ZAPME! CORPORATION

1 NEED TO KNOW

ZapMe! is bridging the Digital Divide and alleviating the school technology funding gap
by building a broadband, multi-media Internét network at no cost to schools throughout the
nation. The ZapMe! network brings 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 on-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 énable 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 domg their schoolwork today :

ZapMel!'s sate]klite-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 Internét. 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 CD/ROMs. 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 education. ‘

. ZapMe! is installed in schools only if requested and approved by local school boards.
The response to ZapMe!'s service has been overwhelming. At the beginning of this year,
ZapMe! was already providing service to approximately 1000 schools. More than 6,000 schools

have signed up to receive our service.

ZAPME! CORPORATION
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SAN RAMON, CALIFORNIA 54583

P.925.543.0300 £.925.543.0301
www.zapme.com



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, including the U.S.
Army 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 trammg programs that uses the -
ZapMe! labs after school hours to prov1de educational training. C

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

In short, ZapMe! is Bridging the Digital Divide and the technology funding gap in order
to give students a safe, appropnate and enmrmmusly valuable broadband educational experlence
that they could not recelve in any other way.



Oppose the Shelby or Dodd Amendménts 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 & similar 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.

e 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- keepmg obligations and the threat
of losing federal funding. :

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

'» - Unnecessary Regulation of the Internet. Congress has already passed legislation
governing children’s online privacy. In 1998, the Internet 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 Amendme’nt. ”

« Unfunded Federal Mandate. S. 1908 would impose costly requirements on schools over
and above frequently extensive local pohcles——to collect and maintain copies 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”)

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

1. FERPA requires parental consent for disclosures to 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, FERPA requires that a parent
receive notice and a reasonable opportunity to opt-out of such disclosures.

3. FERPA 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.

FERPA 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.

1. 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 of First 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 of consent.

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.

WASH1:268447:1:4/4/00
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February 29, 2000

Dear Senator:
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Member
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Excellencs and Equity
in Public Education
through Schaol Board

RE:  Oppose S. 1908, the Student Commercialism Protection Act

The National School Boards Association, on behalf of more than 95,000 Leadership

- local school board members nationwide, wishes to express its opposition
to S. 1908, the Student Commercialism Protection Act. Office of Advocacy
It has come to our attention that this legislation, with some modifications, ' ;’:ig’ di‘;i“ Maxwell
may be offered as an amendment to the Senate ESEA mark-up this week.
S. 1908 would require schools to collect parenral consent forms for each = Anne L. Bryant
student participanng n a broad range of activities that involve ananymous Executive Director
or pgrsonauy identifiable inforr'nanop reg‘chmg a company provzdmg R « Michael A, Resnuck
service to a school. As such, this legislation imposes a federal one-size-fits- = associate -
all policy for the 80,000 neighborhood schools in 15,000 school districts and Executive Director

engages the federal government in a level of mxcro~managemem that is not
practical or necessary.

Fundamentally, S. 1908 usurps the discretion of locally elected school boards by dictating
requirements for any commercial or collaborative venture in which local schoo! boards choose
10 enter with various businesses. This is a decision 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 inhibirt these collaborative ventures and the ability of the local school board in
these arrangements. When schools face significant funding shortfalls, we should reward
districts for innovative approaches to provide educational services and equipment rather than
legislate roadblocks to these coliaboran‘ons.

Secondly, requiring schools 1o obtain, and retamn 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 burdens on
local districts to comply with this mandate. This is staff time and financial resources “that many
school districts simply cannot spare; and 1o require this for the distriburion of anonymous
information is not necessary. :

This legislation is unnecessary because school districts already must comply with 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 informanion that has never been considered
private. This provision is so broad that local schools may not be able to enter into agreements
for caferteria services, sports equipment, standardized tests, textboaks, or Inrernet services.

‘Natloaal Schoo! Boards Associarion
1680 Duka Sureet » A]exandna Virgnia 22314-3493 « (7031838-6722s FAX: {703) 683-7590 » hupsrwwwhnsba org
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Furthermore, commercial interests and other groups could easily find more exrensive
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 presuppases a
problem and attemprs a legislative remedy. A more prudent approach would be 10 review
conclusions of the study before taking legislative action.

For these reasons, NSBA asks that you oppose this legislation if offered independenily or as an
amendment to existing legislation. Across the country, local school boards are elected by their
comraunity to govern and implement effective policy based on the specific needs of their
distner. This legislation would usurp this discretion in favor of a one-size-fits-all approach to
a complex issue. Should you have any questions please contact Dan Fuller director of federal
programs, at 703-838-6763, or e-mail dfuller@nsba.org.

Sincerely,

e Gl | Lve g o™
Mary Ellen Maxwell Anne L. Bryant
President Executive Director

FEB 29 2080 17:35 7835485613 PAGE. B3
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AMENDMENT NO. Calendar No.

Purpose: To provide privacy for students with respect to
disclosure and gathering of date and information,

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES—106th Cong., 2d Sess.
S.2
To extend programs and activities under the Blementary

and Secondary Education Act of 1965,

Ref\&red"to the Committee on
and ordered to be printed

Ordered to lie on the table and to bé printed
AMEN]SMBSN‘I‘ intended to be proposed by Mr. DoDD

Viz: | | ' ' | ,

At the appropriate place in title X, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. __. PRIVACY FOR STUDENTS.. o

Part A of title X' is amended by adding at tixe end
the féllowing:
“SEC. ___, PRIVACY FOR STUDENTS.

