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November 3, 1997

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

DATE: November X, 1997
LOCATION: Oval Office
TIME: X:XX p.m. to X:XX p.m.
FROM: John Hilley

Andy Blocker

L 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.

‘ . 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, /ff % (/
Republicans were insisting that the Coverdell amendment remain in the final bill. In order” ' //‘f o %
to persuade the Republicans to drop the provision from the bill, you (1) issued a veto { did rf)m,.,/ '
threat of the entire tax package if the provision was not removed and (2) agreed to meet (é;’\ 07 i

with Senator Coverdell and Speaker Gingrich to discuss his amendment. (See Y
Attachments C & D.) / M _

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,
would. allow taxpayers to make tax-free withdrawals from education individual retirement

Mﬁ)}unts to pay for elementary and secondary school expenses as well as expenses for

HW L post-secondary education. It would increase the maximum annual contribution from $500
e __10 $2,500 per beneficiary. The withdrawals could be used to pay for tuition, fees,
. {M M 7 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.

(\.



On October 231d, 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 HR.

2646 earlier today. However, Senate Democrats objected and forced Senator Lott to file w
a cloture petition in order to proceed to the bill. The vote on cloture will occur this MT

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 alternative, 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 375,000 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%.

’7 . // /ﬂ
%/}’/ Co /Jm ¢




IV.

PARTICIPANTS

Briefing
Secretary Riley
Secretary Rubin
e

John Hilley
Bruce Reed
Andy Blocker
Mike Cohen

Meeting

Speaker Gingrich
Senator Coverdell
Senator Coats
Senator Lieberman
Senator Torricelli
Family

Secretary Riley
Secretary Rubin

PRESS PLAN

Closed Press

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

E.

G

H

. Letter from Speaker Gingrich to President confirming meeting on Coverdell.
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Performing Public Schools. (October 28, 1997) '



Attachment A

SUGGESTED REMARKS FOR COVERDELL VOUCHER MEETING

1 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, I 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 successfully intervened
in low-performing schools. I also directed him to help cities and States use existing
Department of Education 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
Fiscal 1998 Budget Reconciliation - 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 secondary education
expenses without penalty. Adopted 58-42: R 50-5; D 8-37 (ND 6-31, SD 2-6)

L L 2 YEAS(Sg) EEERERSERKER RN X RN AR LA LA UE AL RXERREREESESEEERE R SRR

DEMOCRATS (8)

Biden J (DE) Kohl H (WI)
Breaux J (LA) Landrieu M (LA)
Harkin T (TA) Leahy P (VT)
INDEPENDENTS (0)
REPUBLICANS (51)

Abraham S (MI) Frist B (TN)
Allard W (CO) Gorton S (WA)
Ashcroft ] MO) Gramm P (TX)
Bennett R (UT) Grams R (MN)
Bond C (MO) Grassley C (IA)

Brownback S (KS) Gregg J (NH)

Bums C (MT) Hagel C (NE)
Campbell B (CO)  Hatch O (UT)
Coats D (IN) Helms J (NC)
Cochran T (MS) Hutchinson T (AR)
Coverdell P (GA)  Hutchison K (TX)
Craig L (ID) Inhofe J (OK)
D'Amato A (NY) Kempthorne D (ID)
DeWine M (OH) Kyl J (AZ)

Domenici P (NM)  Lott T (MS)
Enzi M (WY) Lugar R (IN)
Faircloth L (NC) Mack C (FL)

Lieberman J (CT)
Torricelli R (NJ)

McCain J (AZ)
McConnell M (KY)
Murkowski F (AK)
Nickles D (OK)
Roberts P (KS)
Roth W (DE)
Santorum R (PA)
Sessions J (AL)
Shelby R (AL)
Smith G (OR)
Smith R (NH)
Specter A (PA)
Stevens T (AK)
Thomas C (WY)
Thompson F (TN)
Thurmond S (SC)
Warner J (VA)

L 2 2 J NAYS (41) ERERERRARER AR AR RERARERER R RN KA AR R R KR KKK AREREE AR KSR KKKk

DEMOCRATS (37)
Akaka D (HI) Feingold R (WT)
Baucus M (MT) Feinstein D (CA)

Bingaman J (NM)  Ford W (KY)
Boxer B (CA) Glenn J (OH)

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

Moynihan D (NY)



Bryan R (NV) Graham B (FL) Murray P (WA)
Bumpers D (AR) Hollings E (SC) Reed J (RI)

Byrd R (WV) Inouye D (HI) Reid H (NV)
Cleland M (GA) Johnson T (SD) Robb C (VA)
Conrad K (ND) Kennedy E (MA) Rockefeller J (WV)
Daschle T (SD) Kerrey B (NE) Sarbanes P (MD)
Dodd C (CT) Kerry J (MA) Wellstone P (MN)
Dorgan B (ND) Lautenberg F (NJ) Wydea R (OR)
Durbin R (IL)

INDEPENDENTS (0)

REPUBLICANS (4)

Chafee J (RI) Jeffords J (VT) Snowe O (ME)
Collins S (ME)

sk NOT VOT’ING (0) SRR EEEEBRAREERSRARRSRRERARRSRERS SRR KRS AR RER SR SRR %S



ATTACHMENT C

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

July 29, 1997

Dear Mr. Speaker:

I want to again thank you for working in a productive,
bipartisan manner to develop this bipartisan budget agreement.
I feel particularly good about the strong education package
that is included in the tax bill. 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 Newt Gingrich
Speaker of the

House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515



- - ATTACHMENT D

Netot dingeich
Bixth Dietrict

¢

®ffice of the Spenher
Muited Btates House of Representatifics
Maslington, NC 20515

September 4, 1997

The Honorable Williup J. Clinton
The Whito Housge

—— —_1600 Pennsylvania Ayenue = _ _

Washington, D.C. 20500
Dear Mr. President:

As you may recall, on July 29, 1997, you and [ discussed Senator Covordel’s plan to
extend the education savings account concept that you endorsed to children in grades K-12,
which was a provision included in the ‘Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997. You demanded that we
remove this provision from the bill or face a veto of the balanced budget agreement. At your
.:quest we did remove the education savings account provision in the interest of providing tax
lief 10 all Americans.

In exchange for the removal of this provision you personally committod that you would
meet during September with Senator Coverdell, Senator Licberman, parents and students who
want to have the personal power to leave ineffective and dangerous schools. You have not yet
extended the invitation for this meeting and [ am hapeful you will do so in the next week or two.

' “As [ am surc you will agreg, it is immoral to trap childrea in schools where they cannot
leamn. [ strongly believe that parents should not be forced by povernment to send their children
to schools that are failing. Learning occurs best when local parents, teachers and schools
collaboratc to create lcarning cavironments that maximizc each individual child’s ability. Let's
give families the power and flexibility they need to provide the best possible cducational
opportunities to their children. I'look forward to hearing from you on this important matter.

