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DRAFT 

Novembers, 1997 

MEETING WITH SENATOR COVERDELL, SPEAKER GINGRICH, SENATOR 
COATS, SENATOR LIEBERMAN, SENATOR TORRICELLI & FAMILY 

DATE: 
LOCATION 
TIME: 
FROM: 

November X, 1997 
; Oval Office 
X;XXp.m. toX;XXp.m. 
John Hilley 
Andy Blocker 

:4 i0 

I. PURPOSE 

To meet with Senators Coverdell, Coats, Lieberman, Torricelli and Speaker Gingrich to 
discuss Senator Coverdell's voucher amendment to the tax portion of the balanced budget 
agreement. 

n. BACKGROUND 

During Senate consideration of the tax portion of the balanced budget agreement, Senator 
Coverdell introduced an amendment which expanded the use of penalty-free withdrawal 
education savings accounts from use only for postsecondary education expenses to also 
include use for elementary and secondary education expenses. This provision was passed 
by the Senate 59 to 41. (See Attachment B: Senate Vote Count.) In conference. 
Republicans were insisting that the Coverdell amendment remain in the final bill. In order 
to persuade the Republicans to drop the provision from the bill, you (1) issued a veto 
threat of the entire tax package if the provision was not removed and (2) agreed to meet 
with Senator Coverdell and Speaker Gingrich to discuss his amendment. (See 
Attachments C «& D.) 

Since its removal from the budget reconciliation package. Republicans in both the House 
and Senate have worked together to expand upon Senator Coverdell's original proposal. 
The new proposal, H.R. 2646, the Education Savings Act for Public and Private Schools, 
wouliallow taxpayers to make tax-free withdrawals from education individual retirement 
accounts to pay for elementary and secondary school expenses as well as expenses for 
post-secondary education. It would increase the maximum annual contribution from $500 
_o $2,500 per beneficiary. The withdrawals could be used to pay for tuition, fees, 
tutoring, special needs services, books, supplies, equipment, transportation and 
supplementary expenses required for the enrollment or attendance at a public, private 
religious, or private nonsectarian school, or for home schooling. 
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On October 23rd, the House of Representatives approved H.R. 2646 by a vote of 230 to 
198. (See Attachment E: House Vote Count.) The Senate attempted to consider H.R. S . 
2646 eariier today. However, Senate Democrats objected and forced Senator Lott to file / \ /[/joAM^ 
a cloture petition in order to proceed to the bill. The vote on cloture will occur this y | 
Friday. 

Prior to consideration of the bill in the House, Secretary Riley and Secretary Rubin signed 
a joint letter stating that they would both recommend that you veto the legislation if it 
came to your desk. (See Attachment F: Riley/Rubin Letter.) As an altemative, the 
Secretaries note their support for Congressman Rangel's substitute amendment which 
devotes Federal revenue to improving public schools, rather than legislation having the 
effect of subsidizing private alternatives. 

Below are rebuttals to Senator Coverdell's favorite arguments for his proposal. (See 
Attachments F & G for more background.) 

(1) It is not a "voucher " 

While the Coverdell proposal may not be a "voucher" in the purest sense of the 
word, it would have the same effect as a "voucher " It would shift resources 
toward supporting the costs of private schools which otherwise would be available 
to meet the urgent need to improve public schools. The public schools continue to 
serve 90 percent of young Americans. 

(2) No federal money is used, it simply allows people to use their own money 

The Coverdell proposal does involve Federal dollars. The Treasury Department 
estimates that it will cost $1.6 billion in lost revenue through 2002 and $6.4 billion 
in lost revenue through 2007. This lost revenue could be used instead to improve 
the public schools that serve 90% of our children. 

(3) It is an equitable proposal. Over 70% of the tax benefit will go to families 
earning less than $75,000 a year. 

The Treasury Department estimates that the Coverdell proposal would 
disproportionately benefit affluent families. Over 73% of the benefits of this 
proposal accrue to families in the top 20% of the income distribution, and more 
than 33% of the benefits accrue to families in the top 10%. 
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m. PARTICIPANTS 

Briefing 
Secretary Riley 
Secretary Rubin 
John Hilley 
Bruce Reed 
Andy Blocker 
Mike Cohen 

Meeting 
Speaker Gingrich 
Senator Coverdell 
Senator Coats 
Senator Lieberman 
Senator Torricelli 
Family 
Secretary Riley 
Secretary Rubin 

IV. PRESS PLAN 

Closed Press 

V. ATTACHMENTS 

A. Suggested Remarks for Meeting. 

B. Senate Vote Count on Original Coverdell Amendment. 

C. Letter from President to Speaker Gingrich threatening to veto tax bill. 

D. Letter from Speaker Gingrich to President confirming meeting on Coverdell. 

E. House Vote Count on H.R. 2646, the Education Savings Act for Public and Private 
Schools. 

F. Letter from Secretary Riley and Secretary Rubin in opposition to H.R. 2646. 

G. Treasury Department Policy Concerns with Income Distribution Charts. 

H. Presidential Memorandum to the Secretary ofEducation on Turning Around Low-
Performing Public Schools. (October 28. 1997) 



Attachment A 

SUGGESTED REMARKS FOR COVERDELL VOUCHER MEETING 

I appreciate the opportunity to talk to you about this issue. 

We all have the same goal. We want to provide the best opportunity for our children to 
receive a worthwhile education. 

However, 1 object to your proposal for the following reasons; 

1 Your proposal shifts Federal resources from the Federal Treasury where it 
could potentially be used to build stronger public schools to tax incentives 
supporting the cost of private schools. 

2. Your proposal also disproportionately benefits affluent families. Over 73% 
of your tax benefits go to families in the top 20% of the tax bracket. 

Instead, I believe that we should focus our attention on helping the 90% of American 
children who are served by public schools. Making public schools better is what will have 
the greatest impact on our children. 

Earlier this week, in a memorandum to Secretary Riley, I directed him to produce 
guidelines on effective approaches to turning around low-performing public schools based 
primarily on the experiences of cities and States that have already successftilly intervened 
in low-performing schools. I also directed him to help cities and States use existing 
Department ofEducation resources to turn around low-performing schools. 

In addition, you know that my Administration has worked to raise academic standards , 
promote accountability, and provide greater competition and choice within the public 
schools, including support for a dramatic increase in charter schools. 

Moreover, we have worked to make the investments necessary to improve teaching and 
learning in classrooms across America, through efforts to keep our schools safe and free 
of drugs; to provide students who need it extra help to master the basics; to increase 
parental and community involvement; to recruit, prepare, and provide continuing training 
to teachers and reward excellence in teaching; and to make sure every school has access to 
and can effectively use 21st century technology. 

Thank you for taking the time to present your case. However, we will have to agree to 
disagree on this issue. 



ATTACHMENT B 

1997 CQ SENATE VOTE 150 •* S949 
Fbcal 1998 Budget Reconciliatioa - June 27, 1997 

Revenue - Elementary Schools. Coverdell, R-Ga., amendment to expand the education individual 
retirement account and allow tax credits to be spent on elementary and secondaiy education 
expenses witiiout penalty. Adopted 58-42: R 50-5; D 8-37 (ND 6-31, SD 2-6) 

YEAS(59) ****************************************************** 
DEMOCRATS (8) 
Biden J(DE) 
Breaux J (LA) 
Harkin T(L\) 

KohlH(WI) 
Landrieu M (LA) 
Leahy P(VT) 

Lieberman J (CT) 
Torricelli R (NJ) 

INDEPENDENTS (0) 

REPUBLICANS (51) 
Abraham S (MI) Frist B (TN) McCain J(AZ) 
Allard W (CO) Gorton S (WA) McConneU M (KY) 
Ashcroft J (MO) Gramm P(TX) Murkowski F (AK) 
Bennett R (UT) Grams R(MN) Nickles D (OK) 
Bond C (MO) Grassley C (lA) Roberts P (KS) 
Brownback S (KS) Gregg J(NH) Rotii W (DE) 
BunisC(MT) Hagel C (NE) Santorum R (PA) 
CampbeU B (CO) Hatch 0 (UT) Sessions J (AL) 
Coats D (IN) Helms J(NC) Shelby R(AL) 
Cochran T (MS) Hutchinson T (AR) Smitii G (OR) 
CoverdeU P (GA) Hutchison K (TX) SmitiiR(NH) 
Craig L (ID) Inhofe J (OK) Specter A (PA) 
D'Amato A (NY) Kempthome D (ID) Stevens T (AK) 
DeWine M (OH) KylJ(AZ) Thomas C(WY) 
Domenici P (NM) Lott T (MS) Thompson F (TN) 
En2iM(WY) Lugar R (IN) Thurmond S (SC) 
Fairclotii L (NC) Mack C (FL) Warner J (VA) 

•** NAYS (41) ****************************************************** 
DEMOCRATS (37) 
AkakaD(HI) 
Baucus M (MT) 
Bingaman J (NM) 
Boxer B (CA) 

Feingold R (WI) 
Feinstein D (CA) 
Ford W (K'Y) 
Glenn J (OH) 

Levin C (MI) 
Mikulski B (MD) 
Moseley-Braun C (IL) 
Moynihan D (NY) 



Bryan R(NV) 
Bumpers D (AR) 
ByrdR(WV) 
Cleland M (GA) 
Conrad K(ND) 
Daschle T (SD) 
Dodd C (CT) 
Dorgan B(ND) 
Durbin R(IL) 

Graham B(FL) 
Hollings E (SC) 
Inouye D (HI) 
Johnson T(SD) 
Kennedy E (MA) 
Kerrey B(NE) 
Keny J (MA) 
Lautenberg F (NJ) 

Mun-ayP(WA) 
ReedJ(RI) 
ReidH(NV) 
Robb C (VA) 
RockefeUerJ(WV) 
Sarbanes P (MD) 
Wellstone P(MN) 
Wyden R (OR) 

INDEPENDENTS (0) 

REPUBLICANS (4) 
Chafee J (RI) Jeffords J (VT) 
Collins S (\ffi) 

Snowe 0 (ME) 

NOT VOTING (0) ******** ********************************************** 



ATTACHMENT C 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

J u l y 29, 1997 

Dear Mr. Speaker: 

I want to again thank you for working in a productive, 
bioartisan manner to develop this bipartisan budget agreement. 
I feel particularly good about the strong education package 
that is included in the tax b i l l . As you know, in working 
out the final agreement, I strongly opposed the Coverdell 
amendment. I would veto any tax package that would undermine 
public education by providing tax benefits for private and 
parochial school expenses. 