- "“(a‘) IN GENERAL.—FExcept as permitted in sub-

section (b), no State educational agency or local edu-

W00 =~ O b W N e

~cational agency that is a recipient of funds nnder this Act

Ry
(e’

- NEY——
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“(1) disclose data or information the agency
gathered from a student to 8 person or entity that
geeks disdlosure of the data or information for the

purpoge of benefiting the person's or entity’s com- ‘

mercial interests; or

“(2) permit by contract & person or entity to

. gather from a student, or assist a person or entity

in gathering from a student, data or information, if
the purpose for gathering the data or information is

to benefit the commercial interests of the person or

, entity.

“(b) PARENTAL CONSENT.—
“(1) DISCLOSURE.— A. State educational agen-
cy or local educational agency that is s recipient of

fonds under this Act may disclose date or informa-

tion under subsection (2)(1) if the agency, prior to |

the disclosure—

“(A) explains to the student’s parent, in

writing, what data or infoiinatian will be dis- |

closed, to which pers;:n or entity the data or in-

formation will be disdoéed,‘ the amount of clags

time, if any, that will be consumed by the dis-
* closure, and how the person or entity will use

the data or information; and

@003/005
P.3
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3
“(B) obtains the perent’s written permis-
sion for the disclosure.

“(2\) GATHERING.—A State. educational agency
or local educstional agency that is & recipient of
funds under this Act may permit by contract, or as-
sist, tl;le gothering of data or information under sub-
section (a)(2) if the agency, prior to the gathering—

“(A) explains to the student’s parent, in
writing, what data or information will be gath-

ered, which person or entity will gather the -

data or inforination, the amount of class time,
if any, that will be consumed by the gatheriné,
and how the person or entity will use the data
or information; and '
" “(B) obtains the parent’s written permis-
sion for the gathering.
“(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section—
“(1) the term ‘student’ means a student under
the age of 18; and

“(2) the term ‘commercial interest’ does not in-

clude the interest of a person or entity in gathering

data or information from a student for the purpose
of developing or providing educational products or
services for or to students or educational institu-

fions, such ag—
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“(A) college recruiting;
“(B) book clubs ’providing access to low _‘
cost books; and

“(C) development and evaluation of eur-

L0 S U PC R NG B VAN

riculum, educational programs, and textbooks.”.
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Important Serviées to Schools that Requife Collection
of Some Information or Advertising to Studénts

Collection of 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 and services, such
as: ' ' '

¢ Reading Material: The proposals would make it more difficult for students to obtain
materials that 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 materials 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 bamer to student access to
worthwhlle educational materials. : '

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

o 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 as ZapMe! 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 1nformat10n no student could use the system
wﬁhout a parental consent form.

e School filtering: Some Internet ﬁltering companies automatically collect information on
student Internet surfing in order to block access to objectionable sex, hate, and criminal sites.
Use of commercial ﬁltermg 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 theseé systems, further delaying deployment of Internet service.

e Online Educational Programs. There are a number of online educational programs that
improve and expand educational opportunities for students at all levels. These interactive
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: 313!00
15957-2



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 over $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
10 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 covered by strained school budgets. These programs would be
severely constrained if parental consent were required.

e Book Clubs: Many students, particularly low-income students, obtain their first reading .
materials through book clubs, which provide a convenient method for students to select and
buy books that interest them. . Student orders are in turn 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 consent.

e Text Book Evaluations: School textbook publishers often ask students toi 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 proposals would require receipt of parental consent forms before
any student could take the SAT or college placement test or request admissions information
from colleges and universities.

e (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.

o Student Polling: A parental consent form would be required before any student
participated in a poll conducted by a 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. '

WASH1:260695:9:3/3/00
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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.:

o 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 opportumty to evade the very tests
encouraged by Title I of ESEA.

. Contests Involving an Educatmnal 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.

WASH1:260695:9:3/3/00
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PLEASE DELIVER TO: Martin, Tanya

(CoMMITTEE FOR FDUCATION FUNDING

EXECUTIVE COMMITYEE

Member
Ellin Nolas, President M
Coalition af'nghcr Eduacation U.S. House of Representatwes
Assistance Organizations’ ]une ?’ 2000
Lauxic Wesgtley, Vice President -
Voyager Expanded Learning

Cyndy Littlefiald, Tressurer Dear Representative,
Assoctation of Jesuit Colleges
and Universities

* Joel Packer, Past President The Committee for Education Funding (CEF), a nonpartisan coalition of over 95
Nationa] Education Association L : . -

David Baime organizations reflecting the full spectrum of the education community, cannot
American Association of support HR. 4577, which severely shortchanges funding for many 1mportant

© Community Colleges
yhote education programs in FY01.
Hobert Caruano

The College Board .
o ek Education CEF appreciates that the House bill provides important increases, matching and, in
Associstion some cases, exceeding the President’s requests for vital programs like Pell grants,

Stephanie Glesacke, (sx-nfficio) -
Srephanie Glesacke, (e campus-based aid, TRIO, institutional aid, Impact Aid, vocational education,
Independent Colleges education tcchnology, Even Start, and comprehensive school refarm.

A nvergities

-

Hilary Goldmann, (ex-officio)

American Associstion of State We are extremely concerned, however, that the bill provides only a 2.5% aggregate
olleges alk nversilies . . . .

Diana Gourlay fund‘mg'mcrease for elex:nentary and seconfiary educamox:f—a fre.eze. in terms of
University of California continuing current services—and cuts funding for other vitally important programs.
Rodman Grimm " For example, the bill freezes funds for Title I services to disadvantaged students, safe

Wash:.ngton State Office of the - . - .
Superintendent of Public Instruction grie] drug free schools, educatxon research, teacher quahty, b1hngual educatxon, and

G o oo ity magnet schools. It also climinates funding for the current class size reduction, LEAP
in Educarion . state-based student aid and elementary school counseling programs. The bill also under
CuolymHenelh,— rnion funds special education by $1.5 billion below the amount provided in the just-passed
Myrna Mandlawitz, (cx-ojfzcm} _bipartisan House resolution to fully fund TDEA.

