e-fits
all policy for the 80,000 neighborhood schools in 15,000 school districts and 
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engages the federal government in a level of micro-management that is not 

practical or necessary. 


II . Fundamentally, S. 1908 usurps the discretion of locally elected school boards by dictating 
, requirements for any commercial or collaborative venture in which local school boards choose 

to enter with vanous businesses. This is a dedsion best determined by the local board to 

ensure that the special needs of the district and the local values of the community are reflected. 
S. 1908 would inhibit these collaborative ventures and the ability of the local school board in 
these arrangements. When schools face significant funding shorrfalls, we. should reward 
districts for innovative approaches to provide educational services and equipment rather than 
legislate roadblocks to these collaborations. 

Secondly, requiring schools to obtain, and retam for federal inspection, thousands of parental 
consent forms for different activities would be a Significant federal mandate that many schools 
are not eqUipped to handle. This would result in increased staff time and financial b.\H:dens on 
local districts to comply with this mandate. This is staff time and financial resources that many 
school districts simply cannot spare; and to reqUire this for the distribution of anonymous 
information is not necessary. 

This legislation is unnecessary because school districts already must comply wirh the Family 
Education Rights and Privacy Act that governs the release of many forms of personally 
identifiable informanon. However, S. 1908 goes even further by imposing unprecedented 
regulation on the distribution of anonymous infonnation that has never been considered 
private. This prOVIsion is so broad that local schools may not be able to enter into agreements. 
for cafeteria services, spans equipment, standardized tests, textbooks, or Internet services. 

National School Boards AsSociation 
1680 Duke Sueet • Alexandna. Virginia 22314-3493 .. (703)'838-6722. FAX (703) 683:7590 • hrrpJrwwwnsbaorg 
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Furrhermore, commercial interests and other groups could easily find more extensive 
information through rhe student directory information guidelines in FERPA. 

Finally, the bill directs the General Accounting Office to study the "prevalence and effect of 
commercialism in elementary and secondary education." However, S. 1908 presupposes a 
problem and attempTS a legisl~tive remedy. A more prudent approach would be TO review 
conclusions of the study before taking legislative action. 

For theSe reasons, NSBA asks that you oppose this legislation if offered independently or as an 
amendment to eXIsring legislation. Across the country, local school boards are elected by their 
community to govern and implement effective policy based on the spedfic needs of their 
distnct. This legislation would usurp this discretion in favor of a one-size-fits-all approach to 
a complt:!x issue: Should you have any questions please contact DanFuller, director of federal 
programs, at 703-838-6763, or e-mail dfuller@nsba.org. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ ~~ILfV-
Mary Ellen Maxwell Anne L. Bryant 
PreSident Executive . Director 

\' 
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.AM:ENDMENT NO. __ Calendar No. __ 

Purpose; To pro\'ide privacy for ~tudents with respect to 
disclosure and gathering ofdata and information. 

IN THE SENATE: OF THE 'UN'lTED STATES-lOOth Cong., 2d Sess. 

S.2 

To extend programs and activities under the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

Re£erredto the Committee on ~___________ 
and ordered to be printed 

Ordered to lie on the table and, to be printed 

AMENDM.ENT intended to be proposed by:Mr. DODD 

, Viz: 

1 At the appropriate place in title X, insert the fol

2 lowing: 

3 SEC. --" PRIVACY FOR STUD~NTS. 

4 Part A of title X' is amended by adding at the end 

5 the following: 

6 "SEC. _'• PRlVAOYFOR S1.VDEl\'TS. 

7 ,'U(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as pennitted in sub

8 section (b), no State educational agency OT local edu

9 , cational agenoy that is a Tecipient of funds under this Aot 

1.0· l11.Sy-

FEB 29 2000 13:00 
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1 "(1) disclose data or information the agency 

2 gathered from a student to a person or entity that 

3 seeks disclosure of the data or information for the 

4 purpose of benefiting the person's or entity's com

5 mercial interests; or 

6 "(2) permit by' contract a person or entity to 

7 gather from a student7 or assist a person or enti ty 

8 in gathering from a studentl data or information, j£ 

9 . the purpose for, gathering the data or information is 

10 to benefit the commercial interests of the person or 

11 entity.· 

12 "(b) PARENTAL OONSENT.

13 ({(I) DISCLOSURE.- A State educational agen

14 cy or local educational agency that is a recipient of 

15 funds under this Act may disclose data or informa

16 lion under subsection (a)(l) if the agenCYI prior to 

17 the disclosure-:

18 H(A) explainS to the student's parent, in 

19 writing, what data or information will be dis

20 closed, to which person or entity the data or in_I 

21 fonnation will be disclosed, the amount of class .

22 time, jf anYI that will he eoMumed by the dis

23 closure, . and how the person or entity will use 

24 the data or information; and 

FEB 29 2000 ~3:00 
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1 "(B) obtai.ru; the parent's written permis

2 sion for the disclosure. 

3 "(2) GaTBERJNG.-A State. educational agency 

4 or local educational agency that is a recipient of 

5 funds under this Act may permit by contract, or as~ 

6 sist, the gathering of d.ata or information under sub

7 section (a)(2) if the agency, prior to the gathering

8 "(A) explains to the student's parent, in 

9 "Urrlting, what data or infonnation will be gath

10 ered, which person or entity \vill gather the 

11 data or information! the am01.mt of class time, 

12 if any, that will be consumed by the gathering, 

13 and how the person or entity will use the data 

14 or information; and 

15 ' "(B) obtains the parent's V\ntten permis

16 sion for the gathering. 

17 "(0) DEFlNl'I'IONS.-In this section

18 (C (1) the term 'student' means a student under 

19 the age of 18; and 

20 H(2) the term 'commercial interest' does not in

21 elude the interest of a person or entity in gathering 

22 data or information from a student for the pu:rpose 

23 of developing or providing educational products or 

24 services for or to students or educational institu

25 tions, such. as

20234736913 PAGE. 04 
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1 (( (A) college recruitingj 

2 ((B) book clubs providing access to low 

3 cost books; ~nd 

4 "(0) development and evaluation of cur" 

5 . riculum, educational programs, and textbooks.' I. 

FEB 29 2000 13: 00 . 
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Important Services to Schools that' Requi~e Collection 
of Some Information or Advertising to Students 

Collection Qf information from students is necessary for a wide array of very beneficial 
commercial produCts and services for schools, most of which have been a positive feature of 
school life for decades. Student privacy and anti-commercialism proposals would interfere 
with and create very strong disincentives against school use of these goods ~nd services, such 
as: 

• 	 Reading Material: The proposals would make it more difficult for students to obtain 
materials' tha~ teach younger children to love learnIng. For more than fifty years Highlights 
for Children has obtained student SUbscriptions through schools. Every year tens of 
thousands of teachers recommend the magazine and similar materials to their students and 
parents as supplementary reading materials. In many cases these ma~erials are the only 
supplemental reading materials in the home. Because Highlights is a commercial entity, 
H.R. 2915 would require prior written parental consent before teachers forwarded any 
SUbscription information to Highlights, and would erect a barrier to student access to 
worthwhile educational materials. 

• 	 Internet access: The proposals would create a barrier to the goal of connecting schools to 
the Internet. Simply establishing ~ student Internet account requires collection of some 
information from th~ student. 

• 	 Web surfing and educational content: Almost all web sites at least collect anonymous 
information regarding visitors to the site and,contain some advertising. The proposals 
would impose the highly impractical requirement that schools obtain parental consent for 
each web site a student visits. Moreover, the proposals would interfere with' providers of 
school equipment and Internet-based educational content such asZapMe! Corporation, 
ZapMe! supplies schools with a computer lab, broadband Internet access, 13,000 indexed 
educational sites and a suite of Microsoft computer software all without charge. Even 
though ZapMe! collects only anonymous information, no student could use the system 
without a parental consent form. 

• 	 School filtering: Some Internet filtering companies automatically collect information on 
student Internet surfing in ~rder to block access to objectionable sex, hate" and criminal sites. 
Use ofcommercial filtering services is increasingly being required by law in school Internet 
systems. However, schools would be required to obtain written parental consent before 
installing many of these systems, further delaying deployment of Internet service. 

• 	 Online Educational Programs. There are a number of online educational programs that 
improve and expand educational opporturiities for students at all levels. These ipteractive 
programs allow students to engage in productive dialogues that provide remedial assistance 
or enhancement in particular study areas. In many cases; the information collected enables 

WASH1 :260695:9:3/3/00 
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teachers to target their assistance to better meet a student's needs. Such activities would 
provide the basis for applying the proposals' prior written explanation and parental consent 

. requirements, hampering the proliferation of this innovative learning tool. 

• 	 School Fundraising: QSP, Inc. has helped students raise dver $2 billion for schools and 
youth groups through the sale of magazine subscriptions, books and gift items. These 
activities necessarily require the collection of commercial information. Last year alone, over 
J0 million students used QSP programs to raise money to buy computers, band uniforms, and 
athletic· equipment, take class trips, organize proms, and publish yearbooks -- important 
programs that are not always c~)\iered by strained school budgets. These programs would be 
severely constrained if parental consent were required. 

• 	 Book Clubs: Many students, particularly low-income students, obtain their first reading. 
materials through book clubs, which provide a q:mvenient method for students to select and 
buy books that interest them .. Student orders are in tum passed along to publishers, who then 
ship the requested books. The proposals would make it difficult or impossible to run 
traditional book clubs in schools because publishers could not obtain information on student 
orders, even on an anonymous and/or aggregate basis, without first obtaining prior written 
informed parental cons~nt. 

• 	 Text Book Evaluations: School textbook publishers often ask students to: provide 
feedback on textbooks and other instructional materials. But under the proposals, a teacher 
would be prevented from giving her class a simple anonymous survey provided by the 
publisher on the effectiveness of a textbook, unless the teacher had first obtained "prior 
written informed consent" from each student's parents. The fact that such surveys were 
designed and solely intended to help the publisher improve the usefulness of a textbook as an 
instructional tool would not exclude it from the parental consent requirement. 

• 	 College Admissions: The propos·als would require receipt of parental consent forms before . 
any student could take the SAT or college placement test or request admissipns information 
from colleges and universities. 

• 	 College Scholarships: Many organizations serving students in schools provide college 
scholarships in part relying on information received from students through schools. This 
established method for identifying scholarship recipients would be hampered by the 
proposals' burdensome parental consent provisions. 