Si ly,

I ingrich

(202) 225-0600
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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); 1 0-1,

k% YEAS(230) e r T TTTETII SIS I A SRR SIS LA L A L

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)
Condit G (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) Gillmor P (OH) Pease E (IN)
Armey D (TX) Gilman B (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 (PA) Pitts J (PA)

Barr 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)
Bliley 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) Hill R (MT) Rogan J (CA)
Brady K (TX) Hilleary V (TN) Rogers H (KY)
Bryant E (TN) Hobson D (OH) Rohrabacher D (CA)
Bunning J (KY) Hoekstra P (MI) Ros-Lehtinen I (FL)
Burr R (NC) Horn S (CA) Roukema M (NJ)
Burton D (IN) Hostettler J (IN) Royce E (CA)
Buyer S (IN) Hulshof K (MO) Ryun J (KS)



Callahan S (AL)
Calvert K (CA)
Camp D (MD)
Campbell T (CA)
Canady C (FL)
Cannon C (UT)
Castle M (DE)
Chabot S (OH)
Chambliss S (GA)
Chenoweth H (ID)
Christensen J (NE)
Coble H (NC)
Coburn T (OK)
Collins M (GA)
Combest L (TX)
Cook M (UT)
Cooksey J (LA)
Cox C (CA)
Crane P (IL)
Crapo M (ID)

Cunningham R (CA)

Davis T (VA)
Deal N (GA)
DeLay T (TX)
Diaz-Balart L (FL)
Dickey J (AR)
Doolittle J (CA)
Dreier D (CA)
Duncan J (TN)
Dunn J (WA)
Ehlers V (MI)
Ehrlich R (MD)
Emerson J (MO)
English P (PA)
Ensign J (NV)
Everett T (AL)
Ewing T (IL)
Fawell H (IL)
Foley M (FL)
Forbes M (NY)
Fowler T (FL)
Fox J (PA)
Franks B (NJ)

Hunter D (CA)
Hutchinson A (AR)
Hyde H (IL)
Inglis B (SC)
Istook E (OK)
Jenkins B (TN)
Johnson S (TX)
Jones W (NC)
Kasich J (OH)
Kelly S (NY)

Kim J (CA)

King P (NY)
Kingston J (GA)
Klug S (WI)
Knollenberg J (MI)
Kolbe J (AZ)
LaHood R (IL)
Largent S (OK)
Latham T (IA)
LaTourette S (OH)
Lazio R (NY)
Leach J (IA)
Lewis J (CA)
Lewis R (KY)
Linder J (GA)
Livingston R (LA)
Lucas F (OK)
Manzullo D (IL)
McCollum B (FL)
McCrery J (LA)
McDade J (PA)
MclInnis S (CO)
McKeon H (CA)
Metcalf J (WA)
Mica J (FL)
Miller D (FL)
Moran J (KS)
Myrick S (NC)
Nethercutt G (WA)
Neumann M (WI)
Ney B (OH)
Northup A (KY)
Norwood C (GA)

Frelinghuysen R (NJ) Nussle J (IA)

Gallegly E (CA)

Oxley M (OH)

Salmon M (AZ)
Sanford M (SC)
Saxton J (NJ)
Scarborough J (FL)
Schaefer D (CO)
Schaffer B (CO)
Sensenbrenner F (WT)
Sessions P (TX)
Shadegg J (AZ)
Shaw E (FL)
Shays C (CT)
Shimkus J (IL)
Shuster B (PA)
Skeen J (NM)
Smith B (OR)
Smith C (NJ)
Smith L (WA)
Smith L (TX)
Smith N (MI)
Snowbarger V (KS)
Solomon G (NY)
Souder M (IN)
Spence F (SC)
Stearns C (FL)
Stump B (AZ)
Sununu J (NH)
Talent J (MO)
Tauzin W (LA)
Taylor C (NC)
Thomas B (CA)
Thomberry W (TX)
Thune J (SD)
Tiahrt T (KS)
Upton F (MI)
Walsh J(NY)
Wamp Z (TN)
Watkins W (OK)
Watts J (OK)
Weldon C (PA)
Weldon D (FL)
Weller J (IL)
White R (WA)
Whitfield E (KY)
Wicker R (MS)
Wolf F (VA)



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

L2 2 NAYS (198) #*###*#tt#tt#t#*#‘ttttt##t#_#*#t###tt###t##‘tt**##tt#*#

DEMOCRATS (189)
Abercrombie N (HI)
Ackerman G (NY)
Allen T (ME)
Andrews R (NJ)
Baesler S (KY)
Baldacci J (ME)
Barcia J (MI)
Barrett T (WI)
Becerra X (CA)
Bentsen K (TX)
Berman H (CA)
Berry M (AR)
Blagojevich R (IL)
Blumenauer E (OR)
Bonior D (MI)
Borski R (PA)
Boswell L (TA)
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)
Clyburn J (SC)
Conyers J (MI)
Costello J (IL)
Coyne W (PA)
Cramer R (AL)
Cummings E (MD)
Davis D (IL)
Davis J (FL)
DeFazio P (OR)
DeGette D (CO)

Packard R (CA)

Pappas M (NJ)
Parker M (MS)

Gutierrez L (IL)
Hamilton L (IN)
Harman J (CA)
Hastings A (FL)
Hefner W (NC)
Hilliard 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)
Kennelly B (CT)
Kildee D (MI)
Kilpatrick C (MI)
Kind R (W])
Kleczka J (W)
Klink R (PA)
Kucinich D (OH)
LaFalce J (NY)
Lampson N (TX)
Lantos T (CA)
Levin S (MI)
Lewis J (GA)
Lofgren Z (CA)
Lowey N (NY)
Luther W (MN)

Young C (FL)
Young D (AK)

Oberstar J (MN)
Obey D (WI)
Olver ] (MA)
Ortiz S (TX)
Owens M (NY)
Pallone F (NJ)
Pascrell B (NJ)
Pastor E (AZ)
Payne D (NJ)
Pelosi N (CA)
Peterson C (MN)
Pickett O (VA)
Pomeroy E (ND)
Poshard G (IL)
Price D (NC)
Rahall N (WV)
Rangel € (NY)
Reyes S (TX)
Rivers L (MI)
Rodriguez C (TX)
Roemer T (IN)
Rothman S (NJ)
Roybal-Allard L (CA)
Rush B (IL)
Sabo M (MN)
Sanchez L (CA)
Sandlin M (TX)
Sawyer T (OH)
Schumer C (NY)
Scott R (VA)
Serrano J (NY)
Sherman B (CA)
Sisisky N (VA)
Skaggs D (CO)
Skelton I (MO)
Slaughter L (NY)



