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CongreiS^ of ti^e fHmteb ^tatesa:
||ou£(e of Eepre^cntatibeg 

aSIa£;f)tngton, BC 20515

March 26, 1999

The President 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

We are writing to raise with you our serious concerns about the rising costs of 
special education in this country. We believe that this is a critical issue facing our 
schools, and one which must be addressed as quickly as possible.

We are strong supporters of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, or 
IDEA. We strongly agree that every child deserves the opportunity to benefit from a 
public education. We must do all that we can to ensure that every child reaches his or 
her fullest potential.

But we also must recognize the tremendous cost of this endeavor. In fact, the cost 
of educating a disabled student is, on average, more than twice the cost of educating a 
non-disabled students. If our schools are truly to serve all students, the federal 
government must increase its commitment to IDEA funding.

When IDEA was first enacted. Congress committed to funding 40% of the cost. 
However, the Federal government has consistently fallen far short of this goal. As special 
education costs continue to rise, we fall further behind. Currently, we fund less than 12% 
of the cost, leaving state and local taxpayers to shoulder nearly 90% of the cost.

This is having a devastating impact on our state and local budgets. As we travel 
throughout our Districts, this is a concern that we hear frequently. School budgets are 
rising, and taking property tax rates with them. We are often told of schools that have cut 
art and music programs, eliminated field trips and canceled extra-curricular activities in 
an effort to keep the budget balanced. Property tax payers simply cannot bear any more. ”

The bottom line is that the Federal government needs to step up to the plate and 
meet our commitment to 40% of special education costs. We realize that we must act 
within the constraints of a balanced budget. But we are confident that this is a goal that 
we both can and must achieve.

lP\cy~



We urge you to help in this effort by lending your support to a dramatic increase in 
federal funding for special education. We believe that this must be a top priority because 
funding special education will free up local and state dollars to fund other education 
initiatives. As we seek to improve our nation’s education system, we must be mindful of 
the commitments we have made in the past.

We appreciate your commitment to education, and look forward to working 
closely with you to provide the best possible education for every American student.

Sincerely,
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IDEA Funding Talking Poinfs

• " about in FY 2000 to urouidB 40 ------ ---- .u
pupil expenditure ot 6^7^11100 mme then the omoiint^^^S^^in

increase in funding to offset local special education expenditure! ^

' Plr'V rosponjiffilltv for ediicatinn all cjiildren. Includino chilHr,n v^rh
gSafeMg^ IPEA aothonzes payment; Ig States to assist them in canvlno ni 4 th^i, 
responytlpj. The nghts and protections provided by the IDEA are fundamental
toclrbu ’̂ets “ ° •'aberally mandated drain on State and

• 1110 legislative history surrounding the enactment of P..hii, i o.
rnempers roganjpt) the 40 percent as a ooal not a promise or

pcknowlsdnert tnattne autnorl^eff amounts were nnt

• The Special Education Grants to States program is sometimes viewed as the onlv 
than ao'.rrl'mofUl,'''^"dKabilities. Most children with disabilities s^!nd mre

for all children, including children with disabilities. These increases include!^

Is320 percent) for 2fCenturv Comm,iniivLeaminoftentor.
+$320 million (4.2 percent) for Title I of ESEa ------------
+$200 million (16.7 percent) for Class Sfee Reduction

Eaffv Awareness and Readiness for

gshool Construi^jpn initiative will subsidize almost $2S billion in school construction. 

Special Education increases include:

'bey can
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program has increased by almost $2 billion, or 85 perceTrt^ belilve^haUhk ic^

■ n o percent ----------------

’ e^xpSu ^ per pupil

• A $1 billion Increase would provide 13.S percent of the average pupil expenditure.
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($ In 000$)
liLumpans^p 3-19-95

Fiscal
Year

40% of 
APPE*

Freeze at 
1999 Approp. 