Sincerely, 

The Honorable mevt Gingrich 
Speaker of the 

House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 



- ATTACHMENT D 

l̂ ttDt CiSlngrld) 
fitUtSiPUUM ^SSSI^' (202)225-0600 

(̂ Hteo of tif« ^penher 
^nitth JiUtlt9 ̂ aute of ^tyrtttniatibf 

jaTaflffngfon, Ji<C 205IS 

September 4,1997 

Tlic Honorable William J. Clinton 
Tho Whito House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington. D.C. 20SOO 

Dear Mr. President: 

As you may recalL on July 29,1997, you and I discussed Senator CovordcU's plan to 
extend the education savings account concept that you endorsed to children in grades K-12, 
which was a provisloQ included in the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997. You demanded that we 
remove this provision from the bill or face a veto of dio balanced budget agreement At your 
request we did remove the education savings account provision In the interest of providing tax 
Slief to all Americans. 

In exchange for tho removal of this provision you personally committed that you would 
meet during September with Senator CoverdeU. Senator Lieberman, porcnta and students who 
want to have ihe personal power to leave tneffective and dangerous schools. Vou have not yet 
extended the invitation for this meeting and I am hopeful you will d« KO in the next week or two. 

As I am sure you will agree, it is immoral to trap children in schools where they cannot 
leam. (strongly believe that parents should not be forced by govenunent to send their child/en 
to schools tiiat are fiiillhg. Learning occurs best when local parents, teachers and schools 
collaborate to create leaming environments that maximize each individual child's ability. Let's 
give families tiie power and flexibility tiicy need to provide tiio best possible educational 
opportunities to their children. I look forward to hearing from you on tiiis important matter. 

mgrich 



ATTACHMENT E 

** 1997 CQ HOUSE VOTE 524 •* 
HR2646 - Education Savings Act for Public and Private Schools 

Passage - October 23,1997 

Passage of the bill to expand contribution limits for education individual retirement accounts to 
$2 500 a year per child to be spent tax-free for public or private elementary and secondary 
education expenses. Passed 230-198: R 215-8; D 15-189 (ND 7-143, SD 8-46); 10-1, 

*** YEAS(230) ****************************************************** 
DEMOCRATS (15) 
Bishop S (GA) Flake F (NY) McHale P (PA) 
Boyd A (FL) Goode V (VA) Moran J (VA) 
Clement B (TN) Hall R (TX) Tanner J (TN) 
ConditG(CA) Hall T (OH) Tauscher E (CA) 
Danner P (MO) Lipinski W (IL) Taylor G (MS) 

INDEPENDENTS (0) 

REPUBLICANS (215) 
Aderholt R (AL) Gilchrest W (MD) Paxon B (NY) 
Archer B (TX) GiUmor P (OH) Pease E (IN) 
Armey D (TX) GihnanB(NY) Peterson J (PA) 
Bachus S (AL) Gingrich N(GA) Petri T(WI) 
Baker R (LA) Goodlatte R (VA) Pickering C (MS) 
Ballenger C (NC) Goodling B ^ A ) Pitts J (PA) 
BUTT B (GA) Goss P (FL) Pombo R(CA) 
Bartlett R (MD) Graham L (SC) Porter J (IL) 
Barton J (TX) Granger K (TX) Portman R (OH) 
Bass C (NH) Greenwood J (PA) Pryce D (OH) 
Bereuter D (NE) Gutknecht G (MN) Quinn J(NY) 
Bilbray B (CA) Hansen J (UT) Radanovich G (CA) 
Bilirakis M (FL) Hastert D (IL) Ramstad J (MN) 
BUley T (VA) Hastings R (WA) Redmond B (NM) 
Blunt R (MO) Hayworth J (AZ) Regula R (OH) 
Boehner J (OH) Hefley J (CO) Riggs F (CA) 
Bonilla H(TX) Herger W(CA) Riley B (AL) 
Bono S (CA) HillR(MT) Rogan J (CA) 
Brady K (TX) HiUeary V(TN) Rogers H (KY) 
Bryant E (TN) HobsonD(OH) Rohrabacher D (CA) 
Bunning J (KY) Hoekstra P (MI) Ros-Lehtinen I (FL) 
Bun- R (NC) Horn S (CA) Roukenja M (NJ) 
Burton D (DSl) Hostettler J (IN) Royce E (CA) 
Buyer S (IN) Hulshof K (MO) Ryun J (KS) 



Callahan S (AL) 
Calvert K (CA) 
Camp D (MI) 
CampbeU T (CA) 
Canady C (FL) 
Cannon C (UT) 
Castie M (DE) 
Chabot S (OH) 
ChambUss S (GA) 
Chenoweth H (ID) 
Christensen J (NE) 
Coble H(NC) 
Cobum T (OK) 
CoUinsM(GA) 
Combest L (TX) 
Cook M (UT) 
Cooksey J (LA) 
Cox C (CA) 
Crane P (IL) 
Crapo M (ID) 
Cuimingham R (CA) 
Davis T (VA) 
DealN(GA) 
DeLay T(TX) 
Diaz-Balart L (FL) 
Dickey J (AR) 
DooUttle J (CA) 
Dreier D (CA) 
Duncan J(TN) 
DunnJ(WA) 
Ehlers V (MI) 
EhrUch R (MD) 
Emerson J (MO) 
EngUsh P (PA) 
Ensign J (NV) 
Everett T (AL) 
Ewing T (IL) 
FaweU H (IL) 
Foley M (FL) 
Forbes M (NY) 
Fowler T (FL) 
Fox J (PA) 
Franks B (NJ) 
FreUnghuysen R (NJ) 
GaUegly E (CA) 

Hunter D (CA) 
Hutchinson A (AR) 
HydeH(IL) 
IngUs B (SC) 
IstookE(OK) 
Jenkins B (TN) 
Johnson S (TX) 
Jones W(NC) 
Kasich J (OH) 
KeUy S (NY) 
Kim J (CA) 
KingP(NY) 
Kingston J (GA) 
KlugSOVI) 
KnoUenberg J (MI) 
Kolbe J (AZ) 
LaHood R (IL) 
Largent S (OK) 
Latham T (LA) 
UTourette S (OH) 
LazioR(NY) 
Leach J (lA) 
Lewis J (CA) 
Lewis R (KY) 
Linder J (GA) 
Livingston R (LA) 
Lucas F (OK) 
ManzuUo D (IL) 
McCoUum B (FL) 
McCrery J (LA) 
McDade J (PA) 
Mclnnis S (CO) 
McKeon H (CA) 
Metcalf J (WA) 
Mica J (FL) 
MiUer D (FL) 
Moran J (KS) 
Myrick S (NC) 
Nethercutt G (WA) 
Neumaim M (WI) 
Ney B (OH) 
Northup A (KY) 
Norwood C (GA) 
Nussle J (lA) 
Oxley M (OH) 

Salmon M(AZ) 
Sanford M (SC) 
Saxton J (NJ) 
Scarborough J (FL) 
Schaefer D (CO) 
Schaffer B (CO) 
Sensenbrenner F (WI) 
Sessions P (TX) 
Shadegg J(AZ) 
Shaw E (FL) 
Shays C (CT) 
Shimkus J (IL) 
Shuster B (PA) 
Skeen J (NM) 
Smitii B (OR) 
Smitii C(NJ) 
Smith L(WA) 
Smith L(TX) 
Smitii N (MI) 
Snowbarger V (KS) 
Solomon G (NY) 
Souder M (IN) 
Spence F (SC) 
Steams C (FL) 
Stump B (AZ) 
Sununu J (NH) 
Talent J (MO) 
Tauzin W (LA) 
Taylor C(NC) 
Thomas B (CA) 
Thombeny W(TX) 
Thune J (SD) 
Tiahrt T (KS) 
Upton F (MI) 
Walsh r(NY) 
WampZ(TN) 
Watkins W (OK) 
Watts J (OK) 
Weldon C (PA) 
Weldon D(FL) 
Weller J (IL) 
White R(WA) 
Whitfield E (K'V̂  
Wicker R (MS) 
Wolf F (VA) 



Ganske G (lA) 
Gekas G (PA) 
Gibbons J (NV) 

Packard R (CA) 
Pappas M (NJ) 
Parker M (MS) 

Young C (FL) 
Young D(AK) 

*** NAYS (198) *** 
DEMOCRATS (189) 
Abercrombie N (HI) 
Ackerman G (NY) 
AUen T (ME) 
Andrews R (NT) 
Baesler S (KY) 
Baldacci J (ME) 
Barcia J (MI) 
Bartett T (WI) 
Becerra X (CA) 
Bentsen K (TX) 
Bennan H (CA) 
Berry M(AR) 
Blagojevich R (IL) 
Blumenauer E (OR) 
Bonior D (MI) 
BorskiR^A) 
BosweU L (lA) 
Boucher R (VA) 
Brown C (FL) 
Brown G (CA) 
Brown S (OH) 
Capps W (CA) 
Cardin B (MD) 
Carson J (IN) 
Clay W (MO) 
Clayton E (NC) 
Clybum J (SC) 
Conyers J (MI) 
CosteUo J (IL) 
Coyne W (PA) 
Cramer R (AL) 
Cummings E (MD) 
Davis D (IL) 
Davis J (FL) 
DeFazio P (OR) 
DeGette D (CO) 

• • • * • • • • • • • * * * • • * • • • • • * * • • • • • • • * * * • • • • * • * * * * * • • * * * * 

Gutiertez L (IL) 
HamUton L (IN) 
Harman J (CA) 
Hastings A (FL) 
Heftier W(NC) 
HiUiard E (AL) 
Hinchey M (NY) 
Hinojosa R (TX) 
Holden T (PA) 
Hooley D (OR) 
Hoyer S (MD) 
Jackson J (IL) 
Jackson-Lee S (TX) 
Jefferson W (LA) 
John C (LA) 
Johnson E (TX) 
Johnson J (WI) 
Kanjorski P (PA) 
Kaptur M (OH) 
Kennedy J (MA) 
Kennedy P (RI) 
KenneUy B (CT) 
KUdeeD(MI) 
Kilpatrick C (MI) 
KindR(WI) 
KleczkaJ(WI) 
KlinkR(PA) 
Kucinich D (OH) 
LaFalceJ(NY) 
Lampson N (TX) 
Lantos T (CA) 
Levin S (MI) 
Lewis J (GA) 
Lofgren Z (CA) 
LoweyN(NY) 
Luther W (MN) 