Delahunt B(MA)  Maloney C (NY)
DeLauro R (CT) Maloney J (CT)
Dellums R (CA) Manton T (NY)
Deutsch P (FL) Markey E (MA)
Dicks N (WA) Martinez M (CA)
Dingell J (MI) Mascara F (PA)
Dixon J (CA) Matsui R (CA)
Doggett L (TX) McCarthy C (NY)
Dooley C (CA) McCarthy K (MO)
Doyle M (PA) McDermott J (WA)
Edwards C (TX) McGovern J (MA)
Engel E (NY) MclIntyre M (NC)
Eshoo A (CA) McKinney C (GA)
Etheridge B(NC)  McNulty M (NY)
Evans L (IL) Meehan M (MA)
Farr S (CA) Meek C (FL)
Fattah C (PA) Menendez R (NJ)
Fazio V (CA) Millender-McDonald J
Filner B (CA) (CA)

Foglietta T (PA) Miller G (CA)
Ford H (TN) Minge D (MN)
Frank B (MA) Mink P (HI)

Frost M (TX) Moakley J (MA)
Furse E (OR) Mollohan A (WV)
Gejdenson S (CT)  Murtha J (PA)
Gephardt R (MO)  Nadler J (NY)
Gordon B (TN) Neal R (MA)
Green G (TX)

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)

LE 2] NOT VOTIN‘G (6) ‘*t#tt*#t*t*t##***t##t*t#*t#tt#t#t#*ttt*t#t##tt**##tt#

DEMOCRATS (2)
Gonzalez H (TX) ?

Visclosky P (IN) -

Smith A (WA)
Snyder V (AR)
Spratt J (SC)
Stabenow D (MI)
Stark P (CA)
Stenholm C (TX)
Stokes L (OH)
Strickland T (OH)
Stupak B (MI)
Thompson B (MS)
Thurman K (FL)
Tierney J (MA)
Torres E (CA)
Towns E (NY)
Traficant J (OH)
Tumner 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 (MD)
Yates S (IL)

Morella C (MD)
Paul R (TX)



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, the President stated that he would
veto the legislation that contained it. This bill raises the same concerns as the proposal in the
Senate bill. We would recommend that the President veto this bill should it reach his desk.

Every American child deserves a high quality elementary and secondary education. We believe
that targeting our limited 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 learning and discipline, fixing
school buildings, and providing a safe, drug-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,
therefore, 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 earnings in an Education IRA. Second, the benefit of tax-free accumulation under the
bill increases with 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 six years would realize twice the tax benefit
under the bill ($1046) as a family in the 15 percent bracket saving the same amount (3514).

We are also concerned the bill 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

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

We understand that Congressman Rangel intends 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 Public
and Private Schools to increase the volume of qualified zone academy bonds. We strongly prefer
the Rangel proposal and other alternatives that devote Federal revenue to improving the public
schools, rather than legislation having the effect of subsidizing private alternatives, so that a high-
quality education is available 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 Coverdell legislation, as passed by the House (HR 2646), would allow 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 well as expenses for
postsecondary education. It would increase the maximum annual contribution to such accounts
from $500 to $2,500 per beneficiary through 2002. The contribution limit would revert back to
$500 thereafter. Withdrawals of amounts contributed through 2002, plus the earnings attributable
to those amounts, would be tax-free if 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 non-sectarian school, or for
home schooling.

Principal Policy Concerns
«  This proposal disproportionately benefits affluent families.

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

- The proposal has short-run 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 families in the top 20 percent of the
income distribution, and 33.9 percent accrue to families 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 likely
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 families with
$25,000- $49,999 of income. Financial asset holdings are even lower for families
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 [RAs.

o  The proposal is fiscally irresponsible.

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

--  The pay-for overturns the recent Schmidt Baking decision. The case would lead to
significant erosion of the future 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 will be
permanent.

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

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

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

e The tax benefit would encourage families 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 ability to pay.



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

(1998 Income Levels)

| ! | Total Tax Change Tax Change as a Percent of:
i Number | ' ; Current .  Famiy
: | of Average Percent | Federal : Economic
Family Economic | . Families Tax Change | Amount (3) Distribution ' Taxes (4) Income
Income_Quintie (2) | '__(millions) () M) (%) (%) (%)
Lowest (5) 216 0 -9 03 007 -0.00
Second 222 -1 -30 10 0.05 -0.01
Third 23 6 -125 43 -0.08 0.01
Fourth 223 -27 -600 206 019 0.04
Highest 23 -97 -2.153 738 024 005
Total (5) 1113 -26 -2,.919 100.0 0.20 0.04
Top 10% 111 -89 -991 339 0.15 -0.03
Top 5% 56 -39 -216 7.4 -0.04 .01
Top 1% 11 -1 -1 0.0 -0.00 .00
Department of the Treasury October 29, 1997

Office of Tax Analysis

(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) Family Economic Income (FEI) is a broad-based income concept. FE! is constructed by adding to AGI unreported and under-
reported income; IRA and Keogh deductions; nontaxable transfer payments such as Social Security and AFDC; smployer-
provided fringe benefits; inside build-up on pensions, IRAs, Keoghs, and life insurancs; 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 borrowers are added. There is also an adjustment for
accelerated depreciation of noncorporate businesses. FEl is shown on a family rather than a tax-retumn basis. The economic
incomes 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 Fedaral taxes is estimated at 1998 income levels but assuming short run (2002) law and behavior. The
change is measured as the present vaiue of the tax savings from one year's contributions. The technical coffection 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 income, payroll (Secial Security and unemployment), and excises. Estate and
gift taxes and customs duties are excluded. The individual income tax is assumed to be borme by payors, the corporate
income tax by capital income generalily, payroil 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 to 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 are adjusted for the effects of unindexed parameters.

(5) Families with negative incomes are excluded from the lowest quintile but inciuded in the total line.

NOTE: Quintiles begin at FE| of: Second $16,950; Third $32.563; Fourth $54.758: 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)

' Total Tax Change ' Tax Change as a Percent of
| : I Number Current Family
Family Economic ; ! of ' Average - Percent  Federal *  Economic
| Income Class (2) | Famiies | Tax Change = Amount(3) , Oistrbuton = Taxes (4) i Income
| (000) [ L (miions) | (8) (M) . (%) | (%) (%)
0-15 185 0 -7 0.2 -0.08 -0.00
15-30 218 -1 <25 0.9 -0.05 -0.01
30-40 121 -3 -3 1.1 -0.05 -0.01
40-50 9.7 6 -58 20 -0.08 -0.01
50 - 60 79 -12 -95 33 0.12 -0.02
60-75 9.4 -19 A7 6.1 0.15 -0.03
75-100 11.7 -51 -592 : 203 -0.30 -0.06
100 - 200 15.6 -119 -1,852 63.4 043 0.09
200 & over 39 120 -80 2.7 -0.02 -0.00
Total (5) 11.3 .26 2,919 100.0 0.20 0.04
Department of the Treasury Octaber 29, 1997

. Office of Tax Analysis

(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) Family 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 as Social Security and AFDC; empioyer-
provided fringe benefits; inside build-up on pensions, IRAs, 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 borrowers are added. There is also an adjustment for
accelerated depreciation of noncorporate businesses. FEl is shown on a family rather than a tax-retumn basis. The economic
incomes 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 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 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 income, payroll (Social Security and unemployment), and excises. Estate and
gift taxes and customs duties are exciuded. The individual income tax is assumed to be borne 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 to 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 are adjusted for the effects of unindexed parameters.