• 	 Student Polling: A parental consent form would be required before any student 
participated in a poll conducted bya commercial entity. For example, children's 
publishers conduct polls of student positions on various public policy issues, such as anti
youth smoking initiatives and upcoming elections. These anonymous surveys, which are 
often covered by the media, provide a voice for students on important social issues and can 
influence public policy. 
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• 	 Yearbooks and School Rings: The proposals would require a parental consent form 
before a school could disclose standard information for school yearbooks, and before a 
student could order a yearbook or. class ring. 

• 	 Routine Commercial Services: Because the proposals regulate disclosure of even 
anonymous information from students, it would reach collection of student orders by 
privately-run school cafeterias and athletic equipment suppliers: 

• 	 Testing: Many states have decided to hire test publishers to prepare and administer a variety 
of student tests. These tests necessarily require collection of information from students 
triggering the proposals' stringent administrative requirements. It is impractical to get 
parental consent before tests are administered, much less graded. Ironically, the proposals' 
consent requirement would offer students a ready opportunity to evade the very tests 
encouraged by Title I of ESEA. 

• 	 Contests Involving an Educational Activity: Many schools hold writing contests for 
students, such as the design of a student magazine on current events, for which the 
sponsors need basic information to contact the winner. Requiring teachers to obtain 
parental consents for every student for these educational activities is needlessly burdensome 
and will greatly reduce these contests as an educational tool for students. 
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PLEASE DELIVER TO: Martin, Tanya 

COMMITTEE FOR EDUCATiON FUNDING 

EXI::CUTIVE COMM[TTEIi 
Member 

Ellin Nolan, President 

Coalition of HigheT Education U.S. House of Representatives 

As..1J;tilnce Orgsl'liutl(lI'lS< June 7, 2000 
L;lUxlC Westley, VIce Pn!'.\ld<:nt 

V<"y"scr r;xp.1nded Learning 


Cyndy Littlefi~ld, Treo\!lu."r Dear Representative, 

A"-'l()d~ti"n of Jesuit ColleRes 

~nct Univ'?rsities 


Jo"l I'~ckc" FiI8t Presidetlt The Committee for Education Funding (CEF), a nonpartisan coalition of over 95 
Nat;,.,,, .. l EduGltlon Association 

organizations reflecting the full spectrum of the education community, cannot 
< David naime 

American A!<~()d"ti(ln vI' suPPOrt H.R. 4577, which severely shortchangeS funding for many important
Community C(lll~g~ 

education programs in FY01.
Robert Caruano 

The ColleS;; Board 


JolmCll~ek CEF appreciates that the House bill provides important increases, matching and; in 
N.lil)n~1 Jndi~n J3duc«rion 

.'\ssociation some cases, exceeding the President's requests for vital programs like Pell grants, 

Stephanie Giesecke, (e:r:-flffici() campus-based aid, TRIO, institutional aid, Impact Aid, vocational education, N.tiorl<11 Association of 
Independent Colleges education technology, Even Start, and comprehensive school reform. . 
and UniversilJes 

Hilary Goldmann, (~.j1·(lffiCio) 
American A.~otiati"n vi Stillt' Weare extremely concerned, however, that the bill provides only a 2.5% aggregate
Colleges alld Ul1iver~ilie.. 

funding increase for elementarv and secondarv education-a freeze in terms of 
l)i~M Gourlay - J - J 

UniVH"ity (,f CalifOTTIi~ continuing current services--and cuts funding for other vitally important programs. 

R1>d!llan Grimm For exaxnple, the bill freezes funds for Title I services to disadvantaged students, safe 