Oberstar J (MN) 
ObeyD(WI) 
OlverJ(MA) 
Ortiz S(TX) 
Owens M (NY) 
PaUone F (NJ) 
PascreU B (NJ) 
Pastor E (AZ) 
Payne D (NJ) 
Pelosi N (CA) 
Peterson C (MN) 
Pickett 0 (VA) 
Pomeroy E (ND) 
PoshardG(IL) 
Price D (NC) 
RahaUN(WV) 
Rangel C (NY) 
Reyes S (TX) 
Rivers L (MI) 
Rodriguez C (TX) 
Roemer T (IN) 
Rothman S (NJ) 
Roybal-AUard L (CA) 
Rush B (IL) 
Sabo M (\fl^ 
Sanchez L (CA) 
Sandlin M (TX) 
Sawyer T (OH) 
Schumer C (NY) 
Scott R (VA) 
Serrano J (NY) 
Sherman B (CA) 
SisiskyNCVA) 
Skaggs D (CO) 
Skehon I (MO) 
Slaughter L (NY) 



Delahunt B (MA) 
DeLauro R (CT) 
DeUumsR(CA) 
Deutsch P (FL) 
Dicks N (WA) 
DingeU J (MI) 
Dbcon J (CA) 
Doggett L (TX) 
Dooley C (CA) 
Doyle M (PA) 
Edwards C (TX) 
Engel E (NY) 
Eshoo A (CA) 
Etheridge B (NC) 
Evans L (IL) 
Fan- S (CA) 
Fattah C (PA) 
Fazio V (CA) 
Fihier B (CA) 
FogUetta T (PA) 
Ford H (TN) 
Frank B (MA) 
Frost M (TX) 
Furse E (OR) 
Gejdenson S (CT) 
Gephardt R (MO) 
Gordon B (TN) 
Green G (TX) 

Maloney C (NY) 
Maloney J (CT) 
Manton T (NY) 
Markey E (MA) 
Martinez M (CA) 
Mascara F (PA) 
Matsui R (CA) 
McCarthy C (NY) 
McCarthy K (MO) 
McDermott J (WA) 
McGovera J (MA) 
Mclntyre M ^ C ) 
McKinney C (GA) 
McNuItyM(NY) 
Meehan M (MA) 
Meek C (FL) 
Menendez R (NJ) 
Millender-McDonald J 
(CA) 
MmerG(CA) 
MingeD(MN) 
MinkP(HI) 
Moakley J (MA) 
MoUohan A (WV) 
Murtha J (PA) 
Nadler J(NY) 
Neal R (MA) 

Smith A OVA) 
Snyder V (AR) 
Spratt J (SC) 
Stabenow D (MI) 
Stark P (CA) 
Stenhobn C (TX) 
Stokes L (OH) 
Strickland T (OH) 
Stupak B (MI) 
Thompson B (MS) 
Thurman K (FL) 
Tiemey J (MA) 
Ton-es E (CA) 
Towns E (NY) 
Traficant J (OH) 
Turner J(TX) 
Velazquez N (NY) 
Vento B (MN) 
Waters M(CA) 
Watt M (NC) 
Waxman H (CA) 
Wexler R (FL) 
Weygand B (RI) 
Wise B (WV) 
Woolsey L (CA) 
Wynn A(Nfl)) 
Yates S (IL) 

INDEPENDENTS (1) 
Sanders B (VT) 

REPUBLICANS (8) 
Barrett B (NE) Johnson N (CT) 
Bateman H (VA) LoBiondo F (NJ) 
Boehlert S (NY) McHugh J (NY) 

MoreUa C (MD) 
Paul R (TX) 

*** NOT VOTING (6) 
DEMOCRATS (2) 
Gonzalez H (TX) ? Visclosky P (IN) -



ATTACHMENT F 

October 22. 1997 

Dear Member of Congress: 

We write to express our strong opposition to H.R. 2646, the Education Savings Act for Public 
and Private Schools, on which the House of Representatives is scheduled to vote this week. Last 
summer, when a similar proposal was passed by the Senate, tiie President stated that he would 
veto the legislation that contained it. This bill raises the same concerns as the proposal in the 
Senate biU. We would recommend tiiat the President veto this bill should it reach his desk. 

Every American chUd deserves a high quality elementary and secondary education. We believe 
tiiat-targeting our Umited Federal resources to build stronger public schools will help ensure all 
our children receive the education they need to be productive citizens. Public schools serve 
approximately 90 percent of students in grades K-12 and currently face record-breaking 
enrollments. By focusing resources on public schools, we can leverage community investment to 
help parents, teachers and administrators meet the important educational challenges they face in 
serving the vast majority of our children: meeting high standards for leaming and discipline, fixing 
school buildings, and providing a safe, dmg-free environment for children. In contrast, the' 
Education Savings Act for Public and Private Schools diverts needed attention and resources from 
our public schools. 

The bill disproportionately benefits the most affluent families and provides little benefit to lower 
and middle-income families. First, the average family typically saves a modest amount, and, 
tiierefore, would get little reward from the compounding of tax-free earnings in an Education 
IRA. By contrast, wealthy families save more, and, therefore, would have greater accumulations 
of tax-free eamings in an Education IRA. Second, the benefit of tax-free accumulation under the 
bill increases witii a family's marginal tax rate. Thus, for example, a family in the 31 percent 
marginal tax bracket that saved $2,500 per year for sbc years would realize twice the tax benefit 
under the biU ($1046) as a femily in the 15 percent bracket saving the same amount ($514). 

We are also concerned the bUl would create significant tax compliance problems. The legislation 
allows tax-free withdrawals from Education IRAs for "supplementary expenses required for [the 
child's] enrollment or attendance at a public, private or sectarian school," but provides no 
guidance in identifying what these expenses are. Distinguishing between an appropriately tax-free 
withdrawal and one that should be subject to tax and penalty would lead to significant additional 
tax complexity for families. 



Page 2 - Member of Congress 

FinaUy, we do not believe that increasing the contribution limits for tax-preferred saving 
opportunities wUI generate much additional saving and instead, will reward families, particularly 
those with significant means, for what they would otherwise do. 

We imderstand that Congressman Rangel intehds to offer an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute that would use the revenue that would be lost by the Education Savings Act for PubUc 
and Private Schools to increase the volume of quaUfied zone academy bonds. We strongly prefer 
the Rangel proposal and other alternatives that devote Federal revenue to improving the public 
schools, rather than lê slation having the effect of subsidizing private alternatives, so that a high-
quaUty education is avaUable to every American child regardless of their family income. The 
qualified zone academy bond program helps public schools with a substantial number of low-
income students afford improvements in their infrastructure, their equipment and their teacher 
training. Therefore, we support Congressman Rangel's substitute. 

Sincerely. 

Robert E. Rubin Richard W. Riley 
Secretary of the Treasury Secretary of Education 



ATTACHMENT G 

October 29, 1997 

Background Material on the Coverdell Parent and Student Savings Account Plus Act 

The CoverdeU legislation, as passed by the House (HR 2646), would aUow taxpayers to 
make tax-free withdrawals from education individual retirement accounts to pay for elementary 
and secondary school expenses (for contributions made through 2002), as weU as expenses for 
postsecondary education. It would increase the maximum armual contribution to such accounts 
from $500 to $2,500 per beneficiary through 2002. The contribution Umit would revert back to 
$500 thereafter. Withdrawals of amounts contributed tiirough 2002, plus the eamings attributable 
to those amounts, would be tax-free if used to pay for tuition, fees, tutoring, special needs 
services, books, suppUes, equipment, transportation and supplementary expenses required for the 
enroUment or attendance at a pubUc, private reUgious, or private non-sectarian school, or for 
home schooUng. 

Principal Policy Concerns 

• This proposal disproportionately benefits affluent families. 

- Standard Treasury distribution tables are based on fiilly phased-in law (i.e., 2007 law). 
However, because the law would be the same in 2007 under this proposal as it is 
curtentiy, the standard distribution tables would show this proposal has no distributional 
effect (relative to current law). 

- The proposal has short-mn distributional effect because it raises contribution limits 
through 2002. The attached short-run distribution tables (based on 2002 law) show that 
73.8 percent of the benefits of this proposal accrue to famiUes in the top 20 percent of the 
income distribution, and 33.9 percent accnie to famiUes in the top 10 percent. It is easy 
to see why this is the case. 

— First, low- and moderate-income families are unlikely to contribute to education 
IRAs because they hold few financial assets, and those that do participate are Ukely 
to contribute less than the limit. In 1995, the median amount of financial assets was 
$5,400 for families with $10,000- $24,999 of income, and $12,100 for famUies with 
$25,000- $49,999 of income. Financial asset holdings are even lower for famiUes 
with young children. 

" Second, the benefit of the proposal depends directly on the family's marginal tax 
rate. A family in the 31 percent marginal tax bracket, for example, that saved $2,500 
per year from 1998 to 2002 would have twice the tax benefit after six years ($1,001) 
of a family in the 15 percent bracket saving the same amount ($492). 



- Third, upper income families are much more likely than others to incur the costs of 
sending their children to private schools, and hence will receive disproportionate 
benefits from the ability to pay elementary and secondary school tuition and fees 
from education IRAs. 

The proposal is fiscally irresponsible. 

- Treasury scores Coverdell as losing $1.6 biUion through 2002 and $6.4 biUion through 
2007. Treasury scores the pay-for as raising only a small fraction of what Coverdell will 
cost. Therefore, Treasury believes the biU wiU lose $1.3 billion through 2002 and $6.0 
billion through 2007. 

- The pay-for overtums the recent Schmidt Baking decision. The case would lead to 
significant erosion of the fliture tax base. Standard Administration score-keeping 
conventions treat this pay-for as restoring the existing baseline receipts forecast, but 
not providing additional receipts to finance new initiatives. 