(5) Families with negative incomes are included in the total line but not shown separately.



ATTACHMENT H

THE WHITE HOUSE
Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release October 28, 1997

October 28, 1997

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF EDUCATION
SUBJECT: Turning Around Low-Performing Public Schools

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, ineluding
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 gsafe 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.

This strategy is starting to produce results. We know that
all students can learn to high standards, and that every
school can succeed if it has clear instructional goals and
high expectatione for all of its gtudents; if it creates a
safe, disciplined and orderly environment for learning; 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 fail to make adequate progress in educating all 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 if 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 staféf.

more

(OVER)
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We must encourage and help more cities and gtates to take up the
challenge of turning 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. Produce and Widely Disseminate Guidelines on Effective

- . There
is much of value to be shared from the experiences of
cities and States that already have successfully intervened
in low-performing echools; from research and development on
effective school improvement practices; and from business
experience in managing high-performance organizations and
in turning 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.
Thegse 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. mp_umum_muu_mmns_nmum'

First, Department of Education programs should help and
encourage more cities and States to develop and implement
sound, comprehensive approaches to turn 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 turn
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-performing 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
turn failing schools into successful echools by improving
teacher training, strengthening instructional practices,
overhauling school management, and implementing schoolwide
reforms. They can provide students who need it 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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Record Type: Record

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

cc:
Subject: Today's NY Times -fyi

There is an anti-Coverdell op-ed in today's NY Times:
A Not-So-innooent Tax Examplion

By RICHARR C. LEONE
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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?

Woe 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.

pitplion. But let's a loaat try ta
involved In Sy st basko ¢ mm‘ummmm

Richard G. Lagne e president of the Twenticth Cantury Fund.
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TALKING. POINTS

USE OF TITLE VI FUNDS FOR VOUCHERS

ISSUE: Whether funds under Title VI of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act may be used for vouchers to enable
students to attend public, private, or religious schools.

CONCLUSION: The stronger legal conclusion is that Title VI funds
under the current authority may not be used for such vouchers.
However, an argument can be made that Title VI funds may be used
for wvouchers.

POINTS AGAINST USING TITLE VI FUNDS FOR VOUCHERS:

1. Title VI does not contain any specific authority to use
its funds foxr a voucher program, nor is there any legislative
history that expressly supports this interpretation. Moreover,
the statutory structure of the program presupposes that LEAs are
respongible for providing educational services, either directly
or through contract. Although Title VI authorizes funds to be
used for "promising education reform projects,' the better
reading of that authority is that it allows funds to be used for
reform of public schools.

2. Title VI contains a supplement, not supplant provision
under which Title VI funds must be used to supplement funds that,
in the absence of the Title VI funds, would be available from
non-federal sources; Title VI funds may not be used to supplant
non-federal funds. Because an LEA is responsible for providing
free public education to students within its jurisdiction, using
Title VI funds for vouchers would relieve the LEA from that
responsibility by paying the cost of a student's basic education.

3. Title VI contains specific statutory provisions (such as
that Title VI services must be "secular, neutral, and
nonideological") providing for equitable, supplemental sexvices
for students attending private schools. These provisions do not
authorize using Title VI funds to send students to private
schools. Moreover, these provisions do not extend to statewide
education reform projects. :

POINTS SUPPORTING USE OF TITLE VI FUNDS FOR VOUCHERS:
1. Title VI funds may be used for "promising education
reform projects." Arguably, this authority is sufficiently broad

to support a voucher program.

2. There is no sgpecific prohibition agalnst using Title VI
funds for a voucher program. :
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__UNITED STATES 4
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 8

. Contact: David Frank 401-3026
Erica Lepping 401-2571

Remarks of 1
Richard W, (l)liley \/Ok C[MO/E
/

U.S. Secretary of Education

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

T here today to join Cong. Rangel and Cong. Stenholm in opposing the Archer/Coverdell IRA proposal.
s proposal is a good example of the Congressional leadership fiddling on the margins again and not
Aing 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—will 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 well-
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 Leamning
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 serious 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 free 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 billion school construction
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
‘ construction 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 build 6,000 new schools
and modernize 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 construction within a balanced budget framework. The Rangel “academy bonds” alternative
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 trying to solve.

Now, I want to be very clear that I do everything I can to support private and parochial education. They
bring 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 fiddling on the
margins. Get focused on the essentials. We need a reading bill. We need the voluntary national tests. We
need an education appropriations bill. The Senate should pass the voc-ed bill. And I urge strong support
for bipartisan charter school legislation which will help us increase public school choice.

Thank you.
###
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October 9, 1097

The Honorable Williarn Archer

Chairman

Committee on Ways and Means

U.S. House of Representatives .-
Washington, D.C. 20513

Dear Mr. Chairman: -

We write t0 express our strong opposition to The Education Savings Act for Public and Private
8chools which the House Commiites un Ways and Means is scheduled to consider today. Last
summes, when a similar proposal was passed by the Senate, the President stated that he would
veto the legisiation that contained it. This bill raisss the same concerns as the proposal in the
Senate bill. We would racotnmend that the President veto this bill should it reach his desk.

Every American child deserves a high quality elementary and secondary education. We believe
that targeting our limited 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 learning and discipline, fixing
school buildings, and providing a safe, drug-free environment for children. In contrast the
Education Savings Act for Public and Private Schools diverts nceded attention and resources from
our public schools.

The bill disproportionstely benefits the most affiuent families and provides little benefit to lower
and middle-income families. First, the average family typically saves a modest amount, and,
therefore, would get little reward from the compounding of tex-free earnings in an Education
IRA. By contrast, wealthy families save more, and, therefore, would have greater sccurmulations
of tax-free carnings in an Education IRA. Second, the benefit of tax-free accumulation under the
bill increases with a family’s marginal tax rate. Thus, for example, a family in the 31 parcent
marginal tax bracket that saved $2,500 per year for six years would realize twice the tax benefit
under the blll ($1046) as a family in the 15 percent bracket saving the same amount (3514).

We are also concerned the bill would create significant tax compliance problems. The legislation
allows tax-free withdrawals from Educstion IRAs for “supplementary cxpenses required for [thc
child's] enroliment or attendance at'a public, private or sectarien school,” but provides no
guidanoe in identifying what thess expenses are. Distinguishing between an appropristely tax-free
withdrawal and one that should be subject to tax and penalty would lead to significant additional
tax complexity for families.
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Finally, we do not believe that increasing the contributlon limits for tux-preferred saving

opportunities will generste much additional saving and instead, will reward families, particularly
those with significant means, for what they would otherwise do.