" School Social Work Association T
of America . . L
Paul Massey Overall, H.R. 4577 is $2.9 billion below the President’s request and only one third of

American Council on Education o}, o ¢4 6 billion increase approved on a bipartisan basis by the Senate Appropriations

g:iil::;ﬁs.f;ii?;ion of Committee. CEF supports at least a 15% increase in FY01 to begin meeting the
:f::fg.;::md Sehosls pressing educational needs of America’s children, youth and adults. We strongly urge
fq‘ssoc%nliox_'t for Career and you to find the resources necessary to make educatzon the fundmg pflOfit}' that the
™ ecan people expec.Fialy. we opposs amendmeats w FLR. 4577 st et
Software & Information education funding or that increase one education program at the expense of another.

Tnduslry Association

Larry Zaglaniczny . . .
. National Association of $Student Since !‘Cly,
Financial Add Administristors

'Eldw.-xrd Kealy % M o : . @L}"“'ﬁjﬁ%
Executive Dircctar ‘ Ellin Nolan , ' : ' Edward R. Kealy
President R ' . Executive Director

122 C Street, NW e Suite 280 ¢ Washington, DC 20001 = (202) 383-0083 * Fax: (202) 383-0097
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Susan Conklin
Eileen Daniels
Larry Bilbrough

Dept. of the Army.
Dept, of the Army
NASA

(703) 681-7349

(202) 358-3048

FAX TRANSMISSION
PLEASE DELIVER TO:
NAME - AGENGY FAX PHONE
Billy Glunz WH. Cabinet Affairs (202) 456-2575 (202) 456-2572
Annette Aulton State (202) 647-1579 (202) 647-6797
Rodney Spinks Treasury (202) 622-6415 (202) 622-6229
Wilhemina McKinney Defense (703) 696-8921 (202) 696-6169 x1907
Major Bob Stone Defense " (703) 697-6072 (703) 614-0636
Donni LeBoeuf Justice (202) 307-2093 (202) 616-3642
Suzy Hubbell Interior (202) 208-1821 (202) 208-1923
Justin Paschal Agricalture (202) 690-2119 (202) 720-3631
Dorothy Caldwell : Agriculture (703) 305-2782 (703) 305-2664 ,
Bronson Frick Commerce (202) 482-0052 (202) 482-5880
Craig Gardenschwartz Labor “(202) 693-6145 (202) 693-6023
Jonathan Friebert HHS (202) 205-2135 . (202) 690-8209
Rebecca Werbel HHS (202) 401-5783 (202) 690-8134
~ Rick Greenfield HUD (202) 708-3707 (202) 708-0030
Murray Rapp Transportation -(202) 366-7952 (202) 366-6524
Maya Davidson Energy (202) 586-7169 (202) 586-9591
Maria Fernandez-Greczmiel VA (202) 273-5716 (202) 273-5760
Jessie Sherrer - EPA ‘ (202) 564-7177
Rob Nabors OMB (202) 395-1005 (202) 395-3563
Bobby Smith - USTR (202) 395-4549 (202) 395-9664
Nataki MacMurray ONDCP (202) 395-6744 {202) 395-5510
. Lydia Bickford 'SBA (202) 205-6903 (202) 401-8273
Elizabeth Steele - FEMA (202) 646-3930 (202) 646-3399
Kenny May BBG (202) 260-0406 (202) 205-3415
Eric Dodds GSA (202) 219-1243 (202) 501-1104
Diane Foster SSA (410) 9662660 (410) 965-8537
Juan Lopez SSA (202) 358-6076 (202) 358-6093
Doug Herbert NEA (202) 682-5002 (202) 682-5515
Marna Gettleman NEH (202) 606-8588 . (202) 606-8355

(703) 681-7257

(202) 358-1439

Joyce Larson US Marine Corps (703) 784-9820 - (703) 784-9550
Adrienne Torrey Smithsonian (202) 357-4908 (202) 357-4544
Andy Feldman CEA (202) 395-6853 (202) 395-5147
Gwen Cohen ClA {703) 482-1739 (703) 482-0623
Lindsey Huff NSC (202)456-9370 (202) 456-9271
Don Hartline NLRE (202) 273-4276 (202) 273-3907
Cathy McDermott - OPM {202) 606-2264 (202) 606-0132
Richard Flahavan 8SS (703) 605-4106 (703) 605-4100
Lee Herring " NSF (703) 306-0157 (703) 306-1070 x1256
Kinney Zalesne DOJ (202) 514-1724 (202) 514-9665
Major Al Najera Army ‘ A (703) 695-1717
" Rickie Beall NRC (301)415-1672 {(301) 415-5987
Maxie Hollingsworth SBA (202) 205-6802 (202) 205-7048
William P. Cornell US Air Force (703) 697-0896 (703) 695-7185
Peace Corps :
Dina Wood OPIC (202) 218-0201 (202) 336-8649
Pam Nemfakos Navy - (703) 693-4957 (703) 693-0217
Mamie Bittner IMLS (202) 606-8591 (202) 606-8536
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' the NIF network helps the public take an active role in

:
/[\/ {

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

o 5 M i g gl

ground for action.

By offering citizens a framework for deliberative forufns,

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

NATIONAL
ISSUES

taken by citizens inside and outside of government.

For more | im‘ormatiogff
National-Issues Fo/rums Research
100 Commbdns Road / ’

e
Dayton,/Ohlo 45459-2777
- 1/-800-433-7§34 ;
http:/Aww.riifi.org




National Issues Forums (NIF) is a nonpartisan, nation-
wide network of locally sponsored forums for the consid-
eration of public 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.