~ Using revenues that result from overturning the Schmidt Baking decision to pay for 
Coverdell would guarantee that the tax base erosion caused by that decision wiU be 
permanent. 

We expect education IRAs to do very Uttle to stimulate private saving. With the revenue loss 
associated with the provision, public saving will fall, so it may actuaUy reduce national 
(public plus private) saving. 

- AU but very high income taxpayers have the opportunity to save in tax-preferred 
conventional or Roth ERAs. Hence, the incremental saving incentive provided by 
education IRAs is very small, since the typical family wiU not make even their fuU 
conventional or Roth IRA contribution. 

Education IRAs disproportionately reward affluent famiUes who already have large 
amounts of existing assets to shuffle or who would have saved otherwise. 

The tax benefit would encourage famiUes to leave the public schools by providing tax 
subsidies to private schools. 

- By drawing affluent families out of the public schools, the proposal will diminish 
community interest in devoting resources to improving public schools, and hence signal a 
retreat from the country's historic commitment to universal free elementary and 
secondary education regardless of a student's abiUty to pay. 



Short Run Analysis 
Coverdell Parent and Student Savings Account Plus Act (1) 

(1998 Income Levels) 

1 1 Total Tax Change Tax Change as a Percent of: 

1 
1 

, Number Current FamJy 
1 : 

i °' Average Percent Federal Economic 
1 Family Economic i '< Families Tax Change Amount (3) Distribution Taxes (4) ; Income 
1 Income Quintile (2) \ 1 (millions) (J) (SM) • (%) (%) (%) 

Lowest (5) 21 6 -0 -9 0.3 -007 •0.00 
Second 22.2 -1 -30 10 -0 05 -0.01 
Third 22.3 •6 -125 4 3 -0.08 -001 

Fourth 22.3 -27 -600 20.6 -0 19 -0.04 
Highest 22.3 -97 -2.153 73.8 •0 24 -0.05 

Total (5) 111.3 -26 -2.919 100.0 -0 20 •0 04 

Top 10% 11.1 -69 -991 33.9 -0 15 •0.03 
Top 5% 56 -39 -216 7.4 -0.04 -0.01 
Top 1% 11 -1 -1 0.0 -0.00 -0 00 

Department of the Treasury 

Office of Tax Analysis 
October 29. 1997 

(1) This tabIa distributas lha astimatad changa in tax burdan* dua to lha Parent and Studant Saving* Account Plus Act 

introduced by Senator Coverdell. as passed by the House ol Representatives. 

(2) Family Economic Income (FEI) is a broad-based income concept. FEI Is consfmctad by adding to AGI unreported and under-

reported income; IRA and Keogh deductions: nontaxable transfer payments such as Social Security and AFDC; employer-

provided fringe benefHs; Inside build-up oo pensions. IRAs. Keoghs, and life insurance; tax-exempt interest; and imputed rent 

on ovimar-occupiad housing. Capital gains ara computed on an accnjal basis, adjusted for inflation to the extent that reliable 

data allow. Inflationary lasses of lenders ara subtracted and gains of borrowers are added. There is also an adjustment for 

accelerated depreciation of noncorporate businesses. FEI is shown on a family rather than a tax f̂etum basis. The economK: 

incomes of all members of a family unit are added to anive at the family's economic income used in the distributions 

(3) The change in Federal taxes is estimated al 1998 income levels but assuming short run (2002) law and behavior The 

change is measured as the present value of the tax savings from one year"s eontnbutions. The technical eoneetion pertaining 

to mandatory distributions at age 30 vinth a ten percent penalty tor distributions not used for education expenses is assumed 

to have been passed. 

(4) The taxes included are Individual and corporate income, payroll (Social Security and unemployment), and excises. Estate and 

gift taxes and customs duties are excluded. The individual income tax is assumed to be bome by payors, the corporate 

income tax by capital income generally, payroll taxes (employer and employee shares) by labor (wages and self-employment 

income), excises on purchases by individuals by the purchaser, and excises on purchases by business in proportion lo total 

consumption expenditures. Federal taxes are estimated at 1998 income levels but assuming 2007 law and, therefore, exclude 

provisions that expire prior to the end of the Budget period and ara adjusted for the efforts of unindexed parameters. 

(5) Families with negative incomes are excluded ft-om the lowest quintile but included in the total line. 

NOTE: Quintiies begin at FEI of: Second $16,950; Third $32,563; Fourth $54,756; Highest $93 222- Top 10% $127 373 
Top 5% $170,103; Top 1% $408,551. 



Short Run Analysis 
Coverdell Parent and Student Savings Account Plus Act (1) 

(1998 Income Levels) 

i Total Tax Change Tax Change as a Percent of: 

I Number Current Family 

j Family Economic ' of ; Average Percent Federal Economic 

i Income Class (2) 1 Families \ Tax Change ; Amount (3) , Distribution Taxes (4) ' Income 

1 (000) \ (millions) ' (J) (SM) (%) (%) (%) 

0 - 1 5 ia5 -0 -7 0.2 -0.08 -0 00 

15-30 21.8 -1 -25 0.9 -0.05 -0.01 

30 -40 12.1 -3 -31 1.1 -0.05 -0.01 

40 -50 9.7 -6 -58 2.0 -0.08 -0.01 

50 -60 7.9 -12 -95 3.3 -0.12 -O.02 

60 -75 9.4 -19 -177 6.1 -0.15 -0.03 

75-100 11.7 -51 -592 20.3 -0.30 -0.06 

100 - 200 15.6 -119 -1.852 63.4 •0.43 -0.09 

200 & over 3.9 -20 -80 2.7 -0 02 -0.00 

Total (5) 111.3 -26 -2.919 1000 -0.20 -0.04 

Department of the Treasury 

Office of Tax Analysis 

October 29. 1997 

(1) This table distributes the estimated change in tax burdens due to the Parent and Student Savings Account Plus Act 

introduced by Senator Coverdell, as passed by the House of Representatives. 

(2) Famity Economic Income (FEI) is a broad-based income concept. FEI is constructed by adding to AGI unreported and under-

reported income; IRA and Keogh deductions; nontaxable transfer payments such a* Social Security and AFDC; employer-

provided fringe benefits; inside build-up on pensions, IRA*, Keoghs, and life insurance; tax-exempt interest: and imputed rent 

on owner-occupied housing. Capital gains are computed on an accrual basis, adjusted for inflation to the extent that reliable 

data allow. Inflationary losses of lenders are subtracted and gains of boaowers are added. There is also an adjustment for 

accelerated depreciation of noncorporate businesses. FEI is shown on a family rather than a tax-retum basis. The economic 

income* of all members of a family unit are added to arrive at the family's economic income used in the distributions. 

(3) The change in Federal taxes is estimated at 1998 income level* but assuming short run (2002) law and behavior. The 

change is measured as the present value of the tax savings from one year's contributions. The technical correction pertaining 

to mandatory distributions at age 30 with a ten percent penalty for distributions not used for education expenses is assumed 

to have been passed. 

(4) The taxes included are individual and corporate irKome, payroll (Social Security and unemployment), and excises. Estate and 

gift taxes and customs duties are excluded. The individual income lax is assumed to be bome by payors, the corporate 

income tax by capital income generally, payroll taxes (employer and employee shares) by labor (wrages and self-employment 

income), excises on purchases by individuals by the purchaser, and excises on purchases by business in proportion to total 

consumption expenditures. Federal taxes are estimated at 1998 income levels but assumir>g 2007 law and, therefore, exclude 

provisions that expire prior to the end of the Budget period and are adjusted for the effects of unindexed parameters. 

(5) Families writh negative incomes are included in the total line but not shown separately. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release October 28, 1997 

October 28, 1997 

MEWRANDUM POR THE SE(3tETARY OP EDUCATION 

SUBJECT: Turning Around Low-Performing Piihlic School. 

Since taking office in 1993, and with your strong leadership, 
my Administration has pursued a comprehensive effort to 
strengthen public schools. We have worked to raise academic 
standards, promote accountability, and provide greater 
competition and choice within the public schools, including 
support for a dramatic increase in charter schools. Moreover, 
we have worked to make the investments necessary to improve 
teaching and leaming in classrooms across America, through 
efforts to keep our schools safe and free of drugs; to provide 
students who need i t extra help to master the basics; to 
increase parental and community involvement; to recruit, 
prepare, and provide continuing training to teachers and 
reward excellence in teaching; and to make sure every school 
has access to and can effectively use 21st century technology. 

This strategy is starting to produce results. We know that 
a l l students can leam to high standards, and that every 
school can succeed i f i t has clear instructional goals and 
high expectations for a l l of its students; i f i t creates a 
safe, disciplined and orderly environment for leaming; helps 
parents be involved in their children's education; and uses 
proven instructional practices. All schools must be given the 
resources, tools, and flexibility to help every student reach 
high standards. 

Yet, no school improvement strategy can succeed without real 
accountability for results, as measured by student achievement. 
Excellent schools and schools that show significant improvement 
must be recognized and rewarded. At the same time, schools that 
demonstrate persistently poor academic performance -- schools 
that fa i l to make adequate progress in educating a l l students to 
high standards -- must be held accountable. No American child 
deserves to get a second-class education. Instead, State and 
local education officials must step in and redesign failing 
schools, or close them down and reopen them with new, more 
effective leadership and staff. 

A growing number of cities and States have begun to take these 
steps. Cities such as Chicago, San Francisco, Philadelphia, 
and New York, and States such as Maryland and Kentucky identify 
low-performing schools and take steps to intervene i f these 
schools fail to make progress. These steps often include the 
Implementation of school improvement plans -- providing after-
school academic help to students, strengthening training and 
assistance for school staff, creating smaller and more personal 
settings, such as schools-within-schools -- and, where neces­
sary, reconstitution of the school and replacement of the school 
principal and other staff. 

more 

(OVER) 



We must encourage and help more cities and States to take up the 
challenge of tuming around low-performing schools and helping 
the students they serve get back on the path to achievement. We 
can do this by making widely available information on what works 
and what doesn't, and by ensuring that Department of Education 
resources are most productively used for these purposes. 