W,lshillgtOl1 State Office of Ille 

0< 

Superintelld7"t of P"blie lostru"tiOl\ and drug free schools, education research, teacher quality, bilingual education, and 
g~~~~i~fu~':):;c~nitY magnet schools. It also diminates funding for the current class size reduction, LEAP . , 
in Education state-based student aid and elementary school coun,seling programs. The bill also under 
~~~!;,:I~:~~~t\~.:ht\rA!>~"d.ti"l'I funds special education by $1.5 billion below thearnount provided in the just-passed 
Myrn~ M"ndlawlbl (~x-()ffid<» bipartisan House resol~tionto fully fund TOEA. 

< School Social Work Association 

of Amerlcil 


P~ul M""."y Overall, H.R. 4577 is $2.9 billion below the President's request and only one third of 
American Council on Education the $4.6 billion increase approved on a bipartisan basis by the Senate Appropriations 
Gail McSpadden 

National A:\1\Oc'llltion "~I Committee. CEF suppC?rtS at least a 15% incr~ase in FY01 to begin meeting the 

F(!d~mlly Impacted SchQ,)1$ 
 pressing educational needs of America's children, youth and adults. We strongly urge 
Nancy O'Brien 

A$socinllon for en!'ce, ''''..; you to find the resources necessary to make education the funding priority that the 

Je'<:I\I'i~al Edu(,lti(lil American people expect. Finally, we oppose amendments to H.R. 4577 that cut 
Mark Schncide"mm 
Softv.·are & Infonnatiol1 education funding or that increase .one education program at the expense of another. 
j(,du~lIy Association 

Lorry Z.slan'ClOny 
< National AssociM;OI\ 01 Stude"!'t Sincerely, . 


Fin,mOill Aid )\dmini,t:r"h)~ 
 f/L.. jlI~ ~jI?.Y~-
< Edward Ked)' 
Executive {lircd(lT Edwa:rd R. Keal; -'Y -- cd-Ellin Nolan 

Executive DirectorPresident 
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FAX TRANSMISSION 


PLEASE DELIVER TO: 


NAME 
Billy Glunz 
Annette Aulton 
Rodney Spinks 
Wilhemina McKinney 
Major Bob Stone 
Donni LeBoeuf 
Suzy Hubbell 
Justin Paschal 
Dorothy Caldwell 
Bronson Frick 
Craig Gardenschwartz 
Jonathan Friebert 
Rebecca Werbel 
ruck Greenfield 
Murray Rapp 
Maya Davidson 
Maria Femandez-Greczmiel 
Jessie Sherrer ' 
Rob Nabors 
Bobby Smith 
Nataki MacMurray 

. Lydia Bickford 
Elizabeth Steele 
Kenny May 
Eric Dodds 
Diane Foster 
Juan Lopez 
Doug Herbert 
Marna Gettleman 
Susan Conklin 
Eileen Daniels 
Larry Bilbrough 
Joyce Larson 
Adrienne Torrey 
Andy Feldman 
Gwen Cohen 
Lindsey Huff 
Don Hartline 
Cathy McDermott 
Richard Flahavan 
Lee Herring 
Kinney Za1esne 
Major AI Najera 

. Rickie Beall 
Maxie Hollingsworth 
William P. Cornell 

Dina Wood 

Pam Nemfakos 

Mamie Bittner 
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WH Cabinet Affairs 
State 
Treasury 
Defense 
Defense 
Justice 
Interior 
Agriculture 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
Labor 
HHS 
HHS 
HUD 
Transportation 
Energy 
VA 
EPA 
OMB 

. USTR 
ONDCP 
SBA 
FEMA 
BBG 
GSA 
SSA 
SSA 
NEA 
NEH 
Dept. of the Army, 
Dept. of the Army 
NASA 
US Marine Corps 
Smithsonian 
CEA 
CrA 
NSC 

NLRB 

OPM 

SSS 

NSF 

DOJ 

Army 

NRC 

SBA 

US Air Force 

Peace Corps 

OPIC 

Navy, 

IMLS 


FAX 
(202) 456-2575 

(202) 647-1579 

(202) 622-6415 

(703) 696-8921 


, (703) 697-6072 

(202) 307-2093 

(202) 208-1821 

(202) 690-2119 


(703) 305-2782 

(202) 482-0052 


, (202) 693-6145 

(202) 205-2135 ' 
(202) 401-5783 

(202) 708-3707 

,(202) 366-7952 

(202) 586-7169 

(202) 273-5716 


, (202) 395-1005 

(202) 395-4549 

(202) 395-6744 

(202) 205-6903 

(202) 646-3930 

(202) 260·0406 
(202) 219-1243 

(410) 966-2660 

(202) 358-6076 

(202) 682-5002 

(202) 606-8588 ' 
(703) 681-7349 


(202) 358-3048 

(703) 784'-9820 
(202) 351-4908 

(202) 395-6853 

(703) 482-1739 

(202) 456-9370' 
(202) 273-4276 

(202) 606-2264 

(703) 605.:4106 
(703) 306-0157 

(202) 514-1724 


(301) 415-1672 

(202) 205-6802 

(703) 697-0896 


(202) 218-020 I 

(703) 693-4957 

(202) 606-8591 


PHONE 
(202) 456·2572 
(202) 647-6797 

(202) 622-6229 

(202) 696-6169 xl907 
(703) 6) 4-0636 

(202) 616-3642 

(202) 208-1923 

(202) 720-3631 


(703) 305-2664 • 
(202) 482-5880 

(202) 693-6023 

(202) 690-8209 

(202) 690-8134 

(202) 708-0030 

(202) 366-6524 

(202) 586-9591 

(202) 273-5760 

(202) 564-7177 

(202) 395-3563 

(202) 395-9664 

(202) 395·5510 
(202) 401-8273 

(202) 646-3399 

(202) 205-3415 

(202) 50 I-II 04 
(410) 965-8537 

(202) 358-6093 

(202) 682-5515 

(202) 606-8355 

(703) 681-7257 


(202) 358-1439 

, (703) 784-9550 


(202) 357-4544 

(202) 395-5147 

(703) 482-0623 

(202) 456-9271 

(202) 273-3907 

(202) .606-0132 

(703) 605-4100 

(703) 306-1070 xl256 
(202) 514-9665 

(703) 695-1717 

(301) 415-5987 

(202) 205-7048 

(703) 695-7185 


(202) 336-8649 

(703) 693-0217 

(202) 606-8536 
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Marquee Hobnes NTSB (202) 314·6260 (202) 314-6268 
Le Evans Interior (202) 208·4946 (202) 208·7551 
Holly McPeak USDA (202) 720-9063 (202) 720·5836 
Marna Gettleman NEB MGettJeman@neh.gov 

KennieMay BBG kmay@usiil.gov 

Jessie Sherrer EPA SherrerJessie@eEa.gov 

Richard Flahavan SSS Richard Flahavan@sss.gov 

William Cornell Air Force William.Comell@Eentagon.af:mil 

Cathy McDermott OPM CMMCDERM~oEm.gov 

Nataki MacMurray ONDCP nataki d. macmurra;z:@ondcE.eoE.gov 

Justin Paschal USDA Justin.Paschall@usda.gov 

Rodney Spinks Treasury rodney.spink:s@do.treas.gov 


Wilhemina McKinney DOD wmckinne@hg.odedodea.edu 


Adrienne Torrey Smithsonian atorrey@soe.siedu 
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Citizens cannot act together until they decide together. 

Through public deliberation, citizens define what they 

consider to be in the public interest and find common 

By offering citizens a framework for deliberative forums, 

the NIF network helps the public take an active role in 

acting on public issues. And the health of this nation's 

democratic enterprise depends on the active participation 

of responsible citizens who take the initiative to deliberate 

about public policy choices and about the actions to be 

taken by citizens inside and outside of government. 

If)?I< ' 
".~... vf~ ~ J 

J':
J ."
L 

~~ 


So What? 

ground for action. 

c-J\--'7
"~ 



aUUll<:U Issues Forums (NIF) is a nonpartisan, nation

wide network of locally sponsored forums for the consid

eration of pubJic policy issues. They are rooted in the 

simple notion that people need to come together to reason 

and talk to deliberate about common problems. Indeed, 

democracy requires an ongoing deliberative dialogue. 

How Does It Work? 

Each year, major issues of concern are 

the NIF network. Issue books, which provide 

of the subject and present several 

prepared to frame the choice work. 

Forums are sponsored by thousands of organizations 

within many communities. They offer 

opportunity to join together to deliberate, to 

with others about ways to approach difficult 

work toward creating public judgment. 

costs and consequences of public 

Forums enrich participants' thinking on public issues. 

The process helps people - who use choice work in their 

discovery - to see issues from different pOints of view. 

At their best. forums help partiCipants move toward 

shared, stable, well-informed public judgments, based 

on what is valuable to them about important issues. 

Through deliberation, participants move from making 

individual choices to making choices as a public. 

Forums are organized by civic, service, and religious 

organizations as well as by libraries, colleges, universities, 

high schools, literacy and leadership programs, prisons, 

businesses, labor unions, and senior groups. The 

of forum convenors is both large and diverse. 

ipants vary considerably in age, race, 

status, and geographic location. Studies of NI 

tell us that every type of citizen seeks out 

in these public forums. 

tions all across the country to 


and convenors. They provide both 


veterans with background on the 


receive training and practice 


become acquainted with 


organize NIF programs 


to appreCiate the 

the public r\pr.,np 
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RI THE axe R 
Equalizing Teacher Quality 

EI3ECCA HUHST IS A SPEcrACULARLY GOOD TEACHER. 

. Though her Algebra II classroom is in one of 


" Los Angeles' poorest neighborhoods, if you 

.. ' ,
; dropped by for an afternoon you wouldn't see either the 

is inescapable in such settings. Instead, sparked 

their teacher's commitment to instilling in her students 

same passion for mathematics that she has, students 

to participate in solving complex math problems

problems many teachers would consider beyond the 

. reach of these students. As she writes logarithm after 

on the board, eyes light up and pencils move 

examples. 

Every day, poor 

children in every city in 

America benefit hugely 

from terrific teachers like 

Rebecca. Underpaid, 

overworked, and stretched 

sometimes beyond human 

endurance to respond both 

to the intellectual and 

personal needs of their 

students, these dedicated 

. adults devote themselves 

selflessly to sharing the 

riches of their own 

education with young people growing up without riches 

of any other kind . 

But as the pages of this issue of Thinking K-16 show, 

poor children and children of color are far less likely than 

other children to be taught by outstanding teachers like 

Rebecca. Indeed, no matter how you measure teacher 

qualifications-licensed vs. unlicensed, in- vs. out-of

field, performance on teacher licensure exams, or even 

actual effectiveness in producing learning gains-Iow

income and minority youngsters corne' up on the short 

end . 

This fact is hardly lost on Mark Roberts, an African 

American father who observed that his daughter's low

income friend Tiffany wasn't having the same kind of 

school experiences that he saw in his daughter's so-called 

"gifted and talented" classroom. 

In the GT classrooms, wrote Mr. Roberts, "children 

with the proper pedigrees ... enjoyed the best teachers, 

smaller classes, an enriched curriculum, exciting field 

trips, challenging assignments, and the protective watch 

of the principal. They would never be assigned a teacher 

like Mrs. Simmons, who screamed at her students, kept a 

brick on her desk, and made frequent calls on her cell 

phone. Tiffany was in her class." 

When Roberts questioned the principal about these 

differences, the response was chilling: "Remember who 

we arc talking about," the principal explained. "There's 

only so much we can do for those kids." 

For years, of course, we've known about inequities 

continlled next PJge 
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Na~ S. Grosmid 
St(lrr SII{Jt!riJlfLNk1fr of SChfllOll 

June 23, 2000 

Mr, Jon Fider . 
President 
SmartCall Interactive Services, Inc. 
104 Oak Lane 
Philadelphia, P A 

lK_ xe::.$1V"
Dear ~ixler: 

Thank you for presenting the SmartCaU Program to us at the MaryJand State Department of' 
Education. We are mOst enthusiastic a.bout your innovative program which would provide much 
needed information and support to students, parents. and teachers via the telephone. Our 
Department has just launched a Family Focus Campaign to build family involvement programs in . 
Maryland. SmartCall could have a dramatic impact on our ability to disseminate infomlation . 
across the entire State. 

As you know, we are the central ~tate ed~cation 'agency and work with twenty-four school 
systems and over 1250 schools. We are interested in easy to use two way communication systems 
that are infonnation exchanges between our families and our schools. We heartily support your 
plans for Maryland's schools and look forward to developing and launching the program with 
you. I am certain that our local superintendents will be as interested as we in embracing this great 
idea. 

zoo Wt.rl Bolr{mnrp. Slr1ItJl 
&zilimore. J./orykl1ld 21201 
Pitorre (410) 767-0JOO 
1TY I roD (410) 333-(;442 

Executive Director 

Corporate Partnerships in Education ' 


c. AJ Harad, Vice President - Marketing 

• 
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.Smart 

'I)ttlraalve Services. Inc. 

Magic on the telephone 

SmartCall is a new program 
available in September that . 
makes it easy for principals 

" and.schools to communicate a 
wide range of current 
information to students and 
parents. 

Each participating school will 
be given a free"voice·mailbox, 
which can be "loaded" and 
updated froM any telephone" 
by principals. staff. or. 