Wounduﬂandthuyouintendstooﬂ‘ummmdmunintb'emmmofnmbmﬂhuwouldun
ﬂ:cuvmothatwmddbelostbytbcwmsavingnmt‘orl'ubliclndl’dvutcswoouw
increase the volume of qualified zone acadenty bonds. We strongly prefer the your proposal and
mherﬂwmﬁmthudcvotehdmlmtohpmvhgthepubﬁcwhooh, rather than
leglslation having the effoct of mubsidizing private alternatives, so that a high-quality education is
avsilable 1o every Ametican child regardless of thair family income. The qualified zone academy
bmdmhdplpubﬁclcboobﬂthawmbaofbwhwmemdmlﬂ‘md
impmvwhtheﬁ'hlﬁtmm.thdroq‘ﬁpmemmdﬂﬁrwbuhdning. Therefore, we
SUppOrt your substitute,

Smocrely, .
Robert . Rubin Richard W. Rilcy
Secretary of the Treasury Secretary of Education
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF KDUCATION
O7FICD O TRE GENERAL COUNEEL

Octobar 8, 1997

Telafax Trapemittel OShect

TO: Ron Jones, OMB/LRD

FAX NO: 395-3109

FROM: Paul Riddle, Division of Legislative Counsel
Phone: (202) 401-6267 Fax: (202) 401-5391

TIME: 11:39% am

PAGES (including this sheet): 4

FYI, re: H.R. 2373. Attached are a letter the Secretary sent to
Sanator Coverdell on 'lvesday (i'm trylng to track down

. Coverdell’s letter to which this is a response) and an article
the Secretary authored in the Septembex 15 Waghingign Iimes on
the Coverdell proposal. I just found out about these items and I
have no idea whether Treasury knows about them. They weren‘t
handled through our A-19 process, that's for sure.

I'11 send you Coverdell’s incoming and the joint Rubin-Riley
lattar on the House bill as soon as I get them, probably early
this afterncon. '

400 HMAKYLAND AVE,, 8W. WASHINGTON. DLC. 20203-%) 10
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
THE BECRETARY '

October 7, 1997

Honorable Paul D. Coverdell
United States Seaste

Washington, DC 20510
Dear Paul:

This is in respoase to your letter of September 25, 1997, regarding legislation to establith
oducation sxvings accounts. I understand your strong inteest in this legisiation and your desire to
promote it. Y respect your right to disagree, but in my view your K-12 IRA proposal would have
the same effioct as a voucher, It would shift resaurces toward supporting the costs of private
schools which otharwiss would be available to meet the urgent noed 1o improve public schools.
The public schools continue to serve 90 peroant of young Americans.

My work it education over the years from the local school level to the state and now national
- level bas lod ma to the very firm belief that we need to take the direct approach to addreasing
ofucational issues. In other words, if there is a fhlling or unsafe school, fix it directly. If thereis 3
noed for after-school progrums, bring together parents, principals, and comumurity-based _
‘ organizations and use the resouroes of neghborhood school bulldings as after-school safe havens
for learning. If there is & need to boost resding, strengthen instruction, provide tutors linking
them to that instruction and test the students to sce if they are progreasing so needed changes can

be made. If schools need 1o be renovated or built, let’s do that. If schools are failing, let's
recongtitute them

The cost to taxpayers of the Coverdell Amendment in my estimation, will not address directly the

koy concerns in American education that merit our attention and focus. Instead, it would giphon
resowrces away from public education.

1 regret we disagree on this issue.

Yours sincerely,
M
Richard W. Riley
600 INDEFENDENCE AVE.. B W. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20203-0100
Our mission s te envure cquat ©od \ and to pr dutationnl excetionse tuoughout the Nation.
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The Cliton admumstration s arguments, oven if wrong, do
highlight one reality: The debate about A+accounts {e about
more than a modest tax proposal, It 1s sbout a big |dea —- ulti-
matsly that the power to choose s the winning and right
ocourse of action. The Clinton administration {8 ARhring A rear-
guard action to dsfend policies that have provided failure for
w00 long. .

children to private schools and who fircady have the moncy
available to set aside in a tax-free IRA/voucher, In contrast,
the vast majority of middic-income working families, and
ceralnly poor families, who send their kids 1o public
schools and volunteer their persona! time 1o make them bet-
ter, would have no need for this tax breek. At the same time,
their tax dollars would subzidize the tax-free [RA/voucher.
The resuit ig clear — a speclal fedoral tax benefit paid by
all Amerioans to support the privata-schooling costs of cit-
izens who have the money to afford private school.

Even if the benefit of a K12 IRA/voucher wera not
directed primarily at the wealthiest among us, the misguided
nature of this kind of tax policy ought t0 sink this pedpne-
al. It is regressive to include a tax benefit for savings for cle-
mentary and acandary edncation. The goal of an IRA and
similar tax policles {s to encoursge long-term savings for
major avants later in life such an retive.
ment, home ownership or a college
education,

This confimed policy stands in sharp
contrast to the very sensible tax incen-
tive recently signed into luw to help
families savc and pay for college. Froe
public education from kindergarien

copstitutions. But for higher education,
the young adult student is on his or her
own. Thus, tax credits for higher edu-
cation to help the student are appropriate, while tax credits
for K-12 private schools are duplicative and amount to a tax
benefit on top of & constitutional guaruntes of free public
education. Additionally, & college education is becoming
increasingly important in our society, and saving for this
goal clearly is & long-term investment.

There sre other serious practical and adminswative
problems with vouchers. For instance, while public schools
must accept 8!l chuldren who apply == regerdiess of their
socioeconomic status, language proficiency, tace, physical
disability or gender — private and parochial schools, by
their very neture, are largely exempt from these legal
requirements, They play under a different set of rules. This
Is inappropriate in schools that recelve public mooles, as
{hesc “private™ sclivvls would under u vuuclier w

[RA/voucher program. These so-called technical issues
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The by~produet of
vouchers is the
damage to our loeal
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reveal the heurt wnd value ol uws publiv-school systed and
our democratio heritage and demonstrate why 8 diversion
of taxptyer dollans for privats usw would be lusppiopriate
at best and unconstitutional at worst. Furthermote, they
tnvite reguleton of nonpublic schovls.

Equelly problematic for advocates of private and
puochial schools Is the lssue of mainwining the quality of
those schools. As the “free money” would become more
availablc, many ncw schools would spring up. Without the
norma) accountability that public schools face, these new
privato schools could dovelop their own nontroditional,
even extremist, agendag, On a less dramatic level, this lack
of nacountability might rear its head in financial impropri
ctics, ag bas been the case in some schools in Milwaukee
whers o voucher program is being tested. The recult ie not
simply misappropriation of tax dollars but the harm that
comac with abruptly cloting 8 school in the middle of the
year. Agaiy, it is the children who are hust.