In order to accomplish this, I am directing the Department 
of Education to take the following actions within 90 days: 

1. prnrfuee and Widely Disseminate Guidelines on Effective 
f^^XpAchM to Turning Around Low-Performing Schools. There 
is much of value to be shared from the experiences of 
cities and States that already have successfully intervened 
in low-performing schools; from research and development on 
effective school improvement practices; and from business 
experience in managing high-performance organizations and 
in tuming around low-performing companies. We know of 
several promising models of reform, ranging from the New 
American Schools designs to the Success for All program. 
These lessons must be summarized in clear and useable • 
forms, and made widely available to educators, parents, 
State and local policymakers, business leaders, and others 
working to improve public education. 

3. Heln Cities and States Use Existing Department of 
Rdueation Resources to Turn Around Low-Performing SchoolB. 
First, Departitwnt of Education programs should help and 
encourage more cities and States to develop and iniplement 
sotind, comprehensive approaches to tum around low-
performing schools and help students in them get a better 
education. The Department should develop a plan to provide 
technical assistance to cities and States seeking to tum 
around failing schools. In addition, the Department should 
inform cities and States of how they can use funds from 
existing Department programs to support their objectives. 
Many programs, such as Title I, Goals 2000, the Public 
Charter Schools Program, and the 21st Century Schools 
Program, are well suited for intervening in failing 
schools, because they can be used to provide extra help 
to students during and after the school day; to support 
high quality professional development for teachers; and 
to plan and implement effective school reforms. The 
Department should ensure that local school districts can 
easily and effectively access Federal funds from such 
programs and use them in an integrated fashion to support 
comprehensive efforts to improve low-perfonaing schools. 
Where there are statutory barriers to accomplishing this 
purpose, such barriers should be identified so we can work 
with the Congress to change them. 

Together, these initiatives can help local school districts 
tum failing schools into successful schools by improving 
teacher training, strengthening instructional practices, 
overhauling school management, and implementing schoolwide 
reforms. They can provide students who need i t with extra help, 
during and after school hours. And they can provide students 
with additional choices within the public schools. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON 

# « » 
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To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 
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There is an anti-Coverdell op-ed in today's NY Times: 
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haves and the have-nots. 

The school accounts now being proposed are cousins of individual health 
accounts that will compete with Medicare, proposals to create private 
accounts to replace all or part of Social Security, and other 
every-man-for-himself ideas so popular on the right. In each case, those 
with the largest incomes, the best health or the most wealth can opt out of 
the national mechanism for sharing risk and responsibility. 

Supporters of the school-accounts idea insist that it would provide new 
choices for average families. Nonsense. How could the tiny tax savings 
for most families provide the crucial margin in decisions about private 
versus public schools? All that this new loophole would do is help those 
whose children already attend private school to stay there. 

More generally, it would reinforce the notion that education is something 
to be bought, to be bid on. This is its most damaging feature, for when 
each of us buys our own education, will all of us get enough? 

We all have a stake in an educated citizenry, even if we don't have 
children in school. Public schools, after all, are not some radical new idea. 
Nor is the notion of a national insurance program for the elderly. They are 
the glue that makes us one people. They, like fair taxes, reflect our shared 
interest in community and one another. 

Those in the monied class already are insulated from the rest of America. 

limuluMi IK i i i iitMi tiMkii m:iim.mlmuHm%. ouMto adiMiilon " 
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TALKING POINTS 

USE OF TITLE V I FUNDS FOĤ  VOUC 

ISSUE: Whether funds under T i t l e VI o f the" Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act may be used f o r vouchers t o enable 
students t o att e n d p u b l i c , p r i v a t e , or r e l i g i o u s schools. 

CONCLUSION: The Stronger l e g a l conclusion i s t h a t T i t l e VI funds 
under the cu r r e n t a u t h o r i t y may not be used f o r such vouchers. 
However, an argument can be made t h a t T i t l e VI funds may be used 
f o r vouchers. 

POINTS AGAINST USING TITLE V I FUNDS FOR VOUCHERS: 

1. T i t l e VI does not contain any s p e c i f i c a u t h o r i t y t o use 
i t s funds f o r a voucher program, nor i s there any l e g i s l a t i v e 
h i s t o r y t h a t expressly supports t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . Moreover, 
the s t a t u t o r y s t r u c t u r e of the program presupposes t h a t LEAs are 
responsible f o r p r o v i d i n g educational s e r v i c e s , e i t h e r d i r e c t l y 
or through c o n t r a c t . Although T i t l e V I authorizes funds t o be 
used f o r "promising education reform p r o j e c t s , " the b e t t e r 
reading of t h a t a u t h o r i t y i s t h a t i t allows funds t o be used f o r 
reform of p u b l i c schools, 

2. T i t l e VI contains a supplement, not supplant p r o v i s i o n 
under which T i t l e VI funds must be used t o supplement funds t h a t , 
i n the absence of the T i t l e VI funds, would be a v a i l a b l e from 
non-federal sources; T i t l e v i funds may not be used t o supplant 
non-federal funds. Because an LEA i s responsible f o r p r o v i d i n g 
f r e e p u b l i c education t o students w i t h i n i t s j u r i s d i c t i o n , using 
T i t l e VI funds f o r vouchers would r e l i e v e the LEA from t h a t 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y by paying the cost of a student's basic education. 

3. T i t l e VI contains s p e c i f i c s t a t u t o r y p r o v i s i o n s (such as 
t h a t T i t l e VI services must be "secular, n e u t r a l , and 
nonid e o l o g i c a l " ) p r o v i d i n g f o r e q u i t a b l e , supplemental services 
f o r students a t t e n d i n g p r i v a t e schools. These p r o v i s i o n s do not 
authorize using T i t l e VI funds t o send students t o p r i v a t e 
schools. Moreover, these p r o v i s i o n s do not extend t o statewide 
education reform p r o j e c t s . 

POINTS SUPPORTING USE OF TITLE VI FtTOTDS FOR VOUCHERS: 

1. T i t l e VI funds may be used f o r "promising education 
reform p r o j e c t s . " Arguably, t h i s a u t h o r i t y i s s u f f i c i e n t l y broad 
t o support a voucher program. 

2. There i s no s p e c i f i c p r o h i b i t i o n against using T i t l e VI 
funds f o r a voucher program. 
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UNITED STATES IV II \ A iC^ 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION | \ l t V V O 
Contact: David Frank 401>3026 

Erica Lepping 401-2571 

Remarks of 
Richard W. Riley 

U.S. Secretary ofEducation 

In opposition to the Archer/Coverdell IRA Proposal 
October 22,1997 

T here today to join Cong. Rangel and Cong. Stenholm in opposing the Archer/Coverdell IRA proposal 
< proposal IS a good example of the Congressional leadership fiddling on the margins again and not 

.ting serious about what needs to be done to improve American education. 

Families making less than $50,000- and that's the majority of American families-wiU only get a tax cut of 
$2.50 from this legislation. That's just ridiculous, You can't even buy a good box of crayons for that 
amount of money. Families who are in the upper brackets ~ over $100,000 - will get $97 00 This piece 
of legislation is not well thought-out. Seventy percent of the benefits goes to the top 20 percent of 
American families. 

This is an empty promise if ever there was one. I want to contrast this empty promise with the many weU-
thought out tax cuts to help families pay for their children's higher education that were included in the 
balanced budget bill. These tax cuts included the $1,500 Hope Scholarship, the $1,000 Lifetime Learning 
Tax credit, the creation of a $500 Education IRA to pay for higher education, a student loan interest 
deduction worth up to $1,000 in 1998, and a tax-free community service loan forgiveness provision. 

We focused these tax cuts on higher education for two very clear reasons. First, college tuition rates have 
been consistently going up for many years now at a time when college tuition aid in the form of grants has 
not been keeping pace. College tuition has been taking a serioui slice out of family income. We wanted to 
make sure that all Americans have the financial opportunity and access they need to go to college. 

Second, we did not extend this provision to elementary and secondary schools (K-12) for the very simple 
reason that almost 90% of all of America's children go to fi-ee public schools. You don't pay tuition to go 
to your local neighborhood school. Providing free public education is a state responsibility and many states 
have made the principle of a free, public education a central part of their state constitution. 

So we accomplished a lot in passing the balanced budget bill. The one thing we did not accomplish was 
getting the Republican majority in the Congress to support the President's $5 biUion school constmction 
initiative. If the Congress wants to revisit any education issue that is really pressing, it should revisit 
school construction within a balanced budget framework. 

I have been traveling all around the country - from Alaska to Florida -- and I can tell you that school 
constmction and overcrowding are something I hear about constantly from parents and teachers. It 

s a 
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suburban, urban and rural issue, and in some states like Florida, Texas, New York and California, the 
problem has just about reached a crisis level. 

We have 52.2 million children in our nation's schools, a new national record, and we are going to break 
that record every year for the next ten years. We estimate that this country has to buUd 6,000 new schools 
and modenuze thousands of others. This is a problem that isn't going to go away. Local school districts 
certainly could use some help in reducing their interest rates. 

The worst thing we can do with classrooms bursting at the seams right now is to shift public tax dollars out 
of public education and into some voucher-like program. I say that as a friend of private and parochial 
education. So if Congress is going to revisit any education issue on the tax side of the equation it should 
revisit school constmction within a balanced budget framework. The Rangel "academy bonds" altemative 
gets us moving in that direction. 

The truth of the matter is this: the House Ways and Means Committee is trying to sell the American people 
a regressive tax policy that is masquerading as something good for education. It doesn't give any real 
financial help to low-income, working and middle class families and it certainly doesn't help us in the 
classroom either. ^ 

This is simply bad education policy. It diverts attention from what really matters: mastering the basics 
once and for all-improving reading and math - higher standards, better-trained teachers more 
accountability. I have yet to figure out what essential "educational problem" this IRA is tr̂ ng to solve. 

Now, I want to be very clear that I do everything I can to support private and parochial education They 
bnng a great strength to our democracy. But we should not go down the road toward vouchers either 
directly or indirectly, as this proposal would do. 