students. 

A unique local telephone 
nUmber will be assigned to 
each school. so that students 
and parents may access this 
recorded information from 
any telephone. 

This program c;an be used as 
a "live II newsletter to 
Wghlight important school 
information. 

Participation, is free. 

.	Advanced registration 
required. 
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The Most InnoVative School Program in History! 
- YOUR School Participation Is Completely FREEl 

- Easiest Way Ever to Communicate With Students And Parents! 

- Your Own School's Free Local Telephone Number! 

- Parents/Students Can Access 


Info From Any Telephonel . 

.A~ Just Look At What You CanDo! 
- School Events' 
- Special Announcements 
- Upcoming Tests Reminders 
- Bus Schedules 
- Lunch Menus 
- Fund Raising 
- PTA/PTO Information 
- Registration Information 
- School Policies 
- Student Council "'c:n.I<."~ 

- Neighborhood Alerts 
- Sports Schedules 
- Club Events 

- Class Activities 
- Invitations 
- Report Card Announcing 
... Health Watch 

Weekly Class Curriculum 
Homework Hotline 
Principals Message 

- Award Announcements· 

LOOK· 
AT THE 

BENEFITS 
.FORVOUR 

SCHOOL! 
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United States ' 

General Accounting Office 
GAO Washington, D.C. 20548 

Health, Education, and 
Human Services Division 

B-278982 

November 16, 1998 

The Honorable WilliainGoodling 
Chairman, Committee on Education and the Workforce 
House of Representatives 

I 

' 

The Honorable Peter Hoekstra 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight 

and Investigations 
Committee on Education and the Workforce 
House of Representatives 

The Honorable Frank Riggs 

G,hairman, Subcommittee on Early Childhood, 


Youth, and Families ' 
Committee on Education and the Workforce 
House of Representatives 

Despite broad legislative and public consensus that higher learning 
standards and other reforms are needed within the nation's schools, there 
is substantially less agreement about who should be involved setting the 
agenda for reform. In 1994, the Congress passed the Goals 2000: Educate 
America Act, which provides grants to states and localities for systemic 
education reform efforts. Controversy about the extent to which the 
federal government should be involved in education policy led the 
Congress to amend the act in 1996 to reduce the requirements states 
would have to meet to receive access to Goals 2000 funding. 

In ftscal years 1994 through 1997, the Department of Education provided 
more than $1.25 billion in formula-based! grants to states under title III of 
Goals 2000 for the purpose of systemic education reform. The program 
requires that 90 percent of the funds be awarded as competitive sub grants 
to local school districts.2 However, little comprehensive information has 
been developed to determine what activities these grants are funding at 
the state or local level. Therefore, you asked us to review the Goals 2000 
program to determine (1) how its funds have been spent at both the state 
and local levels, including the levels of funding for developing standards 

(State allocations are made on the basis of two factors: 50 percent in accordance with the relative 
amounts each state would have received under chapter I of title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) for the preceding fiscal year; and 50 percent allocated in accordance 
with the states' relative share under part A of chapter 2 of title I of ESEA for the preceding fiscal year. 

2In the program's first year, only 60 percent of the Goals 2000 funds had to be awarded as competitive 
subgrants. 
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and assessments as well as health education, and (2) how state and local 
officials view Goals 2000 as a means to promote education reform efforts. 

In conducting our work, we interviewed federal, state, and district 
officials, visited selected states,3 and reviewed relevant documents. We 
surveyed Goals 2000 coordinators in all states. We also collected national, 
state, and district documents about the program, including a description of 
each of the 16,375 sub grants reported made with funds from fiscal years 
1994 through 1997.4 To obtain in-depth and specific information about how 
the program has been used to promote education reform, we made site 
visits to 10 states, where we interviewed state and district officials. We 
also obtained and reviewed various state and federal audit reports relevant 
to the examination of Goals 2000 expenditures and obtained financial data 
from states on the funds they elected to retain at the state level. We· 
conducted our work in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards between November 1997 and October 1998. (See app. I 
for further details of our scope and methodology and a list of states we 
visited.) 1 

Goals 2000 funds are being used to support a broad range of educationResults in Brief reform activities at the state and local levels. Grants to states in the 4 fIscal 
years that we reviewed ranged from $370,000 to Wyoming in fIscal year 
1994 to $54.7 million to California in fIscal year 1997. Over the 4-year 
period reviewed, Goals 2000 funds have been broadly disseminated: more 
than one-third of the 14,367 school districts nationwide that provide 
instructional services have received at least one Goals 2000 subgrant 
funded with fIscal years 1994 through 1997 funds. 

State-retained funds-about 9 percent of the total allocated Goals 2000 
funds-we;re spent primarily for personnel, contracting services, and 
consultants involved in activities such as managing the Goals 2000 
subgrant program and developing standards and assessments for reform 
activities in local school districts. At the local level, districts used Goals 
2000 sub grant funds to pay for education reform initiatives centered on 
several mcijor categories: local education reform, such as developing 
reform plans and updating curriculum frameworks; professional 

3In this report, we use the tenn "states" to refer also to the governments of the District of Columbia 
and Puerto Rico. The U.S. Territories also participate in Goals 2000 activities, but our review did not 
include an examination of their activities. . 

·Several states provided data for some but not all fiscal years for either state-retained funds or 
subgrants. 
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development; and tedmology acquisition and training. Other uses included 
preservice training for college students who plan on becoming teachers; 
the development of education, standards and assessments; and 
crosscutting and other activities, including a very small number of grants 
related to health education activities. For example, Goals 2000 funds paid 
for teacher training to enhance understanding of new teaching practices 
and to improve teachers' abilities to use technology in the classroom. 

Most states had begun their state education reform efforts prior to 
receiving Goals 2000 funds; thus, Goals 2000 funds have generally served 
as an additional resource for ongoing state reform efforts. The districts' 
Goals 2000 activities-such as curriculum development and alignment 
with new state standards, teacher training, and technology 
integration-appear to be aligned with state education reform initiatives. 
Many state officials reported that Goals 2000 has been a significant factor 
in promoting their education reform efforts and, in several cases, was a 
catalyst for some aspect of the state's reform movement. State and local 
officials said that Goals 2000 funding provided valuable assistance and 
that, without this funding, some reform efforts either would not have been 
accomplished or would not have been accomplished as quickly. 

State officials told us they supported the flexible furiding design of the 
Goals 2000 state grants program as a way of helping them reach their own 
state's education reform goals, and they said the program was achieving its 
purpose of supporting systemic education reform in states and districts. A 
number of state officials noted that the Congress' discussions about 
combining Goals 2000 funding with other federal fUnding in a block grant 
approach caused them concern, as they believe the increased flexibility of 
a block grant could increase the risk that the funds would not be spent on 
education reform. However, Goals 2000, in its present form, appears to be 
accomplishing what the Congress intended. It is providing an additional 
'and flexible funding source to promote coordinated improvements to state 
and local education systems. 

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act, which became law in 1994 and was Background amended in 1996, is intended to promote coordinated improvements in the 
nation's education system at the state and local levels. All states and the 
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Territories are currently 
participating in the program. 5 

"Montana and Oklahoma do not participate at the state level. Awards are being made directly to local 
education agencies (LEA) on a competitive basis in these two states by the Department of Education. 
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Goals 2000 funds aim to support state efforts to develop clear standards 
for and comprehensive planning of school efforts to improve student 
achievement. Funds are provided through title III of the act and are to be 
used at the state and local levels to initiate, support, and sustain 
coordinated school reform activities. (See app. II for a listing of 
allocations.) States can retain up to 10 percent of the funds received each 
year, and the remainder is to be distributed to districts through a subgrant , 
program.6 States have up to 27 months to obligate funds; after this time, 
unobligated funds must be returned to the federal government.7 

Goals 2000 requires states to award subgrants competitively. To comply 
with this component of the law, states' subgrant programs require districts 
to compete directly agains~ one another for funding or compete against a 
standard set of criteria established by the state to determine levels of 
funding for individual applicants.8 Some states weigh districts' subgrant 
proposals against one another and against standard criteria. 

Prior to the 1996 amendments, Goals 2000 was criticized as being too 
directive and intrusive in state and local education activities. The act 
initially required that states submit their education reform plans to the 
Secretary of Education for review and approval before they could become 
eligible for grants. The Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and 
Appropriations Act of 1996 amended the law by providing an alternative 
grant application process that did not include the Secretary of Education's 
approval of a state's education reform plan and eliminated some 
requirements for state reporting of information to the Department of 
Education. The amendment also allowed local districts in certain states to 
apply directly to the Department for Goals 2000 funds, even if their state 
did not participate at the state level.9 

SOn a few occaSions, small amounts of additional funding have been provided to states by the 
Department of Education (from funds that went unallocated to other states) that, based on the . 
Department's determination, wen~ not subject to the OO-percent subgrant requirement. 

7At the time of our review, many states had not completed spending their fiscal year 1997 funds. As a 
result, fiscal year 1997 data in this report are only partially complete. 

BIn one state, our review identified that no criteria or competitive process had been established and 
funds were being awarded to all districts on an allocation basis. According to the Department of 
Education, this state's 1998 allocation has been temporarily suspended but will be reinstated after the 

J state has revised its funding process to a competitive grant format. 

UUte amendment also eliminated requirements related to the specific composition of Goals 2000 state 
panels, which were to be put in place to make policy decisions about the use of Goals 2000 funds and 
state reform activities. 
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Goals 2000 Funds 
Support a Broad 
Range of Education 
Refonn Efforts at the 
State and Local Levels 

As a result of the 1996 changes, the Goals 2000 program is essentially a 