A final key point to consider Is that education IRA/vouch-
ers are likely actually to burt private schools because they
ultirately will make them mota publie, forcing them ta lore
their private/parochial features. With religlous schools
arrovmting far RS perent of private-kchool enroliment in
the United States, religious groups are likely to feel this
impact mare than any other segment of the populstion.

In short, vouchers make private schools less private and
perochial schools less parochial. I strongly support quality
private and patochial schools as valuable parts of educational
variety i our democracy. We should not
consider any action that would interfere
with & religious schools ability to make
its particular beliefS a major part of its
cutriculum,

There is no credible evidence that
vouchers or IRA/vouchers represent a

C SChOOlS by success in education. Anyone who ever
thro 12th de is a guaran all . [YoL
cmc‘iﬂ thutgi? p:':\;r:ded forhi’:t:mc SE:lftlll. g tax dollars
to private schools.

has thought about educational im-
provement understands that it requires
more than a magic potion to fix 8
school. It requires hands-on involve-
ment and long-term commaunity com-
mitment, a focus on building quality schoots for all students
that puts young peoplé on the right course. We don't need
additional efforts that would polarize communities when
we should be bringing them together in support of better
education.

Every parent has the right to choose to eduocate his ot
her chiid in either a public, private or religious school. But
having that right doesn't mean baving the guarantee of a
federal subsidy. Public schools always heve had a special
mission in this pation. They have been, and are, the foun-
dation for our democrecy and free-emverprise System —a
guarantee that everyons has a fhir chancs to get ahead with-
out having to pay tuition, regardiesy of skin wolvr, seligivus
faith or other individual charactéristics. We aeed to come
together in support of public education that can be second
to none, [ ]
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No: Such a fax
break would divide
communities and °

divert funds needed
for public schools.

As responsible policymakers, we are forced to make
tough cholces and to set pricrities for the public’s well-being
and the fusturs of our nation. It is agalnst this backdrop that
we should consider Sen. Paul Coverdell's efforts to attach a
K-12 individual retirement sccount/ voucher plan to the bal-
ducud-budger bill. The proposed law offers a prime exam-
ple of what happens when one is unwilling ta make the nece
cssaiy tough choices to develop actions and policies that
benefit ell students and works instead to dovelop plans that
help only 2 snuwll purldon of the student population. Such
policies are unnecessary, divisive and diversionary.

As secretary of education, | heve spoken with students,
teachers, parents and community leaders in hundreds of
achools throughout this gicut wuntry. 1 have seen commu-
nities facing great adversity in their schools and I have seen
eommunitios that have come wgethvr wnd turned around
failing schools. In virtually every community [ have visit-
vd, folke are working togcther to develop solutiuns i ¥up-
port creative ways to improve their schools, to build firm
discipline policie, to help thair ohildren mester the basica
and to meet challenging standards.

There it no more fmportant subjoct than education.
Nothing else offers as significant an opporturity to creste
A hetter future — angd nothing else so limits an indjvidu-
al's future when it is denied. Americans undersiand the cru-
cial importanca of aducation and that suscessful public edu-
cation must draw support from every corner of the
community.

The Coverdell praposal would begin the unraveling of this
uniquely American fahric — the public achool that is open
W all. His proposal is another attempt to force private-school
vouchers on the 89 percent of Amerieans who are fighting to
improve their public schools. Vouchers are bed public poli-
oy for oumy reasoas. First, they divert attentinn and brxpay-
er dollars from public schools. Second, they divide commu-
nities when we need 10 bring them together with onncerned
citizens working ss parters for quality schools. Third, if we
have failing schools, let's fix them, or close them and shift to
charter schools or some other public-school option. Vouch-
ers are politically inspired distractions from the resl business
of ereating quality education. Instead of offering construc-
tive options for improving teaching and leaming, they pre-
senta “magle solunon™ that is no solution at all. At theit best,
they would be available to only 8 small portion of the popu-
latien, and they are very b to the quality of private and
parochial schools and thoes who attend them because they

o s
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BY RICHARD W. RILEY make them less peivate and Jess parochiel.
Rilay has beer secrs-  Finally, vonchers, ar s related measuro,
tary of education
since 1993 and is ¢
Jormer governor of
faml f:mmi bovied PUOY 10 overzemlaus entreprencurs or
several educationa]
reforms.

posal that Sen. Coverdell has mads. But
RN ... s cormon to therm, and what ix the

educational savings accounts for K-
education, have: no accountability gyar-
antees. The uneducated easily can fal

extremists.
This is got the first voucherlike pro-

most destructive and divisive aspect of
voucher proposals, ls that their primary by-product i the
damage to our local public schools by shifting public tax
dollars to private schools of any type. They would erode
community oontrol over how hard-carned education tax do}-
lars are spent. They would distract from conscientious
cfforts to improve public schools — keeping drugs away
from our children and schooly, reising standards, empha-
sizing the basics, improving professional development of
Leachors and getting computers and the newest technologios
into every classroom. The last thing we need js to “blecd
off" money to benefit a small number of students, rather
than working to strengthen the existing systery that is
attended by more than 89 percent of the children in this
country.

President Clinton has made education the No. 1 prionity
of uls administration — niot With the use of political gimmicks
guch as vouchers, but with fundamental changes and improve-
ments, We are working to make our schools safer, 10 help
bring chalienging standards of learning to overy classroom
sud W ensure every child can read well and tndependently
by the end of the third grade and can handle basic math,
lueluding adgubru and some geometry, by the end of the eighth
grade.

Cqually unportza, President Clinton has promoted the
option of expanded public-school choice — Including char-
tor schools, magnet schouly, suhivols withio schools and dis-
trict-wide controlled public-schoal choice. All of these
offor roal altcrnatives to the Guditiona! public-school sys-
tem while maintaining the kind of accountability that i oru-
cial to ensuring & quality education aud whivh bulld on com-
munity support and cooperation, Charter schools are
independent, but, beonuse they remain public, (hey hauve
strong accountability as set out in their charters, and they
do not siphan taxpayer dollars from the public schools.

Although this Jatest effort to sidetrack and divert aron-
tion from thess succescul initiatives is unfortunate, it is not
unexpected. It is just the latest in a long ling of atiempts to
shift the federa! role in education from one that holps states
and local governments serve all students and improve pub-
lic educatinn 1o one in which enly & small number of su-
dents raceive the benefits of tax dollars — in the forg of &
subsidy for private and rellgious fchanls.