Each year, major issues of concern are ide
the NIF network. Issue books, which provide an¥overview
of the subject and present several approaché's, are
prepared to frame the choice work.

Forums are sponsored by thousands of organizations
and. institutions within many communities. They offer

ts deliberate with one another — eye-
CE, exploring options, weighing others’

Citlzens ﬁm@ £¥5) undelegable responsibility to make
EhoicSSIabot how (O YProblems because governmeftt
alonete solve them Ei[L ®itizens' views often d}ffer
Birom officeh@lders views. Weliberation may reveal new

possibilities! actmn that neithegeitizens nor ofﬁceholders
S¥savabefore.

lgstitutions all across the country to

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.

. =

ates?

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 network

of forum convenors is both large and diverse. NIg part C_
ipants vary con51derab1y in age race, gender econ

and convenors. They provide both NIF<mewe
veterans with background on the pzo .
receive training and practice i

become acquainted with NIE
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EBECCA HURST IS A SPECTACULARLY GOOD TEACHER.
:Though her Algebra II classroom is in one of
A, Los Angeles’ poorest neighborhoods, if you
dropped by for an afternoon you wouldn’t see either the
'disengagément or unruly behavior that we’re often led to
believe is inescapable in such settings. Instead, sparked
y their teacher’s commitment to instilling in her students
‘the same passion for mathematics that she has, students
ie to participate in solving complex math problems—
roblems many teachers would consider beyond the
réach of these students. As she writes logarithm after
‘logarithm on the board, eyes light up and pencils move
-fast and furiously on paper as students begin to
'nderstand what it is that is happening in each of the
o 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
1. personal needs of their
students, these dedicated
adults devote themselves
selflessly to sharing the
riches of their own

IE BOXCAR

Equalizing Teacher Quality

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—Ilow-
income and minority youngsters come 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 are 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

continued next page

Spring 2000



NON-PROFIT

Charitable Organlzatlon

Program Services
($ Millions)

Post-657?

YMCA $ 2,332
A merican Red Cross : 2,058
Catholic Charities 2,046
S alvation Army: 1,519
‘Goodwill Industries 1,265
Boys & Girls Clubs of A merica 609
Y W - CA . 493
Boy Scouts of America 458
Girl Scouts of America 425
Planned Parenthood Foundation 414
A merica's Second Harvest 392
Vounteers of America : 375
National Easter Seals Foundatlon _ 369
United Cerebral Palsy Assocnatlons_ 354
Amerloan Cancer Society ' 351
CARE USA : 339
American Heart Association 312
Gifts in Kind Intl. 289
1Campus Crusade for Christ 279
W orld Vision _ 273
Smithsonian Institution 264
Catholic Relief Services 236
Habitat for Hum anity 227 Y
City of Hope, Los Angeles- 213
Nature Conservanoy 211
AmeriCares Foundation 194
Metropolitan Museum of Art 168

March of Dimes

129 |




FOR-PROFIT

Company

Capitalization (12/31/99)

($ Bllllon)

Post - '65

Micros oft

-1 V 602 Y
2iGeneral Electric T B07
3 iCisco Systems 366 Y.
4. W al Mart Stores 308 Y
5 intel 275 Y .
6ilLucent Technologles 235 S pinoff
7iExxon ' 196
8. IBM 194
O iCitigroup ; 188
10iAmerica Online - 170 Y
11 American International 167 - ?
12iSBC Communtcattons 166
13 IAT&T ' : 162
14 iOracle 160 Y
15/Home Depot o 158 Y
16| Merck ’ 157 V
17iYahoo! : 153 Y
18 MCI WorldCom 151 ¢
19 {Procter & Gamble 144 '
20 | Coca-Cola 144
21 :Johnson & Johnson 143
22iDell Computer 131 hd
23 Brlstol—l‘\/lyers S quibb- 127
24 1P fizer 126
25 S un Mtcrosystems 121 Y
26 ( Qualcomm 117 Y
27  iHewlett- Packard 116
28IEMC 111 Y
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Maryland State Departinent of - - -

Nancy §. Grosmick . 200 West Bahimore Sireer
State Superintendent of Schools Baltimere, Maryland 2120}
. ) : Phane (410} 767-0/00
TTY/TDD (410) 333-6442

June 23, 2000

Mr. Jon Fixler .

President :
SmartCall Interactive Services, Inc.
704 Osk Lane

Philadelphia, PA

Ton”
Dear M Fixler:

Thank you for presenting the SmartCall Program to us at the Maryland State Department of
Education. We are most ¢nthusiastic about your innovative program which would provide much
needed information and support to students, parents, and teachers via the telephone. Our
Department has just launched 8 Family Focus Campaign to build family involvement programs in -
Maryland, SmartCall could have a dramatic impact on cur ability to disscminate information
across the entire State. .

As you know, we are the central state education 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 information 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. Iam certain that our loca! superintendents will be as interested as we in embracing this great
idea. ' '

~ Sincerely,
Daila trouse
Executive Director

Corporate Partnerships in Education -

c. AlHarad, Vice President - Marketing
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¥

SmartCaI

Interactive 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 participatlng school will P
be given a free voice-mailbox,
‘which can be "loaded” and i

- 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 can be used as
" a "live” newsletter to

,hio'hhght important school

information. .

Participation is free.

Advanced registration
required.
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The Most Innovative School Program in Hustory!

“~ YOUR School Participation Is Completely FREE! |
B ~ Easiest Way Ever to Communicate With Students And Parents!
~ Your Own School's Free Local Telephone Number!
~ Parents/Students Can Access
Info From Any Telephone!

Mog/c on fhe Te/ephonel A " AW 00K @
DR AT THE

. : B BENEFITS

'FOR YOUR

ji, SCHoOL!