Level* ’*

Difference 
Compared to 
40% of APPE

Current
Services

(inflation)*

Difference 
Compared to 
40% of APPE

1999 B.A.

o
$4,301,000

3,387,085

2000 8.A.
O

$15,689,978
4.689,554

4.301,000

4,120,105
$11,388,978

569,449
$4,399,923

4.125,051
$11,290,055

564.503

2001 B.A.
0

16,370,962
12.582,894

4.301,000
4.576,560

12,069,962
8,006,334

4,501,121

4,650.866
11,869.841

7,932.028

2002 B.A.
O

17,082,000

15.632,770
4.301,000

4.301,000
12.781,000

11.331,770
4,604,647

4.470,992
12,477,353

11,161.778

2003 B.A,
0

17.824,092
16.871,744

4,301,000
4,301,000

13,523,092
12.570,744

4,710,554
4,573.825

13,113,538
12,297.919

2004 B.A.
O

18,600,955
17,604.756

4,301,000

4,301,000
14,299.955

73,303,756
4,818.897

4,679,023
13,782,058

12.925.733

Subtotal: B.A.
O

85,567,987
67,381,718

21.605,000
21,599,665

64.062,987
45.782,053

23.035,142
22,499,757

62,532.845
44.881,981

2005 B.A.
0

19,388,898
18.370,189

4,301,000
4.301,000

15.087,898
14,069.189

4,924,913

4,786.400
14.463,985

13.583,789

2006 B.A.
O

20,232,722
19,155.863

4,301,000
4,301.000

15,931,722
14,854.863

5,038,186
4.893.355

15.194,536
14.262.508

2007 B.A.
O

21,111,863
19,984.135

4,301,000
4,301.000

16,810.863
15,683.135

5,154.064
5.004,697

15,957,799

14.979,438

2008 B.A.
0

22,030,353
20.851,854

4,301,000
4.301,000

17.729,353
16.550,854

5,272.607

5,119.564
16,757.746

15,732.290

2009 B.A.
0

22,986,413
21,758.652

4,301,000
4.301,000

18.685,413

17.457,652
5,393,877

5,237.314
17.592,536

16,521,336

Total: B,A.
0

191,318,236
167.502,411

43,010,000
43.104.665

148.308,236
124,397,746

48,818,789
47.541,087

142,499.447
119.961,324

Excludes funding for studies and evaluations.
•* The FY 1999 figures are included fur reference purposes and are not included In the column
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THE REAL REPUBLICAN 

RECORD ON FUNDING FOR PELL 

GRANTS AND HIGHER 

EDUCATION

• For Pell Grants in terms of dollars, the President 

requested an increase of S3.4 billion for 1996- 

1999, versus only $2.1 billion passed by the House 

Republicans.

• For 1996-1999 cumulatively. President Clinton 

proposed increases of $910 in die Maximum Pell 

award, versus only $580 passed by the House 

Republicans.

• For college work-study during the same period, the 

President requested $159 million versus $118 

million passed by the House Republicans.

• House Republicans voted for H.R. 2491 (1995) 

that slashed education spending by 33% over 7 

years ancLcut Higher Education bv $11 billinn

• House Republicans voted for H.R. 3019 (1996) 

which cut education by $3.3 billion.
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Selected Student Financial Aid Programs
(Budget authority In millions of dollars)

Proposed Annual Increases
Pres.’s

Prior Year 
Appropriation

President’s
Request House Conference

Request 
vs. Prior 
Approp.

House 
vs. Prior 
Approp.

Conference 
vs. Prior 
Approp.

Pell Grants - Maximum Award (in dollars)
1996 2,340 2,620 2,440
1997 2,470 2,700 2,500
1998 2,700 3,000 3,000
1999 3,000 3,100 3,150

2,470
2,700
3,000
3,125

Or
300
100

^ 100 

30 
300 
150

130
230
300
125

Cummulative annual Increases 910 580 785

Pell Grants
1996 6,143.7
1997 4,913.6
1998 5,919.0
1999 7,344.9

6,601,5
5.919.0
7.635.0
7.594.0

5,423.3
5.342.0
7.438.0 
8,178.7

4,913.6
5.919.0 
7,344.9
7.704.0

457.8
1,005.4
1,716.0

249.1

-720.3
428,4

1,519.0
833.7

-1230.1
1005.4
1425.9
359.1

Cummulative annual Increases 3,428.3 2,060.8 1560.3

1996 583.4
1997 583.4
1998 583 4
1999 614.0

583.4
583.4
583.4
619.0

583.4
583.4
583.4
614.0

503.4
583.4
614.0
619.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
5.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

30.6
5.0

Cummulative annual increases 5.0 0.0 35.6
College Work-study

1996 616.5 616.5 616.5 616.5 0 0 0.0
68.5
30.0
20.0

1997 616.5
1998 630.0
1999 830.0

679.0
857.0
900.0

665.0
860.0
850.0

830.0
830.0
870.0

62.5
27.0
70.0

0.0
213.5

0.0
40,0

Cummulative annual Increases 159.5 118.5 253.5
Perkins Loans

1996 158.0
1997 93.3
1998 158.0
1999 135.0

158.0
158.0
158.0
60.0

0.0
0.0

135.0
0.0

93.3
158.0
135.0
100.0

0.0
64.7
0.0

-75.0

-158.0
-93,3
-23.0

-135.0

-64.7
64.7

-23.0
-35.0

Cummulative annual increases -10.3 -409,3 -58.0
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Function 500 Discretionary Budget Authority Comparisons
(unounb in billioiu cf doUui)

•Note:
In the Joint Exp]*Mtoi> Statement of the Conference Committee, the text for Function 500 includes the Mowing sentence:
"The Conference agreement provides that an additional S0.5 billion is available for funding the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act for fiscal year2000.'
There is no assumption included in tiie Joint Statement for subfuocfa'on 501 funding.