funding-stream grant program with fiscal objectives. 10 These types of 
grants differ from performance-related grants, which have more 
immediate, concrete, and readily measurable objectives. Funding-stream 
grant programs often confine the federal role to providing funds and give 
broad discretion to the grantee. They are also the least likely of various 
grant types to have perforniance information. Goals 2000 does not have 
specific performance requirements and objectives, and the Department of 
Education has issued no regulations specifically related to performance by 
states and districts concerning their activities under Goals 2000. Rather, 
the Department of Education provides states the latitude to merge Goals 
2000 funds with other funds from state and local sources to support state ] 
and local reform activitie~. However, the Department has identified 
objectives in its annual performance plan that it expects to achieve as a 
result.of this program, along with other education programs.ll 

) 

Goals 2000 funds,· totaling about $1.25 billion for fiscal years 1994 through 
1997, have supported a broad range of education reform activities at both 
the state and local levels. 12 Of this amount, states reported that about 
$109 million (9 percent) was retained at the state level where it was used 
for management, development of statewide standards, and other related 
purposes. The remaining funding was provided in the form of subgrants to 
local districts, consortia of districts, individual schools, and teachers. State 
program officiaIs reported that subgrants supported a broad array of 
district efforts to promote education reform activities and keep up with 
new state standards and assessments. These efforts included developing 
district and school reform plans, aligning local curricula with new 
assessments, and promoting professional development activities for 
teachers. Subgrants, with few exceptions, were not used to support 
health-related activities. (See app. IV for additional information on state 
subgrants.) 

IOFor a fuller discussion of the various types of federal grant programs, see Grant Programs: Design 
Features Shape F1exibility, Accountability, and Perfonnance Infonnation (GAO/GGD-98-137, June 22, 
1998). 

liThe Department of Education identified goals and objectives in its Annual Perfonnance Plan for 
fiscal year 1999 that indicate the expectation that this program, along with other education programs, 
will result in improved student achievement. 

12Although the Department of Education has allocated about $1.25 billion in grants, states have spent 
or obligated only about $1 billion of the funds thus far. lnfonnation is currently incomplete from as 
many as seven states. 
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State-Retained Funqs 
Helped Manage Subgrant 
Awards and Fund Special 
Projects 

As permitted by the act, most states retained a portion of their total Goals 
2000 funds at the state level and used it primarily to manage the sub grant 
program and support state-level activities. (See app. III for state-retained 
funds by cateogry and fiscal year.) Many states retained less than the 
maximum amount permitted, and a few states retained almost no funds at 
all. In some instances, state-retained funds were combined with subgrants 
to support local initiatives. In the 4-year period that we reviewed, states 
were able to provide detail on how $62 million in state-retained funds have 
been used. Of this amount, states primarily used Goals 2000 funds for 
personnel and benefits and contract services and consultants. (See fig. 1.) 
Funds were also use9. for training and travel; printing and postage; 
equipment and supplies; and rent, telephone, overhead, and other costs 
not classified elsewhere. 

Figure 1: Identified State-Retained Funds, Total Fiscal Years 1994 Through 1997 

44.0"10 -----~---Personnel and Benefits 
$27,168,747 

(, 

Equipment and Supplies -+-/ 7.0% 
$4,068,340 I

\,--  )
--+--- Travel, Training, and 


Conferences 

Contract Services ------'t--- 
 $5,564,117 


and Consultants 28.0% 

$17,525,410 


-r-----Printing and Postage 

$4,528,543 


'---------Other , 
$3,122,714 

The largest category of state-retained funds where detail was available was 
for funds reported as used for personnel and benefit costs ( 44 percent). 
These expenditures typically involved salaries and benefits for state-level 
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staff who managed the state's subgrant program and other state-sponsored 
education reform activities. Generally, these personnel were responsible 
for disseminating information on the Goals 2000 program, providing 
technical expertise to districts regarding grant requirements, assisting 
district personnel with proposal writing, reviewing districts' subgrant 
proposals, and managing the subgrant selection process. These staff also 
typically monitored subgrantees' expenditures and reviewed reports that 
subgrantees submitted regarding their projects . 

. The remaining state-retained funds where detail was reported were used 
for contract services, training and travel, printing and postage, equipment 
and supplies, and .other activities. Contract services and consultant fees 
constituted about 2S'percent of state-retained funds. These expenditures 
were often associated with state efforts to create new standards and 
assessments, develop new curricula in alignment with the standards, and 
use outside experts to research and develop these measures. Travel, 
training, and conference costs, accounting for about 9 percent of total 
expenditures, typically supported state Goals 2000 panel activities and 
training for teachers and administrators. These funds were also used to 
support state conferences designed to educate district and school officials 
about Goals 2000 and allow them to share information and collaborate on 
projects. Printing and postage made up 7 percent of state-retained funds, 
and funds used for equipment and supplies, such as purchasing computer 
hardware and software, made up another 7 percent. Other expenses-such 
as rent, telephone costs, overhead, and other costs not classified 
elsewhere-accounted for the remaining 5 percent of the identified funds. 13 

The additional $47 million identified by states as having been retained at 
th,e state level had either not yet been spent or could not be identified In 
detail. 

Most state officials said that Goals 2000 funding has been an important 
resource in their states' development of new standards and assessments, 
but they were unable to estimate how much future Goals 2000 funding 
they would need to complete these activities. Generally, officials said they 
were unqualified to make this estimate because their involvement in the 
state's overall education reform efforts was limited or they viewed the 
development of standards and assessments as an iterative process that will 
never be fully complete. 

I3Several states were not able to provide specific detail on amounts of funding retained at the state 
level. In these cases, the total amount of state-retained funds reported was placed in the "other" 
category, 
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to Local School 
Districts Supported a Wide 
Range of Education 
Initiatives 

We identified 16,375 local subgrants totaling over $1 billion that were 
awarded with funding provi<~ed in fiscal years 1994 through 1997.14 As 
shown in table 1, the number of subgrants and total dollar amount of 
subgrant awards rose each year between fiscal years 1994 through 1996. 
(Amounts for fiscal year 1997 are incomplete because several states had 
not yet awarded their subgrants for that year at the time of our review.) 
Sub grants ranged from a $28 subgrant that funded a reading professional 
developrnEmt activity in a single California school to a $6.1 million i 

subgrant for fourth- to eighth-grade reading instruction awarded to the Los 
Angeles Unified school district. More than 34 percent of the 14,367 school 
districts. nationwide that provide instructional services received at least 
one Goals 2000 subgrant during the 4-year period reviewed. Many districts 
received Goals 2000 funding for 2' or more of the years we reviewed. 

,Table 1: Subgrant Awards by Year, 
Fisc~1 Years 1994 Through 1997 Number of Total Total dollar 

states number of amount of 
reporting subgrants subgrants. Range of subgrant 

Fiscal dataB awarded awarded awards 

1994 49 $751-1,594,040 

1995 52. 28-3,269,061 

1996 52 4 200-6,149,234 
/ 

1997 45 4,222 302,275,725 402-4,700,000 

alncludes the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, 

Over the 4-year period reviewed, Goals 2000 subgrants funded several 
general categories of activities: local education reform projects, 
professional developmeI'\t, computer equipment and training, preservice 
training, and standards and assessments. Local education reform projects 
and professional development, the two largest categories, together 
account for about two-thirds of the subgrant funding. Some activities fell 
iI:lto a "cros~cutting and other" category that reflected activities that had 
been combined or were too infrequent to categorize separately. In cases 
where states could not identify a single primary activity for a grant, we 
classified the grants as having had a crosscutting purpose. (See fig. 2.) , 

l4The total number of subgrants awarded may have been higher, but some states were unable to 
provide complete information on their subgmnt activity in some fiscal years. 
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Figure 2: Subgrant Categories and Dollar Amounts, Total Fiscal Years 1994 Through 1997 

Local Education Reform ------:-"---

$390,791,388 


39% --".:\---- Crosscutting and Other 
\ $116,478,848 

12% 

l----
5% -+---- Standards and Assessments Pre~ervice Education ---\--6% $50,871,015 

$60,631,609 \ 

28% -r------ Technology 
Professional Development ----~-"'""- $103,006,795 

$283,903,826 

Table 2 summarizes some of the activities undertaken with sub grant funds 
under each of the general categories. 

) 
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Table 2: Examples of Activities in the 
Subgrant Categories Category Activity 

Local education reform 	 -Curriculum alignment with new state education reform plans 
-Local improvement plans 
-Parent and in reform efforts 

Professional -Training for teachers to update their skills in new teaching 
development practices 

-Enrichment courses for teachers and staff 

Preservice t(aining 	 -Training for university students who are preparing to become 
teachers 
-Mentoring programs for new teachers 
-Observation of and participation in teaching 

Technology and training 	-Purchase of computer hardware and software, 
-Networking schools to the Internet for educational purposes 
-Training teachers to use new technology 
-Courses for teachers so that they use technology in their 
classrooms . 

Standards and 	 -Standards for state and local education service·areas 
assessments 	 -Designing or selecting an assessment system for state and 

local education service areas 
_,,"n'nln,n curriculum with <:t::."rl::.rrl<: 

Crosscutting and other 	 -Combinations of any of the above 
-Subgrants that could not be included in the other categories, 
such as conflict resolution and after-school tutoring programs 

Local Education Reform 

Professional Development 

Local education refonn activities, constituting about 39 percent of total 
subgrant funding, included activities such as the development of district 
improvement plans, alignment of local activities with new state education 
refonn plans, and efforts to update curriculum frameworks. For examp~e, 
Indiana awarded a subgrant to align curricula and instruction and to 
design and implement an improvement plan that allows secondary schools 
to build on foundations developed at the elementary schools. In Kentucky, 
state officials reviewed their comprehensive refonn activity and concluded 
that their plan was missing a public engagement program for parents and 
community members that would sustain education refonn. Thus, the state 
awarded subgrants to improve public infonnation, boost parental 
understanding, increase families' understanding of technology, engage 
parents, and broaden the reach of the school into the community. 

Professional development activities, representing about 28 percent of 