Just Look At What You Cvan Dol

~ School Events
~ Special Announcements
~ Upcoming Tests Reminders

~ Bus Schedules

~ Lunch Menus | i
~ Fund Raising ~ Class Activities
~ PTAIPTO Information © ~lInvitations =~ = ?
~ Registration Information -~ Report Card Announcing
~ School Policies - ~Health Watch
~ Student Council NewsZ 838~ Weekly Class Curriculum
~ Neighborhood Alerts < .~ Homework Hotline
~ Sports Schedules 2524 &2~ Principals Message
-~ Club Events T ~ Award Anneuncements»
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. United States
. General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Health, Education, and
Human Services Division

B-278982
Novembei 16, 1998

The Honorable William Goodling “ -
Chairman, Committee on Education and the Workforce
House of Representatives ‘ '

The Honorable Peter Hoekstra
" Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight
and Investigations
Committee on Education and the Workforce
House of Representatives

The Honorable Frank Riggs

Chairman, 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 fiscal years 1994 through 1997, the Department of Education provided
more than $1.25 billion in formula-based® grants to states under title I of
Goals 2000 for the purpose of systemic education reform. The program
requires that 90 percent of the funds be awarded as competitive subgrants
to local school districts.? 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

iState allocations are made on the basis of two factors: 50 percent in accordance with the relative
amounts each state would have received under chapter 1 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.

“In the program’s first year, only 60 percent of the Goals 2000 funds had to be awarded as competitive
subgrants.

!
Page 1 GAO/HEHS-99-10 Goals 2000 Funding
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Results in Brief

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,? 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 subgrants reported made with funds from fiscal years
1994 through 1997.# 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.) !

Goals 2000 funds are being used to support a broad range of education
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—were 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 subgrant funds to pay for education reform initiatives centered on
several major categories: local education reform, such as developing
reform plans and updating curriculum frameworks; professional -

3In this report, we use the term “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.

Page 2 ) GAQ/HEHS-99-10 Goals 2000 Fu?lding
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Background

development; and technology 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 funding 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
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.®

5Montana and Oklahéma 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.

Page 3 . GAO/HEHS-99-10 Goals 2000 Funding
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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.’ States have up to 27 months to obligate funds; after this time,
unobligated funds must be returned to the federal government.” ‘

Goals 2000 requires states to award subgrants competitively. To comply
with this component of the law, states’ subgrant programs require districts
to compete directly against, one another for funding or compete against a
standard set of criteria established by the state to determine levels of
funding for individual applicants.® 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.® o

50n 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, were not subject to the 90-percent subgrant requirement.

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

8In 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
state has reviséd its funding process to a competitive grant format.

9The amendment also eliminated requirements related to the specific corposition 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.

Paged . GAO/HEHS-99-10 Goals 2000 Funding
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As aresult of the 1996 changes, the Goals 2000 program is essentially a
funding-stream grant program with fiscal objectives.!® 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 performance 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 activities. 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.!!

H

3

e

Goals 2000 funds, totaling about $1.25 billion for fiscal years 1994 through
GOZﬂS 2000 Funds ' 1997, have supported a broad range of education reform activities at both
Support a Broad the state and local levels.'? Of this amount, states reported that about
Range of Education $109 million (9 percent) was retained at the state level where it was used

for management, development of statewide standards, and other related
Reform Efforts at the purposes. The remaining funding was provided in the form of subgrants to
State and Local Levels  local districts, consortia of districts, individual schools, and teachers. State
program officidls 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.) - :

YFor a fuller discussion of the various types of federal grant programs, see Grant Programs: Design
Features Shape Flexibility, Accountability, and Performance Information (GAO/GGD-98-137, June 22,
1998y,

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

2Although 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. Information is currently incomplete from as
many as seven states. :
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r
State-Retained Funds ‘ As permitted by the act, most states retained a portion of their total Goals
Helped Manage Subgrant 2000 funds at the state level and used it primarily to manage the subgrant

: * program and support state-level activities. (See app. Ill for state-retained

%;zig?:?sand Fund Sp ecial 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 used 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% ¢ . Personnet and Benefits
\ $27,168,747

/

. \ . 0
1
Equipment and Supplies + 7.0% ' \‘
$4,068,340 ! ) J

i

|

Contract Services \
and Consultants 28.0%
$17,525,410

Travel, Training, and
Conterences
$5,564,117

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

Page 6 ‘ GAO/HEHS-99-10 Goals 2000 Funding
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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
subgramees submitted regard;mg 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 28 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-retainéd 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.'
The additional $47 million identified by states as having been retained at
the 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 ungualified 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.

HSeveral 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.

Page 7 ' GAO/HEHS-99-10 Goals 2000 Funding



B-278982

i
,

Subgrants 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 provided in fiscal years 1994 through 1997.4 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

. hot yet awarded their subgrants for that year at the time of our review.)
- Subgrants ranged from a $28 subgrant that furided a reading professional

development activity in a single California school to a $6.1 million /
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,
Fiscgl Years 1994 Through 1997

Number of Total Total dollar

states  number of amount of
reporting  subgrants subgrants Range of subgrant
Fiscal year © data® awarded awarded ~ awards
1994 49 1,777 $66,648,311 $751-1,594,040
1995 52. . 5,484 295,861,631 28-3,269.061
1996 52 4892 340,697,814 200-6,149,234
1997 45 4,222 302,275,725 : 402-4,700,000

Ancludes 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 development, 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
into a “crosscutting 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.) -

3

“The total number of subgrants awarded may have been higher, but sorme states were unable to
provide complete information on their subgrant 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%

:%———‘_—‘-H'_ .
. 6% Standards and Assessments
Preservice Education $50,871,015
$60,631,609
‘ \ Technology
Professional Development $103,006,795