••Note;

FY2000 Clinton Budget ia progFam level in this table for yr 2000; it includes the S1.9 tHllioninf2000 funds for special ed that are advance funded inthePresidenfa budget
In theFY2000 Clinton Budget the non-defense disciefionarydiseretiQnaiy request for 2001-2004 does not represent a policy prtjection,
but an aggregate freeze at the 2000 policy level. The contingent surplus funds were not distributed by function or subfunction in the Piesidenf s budget

o
<s
CO

CO

1999 2000 2m. 2002 2QQ3 2004 5 Yr Total M

C.9 '

FY20004/15 Conf.Rept* 46.6 51.1 50.6 51.3 54.3 56.3 264 S
ro 1 o 1

FY2000 CUnton Budget** 46.6 54.0 54.1 54.2 54.1 54.0 270
ro

o
M '

Freeze Baseline CBO 46.6 51.3 51.4 51.4 51.4 51.4 257

1438

Conference^reeze -0.2 -0.8 -0.1 2.9 4.9 7
1

1

Conference/Clinlon -2.9 -3.5 -2.9 0.2 2.3 -7

W
M

o

Clinlon/Freeze 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.6 14 M
O

H
►H

o

o

>CJ

Table prepared by:
>tmy Feck Abraham, Senate Bodget Committee Minoiity Staft 202/224-0559. 
April 15,1999

o
o
--I
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Office of Ee^adon and Congressipnal Affidrs 
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Wastungtoa, DC-20202-3100
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Fax: (202)401-1438

Date:^ / i ^ /1999 

To;

Office of:

(o ~ 2(!^0 y

From; ^ftryUiZA--

Number of Pages (including cover sheet): ^
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Ameadment No. 355 to S. 254 - the Frist/Ashcroft Amend, to the IDEA

Would allow school personnel to discipline (including expel or suspend) children with 
disabilities for potentially unlimited amounts of time for carrying or possessing a gun or 
firearm to or at school or a school function, in the same maimer as school personnel 
discipline nondisabled children. (Ashcroft had earlier introduced as S-969 a very similar 
bill that would permit school personnel to discipline children with disabilities for 
unlimited amounts of time for carrying or possessing to or at school or a school function 
a weapon (defined much broader than gun or firearm) or for threatening to carry or 
possess a weapon at school or a school function. )

During these suspensions or expulsions, under the IDEA, schools would be permitted to 
deny all educational services to these children.

It would also deny parents the right to request a due process hearing under the IDEA 
regarding these removals, and would eliminate IDEA requirements for providing 
behavioral interventions for these children or determining whether their behavior is 
a manifestation of their disabilities.

The amendment specifies that it would not prevent a child with a disability from asserting 
as a defense that the carrying or possessing of a gun or firearm was unintentional or 
innocent, which is no more protection than that available to nondisabled children.

Schools can choose to provide services to children with disabilities during periods of 
exclusion for carrying or possessing a gun or firearm, but those services do not have to be 
appropriate to the needs of the child and do not have to be a free appropriate public 
education under the IDEA.

The term “firearm” would have a specific definition, which would include bombs. The 
term “gun” would not be defined.

Amend. No. 349 to S. 254 (Ashcroft/Frist) is substantially the same as Amend. No. 355. 
No. 349 includes two provisions not in No. 355 - an amendment to the Gun Free Schools 
Act in light of the change that would be made to the IDEA, (not necessary as the GFSA 
merely requires that it be read consistent with the IDEA) and a provision noting that the 
amendment would not have retroactive effect (again, not necessary as laws are generally 
given retroactive effect only if the law itself so specifies).
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•MENTNO., Calmdax No,

Purpose: To amend the Individiials "mth Disabilities Edu­
cation Act and the Grm-Pree Schools Act of 1994: to 

authorize schools to apply appropriate diacipline meas­
ures in eases where students have- 

-I ....Trill and for other purposes.

IPf the senate OE TBE untied states—106th Cone„ 1st Sess.