Goals 2000 sub grant funding over the 4-year period reviewed, included 
,act;ivities such as updating teacher sldlls in new teaching approaches and 
providing enrichment courses for teachers. For example, Tennessee 
provided a grant for 11 teachers to complete a year-long Reading Recovery 
training program in strategies to teach the most at-risk first-graders to 
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Preservice Training 

Technology and Training 

read. Teachers who participated in the training program subsequently 
used the strategies to help 63 of 89 at-risk flrst-graders progress to reading 
at a level comparable to the average of their claSs. In the Troy, New York, 
area, subgrants funded a series of professional development activities for 
staff providing inservice programs, a curriculum workshop, and training in 
the use of learning and telecommunications technologies as tools to 
support innovative instructional processes. 

Preservice training activities, which involved teachers-in-training and 
university programs conducting new teacher training, used about 
6 percent of the subgrant funds. For example, subgrant projects funded 
mentor programs in Illinois, where up to 50 percent of new teachers leave 
the profession after 5 years. In Peoria, Goals 2000 funded a grant allowing 
education majors in local colleges to attend an educators' fair, observe 
classes, create projects for classroom use, and meet regularly with 
selected master teachers from the district. In Delaware, a subgrant funded 
technology and staff support fora preservlce program that allowed 
second-year student teachers to teach during the day and attend courses 
by video conference rather than driving long distances to the state's only 
university with a preservice training program. 

Sub grants for computer equipment and training-which are used to buy 
computer hardware and software, network s(:hools to educational sites on 
the Internet, and train teachers and staff on the effective use of the new 
technology-amounted to about 10 percent of total funding. For example, 
a subgrant in Louisiana allowed a teacher to buy a graphing calculator, 
which could be used with an overhead projector to help low-performing 
math students better understand algebra. In some states, districts could 
purchase technology using Goals 2000 funds if the primary purpose of the 
sub grants involved meeting state education reform goals. Other 
states-including New Mexico, Kansas, and Wisconsin-permitted 
districts to purchase technology using Goals 2000 funds only if the 
equipment was closely tied to an education reform project. As one 
Wisconsin official stated, "Districts cannot purchase technology for 
technology's sake." A few states restricted technology purchases in 1 or 
more years. Oregon, for example, did not permit districts to purchase 

, high-cost computer equipment using Goals 2000 sub grant funds. However, 
some states, such as Virginia and Alabama, required all sub grant projects 
to be associated with technology. Offlcials in these states told us that they 
had taken this approach because their states tied their education reform 
effortS to their state technology plans or because the approach was one of 
the least controversial purposes available for using Goals 2000 funds. 
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Standards and Assessments 

Crosscutting and Other 
Initiatives 

Standards and assessments activities, accounting for about 5 percent of 
total subgrant funding, included funding for such activities as the 
development of standards, alignment of current curriculum standards with 
new state content standards, and the development of new or alternative 
assessment techniques. For example, state officials in N ew York said 
Goals 2000 funds are being used to clarify standards for the core 
curriculum and to prepare students for the state's regents examination for 
twelfth-graders-an examination all New York students must pass to 
graduate from high school. State staff were also developing new 
assessments using state-retained fund~. With Goals 2000 funds, Texas 
funded the development and dissemination of its Texas Essential 
Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) program, which informs teachers about what 
students should know and be able to do. Goals 2000 paid for items such as 
a statewide public and committee review of TEKS and subsequent revisions; 
printing and distribution of TEKS following its adoption by the state board; 
and ongoing support, ·including statewide centers, resource materials and 
products, and training related to TEKS. In Louisiana, Goals 2000 project 
directors reported that teachers in a number of subgrant projects were 
able to experiment with alternative assessment techniques. Project 
directors reported that team planning and networking made possible by 
Goals 2000 grants encouraged more applied learning strategies and the use 
of alternative approaches to student evaluation, such as portfolios, applied 
problem solving (especially in math and science); the use of journals, 
checklists, and oral examinations. 

These sub grant activities associated with education reform, reflecting 
districts' crosscutting approaches to meeting education reform goals, , 
accounted for the remaining 12 percent of subgrant funding. In many of 
these cases,state officials were unable to identify a single focus for 
sub grant activities because they reflected a combination of activities. 
Some sub grants, for example, combined development of a district 
improvement plan (a local education reform activity) with teacher 
education on the new curriculum (a professional development activity). In 
Pennsylvania, most of the $41 million in sub grants for the 4-year period 
had several different areas of focus, such as a district's $462,100 subgrant 
identified as being f~r the development and implementation of a local 
improvement plan, assessments, technology, and preservice teacher 
training and professional developm~nt. 

Less than two-tenths of 1 percent of Goals 2000 sub grant funding was 
identified as being used to support health-related education activities. In 
the 31 subg~ants specifically identified as being related to health issues, 
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most involved nutrition and hygiene education efforts that district officials 
believed were important to the preparedness of their students to learn. For 
example, a subgrant in New Mexico focused on making children healthier 
and used sub grant funds to implement a curriculum that taught children 
about health issues, such as dental care, nutrition, exercise, and problems 
associated with cigarette smoking and alcohol use. According to a state 
official, this proposal was in congruence with a comprehensive health 
component that state officials had originally included in the state's 
education reform plan because they believed that their reform effort 
should address barriers to learning. 

State and Local 
Officials Believe 
Goals 2000 Funds 
Promote State Reform 
Efforts 

Sub grants to local education agencies supported state education reform 
efforts. Professional development, preservice training, standards and 
assessments, and technology subgrants generally were aligned with state 
standards or reform priorities. Almost all state and local officials said 
Goals 2000 funds provided valuable assistance to education reform efforts 
at both the state and local levels and that, without this funding, some 
reform efforts either would not have been accomplished or would not 
have been accomplished as quickly. Some officials said Goals 2000 had 
been a catalyst for some aspect of the state's reform movement, though in 
most cases the funding served as an added resource for reform efforts 
already under way. State-level officials voiced strong support for the 
program's existing funding design. 

State and Local Officials 
Believe That Goals 2000 
Funds Have Furthered 
State Reform Efforts 

Almost all of the state officials we interviewed told us that Goals 2000 
funds furthered their state's and local districts' education reform efforts by 
providing additional funding that they could use to implement reform 
plans that they had already initiated. In many cases, state officials said that 
Goals 2000 stat~-retained funds or subgrant money allowed the state and 
districts to accomplish things that would not have been done-or would 
not have been done as quickly or as well-had it not been for the extra 
funding provided by Goals 2000. For example, one Oregon official said that 
Goals 2000 funding was the difference between "doing it and doing it right" 
and that, without Goals 2000 funds, the state would either not have been 
able to develop standards or would have had to settle for standards only 
half as good as the ones that were developed. For example; Goals 2000 
funds allowed Oregon to bring in experts, partner. with colleges, align 
standards, create institutes to help teachers with content standards, and 
articulate the curriculum to all teachers to prepare students for 
standardized testing. Local officials in Kentucky described how their Goals 
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2000 funded projects allowed them to make progress in meeting their new 
state standards and speed their reform efforts. 

In several cases, state officials reported that Goals 2000 had served as a 
catalyst for a certain aspect of their reform' efforts, such as the 
development of s1ftndards and assessments. For example, in Nevada, a 
state official said that Goals 2000 was a catalyst for developing content 
and performance standards that identified what, at a minimum, students 

\ ' 	 wouid need to master at certain grade levels. Before Goals 2000, the state 
did not even have the terminology for standards-based reform. Goals 2000 
brought terminology and a consistency of ideas regarding standards-based 
reform, he said. Goals 2000 was also acatalyst for education reform 
communication in Missouri. One state official reported that Goals 2000 
was the vehicle that got schools and universities talking for the first time 
about issues such as student-teacher preservice training. 

/ 

State and Local Officials While th~ scope of our work did not specifically include ascertaining the 

Support the Current view of state education officials on the format of the Goals 2000 funding, 
. .J most of the officials we interviewed expressed support for continuing theFlexibility of Goals 2000 

funding in its present format. The Congress has been considering changing Funds the present format of Goals 2000 funding as part of ongoing discussions on 
how to better assist states in their education reform efforts. Almost every 
state official told us that flexibility is key to Goals 2000's usefulness in . 
promoting state education reform because states could direct these funds 
toward their state's chosen education reform priorities. The current level 
of flexibility, officials told us, allowed states to use their state-retained 
funding according to self-determined priorities as well as structure their 
sub grant programs to mesh with their states' education reform plans. As 
one Washington State official said, Goals 2000 is laid out in the law with 
broad functions rather than with specific programs, which has had an 
impact in bringing schools and districts together to increase standards and 
prioritize issues rather than developing program "stovepipes." A state 
offiCial from Arizona said that the flexibility permitted in determining how 
funds will be used allows states that are at different points in the reform 
process to use the funds according to their own needs-an especially 
important feature given the wide variation among states with respect to 
education reforIr). progress. In New York, local and state officials described 
the Goals 2000 funding as being valuable because it allowed the state to 
react quickly to problems and opportunities. As one official stated, "It 
allows you to change the tire while the car is moving." 
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Further, several state officials told us that they did not want more program 
flexibility, such as placing the funding into block grants that could be used 
for many purposes in addition to education reform. Generally, these state .. 
officials wanted the funding criteria to remain as they are with funds 
dedicated to systemic education reform purposes at a broad level but 