$283,903,826

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

s
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Table 2: Examples of Activities in the

Subgrant Categories
]

Local Education Reform

Professional Development

—
Category Activity .
Local education reform  —Curriculum alignment with riew state educatron reform plans

—Local improvement plans
——Parent and public engagement in reform efforts

Professional —Training for teachers to update their skills in new teaching
development practices
: ~ —Enrichment courses for teachers and staff
Preservice training —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
—Aligning curriculum with standards

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 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
reform plans, and efforts to update curriculum frameworks. For example, -
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 reform activity and concluded
that their plan was missing a public engagement program for parents and
community members that would sustain education reform. Thus, the state
awarded subgrants to improve public information, 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 subgrant funding over the 4-year period reviewed, included

activities such as updating teacher skills 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 first-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 for a preservice program that allowed
second-year student teachers to teach during the day and attend courses
by videoconference rather than driving long distances to the state’s only
university with a preservice training program.

Subgrants for computer equipment and training—which are used to buy
computer hardware and software, network schools 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
subgrants 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 subgrant funds. However,

some states, such as Virginia and Alabama, required all subgrant projects
to be associated with technology. Officials 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 New 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 funds. 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 subgrant 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
subgrant activities because they reflected a combination of activities.
Some subgrants, 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 subgrants for the 4-year period
had several different areas of focus, such as a district’'s $462,100 subgrant
identified as being for the development and implementation of a local
improverment plan, assessments, technology, and preservice teacher
training and professional development. ’

Less than two-tenths of 1 percent of Goals 2000 subgrant funding was
identified as being used to support health-related education activities. In
the 31 subgrants specifically identified as being related to health issues,

/
4
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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 subgrant 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

Subgrants 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 state-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 standards 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
would 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 a catalyst 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

Support the Current
. Flexibility of Goals 2000
Funds

While the scope of our work did not specifically include ascertaining the
view of state education officials on the format of the Goals 2000 funding,
most of the officials we interviewed expressed support for continuing the
funding in its present format. The Congress has been considering changing
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
subgrant 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 reform 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 ¢hange the tire while the car is moving.”

-
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Conclusions

- 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

permitting flexibility at the state and local levels to determine what would
be funded within that broad purpose. For example, Louisiana state

officials 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

1994 through 1997 for broad-based efforts to promote systemic
improvements in educition. 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 an -
additional and flexible funding source to promote coordinated
improvements to state and local education systems. '

Y
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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 find 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. If you 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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Appendix I

Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

We were asked to (1) review the purposes for which Goals 2000
state-retained funds have been used, (2} determine what local projects
have been funded using Goals 2000 funds, (3) determine 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) find 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 interviewed 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
Goals 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 about 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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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, financial and programmatic monitoring, and evaluation 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, budget and expenditure reports, and
applicable audits. We also gathered and analyzed subgrant summaries
from each state containing the name of the recipient, category of the
subgrant, and subgrant amounts for all subgrants 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 for 1 or more years.

We reviewed title III 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 findings. We also reviewed, for internal consistency,
the data that officials provided us and sought clarification where needed.
We did not attempt to determine the effectiveness of the various
grant-funded activities or measure the outcomes achieved by the funded
projects. We conducted our work in accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standards between November 1997 and

October 1998. ‘

Page 21 ) _ GAO/HEHS-99-10 Goals 2000 Funding



Appendix 11

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 I1.1.)

Table 11.1: Goals 2000 Allocations by State, Fiscal Years 1994 Through 1987

Fiscal year

State o ' ‘ 1994 1995 1996 1997 Total
Alabama ' $1,601,966* $6,054,270 $5,677,245 $7.873,908 .$21,207,389
Alaska 459,903 1,576,670 1,437,615 2,012,267 5,486,455
Arizona 1,362,358 5,553,830 5,039,674 7,200,481 19,156,343
Arkansas ' 991,579 3,719,610 3,435,580 4,789,324 12,936,093
California 10,524,929 42,909,245 39,219,914 54,659,343 147,313,431
Colorado 1,085,028 4,369,790 3,823,495 5,573,529 14,951,842
Connecticut ' 960,721 3,526,340 3,150,294 4,460,763 12,098,118
Delaware . 405,701 1,316,043 1,243,204 1,741,192 4,706,140
District of Columbia 476,000 1,552,282 1,353,518 1,901,747 5,283,547
Florida _ ‘ 4,026,309 16,161,475 14,716,898 20,970,760 55,875,442
Georgia 2,360,625 9,129,136 8,516,902 12,158,905 32,165,568
Hawaii 417,148 1,407,840 1,307,959 1,828,675 4,961,622
Idaho 886,746 3,280,645 3,078,560 4,251,947 . 11,497,898
ltinois 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
lowa ., 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 11,672,370
Kentucky .- 1,477,200 5,884,600 5,550,721 7,734,973 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
Maryland : 1,448,309 - 5,481,901 15,017,226 7,071,077 19,018,513
Massachusetts 1,881,814 7.123.273 " 6,243,845 8,835,996 24,084,928
Michigan 3626515 14,643,573 13,656,573 19,033,056 50,959,717
Minnesota 1,387,624 5,479,003 5,063,215 7,094,888 19,024,730
Mississippi 1,358,516 . 5,191,379 4,865,959 6,724,962 . 18,141,816
Missouri 1,691,269 6,649,580 6,133,433 8,597,276 23,071,558
Montana® 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 7,097,118
Nevada ’ 410,095 1,445,962 1.303.331 1,864,347 5,023,735
New Hampshire® 0 1,314,770 1,232,612 1,724,433 4,271,815
New Jersey 2,447,997 8,959,127 7,905,923 11,105,340 30,418,387