Once again, I urge the Congressional leadership to get serious about education. Stop fiddUng on the 
margins. Get focused on the essentials. We need a reading bill. We need the voluntaiy national tests We 
need an education appropriations bill. The Senate should pass the voc-ed bill. And I urge strong support 
tor bipartisan charter school legislation which will help us increase public school choice 

Thank you. 
# # # 
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October 9, 1997 

The Honorable WHUem Ardier 
Cfaaimun 
Comnnttoc on Ways and Means 
U.S. Hoiue of R îresemativBS 
WashbgtoivD.C. 20515 

DearMr. Chaixrau: 

We write to express our strong opposition to The Education Saviiurs Art for PubUc and Private 
Schools the House Conuniiiee un and MiMttS is sdieduled to consider today. Last 
•immcr, when a similar proposal was passed by the Senate, tht President stated thai he would 
veto the l^slation that contained it. This bOl raises the same coDcems as tbe proposal in the 
Senate biH We would recottanBod that the President vatQ this bill should it reach his desk. 

Eveiy AmoricM child deserves a Ugh quality titomAuy and secondaiy education. We believe 
thai taigetinfi our limited Federal resources to build stronger public schools will help ensute all 
our diildren receive the education they naed to be productive dtizens. Public schools serve 
appioxinwtely 00 perce« of itudenu ia gmdas K-X2 a&d ounwitly &ce record-breaking 
enrollments. By fiicu^ resources on public schools, we can leverage community investmeot to 
hdp prenta. tcadmra and admtatotrators meet the important «>duaiirinmit rĥ p̂ jnifPS thfy fttitit: m 
serving the vast m ôrity of our cKIdrea: meeting hifih standards for leaming and dindpline, fixing 
school buildings, and providisg a saft, dn^fice environment for c^dien. In contrast the 
Education Savings Act for Public and Private Schools diverts needed attention aiMl retiounxs ftom 
our public sdiools. 

The bOl disproportionately benefits the most affluent ftmilie^ and provides little benefit to lower 
and middle-income ftnnlies. Fu^ the average fimily typically saves a modest amount, and, 
thtfsfore, would get Uttie reward fiom the compounding uf Ux>^ eanhigs In an Education 
IRA. By contrast, wealthy fiunilies save more, and, therefore, would have greater accumulations 
oftax-*Becaniiogs in an Education IRA. Second, the benefit of tax-foe accumulation under the 
HU increases with a ftmily's tnaisinB] tax rata Thus,for«Kample,afin^yinthe31p«racnt 
marginal tax bracket that saved $2,500 per year for sbt years would realize twice the tax b̂  
undK the blD ($1046) as a &tt3aly in the 15 perctait bracket saving the same amount ($514). 

We are also ooocemed the bill would create significant tax compKance problems. The legislation 
allows tax-free whhdrawsls from Education IRA* for ''supplementaiy expenses requix«I for [Uw 
cl^'s] enroQment or attendance at a public, pnvate or sectarian school." but provides no 
guidenoc in identilfyit̂  -whu ihttiie expenses are. Dlsttaigulsbing between an appropriately tax-fiee 
withdrawal and one that should be subject to tax and penalty would lead to significant additional 
tax complexity for fiunilies. 
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Finally, w* do not befieve that tocrc«sir« the oomiibuaon linais for lax-prefbied saving 
(ypoftunities will generate much additional saving end Instead, will rewwd families. parUculariv 
those with significant means, for what they would otherwise do. 

We uDdefrtand that yoo fartends to ofiiw an amendmert in the nature of a 
the revenue that would be lost by tbc Eduoatkm Smriqgs Act for PubUc and Private Schools lo 
mmasethevoiumeofqualifiedzoneaeedenvboiids. We stroi«brpr«for the your proposal and 
other alternatives that devote Federal revemie to improvĥ  the pi*Iic schools, rather than 
lesUlaiion having the effea of subii«2h« private tketnativea. so that a Wgh-quidlty education is 
•vrilaWe to evay American dUIdrcgardlesa of ihairihin^ The qualified zone academy 
hoftdprogrwn helps public leboob whh a nhjtfentisl nuniber of low-income studenu aflbrd 
improvcauents m their infiastivcture, their equipment and their teacher training. Therefore, wc 
support your mxbstitute. 

Sineerely, 

» 

Rflb«tE. Rubin Richard W. Riley ^ 
Secretary of the Treasury SedeUiy ofEducation 
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UNITED STATES DBPAKTMBNT OF JCUUCATIOH 

o m c B or TRS oeNuLAi. Q O U N C U . 

Octofaar 9, 1997 

TO: Ron Jones, OMD/LRD 

FAX NO: 395-3109 

FROMJ PAUI Riddle, Divioion of iteginlative Counsel 
Phone: (202) 401-6267 Fax: {202) 401-5391 

TIME; 11:39 am 

PAGES (ojicluding this «heet) : 4 

FYI, re; H.R, 2373. Attached are a letter the Secretary sent to 
Senator Coverdell on lUieeday (I'm trying to track dcjwn 
Coverdell's letter to which this i s a roeponee) and an article 
the Secretary authored In the septetviber ii> waflHinatiQn x^osg on 
the Coverdell propoeal. I just found out about these itenu? and I 
have no idea whether Treaeury Knows at?out them. They weren't 
handled through our A-19 process, that's for sura. 

I ' l l send you Coverdell's incoming aind the joint Rubin-Riley 
letter on the Houee b i l l as soon as I get them, probably eariy 
this afternoon. 

400 KAXnANO AVB., WAamNOTON. DXX 2O3O3-V1I0 



OCT-09-1997 12120 TOiROBERT SHIREMAN FROMiJUKES, J. P. 3/9 

UNina? STATBS DEPARIMENT OF EDUCAUON 
THSSeCRETAiar 

October?, 1997 

Honorable Paul D. Coverddl 
Udted States Senate 
Washington. DC 20510 

DearPauL 

This is breqxMise to your letter of Stptembo-25,1997. tegaidĥ g legislation to estabÛ  
education savings accounts. I undentand your stroegtiiteî  hi diis Iqglsladon and your desire to 
promoteh. Xreî eot your r i ^ to disagTBe, but in iny view your K-12 IRA proposal would have 
tbe wme eflBect as a. voucher. It would Atftresowrccs toward supporting the costs of prWate 
schools wÎ otharwisewouM be aviilable to meet the iirgent need to improve piri>lic scbw .̂ 
The pubSc schools continue to serve 90 pcrocnt of young Americans. 

My work hk eduoation over the years flom tbe local school levd to tliB state and now r.ationil 
levd has led me to tbe very firm belief that we need to take the dbrct approach to addrea^ 
educational issues. InodMrwords,ifth«teiBaftiaiigorunsafiischooI.fixitdirecdy. Iftheieisa 
need fbr aficr-school prognuns, brbg together parcsHs, piiodpsls, and oonununity-based 
orgaoindoos and use the resouroes of ndgbhorhood ŝ ool buOdin̂  
forleanoag. Ifthere is a need to boost reeling, strenstfieninstniction, provide 
them to duit tnstrucdoD and test the smdcotii tp see if they arc prograŝ ag so needed changes can 
bemsde. ir8Cfao<ds need to be renovated or bdh, let's do that. IfsdioolsHie£UUiflg. let's 
reconstitute them. 

The coat to taxpayers of the Covefdall Amendment in my csthnation. will not address directly the 
key conoenu bi Amnioan education that meiit our attention snd focus. Instead, it would siphon 
resources aw«y from public education. 

I rsgret we disagree on this issue. 

Yours sincerely. 

Ridtaid W. Riley 

«00 INDCTENDENCe AVE.. M. WASKlNQftM. DX:. 9CaOM>100 

Our mlMien U !• «<Wun ««Mi< («e«<«« u> miucotlon and is ptvmair •rfuCaltoMBi utiwMinoi thiSM<0tu>ut tfi^ Nath^ 
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The Cliitott admuustranonisafgumentt, wvoi if wrong, do 
highlight one wplity: The debate about A+ Kcomu le about 
mow oian ft modest tax proposal, l;U«l»outabig Idea—ulti-
miMly lhal flie power to choose Is the winning and righi 
oouise of aciioii. Tbt dlnion wtaiinlstfMlpn Is flghrtng * nar-
gimd action to defend policies that have provided failure for 
too long. • 

childten to private schooU and who ̂ SsaAy have tbc money 
available to »et aside in at&x-ftee IRA/vowhor. In contnst, 
tht vtiftt m^ority of middlo-inoomc woridnS fiunlUes, ond 
tertainly poor families, who send Uieir Iddt to public 
school* end volunteer thoir pwflOiml Xiea* to mak* them bet­
ter, would have no oeed for this tax break. At the same time, 
their tsw < â\lan would »ubKdiw: tho tflX-fSree tRA/vouchet. 
The result 19 clear - a special federal tax benefit ptid by 
all Ameriaam to si^portthe privit^.jchooUng catts ot cit­
izens who have the money to afford private school. 

Ev«o if tb* benefit of ». K.12 IRA/voufhw WW* not 
directftd primarily at the wealdilost among us, ihe misguided 
natuf e of this kind of tax policy owght to tinV th!* prftpM-
BI. It is ngr8«9iv« to include a tax benefit for savings for ele-
mpntHTy nnd Wtwmdaiy f/liiwjiirtn The goal nf an ITRA snd 
similar tax policies Is to encoursgo long-term savmgs fot 
mnjor Avantx later in life .wich u retiit-
ment, faomc Ownership Ot a college rnt ^ t j. o 

education Thc by-product ol 
This cpnfiised policy stands in sharp v # M i n l i A r C Sfi i h p ^ 

contiasttothcvcrysetJslWetaxtnccn' V U U C I l C i a 10 u a v 
live recently signed into Uw to help ( J ^ m £ [ a e t O O l l f l O C a l 
families save and pay for college. Free " 
public education ftcm klnderganen 
through 12th grade is a guaianteetoall 
children that is provided for in State 
constitutions. But for higher education, 
the young tdult student is oa his or her 

Thus, tax credltt fbr higher edu­
cation to help the student are ^pTopriate, while tax credits 
for K-12 private schools ai* duplicative and amount to a tax 
benefit on top of a constitutional gaanalee of public 
educaHon. Addkionally, a college educadon (1 becoming 
increasingly important In our society, and saving for this 
goal cleariy is a long-term investment 

There sro other serious practical and tdimnistrstive 
problems with vouchers. For instance, while public schools 
must accept all children who apply — regardless of their 
socioeconomic sutus, language proficiency, race, physical 
disability or gender — private and parochial schools, by 
their very nature, are largely exempt from these legal 
reqairtments. They play under a dlfffeitenteet of rules. This 
is inappropriate in schools that receive public monies, as 
(Ucic " j j i i v a l e " »cl ivvl» wyulU uiiaoi u vuuu lwi u i 

IRAyvoueher program. These so-called technical Issues to none, 

SeptemfaerlS. J997 

icvea] Ihe taearl ami value ofow puWa-school %yttcti end 
our democratlo heritage and demonstrate why t diversion 
of taxpayer doUare for ptivatv uw wvuld be iuappiopriatc 
at best and unconstitutional at worst. Furthermore, diey 
invite: legulailon of aonpubUc KCIIOUIV. 