S.254

To redu 
and 
viol

Hefexrec

AMENDMENT 03S5 by

Tto:.

Page(s)
apo;

Amendment intended to be proposed byMylr. Ashceoft^

Viz:

1

2

At the appropriate place, insert the foUovring:

Subtitle —School Safety
3 SEC.__ SHORT TITLE,
4 This subtitle may be cited as the “School Safety Act

5 ofl999^
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AMENDMENTS TO THE ESDIVEDTXALS WITH DIS- 

ABUJTIES EDtrCATION ACT.

1 SEC.

2
3 (a) Placement icj Actbksative Educational

4 Setting.—Section 615 (k) o£ the Xndiyidcials 'with Disabil-

5 ities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1415(k)) is amended—

6 (1) in paiagiaph (l)(A)(ii)(I), ..by mserting

7 '‘(other than a gun or firearm)” after ‘Sreapon”;

8 (2) by redesignating paragraph (10) as para-

9 graph (11); and

10 (3) by inserting- after paragraph (9) Ihe follow-

11 ing new seddon:
12 “(10) DiSCIPLINB WTTH KEGAKD to Oliiss OR

13 FIEEARiVIS.—

14 “(A) Authority op school personnel

15 WITH KBSPECT TO &TJNS OB FIBEABMS.—

16 “(i) Notwithstanding any other provi-

17 aon of this Act, school personnel may dis-

18 capline (indiiding or suspend) a child

19 with a disability who canies or possesses a
20 gun or firearm, to or at a sdiool, on school

21 premises, or to or at a school fonction,

22 under the jurisdiction of a State or a local

23 educational agency, in the same manner m
24 which such personnel may discipline a child

25 -without a diaability.
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0:SEDW\EDVT99.1T4

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8 

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20 

21 

22

23

24

25

SX-.C.

“(ii) Nothing in ■ cL^nse (i) stuOl be 

coDstrued to prevent a child "with, a disabil- 

i1y wbo is disciplined puisoant to the an- 

thority provided mder danse (i) from as­

serting a defense that the carrying or pos­

session of the gnn or firearm." was nnmten- 

tional or innocent.
"(B) Free appeopeiate ptiblic edtj-

C3ATION.—
“(i) Ceasen'g- to provide edu­

cation.—Notwithstanding section

612Ca)(l)(A), 3 cMd espehed or suspended 

under subparagraph (A) da all not be enti­

tled to contiraied educational services, in­

cluding a free appropriate public edu­

cation, under this title, during the term of 

such erpnlsioTi or suspension, if the State 

in which the local educational agency re- 

^onsible for providing educational services 

to such child does not recjuire a child with­

out a disability to receivB educational serv­

ices after being espdled or suspended.

“(ii) pBOVIDING education.—Not- 

^flnghaTiHiTig dause (i), the local edu­

cational agency responsible for providing

I:
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[giooe

O-.'0EDW\EDW9a-l’^4

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8 

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20 

21 

22

23

24

25

Si.C-

edtLcational services to a diHd a dis- 

abilily who is espeilled or so^ended imder 

subparagraph. (A) may choose to contarme 

to provide educational services to snch 

child. If the local educational agency so 

chooses to contuiTie to provide the serv­

ices—
“(I) nothing in this title shall re­

quire the local educational agency to 

provide such child "with a free appro­

priate public educatioiL, or any 

ticular level of servicej and

“(H) the location where the local 

educational agency providesthe serv­

ices shall be left to the discretion of 

the local educational agency.

“(C) RELA.TlOI>rSHIP TO OTHEE EfiQTJTRE- 

ments.—
“(i) Flan EEQtriKEiyiENTS.—-No agen­

cy shah be considered to be in violation of 

section 612 or 613 because the agency has 

provided diseiphue, services, or assistance 

ia accordance with this paragraph-

“(h) PEOCBUnEE.—Actions taken 

pureuant to this paragraph shall not be



05/19/99 WED 12:07 FAX 202 401 1438 
05/14/99 13:59 FAX ZOZ 224 2151

DEPT OF EDUCATI0N/0LCA2
DBMOCgATIC POLICY

. 0;\IID^rvEDW99-174 sji.a

lej uMo

0007

1 snbject to the provisioiis of this section,

2 other than this par^gr^ph.

5 “CD) J'lBEABM.__The term ‘fireaim' has

4 the TnpanTng- giTEa th© term "ander section 921

5 of title 18, United States Code.”.