The Coverdell [RA/voucher proposal compounds this
problem because its primary beneficiary will be a small |
number of children of mostly well-t0-do parents who wen(
to send (or already do send) their (condnued on page 27)
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‘ - PAVL D, COVEROELL . | /}7;[& 5/&/7%
T fniced States Senate St
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(\\96 \ SENATE REPUBLUCAN CONFERENCE 244* ﬁ:
QPHCE OF THE GECRITARY
September 25, 1997
The Honofabie Richiard W. Riloy 135 =
Secretary of Education U
United Stawes Department of Education ‘e 8
400 Marylagd Avenuve. SW LY
Washinon, DC 20202 mg =3
85 O
=4 N

Dear Mr. Secretary: 4

mischaractarize my legislation (o esblish
kindergurten through high cchool. I Write 10 you today to ask that you take tha time to learn

2 bit more about It before you speak publicly.

You repeatedly refer @ e oducational savings accounts a5 3 Svoucher.” They are
not. mewmmmhmmmmmmwdmmwimm
mchumabmdnpmmmdpuuwpmﬂ

. for low income childreti. ToglvayoulheothSmh.SewWLrth
Democratic spoasoc of my bill‘hum:dephinﬂnthsqpaumd:m»

A.syoukm«.thocduca:lonsavinulwoumsucaetupuaaIRA.idcnﬁcnlindl
Wtomemmtmlhgemadonwhkh&amwm:wm. 1 doubt very
serlously youwouldduaiquulu_ormm&rmum.ua‘mehar.‘ That s
ood reason. nskcydiﬂ‘uewkmwmpamofmdmmyb

for a very g
involved m the savings sccount. Vouchess, by contrasr, l_nvolvedxcmdlm of federal

monay.

~ Now, of coursc, you shou

of Education pot being able to dls
Is the oquivalent of a child in kiodergarm

1d know all this. There is 3 cartain frony in the Secratary
tingulist bexwean the TEA/savings accounts and vouchers; k
b insisting that & trisogle is really a square.

. Coverdell*
United Sialss Sonare
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LRM ID: CJB117

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
Waghington, D.C. 20503-0001

Thursday, October 23, 1997

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORAND!JM

TO: Legislativ?.iais n Officer - See Distribution below

4@--,(_1’_ L —f‘(;%& Ve N .
FROM: Janet R, Forsgren ) Assistant Director for Legislative Reference
OMB CONTACT: Constance J. Bowers

PHONE: (202)395-3803 FAX: (202)395-6148

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

DEADLINE: 4:30 p.m., today Thursday, October 23, 1997
L —X

In accordance with OMB Circular A-19, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above
subject before advising on its relationship 1o 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" provigions of Title
Xill of the Omnibus Budget Reconclliation 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 CJB1186.
DISTRIBUTION LIST

AGENCIES: ' 4
61-JUSTICE - Andrew Fois - (202) 514-2141
118-TREASURY - Richard S, Carro - (202) 622-0650

EOP:

Michae! Cohen
Robert M. Shireman
William R. Kincaid
Alice E. Shuffield
Lisa M. Kountoupes
Barry White

Wayne Upshaw
Mary l. Cassell
Leslie S. Mustain
Daniel J. Chenok
Beverly B. Thierwechter
Robert G. Damus
Janet R. Forsgren
James C. Murr

. Mﬂ’? MC‘MV
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LRM ID: CuB117 SUBJECT: OMB Request for Views on HRXXXX Helping Empower
Low-Income Parents Scholarship (H.E.L.P.) Act

! — p— P o S—
RESPONSE 7O
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL
MEMORANDUM

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

You may also respond by: :

{1) calling the analyst/attorney's direct line {you will be connected to voice mail If the analyst does not
answer); or

{2) sending us a memo or letter
Please Include the LRM number shown above, and the subject shown below.

TO: Constance J. Bowers Phone: 395-3803 Fax: 385-6148
Office of Management and Budget
Branch-Wide Line (to reach leglslative assistant): 395-7362

FROM: (Date)

(Name)

(Agency)

(Telephane)

The following is the r.eponse of our agency to your request {or views on tha above-captioned subject:
Concur
. No Objection
e No Comment

See proposed adits on pages

Other!

FAX RETURN of pages, attachad to this reponse shest
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IN THR OOTaX OF HAIRRSENTATIVES

Mr. Rusia lnhndm: U faliswiag Jiil; ol was rafaecod vo tho Comimitioo

Te

A WA W N .

A BILL

apminnd title VI 6€ the Rlesutary nnd Becmdary Rem-
cation Ast of 1906 W @ive parcutn with low-{anamoae
the apportunity to chnnge tha afe o
e Spprupriate anhoo] for thap

Ba 5t enacted by tho Bonnty ond Homas o Heprosonin-
ﬁmrfth IMhdﬂtaboa/J-mi«h Oonarmﬂunthlad,
SECTION 1. guaRT TITLN,

This Aot may be cited s ths “Holping Bopower
Low-innnie Parents IBLIY) Buhwlwruhipa Amendments
o 1997".

Ottaber iT, V07 (3:10 pum)

10-23 'Q7 08:37
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1 EEC. o, DXFINTIVOND.

Heatdng 6003 of tho L‘lnmanr.u-y and andary Edu-

2
3 ocution Aat of 1086 i is smeaded—
4 (1) in the section hudlnc b,vlttlkhg "“"DEFINI-
] TION” and wmp "UEFDaTIONS';
& (2) by striking “(1)", “(2)", and “(3)",
7 (3] in the mattar proceeding mbparegraph (4),
] by stiking * utls the torm” und inanvting tho fol-
0 lowjayn
10 “tivle—
11 “(1) tha term";
12 (4) by alsiking tho period at tha end; and
13 (5) by sdding at the ond the fallowing:
14 (@) the tarm ovorty line’ meary the puverty
13 line (us defined by the Offica of Management and
16 | Budgst, and revised annuslly in usoonlance with weo.
17 tion 573(2) nf the Comrmmuity Hervicos Rjock Grant
18 Ant (42 U.B.C. 9903(2)) applicabls to g fnily of
19 the xize lnvolved; and
20 ~'Y8) tho tormn ‘voluntary gmblis ugd private pp-
2] rautal uhoice progrum’ meann » Rrogran that meets
22 the vequiromenty of snoting 6301(6)(9), ia nuthnriced
23 by Btuto law, and includes 1 or more privuta schonls
:: o sllow Juwduoume parests to shinwo tho appro-

Qatnbar de, V997 (3:10 5

priate ychno! far thair children.™,

1023 ‘&7 0B:37

P, 4/1%
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16
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19
20
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25
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Caabwr Zz, 1007 rta pmy

Buction R108(a) of the Hlumantary ynd Bocondary

Educstion Act of 1966 is amnendaed Lo reud og fdlows:

“(n) IISTRIBNTION RULY. ~

“(1) IN CBNERAL ~Rzuapt wa provided in pusn-
grepb (3), Brum thn muns wsds availahle cusl, yoor
to marty owt this title, the Hiate edacationsl agunny
nlindl dintritzbe wot legs than V0 paroant to locel edy.