Equally problematic for advocates of private and 
paiocUlal schools Is the Issu« of mainuhilng the quality ot 
those schools. As die "free money" would become more 
Bvailablc, many new schools would spring up. WithoiU tho 
normal accounUbtlity that puUic schools face, these new 
private Bohools oould develop tiieir own nontroditiofial, 
even txtresdst, agendas. Oa a less dramatic level, thi; lack 
of aooountabUi^ ndght reor its head in financial impiopri 
etics, as has been the case in some schools in Milwaukee 
where a vouohw projtrom is bting tested. Tho result ie not 
simply misappropriation of tax dollars but the harm that 
oomoc with abrtiptly closing a school in the middle of th« 
year. Again, it is tbe children who are huit. 

A final key point to consider Is that education IRA/vowch- 1 
ers are likely acmally to hurt private schools because they 
ultimateiy will make them more puHir. iiyjcyvE fbm to Insfi 
their prrvate/parochial features. With religious schools 
armtntting fnr 8̂  jiftirftnf of privalc-school enrollment in 
the United States, rcbgious groups are likely to feel this 
Impact more than any other seement pf the population. 

In short, vouchee make private schools less private and 
parochial schools less parochial. I strongb' support quality 
private and parochial schools as valuable parts of educational 

variety m OUT democracy. We should not 
consider any action that would tnterfete 
with a religious school^ ability to make 
its particuter belief a m^or pan of its 
cutticulum. 

There is no credible evidence that 
voucheis or IRA/vouohers represent a 
success in education. Anyoive who ever 
has thought about educational im­
provement understands that It requires 
more than a magic potiou to fix a 
school. It requires hands-on involvo-
ment and long-term community com­

mitment, a focus on building quality schools for all students 
that puts yomig people on the right course. We don't need 
additioeal efforts that would polarize communitiBs when 
we should be bringing thera together b support of better 
educatioa. 

Every pannt has the right to choose to eduoa(o his or 
her child in either a public, private or religious school. But 
having lhat right doesn't mean having the guarantee of a 
federal subsidy. Public schools always have had a special 
mission in this nation. They have been, and are. the foun-
datton for our demociacy and fitc-cnierptise system — a 
guarantee that everyone has a fhir chance to get ahead with­
out having to pay tuiUon, rcgJuUlesu ufskia uolur, ioiit;ivu^> 
faith or other individual cbaractoistici. Wc need to come 
togctltci 111 sui>port of public educstion that oon be aecond 

pubuc schools by 
sniftmg tax dollars 
to prhate schools. 

CA 

3 

/ns/oht«27 
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No: Such a tax 
break would dhride 
communities and 
divert funds needed 
for public schools. 

B V R I C H A R D W. K i L E Y 

taty oftdiuxuSon 
stnce 1993 mJUo 
JAmtr gavatttor of 
SciUh COTOUMO, 

ttvtrvl tduealfyitqf 
reforms. 

As responsible policymakers, we are forced to make 
tough choices and to set priorities tor tbe public's well-being 
and the future of our nation. It is against this backdrop that 
wc should consider Sen. faul Coverdell% efiforts to aoach a 
K-12 individual retirement account/ voucher plan to the bnl-
uawjd'budgei bill. The proposed law ofteis a prime exam-
pla pf what happens when one is unwilling to make the nec 
cssmy lyujjh choices to develop acttotts and policies that 
benefit all students and works instead to develop plans tiuit 
help only a snudl pvrdun of the smdent populaUon. Such 
policies are unnecetsaiy, divisive and diversionary. 

Aa iccratary of cduî iiun, 1 bave spoken with students, 
teachers, parents and community leaders in bundivds of 
s<;̂ ool3 throughout thia gicai cxiuniiy. 1 have seen commu­
nities facing great adversity in their schools and I have seen 
oommuritios that hav̂  come tcijjieUiar and tuned around 
failing schools. In virtually evety community I have visit-
ad, folks Qr# NWrlun|[ together to develop soluUuDy «ud sup­
port creative ways to improve their schools, to build firm 
di»cipline poUcieu, tp h*lp thoir ohtlditaj maater tlie basic:, 
and to meet challenging standards. 

There it no inoi« important subjoct than education. 
Nothing else offers as significant an opportunity to create 
s hetnt.T T̂iture — and nothing «U« %o limitc an individu­
al's ftiture when il is denied. Americans understand the cru­
cial importanr* of edtû tion and that EUOC«««(\I| publle edu­
cation must draw support firom every corner of the 
community. 

The Coverdell proposal would begin the unraveling of this 
uniouely American fahrie — fhe publle achool that ic op«a 
to all. His proposal is anodierattempttp force prlvate>school 
vouchers on the 89 percent of AmertMna wfao are fighting to 
improve their public schools. Vouchers are bad public poli­
cy for many teasoos. Fim, fljey divert attention tmA tuxpsy-
er dollars from public schools. Second, they divide ctnnmu. 
nities when wc need to bring them together with onncemeH 
citiiens working as partneis for quality schools. Thitd, if we 
have ftiling schools, let̂  fix them, or close them and shift to 
charter schools or some other public-school option. Vouch­
ers are politically inspired distracdons fiom (be real business 
of Czeating quality education. Instead of offering eonstruc-
tive options for Improving teaching and learning, they pre­
sent a "magic soluiioiv** diat is no solution at all. At their best, 
they would be available to onfy s small portion of the popu­
lation, and tbey are very harmAil to the quality of private and 
parochial schools and those wbo attend them beeause diey 

Sfpfamber 15, 1997 

make them less private and less parochial. 
Finally, voiifthrrs, or n reUted measuro, 
eduos.ttonal savings accounts for K-12 
education, havft no i»ccount*bllity guar­
antees. Ttie uneducated easily can fall 
prey to OvetzealnuK entrepreneurs or 
extremists. 

This is not the first vouoherlikf; yirts-
posal that Sen. Coverdell has made. But 
what is common to them, and what is the 
most destructive and divisive aspect of 

voucher proposals, la that their primary by-product is the 
damage to our local public schools by shifting pubUc tax 
dollars to private schools of any type. They would erode 
community control over how hard-earned education tax dol­
lars are spent They would distract from conscientious 
c0bns to Improve public schools — keeping drugs away 
fVom our children and scbooli, raising standards, empha­
sizing the basics, improving professional development of 
tcachets and getting computers and the newest technologies 
mto every classroom. The last thing wc need is to "Weed 
ofT" money to benefit a small number of students, rather 
Uian working to strengthen the existing system that it 
attended by more than 89 percent of the chlldrtti in this 
country. 

President Clinton has made education the No. 1 priority 
of Ws administiatjon—nor with the use of political gimmicks 
such aa vouchers, but v«th fundamental changes and improve­
ments. We are working to make our schools saf̂ r, to help 
bring challenging standards of loaniing to every classroom 
ttiid UJ ensure every child can read well and mdepcndcnily 
by the end of the third grade and can handle basic math, 
bcjuduij, wIjfobfH and some esomctty, by Ihe end Of the eighth 
grade. 

equally inipoitaiii. President CIlMOn hai promoted the 
option of expanded public-school choice — Including char-
tor schools, magnet scUovb, tuhuulk within schools and dis­
trict-wide controlled public-school choice. All of these 
oftbr toal altcmativci to thv liadilional pubHc-school sys­
tem while maintaining the klî d of accountability that is oru-
ciol to etuuiing a quality education auU wliiuU build on com­
munity support and cooperation. Charter schools axe 
ind«p«iid*at, but, beoausc thty remain public, tlwy have 
Strong accountability as set out in dieir chatters, and they 
do not aiphoa taxpo^ dollm« from tbo public schools. 

Aldiough this latest effort to sidetrack and divert atten­
tion fixun these auccMtftil initiativec is unfortunate, it ie not 
unexpaoted, It is just the latest in a long line of attempts to 
shJfV tĥ  federal roU in education ftpjrv one that helps states 
and local governments serve all students and improve pub­
lic educNiinn to one in which only « imall number of stu­
dents receive the benefits of tax dollars — In the fomi of s 
subsidy for private and rellgioun Rchools 

The Coverdell IRA/voocher proposal compounds this 
problem because its primary beneficiary will hn a tmall 
number of children of mostly well-to-do parents who want 
to send (or already do scad) their (cantinuMnnpagftlll) 

Intighf 
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PAUl.D.COV»loat , 4 ^ 

September 25. 1997 

The Honoctole Ridi^d W. Riley ^ '."iJ ^ 
•i«ci«tary of Hdiication v̂'̂ -* _ 
United States DBpixtmeni of Edticjoion - ..o Q 
400 MaiyUoi Avenue. SW t rrr, w 
Washlttton, PC 20202 oj^ 

Dear Mr. Secretaiy: "̂ Ĥ <S» 

a bit more about It before you speak publicly. 

v«.. ««^.wiiv r*rer w Qtc ottoadoiul «*viiM ««OWia « a "voucher.- They tre 

i>Uoc«tifc apoosor of my bill. has ttiade plate that he oppom voudjen̂  

• Asvoukc^ th»-dueation savings iax>un!s«iP>tttipttaalBA^^ 
. ^ ror«JMllAaa education ^hichAdoWiWUoitt supports. 1 " ^ l ^ , 

sttrlQutly you wowid do»«nba that IHA. or any IM. wr ^ * ^ ^ ^ i r f f V ^ . ^ 
far a vttv Eood reason. T l i key differ««c« is tta: not o « |««7/>f **»f, 
SI^SJS^ S ^ i S S i -c«Qu«̂  Vouchees, by o c m ^ iwoKe the exponte of federal 
mODay. 