{continued)
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; Fiscal year
- State : 1994 1995 1996 1997  Total
New Mexico ' ' 741,603 2,834,938 2,610,818 3,683,782 9,871,141
New York 7,173,261 27,625,424 25,363,949 35,354,141 95,516,775
North Caralina 2,062,239 7.891.862 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 19,788,214 52,849,171
Oklahoma® 1,153,998 4,479,897 4,176,732 5.808,148 15,618,775
Oregon ' 1,046,640 4,088,391 3.800,805 5,300,049 14,235,885
Pennsylvania C 4,074,763 15,823,266 14,467,654 20,231,189 54,596,872
Puerto Rico V 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 4,799,581 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 _ 1677460 . 6,508,803 6,000,784 8,432,741 22,619,788
Texas 7,293,999 29,781,653 27,193,607 38,173,252 102,442,411
Utah ‘ 709,092 2,636,105 2,453,502 3,427,464 9,226,163
Vermont 406,722 1,296,994 1,226,015 1,715,622 4,645,353
Virginia : 0 0 6,201,681 8,684,679 14,886,360
Washington 1,581,128 + 6,448,910 6,058,289 8,475,603 22,563,930
West Virginia ‘ 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
Wyoming . 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

aState officials in Alabama report that $1,506,644 of the 1994 allocation was returned o the
federal government. -

PFiscal year 1995 and fiscal year 1996 funds were awarded directly to LEAs in Montana, New
Hampshire, and Okiahoma 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 1998 funds.

Source: Department of Education, Goals 2000: Reforming Education to Improve Student
Achievement (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 30, 1998].
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Appendix Ui

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 subgrant 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 III 1: State-Retained Funds, Fiscal Years 1994 Through 1997

’ “Fiscal year Percentage
Category 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 3,988,512 3.216,021 1,918,346 12,118,136 19.55
Consultants ‘ 969,623 1,660,080 1.574,329 1,203,242 5,407,274 8.72
Benefits 1,170,762 1,234,397 1,084,094 1,041,630 4,530,884 7.31
Printing 577,852 1,348,905 1,133,977 583,514 3,644,249 5.88
Travel 883,918 693,781 607,294 495,844 2,680,837 433
Indirect costs 694,584 947,092 272,712 520,714 2,435,102 3.93
Equipment 442,752 748,424 662,626 /523,186 2,376,987 3.84
Supplies 272,218 432,879 390,065 596,191 1,691,353 2.73
Training 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
Telephone 79.847 55,090 106,128 106,017 347,082 0.56
Rent / 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 61,977,871 100
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

} s
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Sgnate Subgrant Summary, Flscal Years 1994
Through 1997

This appendix provides state-by-state information on subgrants made to
local school districts and other organizations. Table IV.1 shows the
number and amount of subgrants 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.

Table 1V.1: Total Number and Amount |

of Subgrants by State, Fiscal Years Total number of Total amount of

1994 Through 1997 State ‘ subgrants reported subgrants reported

Alabama 252 . $19,979,167

Alaska ‘ 92 4,353,861

Arizona ' K 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

District of Columbia 113 2,815,985

Florida 205 . 48,299,495

Georgia B ‘ 372 129,441,191

Hawaii : : 53 ' 3,214,053

Idaho 71 4,994,666

inois ' Co 574 49,842,639

Indiana 319 ‘ 14,587,431

lowa , 105 9,867,688

Kansas 414 9,525,297

Kentucky 313 : 17,839,264

Louisiana : 402 24,323,719

Maine 257 5,191,358

Maryland 62 12,011,569

\ Massachusetts . 1.065 15,766,493

* - Michigan 418 45,263,295

~ * Minnesota 1,016 14,813,650
’ Mississippi 120 5,920,801

Missouri ) 332 6,468,765

Montana V 1 5,355,985

Nebraska 103 5,804,004

Nevada . 39 2,652,868

New Hampshire 92 5,737,061

New Jersey ‘ 147 19,262,471

) {continued)
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Appendix IV
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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Appendix IV
State Subgrant Summary, Fiscal Years 1994
Through 1997

Table 1V.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 92
Arizona 603 0 0 0 0 0 603
Arkansas 109 17 94 0 0 0 220
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 16 N 0 113
Florida 57 48 25 16 10 49 205
Georgia 37 0 0 0 0 1 372
Hawaii 19 2 4 3 2 23 53
Idaho 18 0 5 0 0 48 71
Minois 285 46 © 192 51 0 0 574
Indiana 162 31 125 1 0 0 319
lowa 66 12 23" 1 1 2 105
Kansas 275 112 8 19 0 0 414
Kentucky 226 15 63 9 0 - 0 313
Louisiana 304 19 56 4 15 4 402
Maine 225 10 16 0 0 6 257
Maryland 60 0 1 0 1 0 62
Massachusetts 137 164 751 0 0 13 1,065
Michigan 180 16 218 3 0 1 418
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 92
New Jersey 90 0 21 15 21 0 147
New Mexico 57 13 78 0 0 1 149
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
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Appendix IV
State Subgrant Summary, Fiscal Years 1994
Through 1997 : :

Total

: Preservice Professional Standards and Crosscutting and
State , LEA reform training  development Technology  assessments other Total
Oklahoma ' 60 4 24 34 2 12 136
Oregon 0 0 0 0 0 207 207
Pennsylvania 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 1 276 0 286
South Dakota 74 1 1 234 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 ¢ 13 9 20 1 182
Virginia 0 0 0 264 0 0 264
Washington 206 19 55 0 0 0 280
- West Virginia 88 0 9 14 3 95 208
Wisconsin 40 27 16 11 35 5 134
Wyoming 41 0 0 42 0 0 83
6,442 752 4,426 1,526 1,125 . 2,104 16,375
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Appendix IV
State Subgrant Summary, Fiscal Years 1894
Through 1997

e |
Table IV.3: Total Dollar Amounts for Subgrants by Category, by State, Fiscal Years 1994 Through 1997