ciatianal agunnius within suah Btnto sogording ta the

ralative enrallmauts in publia and private, nonprofit
schnals within the wehonl districts oFf yual, upencien,
udjuated, n secopdunca with eritaria approved by tha
Baceotary, to provide highar por papil allosatima to
looal eduoktional ageecies which huve the Ervatest:
uusnbary or poroontages of chikdren whopg sduwution
imposes a higher thun oviTagy voal per ahild, auch
an—

“(A) ohildran living in aress wirh bigh oan.
cautrations of Liw-fnoomu farmiilinx; '

“(8) ReCurmoN.—A Btato that hes cnusted or
will agmt & lew thae catuhlishey ¢ vwhinbuy pubiye
und privetn parsntal aliusee program sad that gom.
pilios Mth the previsions of section 8301(L)(9) may
Feusrwm an additiogu] 1 povent from tho qumg

10-23 87 08:37

uUk ¥xu luwuﬁ
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" PARGA\BDUCATIONCHOICE. 004 NLatt

o .
muda svailablc enul ynar ta carry ont this Utle iF the

sdditivnel wmount reaatved ia ued axebidwly for
voluntary puoblic and piivets pu'nul chofoe pro.

(%) ByaTs Umgs o Funnn.—8antivn 6203(s)(1) of
the Elanentmuy snd Beeondury Hdusation Ast of {965 ia
amended—

(j) in | wabparugraph (Q), by striking “snd” .
10 afler the srmicn)om;

)
2
3
4
5 AEU. 4, URESOF runpa.
6
7
)
9

| 11 (2) hy insarting after subparagragh (C) the ful-
12 lowing: ' '
13 “(D) estuhuhing vohmtary public wod pri-
14 -Vato parontal dholor proxrerms fn nccardance

. 15 with ssoticn G301 (h)(8); and”.

16 b} LAl Tums or 1%wna.—8oation 6301(h) of tho
17 Blemwnlary ond Bocondary Mduoutlon At o 1865 iw
18 amended—

19 (3) in paragraph (7), hy striking “‘wnd” aftar
20 the wewnlunlogy;
21 () in pavagvoph (8), by atriking W guriod und
22 insayting *; and”; and _
23 (8) hy insnrting uttar paragvaph (B) tho fulfuw. S
A ing:

Cwsbes . 1007 (R V0 g

‘ B 1023 ‘87 08:37
|
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| “(3) vohantery pudlic gnd private purenty)
2 ohoics prograrma that— - K )
k. “(A) srv lovatod in an aven Gint hag tha
4 gruntast numbers or persentuges of childrag—
s (i) bving In wrens with o high con-
6 sentration of low-inmmy tamiling:
7 “(i}) from luw-{poma tamikos; -
8 “(1i) Jiving in wparwoly popralated -
9 areas; .
10 ‘A(B) auure thas Paticipetion in sash
11 woluktary public and privets parcata) ahnjpe
12 pwhwwwuwhm Puzaily in-
13 eclug dong not emwed 185 paroant of the pov-
14 exty line; |
.. 15 ““(C) atware thut—
| 16 “i) the mmbmum waougt of b wil-
17 untary publio upd privaty pasvatal chaive
18 Uchalurehip doos nut maesed the per pupil
19 espanditure of the Jooal odusation) ogeney
20 in which an wpplicant for g valuntary pub-
2) lio and private plmilnulnuhoiasluiuﬂlrlhhl
22 rawidep;
23 i) ths minimgg smount of 4 wpi-
24 untary pnhlic aud grivute pwuutal eloico
rLi] vebalavahiy ix wet lase thos 60 pcroent of
Qoher IR, 1997 (120 oy,

1023 'Q7 OR:3?7
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FROM: DADE, J.

T340,
) 8 v
tha per Pupil expeaditure of tha looat odu-
catiounl agenuy In which nan applicant tay

U whintery public ond jniva paregty)

thalce mbalurahip regidas or tha anst of
tWtion at' » private vohool, whinhever iy

Ineg;
“(D) emmre thet for 5 privats salwal Layge

vhovswm to purtinipate in o wiluntary publie and
privuh_. Paratal chaloe progrug;—

(i) mak » sohont is recmitiod to 1m-
Dok the same anadimia ruquirciants for
ot studimts, inaluding stadanty selocsed fur
s whulnally ua pruvided under this Pare-
graph;

(i) recaipt of fapds under this title
i not conditioned wigh rouiramants np
mgvlations that prwitnds the wpe of sunh
fends for sacturiag odunitivnal muspans or
roquire removal of religious art, {aons,
saripsury, or other symbaly; and

“(5is) midli = guboal i {n comglixncs
with all Btete rabiromevta uppliahin t
e Uparnim_z of & privute wuhng) that ape
lnnﬁntlnthcmr|mﬁuguwdnlanf
the ensetmant of the Helping Rwpewa

1023 ‘97 08:37
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l Leww-incume Parenty (FBLY) Sabolarships
2 Amenihnasiy of 1997,
3 ") may ullew Stote, loeal, nyq Privato
4 funds tw he ‘u-d tor wluntary poliic and prie
5 vale parental ahnjon Frogrums; and
[ () onuw pelority for students who wero
7 surolled In o juble schoal ig tho sabiuxd ymar
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OKLAHOMA FEDERAL EXECUTIVE BOARD
215 DEAN A. MCGEE, STE 320
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK 73102-3422
(405) 231-4167
http://www.mmac.jcchbigov/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 LeAnn 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 government 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. We 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 instruct 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, if 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, if
schedules can accommodate. If more information 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 Voluntary Parental Chalce Bill

Purpose. To empower low Income parents in poverty-stricken areas to
send their children to the best public or private schools.

Amends Title VI Block Grani (Qld Chapter 2 Program). Permits State
Educational Agencies and Local Educational Agoncies to use their Title VI

(old chapter 2 program) education block grant funds, if they cheose, for
public and private school choice at the state and local levels.

The prerequisite for using Title VI funds for parental choioe is the
enactment into law, by a state legislature, of schoo] choice legisiation.

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

Permissible Uge of Funds. This would be a permissible use of funds
under Title VI for the State Educational Agencies and Local Bducational
Agencies and would be in uddition w the uscs of funds provided undcr
current law in Title VI.

. Program. Aay State Educational
Agem:y or Local Bducauonal Agency that wwhes fo use such funds in a
State or locally-developed public and private school choice program, shall
ensure that such state program meets the following criteria.

The parental cholice program would be in low income
communities,

The parental choice program would be limited to low-incowne
families.

Evaluation of School Chelge. The bill would provide for periodic

evaluations/studies of rhe school choice programs on such things as
academic achievement, parental satisfaction with choice, etc.
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