Kow. of cour«:. you should know ^ tfab. P ^ ^ j j ^ ^ J ^ It 
of Educalion not being able to dlsilii««J.h bes«-« ih. 
?s J e S e l e h t ofrcWW in kiodenarten iodstias that a inm t̂̂  * Kvar*-

CowftkU-
United SieiM Satan 
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IjRGENT Total Pages: 

LRM ID: CJB117 

TO: 

FROM; 
OMB CONTACT: 

SUBJECT: 

DEADLINE: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

Waahington, D,C. 20503-0001 

Thurscfey, October 23, 1997 

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM 

,LegislativeJ.laispn Officer - See Distribution below 

; Janet R. Forsgren Ifcfi) Assistant Director for Legislative Reference 
Constance J . Bowers 
PHONE: (202)395-3803 FAX: (202)395-6148 

OMB Request for Views on HRXXXX Helping Empower Low-Income Parents 
Scholarship (H.E.L.P.) Act 

4:30 p.m., today Thursday, October 23. 1997 

In accordance with OMB Circular A-19, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above 
subject before advising on its relationship to the program of the President. Please advise us if this 
item will affect direct spending or receipts for purposes of the "Pay-As-You-Go" provisions of Title 
XIII of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. 

COMMENTS: Text of Rep. Goodling's Bill, which is scheduled to be marked up tomorrow, Friday 
October 24th, is attached. Please review in conjunction with ED's draft report, LRM CJB116 
DISTRIBUTION LIST 

AGENCIES: 
61-JUSTICE - Andrew Fois - (202) 514-2141 
118-TREASURY - Richard S. Carro - (202) 622-0650 

EOP: 
Michael Cohen 
Robert M. Shireman 
William R. Kincaid 

( A l i c e E. Shuffield 
(Lisa M. Kountoupes 

Barry White 
Wayne Upshaw 
Mary I. Cassell 
Leslie S. Mustain 
Daniel J . Chenok 
Beverly B. Thierwechter 
Robert G. Damus 
Janet R. Forsgren 
James C. Murr 
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LRM ID: CJB117 SUBJECT: OMB Request for Views on HRXXXX Helping Empower 
Low-Income Parents Scholarship (H.E.L.P.) Act 

RESPONSE TO 
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL 

MEMORANDUM 

If your response to this request for views is short (e.g., concur/no comment), we prefer that you respond by 
e-mall or by faxing us thia response sheet. If the response Is short and you prefer to call, pIsasB call the 
branch-wide line shown below (NOT the analyst's line) to leave a message with a iDglslative assistant.-

You may also respond by: 
(1) calling the analyst/attorney's direct line (you will be connected to voice mall If the analyst does not 

answer); or 
(2) sanding us a memo or letter 

Please Include the LRM number shown above, and the aubjact shown below. 

TO: Constance J . Bowers Phone: 395-3603 Fax: 395-6148 
Office of Management and Budget 
Branch-Wide Line (to reach legislative assistant): 395-7362 

FROM: (Date) 

(Name) 

. (Agency) 

(Telephone) 

The following is the reponse of our agency to your request for views on tho above-captioned subject: 

Concur 

No Objection •' 

No Comment 

See proposed edits on pages 

Other: 

FAX RETURN of, pages, attached to this reponse sheet 
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mi* HsMtnei H.R. 

U9 TBS noTTiufl oa naranaBNTATnrRs 

«r. B t̂Ni lnt«rfn«uf i>« IbU-i^ 14,, ̂ uw. „ ^ ^„ ^^^^^^^ 

A BILL 
T« «am.d title rr Of th. ahittiu^ry ««I B«..„d«y X^. 

option Art or tu give j»^u ^tt )uw^naruo» 
to cho... tt* eppniprt^. .„ho«l <br thai,. 

4 TMe Aot » e y le cited tb. "KcOpto, a . , ^ 

(ana ii4Pi 

lO/aa '07 08:27 
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rVM\BDUCAXTOluqfD|OP,00« „ , . 

2 Hî ediw 6U03 of tho iBUimentauy UKI BeottadAry Bdu-

3 option iUt o«l ISfifi i l onieadid— 

• ri) In tbo letttifm hMiuc b/ itriUBir "DCnNl-

5 TION" And iBMeftiDf '^mnNinOl«i"; 

* (3) iiy ftiikaff "(D", "(2)". otMl "(S)"; 

7 (sj in tlie iMttor pnK>«iK!liB« eohiMmi-rBph (A3. 
by «trildi,|P UU» th« COIBl" lUU] iiUUlKil« tho lb|-

0 loviĵ iiip 

11 "(Ij dm tern"; 

^ »V eUrjlaar tho period at tha end; end 

^ 5 Addllic W Uu- oAd tho {hTlowinir. 

1^ "W (liv tuna •povor^ w meiui the puwr 

13 line (HI deoaed hy fiho Offiw t»f Menagim êat end 

16 BodfiBt. end rvvUgd AmuiMtiT in HoonrHMneti wiOi ««e. 

tioix 673(8? th« CJonummUy fi«^e«e Hjock Omit 

Ant (43 a.B,C, 9flU8(a)J eppUeabb U. n U^yuiy at 

cliu itiMi tevBlvatf. and 
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17 Zlfm^\M^ ««1 Beenndî y UldueHtba Aet ttf 39(j5 ie 
18 

20 tbo ettoilunloa; 

2^ <9) «>. (B,, pwichv the ,«riod Mad 
22 ijiMrtlnir and", and 

25 (8) hy ii„„rtittff ett«. pereff̂ pU (ft, tn, faHw^ 
24 ing: 

10/23 *97 08537 



OCT-23-1997 13i39 TOiROBERT SHIREMAN FROMiDADE, J, P. 7/12 

ys Nn4\nntytfA'no soiioicie.oo4 

ft 

2 nhoioe iirttgmm lhat— 

3 "U) .ere loimtod it, an liiat hM the 

* "(i) IMnn bi lOMN wibh A hi«lt COB-

"(ii) ftniB Itnr-iBiiMttii ftuaiKoe; oi-

"(th) ihin; in epoivAjy popui«t«j 

*° iwilalpirtlw in .u„h «. 
1̂  yolimtaiy p„hKo »nd pri»«e^ p a ^ u J 

13 cnu^ a««e not ..MMl X8a f ^ t t ef th« pov. 
14 eHylinci 

<J» moHintim tmtuut tiT u wl-
I J Ui.t«y pRbii., «5d privet-. p,ux«tHl ^oi.:e 

» e.*«Ur.hip dew not e«..oed th, p,. ^pj^ 

in lehkih e»i Kppliauat ft»r e vohiet-ay pqb-

19 «rfO»=Joo*JDdU4S8tî  
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OKLAHOMA FEDERAL EXECUTIVE BOARD 
215 DEAN A. MCGEE, STE 320 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OK 73102-3422 
(405) 231-4167 

http:/Avww.mmacjccbLgoy/feb-okc/ 

October 21, 1997 

Honorable Al Gore 
Vice President of the United States 
1600 N. Pennsylvania Ave. 
Washington, DC 20005 

Dear Vice President Gore: 

We find ourselves in need of additional assistance from your National Performance Review Office. 

Mayer Max, employed at the NPR, introduced LcAnn Jenkins, Executive Director of the Oklahoma 
Federal Executive Board, to the "Web-text" concept when she was on a recent two-month detail to the 
NPR office. As a facilitator of govemment services from Washington to the local area, the FEB feels 
Web-text would be an invaluable tool to assist our "partners" in the Oklahoma City Schools help children 
meet state and national education standards. The web-text provides an interactive forum for students to 
leam science. This product provides audio for students with dyslexia, which would also serve students 
with English as a second language. 

The FEB Director received a "demo" disk with which she introduced the Assistant Superintendent of 
Educational Services to the Web-text. The Oklahoma City Schools currently have teachers who are 
excited and prepared to incorporate this teaching tool into their curriculum at the earliest possible date. 
They see the possibilities for using this to tailor curriculum to engage students of varying leaming levels 
and make education exciting for all. Wc respectfully request a site visit by Mr. Mayer Max to: 

1. Meet with Oklahoma City Schools' Educational Services Department and teachers wishing to 
participate to instmct on the additional purposes which might be served by this multi-faceted 
educational tool; 

2. Provide instruction on how to coordinate utilization as a "test-bed" for evaluation (the Research and 
Evaluation Department is standing ready with a base-line to measure progress and significance of 
differences, i f any); and 

3. Provide information about grants, which may be available to fund such an effort. 

Based upon your support of this initiative, proposed meeting dates are October 28*. 29* or 30*, 1997, i f 
schedules can accommodate. If more infonnation is necessary for consideration of this request, please 
contact the Federal Executive Board Office at (405) 231-4167. 

Sincerely, 

Margaret Milner 
Chairperson 
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October 20, 1997 

Staff Summary of Proposed Volontery Parental Choice Bill 

PurjiHf* To empower low Income parents in poverty-strickOD areas to 
send tbdr children to ifac beet public or private aObools. 

Amends Title VI Blf»ck Grant fQlyi Chapter 2 Progŷ mV Permita State 
BUucaiio£uiI Agencies aod Local Educational Agozx>ieB to use their Title VI 
(old chapter 2 pn^am) etiucatioD block grant ftinda, if tbey choose, for 
public and privaDe school choice at the stale and local levels. 

The prerequisite for using Title VI funds for parental cholcse is the 
enactment into law, by a state legislature, of school choice legislation. 

Provides the opportunity/incentive for demonstration/pilot prograins to be 
developed by state and local officials. 

EmnlaiithleJJse oLEimils. This would be a permissible use of fhnds 
under Title VI for tbe State Educational Agencies and Local Bducarional 
Agencies and would be in addition tu tti« uses of funds provided under 
current law In Title VI. 

Broed Guideliiwi ft^y prhnol Choice Prng f̂tn. Any State Educational 
Agency or Local Bducational Agency that wishes to use such funds In a 
State or locally-developed public axid private school choice program, utî li 
ensure chat sudi state program meets the following criteria. 

The parental choice program would be in low income 
communitlea. 

The parental choice program would be limited to low-income 
ramUles. 

Evftlaation off School Cholee. The bill would provide for periodic 
evaluaUons/studiev of itiB school choice programs on tiucli ibuigs as 
academic achievement, parental satisfaction widi choice, etc. 
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