p,ermitting flexibility at the state and local levels to determine what would 
be funded within that broad purpose. For example, Louisiana state 
9fficials said that they feared the funding would be used in lieu of current 
state spending if it were not earmarked for education reform and that this 
would reduce the level of reform that would occur in the state. In Nevada, 
an official told us that he did not want Goals 2000 funds to be more 
flexible because he thought this would cause the state to lose the focus on 
the standards and improved learning that it has had under Goals 2000. 

Title III of Goals 2000 provided more than $1.25 billion from fiscal years Conclusions· 1994 through 1997 for broad-based efforts to promote systemic 
improverrientS in education. State and local officials believe that Goals 
2000 funding has served a useful' purpose by helping states to promote and 
sustain their individual education reform efforts over the past 4 years. 
While the state-retained portion of funding allowed states to employ staff: 
to coordinate overall reform efforts, the bulk of the funding was 
distributed as subgrants to thousands of local districts where, according to 
state and local officials, it enhanced their ability to develop education 
reform projects, professional development activities, preservice training, 
and new standards and assessments. 

Goals 2000 funds have provided an additional resource to enhance 
education reform efforts and helped states promote and accomplish 
reforms at an accelerated pace-which state officials believed would not 
have occurred without this funding. By giving states the flexibility to target 

. funds toward their own education reform goals, states were able to direct 
funds toward their greatest priorities within the broad constraints of the 
law. While a program such as this, which entails great latitude in the use of 
funds and requires little in the way of reporting requirements, reduces 
some of the states' accountability for process and results, Goals 2000 
appears to be accomplishing what the Congress intended-providing ~ 
additipnal and flexible funding source to promote coordinated 
improvements to state and lo~al education systems. 
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Agency Comments 

and Our Evaluation 


The Department of Education provided written comments on a draft of 
this report. The Department said that our report represents the most 
comprehensive review to date of state and local activities supported under 
Goals 2000 and that it would fmd this information extremely informative in 
its consideration of reauthorization proposals. Staff from the Goals 2000 
office provided technical comments that clarified certain information 
presented in the draft, which we incorporated as appropriate. The 
Department of Education's comments appear in appendix V. 

Copies of this report are being sent to the Secretary of Education and 
interested congressional committees. We will also make copies available 
to others upon request. Ifyou have questions about this report, please call 
me or Harriet Ganson, Assistant Director, on (202) 512-7014. Other major 
contributors to this report are listed in appendix VI. 

Carlotta C. Joyner 
Director, Education and 

Employment Issues 
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Objectives, Scope, and Methodology 


We were asked to (1) review the purposes for which Goals 2000 
state-retained funds have been used, (2) detennine what local projects 
have been funded using Goals 2000 funds, (3) detennine state officials' 
views about how Goals 2000 relates to state reform, (4) ascertain how 
much of Goals 2000 funds have been used for developing standards and 
assessments and what future support is needed for these purposes, and 
(5) fmd to what extent Goals 2000 funds have been used for health 
education activities. For reporting purposes, we combined these questions 
into two broader objectives: (1) how Goals 2000 funds have been spent at 
both the state and local levels, including the levels of funding for 
developing standards and assessments as well as health education, and 
(2) how state and local officials view Goals 2000 as a means to promote 
education reform efforts. 

To conduct our work, we visited 10 states and intervievved federal, state, 
and local officials in these states. We also reviewed documents from the' 
Department of Education, state departments of education, and the Council 
of Chief State School Officers; surveyed Goals 2000 coordinators in all 
states; analyzed quantitative and qualitative data from federal and state 
Goals 2000 offices and from independent audits; and reviewed the 
statutory and regulatory requirements of the Goals 2000 program. 

Data Collection To obtain information about each assignment objective, we conducted site 
visits to 10 states, which account for over 32 percent of the 4-year total 
GO;lls 2000 funding under review. The sites visited were California, 
Delaware, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, New York, Oregon, 
South Carolina, and .the District of Columbia. The selection of these sites 
was made on the basis of the 10 states' funding allocations and geographic 
representation, the number of subgrantS awarded, activities we became 

. aware of during our review, and recommendations of the Department of 
Education and Council of Chief State School Officers. 

At each site visit location, we interviewed state, district, and school 
officials to obtain comprehensive and detailed information a;bout how the 
program has been used to promote education reform. At the state level, we 
spoke with various officials including state superintendents, Goals 2000 

. coordinators and staff, and financial officials. At the district level, we 
spoke with representatives of 71 districts. These included district 
superintendents, finance or budget officials, district staff, teachers, and 
students. In addition to the site visits, we also conducted comprehensive 
telephone interviews with state Goals 2000 coordinators. Both the 
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Appendix I 
Objectives. Scope, and Methodology 

telephone interviews and the site visits were used to obtain information on 
how each state has used Goals 2000 funding to support education reform. 
These interviews also included queries on subgrant selection criteria and 
processes, fmancial and programmatic monitoring, andevaluation efforts. 

We surveyed each state, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico to 
obtain financial and programmatic documentation of their Goals 2000 
program. (Although small amounts of Goals 2000 funds are provided to the 
U.S. Territories and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, we did not review their 
programs.) We collected this documentation, reviewed it, and 
cross-checked it with documents and funding reports from the 
Department of Education and the Council of Chief State School Officers. 
We also clarified any discrepancies found in the data during our 
interviews. Documentation provided to us included requests for proposals, 
state reform plans, progress reports, budgetand expenditure reports, and 
applicable audits. We also gathered ;md analyzed subgrant summaries 
from each state containing the name of the recipient, category of the 
sub grant, and sub grant amounts for all sub grants supported by Goals 2000 
funds from fiscal years 1994 through 1997. (See app. IV.) For various 
reasons, several states were unable to provide details on state-retained 
funds, subgrant data, or both f~r 1 or more years. 

We reviewed title ill of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act and analyzed 
regulations pertinent to the program. This review provided the foundation 
from which we analyzed the information collected. In conducting the data 
collection, we relied primarily on the opinions of the officials we 
interviewed and the data and supporting documents they provided. 
Although we did not independently verify this information, we requested 
copies of all state audits pertaining to Goals 2000 and reviewed those we 
received for relevant fmdings. We also reviewed, for internal consistency, 
the data that officials provided us and sought clarification where needed. 
We did not attempt to deteI1J1ine the effectiveness of the various 
grant-funded activities or measure the outcomes achieved by the funded 
projects. We conducted our work in accordanc,e with generally accepted 
government auditing standards between November 1997 and 
October 1998. 
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Goals 2000 Allocations by State 


From fiscal years 1994 through 1997, a total of $1,262,740,153 was 
allocated to the states and the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. The 
smallest allocation was $370,124 to Wyoming in 1994; the largest was 
$54,659,343 to California in 1997. (See table ILL) 

Table 11.1: Goals 2000 Allocations by State, Fiscal Years 1994 Thro~gh 1997 

Fiscal 

State 1994 1995 1996 1997 Total 

Alabama $l,601.966a $6,054,270 $5,677,245 

Alaska 459,903 1,576,670 1.437,615 

Arizona 1,362,358 5,553,830 5,039,674 7,200.481 

Arkansas 991,579 3,719,610 3.435,580 4,789,324 

California 10,524,929 42,909,245 39,21 4 54,659,343 

Colorado 1,085,028 4,369,790 3,923.495 5,573,529 14,951,842 

Connecticut 960,721 3,526,340 3,150,294 4.460,763 12,098,118 

Delaware 405,701 1,31 1,243,204 1,741,192 4,706,140 

District of Columbia 476,000 1,552,282 1,353,518 1,901.747 

Florida 4,026,309 16,161.475 14,716,898 20,970,760 55,875,442 

2,360,625 9,129,136 8,516,902 12,158,905 32,165,568 

Hawaii 417,148 1.407,840 J,307,959 1,828,675 

Idaho 886,746 3,280,645 3,078,560 4,251,947 . 11,497,898 

Illinois 4,142,656 16,295.422 15,054,163 20,905,456 56,397,697 

Indiana 1,734.498 6,681.414 6,282,288 8,768.489 23,466.689 

Iowa 886,746 3,280,645 .3,078,560 4,251,947 11,497,898 

Kansas 864,615 3,254.439 3,100,308 4,352,008 11 

Kentucky 1.477,200 5,884,600 5,550,721 7,73,4,973 20,647,494 

Louisiana 2,066,082 8,118;921 7,643,793 10,544,733 28,373,529 

Maine 506,866 1,678,755 1,535,744 2,141,683 5,863,048 

1.448,309 5.481,901 . 5,017,226 7,071,077 19,018,513 

Missouri 

1 6 

1,691,269 

5,191,379 

6,649,580 

4,865,959 

6,133.433 

6,724,962 

8,597,276 

18,141,816 

23,071,558 

Massachusetts 1,881,814 7,123,273 6,243,845 8,835,996 24,084,928 

3,626,515 14,643,573 13,656,573 19,033,056 

Minnesota 1,387,624 5.479,003 5,063,215 7,094,888 19,024,730 

Montanab 449,712 1,589,716 1.459,914 2,039,546 5,538,888 

Nebraska 567.422 2,023,745 1,834,757 2,671,195 7,097,119 

Nevada 410,095 1.445,962 1,303,331 1,864,347 

New 0 1,314,770 1,232,612 1,724.433 4,271,815 

New 2.447,997 8,959,127 7,905,923 11,105,340 30,418,387 

(continued) 
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Fiscal 

State 	 1994 1995 1996 1997 Total 

New Mexico 	 741,603 2,834,938 2,61 3,683,782 9,871,141 

New York 	 7,173,261 27,625,424 25,363,949 35,354,141 95,516,775 

North Carolina 	 2,062,239 7,891 7,281,928 10,303,810 27,539,839 

North Dakota 	 406,274 1,366,000 1,260,263 1,763,429 4,795,966 

Ohio 	 3,715,308 15,114,621 14,230,028 19,789,214 52,849,171 

Oklahomab 	 1,153,998 4,479,897 4,176,732 5,808,148 1 

1,046,640 4,088,391 3,800,805 5,300,049 14,235,885 
4,074,763 15,823,266 14,467,654 20,231,189 54,596,872 

Puerto Rico 	 2,383,988 9,790,689 9,066,087 12,587,532 33,828,296 

Rhode Island 	 442,261 1,508,059 1,359,970 1,898,319 5,208,609 

South Carolina 	 1,274,631 4,512,625 6,250,267 16,837,104 

South Dakota 	 426,975 1,439,331 1,310,208 1,832,682 5,009,196 

Tennessee 1,677,460 6,508,803 6,000,784 8,432,741 

Texas 7,293,999 29,781,653 27,193,507 38,173,252 102,442,411 

Utah 

Vermont 

709,092 

406,722 

2,636,105 

1,296,994 

2,453,502 

1,226,015 

3,427,464 

1,715,622 

9,226,163 

4,645,353 

° ° 6,201,681 8,684,679 1 

1,581,128 6,448,910 6,058,289 8,475,603 22,563,930 

778,396 2,852,237 2,789,041 3,818,889 10,238,563 

Wisconsin 	 1,682,771 6,706,799 6,321,579 8,795,965 23,507,114 

370,124 1,286,866 1,224,422 1,712,611 4,594,023 

Total 	 91,909,582 359,933,827 337,973,110 472,923,634 1,262,740,153 

'State officials in Alabama report .that $1,506,644 of the 1994 allocation was returned to the 
federal government. 

bFiscal year 1995 and fiscal year 1996 funds were awarded directly to LEAs in Montana, New 
Hampshire, and Oklahoma on a competitive basis. Direct awards are also being made to LEAs in 