Preservice Professional

Standards
and

Crosscutting

State LEA reform training development Technology assessments and other Total
Alabama $0 30 $0  $19.979.167 $0 $0 $19,979,167
Alaska 765,284 0 0 0 0 3,588,577 4,353,861
Arizona 17.641,591 0 , 0 0 0 0 17,641,591
Arkansas 4,734,317 1,053,405 5,057,911 0 0 0 10,845,633
California 30,189,540 9,828,655 77,565,292 4,700,000 0 5,000,000 127,283,487
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 2,815,985
Florida 11,168,839 11,808,289 5,488,269 6,859,187 2,469,835 10,505,076 48,299,495
Georgia 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 4,994,666
lilincis 24,133,099 2,106,213 16,357.091 7,246,236 0 0 49,842,639
Indiana 7,132,026 1,874,971 5,466,434 14,000 0 0 14,587,431
lowa T 5,330,172 1,824,960 2,091,410 21,146 350,000 250,000 9,867,688
Kansas 3,835,802 3,979,706 177,707 1,532,082 0 0 9,525,297
Kentucky 14,042,329 - 403,200 2,931,845 461,890 0 0 17,839,264
Louisiana 18,975,899 1,625,912 2,405,537 288,999 530,000 496,372 24,323,719
Maine 4,706,458 169,800 220,000 0 o 95,000 5,191,358
Maryland 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 15,766,493
Michigan 14,984,882 1,352,353 28,161,525 749,535 0 15,000 45,263,295
Minnescta 944,639 0 1,331,371 0 0 12,537,640 14,813,650
Mississippi 2,811,500 425,000 2,450,301 0 0 234,000 5,920,801
Missouri 955,999 232,199 1,381,673 67,106 3,438,930 392,858 6,468,765
Montana 3,168,305 22,483 950,071 716,109 150,811 348,206 5,355,985
Nebraska 1.224,604 0 2733985 329,720 1,515,695 0 5,804,004
Nevada '950,677 437,719 1,264,472 0 0 0’ 2,652,868
New Hampshire 1,902,224 0 63,213 1,660,183 170,071 1,941,370 5,737,061
New Jersey 11,818,835 0 2,938,788 2,009,116 2,495,732 0 19,262,471
New Mexico 2,385,143 590,725 5,636,003 0 0 8,515 8,620,386
New York 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 0,269,825 - 4,688,318 1,223,570 3,307,476 23,460,901
North Dakota 933,471 80,425 835,598 369,157 70,700 1,309,314 3,598,666
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Appendix IV -

State Subgrant Summary,

Through 1997

Fiscal Years 1994

Standards

4

Preservice Professional . ‘ and ‘Crosscutting
State LEA reform training development Technology assessments and other Total
Ghio 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 14,337,184
Oregon 0 0 0 0 0 11,705,396 11,705,396
Pennsylvania 2,149,965 0 760,000 2,780,000 955,206 34,599,265 41,244,436
' Puerto Rico 6,661,302 865,606 11,541,261 4,019,045 50,000 2,798,968 25,936,183
Rhode Island 1,724,988 415,255 1648,326 0 308,270 1,289,689 . © 4,386,528
South Carolina - 390,565 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 .11,263,119 0 0 20,043,462
Texas 81,125,501 274,144 . 11,107,728 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 0 247,631 198,071 633,469 12,500 3,770,013
Virginia 0 .. .0 0 14,578,163 0 0 14,578,163
Washington 6,072,482 1,611,628 4,166,217 0 0 0 11,850,327
West Virginia | 2,255,642 0. 214,300 - . 308,676 78,500 2,421,135 5,278,253
Wisconsin’ 3,582,525 1,882,950 571,800 426,500 2,721,500 106,825 9,292,200
Wyoming 361,489 -0 o 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
) 7
4
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Appendix V

Comments From the Department of
Educatlon

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY

0CT 2 ey

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

Dear Ms. Joyner:

Secretary R:ley has askcd me to respond to your request for commcnts on the draft report, Goals
: : The Department has
reviewed thxs repon and is very pleased wnh it. The study represents the most comprehensive
review 10 date of State and local activities supported under Goals 2000. The comments by State
and local officials cited in the report concerning the value 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, regional hearings, and in written responses to a
notice in the Federal Register (published June 3, 1998) concerning reauthorization of Goals 2000
and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. We find this information extremely
informative 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 of the 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 reforr prior to
undertaking the study.

Sincerely,

74
Gerdld'N. Titbzzi

600 INDEPENDENCE AVE., 8.W. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202-6100

Quir mission ig to ensure eyual access 1o ed: wn and to p H fence thr the Nation.
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Appendix VI

GAO Contacts and Staft AcknOWledgments

Harriet Ganson, Assistant Director, (202) 512-7014

Contacts . George Erhart, Evaluator-in-Charge '
Acknowled gm ents In addition to those named above, the following individuals made

important contributions to this report: Dawn Hoff collected and analyzed

~ state information and drafted major sections of the report, Sonya
Harmeyer collected state information and had a lead role in analyzing and
developing graphic presentations of the data, Richard Kelley gathered and
assisted in the analysis of information from states and the Department of
Education, Edward C. Shepherd and Jennifer Pearl assisted in data
collection activities, Edward Tuchman provided assistance in analyzing
and verifying data, Stanley Stenersen assisted in structuring and reviewing
the draft report, and Jonathan Barker of the Office of the General Counsel

) provided legal assistance. v
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