Montana and Oklahoma with respect to fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 199B funds. 

Source: Department of Education, Goals 2000: Reforming Education to Improve Student 
Achievement (Washington, D,C,: Apr. 30, 199B). 

\ 
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A nl"\&lnrl1v III 

State~Retained Funds, Fiscal Years 1994 
Through 1997 

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act permits states to retain a portion of 
their total Goals 2000 funds at the state level-up to 40 percent in fiscal 
year 1994 and 10 percent thereafter-to develop state reform plans and 
engage in statewide activities. States primarily use this portion to manage 
the district sub grant program and support state-level activities. Many 
states retained less than the maximum amount permitted, and a few states 
retained almost no funds at all. As shown in table III. 1 below, states 
primarily used Goals 2000 funds for personnel and benefits; contract 
services and consultants; and, to a lesser extent printing, travel, 
equipment, training, supplies, and conferences. Other expenses such as 
rent, telephone, and postage (along with indirect and other costs not 
elsewhere classified) accounted for the remainder. In cases where states 
could not provide specific categorizations for the state-retained funds they 
reported, these amounts were included in the "other" category. 

Table 111.1: State-Retained Funds, Fiscal Years 1994 Through 1997 
'Fiscal year Percentage 

1994 1995 1996 1997 Total of total 

Personnel $5,655,049 $5,869,961 $5,711,944 $5,400,909 $22,637,863 36.53% 

Contract services 2,994,257 3,989,512 3,216,021 1,918.346 12,1 19.55 

Consultants 969,623 1 1,574,329 1,203.242 5,407,274 

Benefits 1,170,762 1,234,397 1.084,094 1.041.630 4,530,884 7.31 

577.852 . 1.348,905 1.133.977 583.514 3,644,249 5.88 

Travel 883.918 693.781 607,294 495.844 2,680,837 4.33 

Indirect costs 694,584 947,092 272,712 520.714 

442.752 748,424 662,626 /523.186 2,376,987 3.84 

272,218 432,879 390,065 596,191 1 ,353 2.73 

100,709 269,014 190,766 1,040,954 1,601,443 2.58 

Conferences 284,558 396.752 195.763 404.764 1,281,837 2.07 

Postage 159,972 320.662 208,622 195,038 884,295 1.43 

79,847 55,090 106.128 106.017 347,082 0.56 

76,388 79.593 92.555 91.994 340,530 0.55 

Total identified 14.362,489 18.046;142 15,446,896 14,122,344 61,977,871 

Other 7,973,658 10,027,963 11,256,353 18,192,127 47,450,101 

Total $22,336,147 $28,074,105 $26,703,249 $32,314,470 $109,427,972 
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State Subgrant Summary, Fiscal Years 1994 

Through 1997 


Table IV.1: Total Number and Amount 
of Subgrants by State, Fiscal Years 
1994 Through 1997 

-
This appendix provides state-by-state infonnation on sub grants made to 
local school districts and other organizations. Table IV. I shows the 
number and amount of sub grants in total for each state, table IV.2 shows 
the number of subgrants by category for each state, and table IV.3 shows 
the dollar amounts of subgrants by category for each state. 

Total number of Total amount of 
State subgrants reported subgrants reported 

Alabama 252 $19,979,167 

Alaska 92 4,353,861 

Arizona 603 17,641,591 

Arkansas 220 10,845,633 

California 1,645 127,283,487 

Colorado 185 10,966,855 

Connecticut 497 10,296,998 

Delaware 47 4,308,188 

of Columbia 113 
Florida 205 . 48,299,495 

372 29,441,191 

Hawaii 53 3,214,053 

Idaho 71 4,994,666 

Illinois /574 49,842,639 

Indiana 319 14,587,431 

Iowa 105 9,867,688 

Kansas 414 9,525,297 

313 17,839,264 

Louisiana 402 24,323,719 

Maine 257 5,191,358 

62 12,011,569 

' Massachusetts 1,065 15,766,493
\ 

. Michigan 418 45,263,295 

Minnesota 1,016 1'4,813,650 

120 5,920,801, 

Missouri 332 6,468,765 

Montana '71 5,355,985 

Nebraska 103 5,804,004 

Nevada 39 2,652,868 

New Hampshire 92 5,737,061 

New 147 19,262,471 

(continued) 
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State Subgrant Summary. Fiscal Years 1994 
Through 1997 

Total number of Total amount of 
State subgrants reported subgrants reported 

New Mexico 149 8,620,386 

New York 768 82,564,903 

North Carolina 257 23,460,901 

North Dakota 115 3,598,666 

Ohio 684 34,548,585 

Oklahoma 136 14,337,184 

Oregon 207 11,705,396 

Pennsylvania 343 41,244,436 

Puerto Rico 195 25,936,183 

Rhode Island 119 4,386,528 

South Carolina 286 14,589,041 

South Dakota 310 3,971,400 

Tennessee 481 20,043,462 

Texas 833 96,091,946 

Utah ··136 8,685,960 

Vermont 182 3,770,013 

. Virginia 264 14,578,163 

Washington 280 11,850,327 

West Virginia 209 5,278,253 

Wisconsin 134 9,292,200 

Wyoming 83 2,454,019 

Total 16,375 $1,005,683,480 
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State Subgrant Summary, Fiscal Years 1994 

Through 1997 


Table IV.2: Total Number of Subgrants by Category, by State, Fiscal Years 1994 Through 1997 

Preservice Professional Standards and Crosscutting and 
State LEA reform training development Technology assessments other Total 

Alabama 0 0 0 252 0 0 252 

Alaska 35 0 0 0 0 57 
Arizona 603 0 0 0 0 0 
Arkansas 109 17 94 0 0 0 
California 338 40 1,244 1 0 22 1,645 

Colorado 43 2 35 20 53 32 185 

Connecticut 300 3 78 43 62 11 497 

Delaware 6 0 2 39 0 0 47 

District of Columbia 91 1 4 16 (l 0 
Florida 57 48 25 16 10 49 205 

Georgia 371 0 0 0 0 1 . 372 

Hawaii 19 2 4 3 2 23 53 

Idaho 18 0 5 0 0 48 
Illinois 285 46 192 51 0 0 574 

Indiana 162 31 125 0 0 319 

Iowa 66 12 23 1 2 105 

Kansas 275 112 8 19 0 0 
Kentucky 226 15 63 9 0 0 
Louisiana 304 19 56 4 15 4 402 

Maine 225 10 16 O· 0 6 
Maryland 60 0 0 1 0 62 

Massachusetts 137 164 751 0 0 13 1,065 

Michigan 180 16 218 3 0 418 

Minnesota 66 0 31 0 0 919 1,016 

Mississippi 54 7 51 0 0 8 120 

Missouri 42 9' 59 5 196 21 332 

Montana 37 1 13 14 2 4 71 

Nebraska 27 0 40 12 24 0 103 

Nevada 18 3 18 0 0 0 39 

New Hampshire 34 0 2 21 2 33 

New Jersey 90 0 21 15 21 0 147 

New Mexico 57 13 78 0 0 

New York 150 42 533 20 18 5 768 

North Carolina 50 0 107 49 12 39 257 

North Dakota 46 3 29 13 2 22 115 

Ohio 172 32 2 0 327 151 684 

• (continued) 
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Appendix IV 
State Subgrant Summary. Fiscal Years 1994 
Through 1991 

Preservice Professional Standards and Crosscutting and 
State LEA reform training development Technology ~ assessments other Total 
Oklahoma 60 4 24 34 ,2 12 136 

0 0 0 0 0 207 207 
27 0 11 24 24 257 343 

Puerto Rico 45 12 87 20 1 30 195 
Rhode Island 38 19 37 0 6 19 119 

South Carolina 5 1 3 276 0 286 

South Dakota 74 1 1 0 0 310 
Tennessee 187 8 67 219 0 0 481 

Texas 731 3 76 15 7 1 833 
Utah 8 10 99 12 2 5 136 
Vermont 139 0 13 9 20 1 182 

0 0 0 264 0 0 264 

206 19 55 0 0 0 280 

88 0 9 14 3 95 209 

Wisconsin 40 27 16 11 35 5 134 

41 0 0 42 0 0 83 
Total 6,442 752 4,426 1,526 1,125 . 2,104 16,375 
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Table IV.3: Total Dollar Amounts for Subgrants by Category, by State, Fiscal Years 1994Through 1997 

Standards 
Preservlce Professional and Crosscutting 

State LEA reform training development :Technology assessments 

Alabama $0 $0 $0 67 $0 

Alaska 765,284 0 0 0 0 

Arizona 17,641,591 0 0 0 

and other 

Arkansas 4,734,317 1,053,405 5,057,911 (' 0 0 10,845,633 

California 30,189,540 9,828,655 77,565,292 4,700,000 0 5,000,000 

Colorado 2,731,101 6,610 3,853,198 179,871 3,503,798 692,277 10,966,855 

Connecticut 6,534,184 90,000 1,771,863 620,172 1,155,831 124,948 10,296,998 

Delaware 1,297,234 0 117,610 2,893,344 0 0 4,308,188 

District of Columbia 964,500 102,541 342,944 226,000 1,180,000 '0 2,81 

Florida 11.168,839 11,808,289 5,488,269 6,859,187 2,469,835 10,505,076 48,299,495 

29,278,703 0 0 0 0 162.488 29,441,191 

Hawaii 1,200,272 48,541 186,584 231,421 99,084 1.448,151 3,214,053 

Idaho 627,202 0 330,000 0 0 4,037,464 

Illinois 24,133,099 2,106,213 16,357,091 7,246,236 0 0 49,842,639 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

7,132,026 

5,330,172 

3,835,802 

1,974,971 

1,824,960 

3,979,706 

5.466,434 

2,091,410 

177 ,707 

14,000 

21,146 

1,532,082 

0 

350,000 

0 

0 

250,000 

0 

14,587,431 

9,525,297 

14,042,329 403,200 2,931,845 461,890 0 0 17,839,264 

Louisiana 1,625,912 2.405,537 530,000 496,372 

Maine 4,706,458 169,900 220,000 0 0 95,000 5,191,358 

11,551,569 0 210,000 0 250,000 0 12,011,569 

Massachusetts 1,988,148 3,647,146 10,014,784 0 0 116,415 1 

14,984,882 1,352,353 28,161,525 749,535 0 15,000 45,263,295 

Minnesota 944,639 0 1,331,371 0 0 12,537,640 14,813,650 

2,811,500 425,000 0 0 

Missouri 955,999 232,199 1,381,673 67,106 3.438,930 

Montana 3,168,305 22.483 950,071 716,109 150,811 348,206 5,355,985 

Nebraska 1,224,604 0 2,733,985 329,720 1,515,695 0 5,804,004 

Nevada 950,677 437,719 1,264.472 0 0 0 2,652,868 

1,902.224 0 63,213 1,660,183 170,071 ,370 5,737,061 

11,818,835 0 2,938,788 2,009,116 2.495,732 0 19,262,471 

2,385,143 590,725 0 0 8,515 8,620,386 

15,927,003 6,909,568 51,374,835 3,214,579 3,326,119 1,812,799 82,564,903 

North Carolina 4,971,712 0 9,269,825 4,688,318 1,223,570 3,307,476 23,460,901 

North Dakota 933,471 80.425 835,599 369,157 70,700 1,309,314 3,598,666 

(continued) 
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Through 1997 


Standards 
Preservice Professional and Crosscutting 

State LEA reform training development ' Technology assessments and other Total 

Ohio 7,365,326 5,438,083 70,403 0 8,236,835 13,437,938 34,548,585 

Oklahoma 7,696,935 ' 354,229 2,365,283 2,827,453 143,840 949,444 1 84 

0 0 0 0 0 11,705,396 11,705,396 

2,149,965 0 760,000 2,780,000 955,206 34,599,265 41,244,436 

" Puerto Rico 6,661,302 11,541,261 4,019,045 50,000 2,798,969 25,936,183 

Rhode Island 1,724,988 415,255 1648,326 0 308,270 1,289,689 , 4,386,528 

South Carolina 7,000 169,000 13,000 14,009,476 0 14,589,041 

South Dakota 838,400 40,000 40,000. 3,053,000 0 0 3,971,400 

Tennessee 5,433,687 319,768 3,026,888 ,,11;263,11 0 0 20,043,462 

Texas 81,125,501 274,144 ,107,728 1,468,336 1,616,237 500,000 96,091,946 

Utah 646,975 702,425 5,994,749 920,564 187,506 233,741 8,685,960 

Vermont, 2,678,342 

0 

a 247,631 198,071 633,469 

0 .0 63 0 

1,611,628 4,166;217 0 0 

0 .214,300 308,676 78,500 

12,500 3,770,013 

0 

0 

2,421,135 5,278,253 

Wisconsin' 3,582,525 1,882,950 571,900 426,500 2,721,500 106,825 9,292,200 

Wyoming 361,489 0 a 2,092,530 0 0 2,454,019 

Total $390,791,388 $60,631,609 $283,903,826 $103,006,795 $50,871,015 $116,478,848 $1,005,683,480 

r 

I' 
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Comments From the Department of 
Education 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY £DUCATION 

THI!: ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

OCT 2 I IrX:::.i 

Ms. Carlotta C. Joyner; Director 
Education and Employment Issues 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Ms. Joyner: 

Secretary Riley has asked me to respond to your request for comments on the draft report,Ji.wl.!.a 
2000' Flexible Federal Fundin~ SUPIlQrtli State & Local Education Refoun The Department has 
reviewed this report and is very pleased with it. The study represents the most comprehensive 
review to date ofState and local activities supported under Goals 2000. The comments by State 
and local officials cited in the report concerning the ve.1ue of the program as a flexible, yet 
focused, impetus for systemic education reform are consistent with the comments that the 
Department has received during recent forums, regione.1 hearings, and in written responses to a 
notice in the FeJeral Registu(published June 3, 1998) concerning reauthorization ofGoals 2000 
and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. We find this information extremely 
informa~ive in aiding our consideration of reauthorization proposals. 

The Department also appreciates the effort made by the individuals who developed the report to 
deepen their understanding ofthe Goals program and systemic education reform by attending the 
Improving America's Schools regional conferences (Fall, 1997), interviewing federal program 
administrators, and reviewing extensive materials concerning education reform prior to 
undertaking the study. 

Sincerely, 

600 l~nF:l'E.'iDE:NCE AVE .. s.w. WASH1~OTON. D.C. 20202--<'1100 


Our mission i~ to ensuO" ~ql.lnl access TO MftcOU"Otl ona (0 promote l'dt..LCUU,:Ulal C.\"C('Ucru:e thraughour the Nation. 
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