6 (b) CoNFOEayflNG- Amendihent.—Section 616(f)(1)

7 of the Inditidnals ^th Ihaabilities Education Act (20

g TJ-S.C. 1415(f)(1)) is amended hy striking “Whenever” 

9 and inserting the follovnng: as provided in se^on

10 6l5(k)(lO),'when0VBi''.
....

-r

, '• ■" ' -'~r ■' ■:

■ -

.-..S'
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IDEA Funding Talking Points

STTSlrlSn ^ acKno^lMnTd .ha. ,he authorl... .mTja&noi

tl??n ilnJ P®''=®"*) for Class Size Rprinrtir^n

School ponslniclion initiative will subsidize almost J25 billion in school construction. 

Special Education increases include:

do to improvTtheiTchl'dJe^educaltem^ *° understand what they can
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program has increased by almost »2 billion, or 85 percent We tefeve that this k ar 

°mii!vn!"!ir.f “"Wbutionat ll.Opercentofaveranepar

’ e^dTre""^ P®^ P®Pi'

• A SI billion increase would provide 13.5 percent of the average pupil expenditure.
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fPEA Qrante to States Proarain - Funding

($ in 000s) 3-19-99

Fiscal
Year

1999 B.A.
O

2000 B.A.
O

2001 B.A.
O

2002 B.A.
O

40% of 
APPE*

Freeze at Difference Current Difference 
1999Approp. Compared to Services Compared to

LeveP ** 40%ofAPPE (Inflation)* 40% of APPE

$4,301,000
3,387,085

$15,689,978
4.689.554

16.370,962
12.582,894

17,082,000
15.832,770

4.301.000 
4,120.105

4,301,000
4,576.560

4,301,000
4.301.000

$11,388,978
569,449

12,069,962
8.006,334

12,781,000
11.331,770

$4,399,923
4.125.051

4.501,121
4,650.866

4,604,647
4.470.992

$11,290,055
564,503

11,869,841
7,932.028

12,477.353
11,161.778

2003 B.A.
O

17.824.092
16,871,744

4.301.000
4,301.000

13.523,092
12.570,744

4,710,554
4,573.825

13.113.538
12.297,919

2004 B.A,
0

18,600,955
17,604.756

4,301.000
4,301.000

14,299,955
13,303,756

4,818,897
4,679,023

13,782,058
12,925.733

Subtotal: B.A,
O

85,567,987
67,381.718

21,505,000
21,599,665

64,062,987
45,782,053

23,035.142
22,499,757

62,532,845
44,881,961

2005 B.A.
O

19.388.898
18.370.189

4.301,000
4.301,000

15,087,898
14,069.189

4,924.913
4,786.400

14,463,985
13.583,789

2006 B.A.
0

20.232,722
19.155,863

4,301,000
4.301,000

15,931,722
14,854.863

5,038.186
4.893.355

15.194,536
14.262,508

2007 B.A,
0

21,111,863
19,984.135

4,301.000
4,301.000

16,810,863
15.683,135

5,154,064
5.004,697

15,957.799
14,979.438

2008 B.A.
0

22,030,353
20,851.854

4.301,000
4.301.000

17,729.353
16,550.854

5,272.607
5.119.564

16.757,746
15.732,290

2009 B.A.
O

22,986.413
21,758.652

4,301,000
4.301.000

18.685.413
17.457.652

5.393.877
5.237,314

17.592,536
16.521,338

Total: B.A.
O

191.318,236
167,502.411

43,010,000
43,104,665

148,308,236
124.397.746

48,818.789
47,541,087

142,499,447
119,961,324

Excludes funding for studies and evaluations.
The FT 1999 figures are included for reference purposes and are not included In the column
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THE REAL REPUBLICAN 

RECORD ON FUNDING FOR PELL 

GRANTS AND HIGHER 

EDUCATION

For Pell Grants in terms of dollars, the President 

requested an increase of $3.4 billion for 1996- 

1999, versus only $2.1 billion passed by the House 

Republicans.

For 1996-1999 cumulatively, President Clinton 

proposed increases of $910 in the Maximtim Pell 

award, versus only $580 passed by the House 

Republicans.

For college work-study during the same period, the 

President requested $159 million versus $118 

million passed by the House Republicans.

House Republicans voted for H.R. 2491 (1995) 

that slashed education spending by 33% over 7 

years and cut Higher Education by $11 billion.

House Republicans voted for H.R. 3019 (1996) 

which cut education by $3.3 billion.
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Selected Student Financial Aid Programs
(Budget authority in millions of dollars)

Proposed Annual Increases

Prior Year President's 
Appropriation Request House Conference

Pres.'s 
Request 
vs. Prior 
Approp.

House 
vs. Prior 
Approp.

Conference 
vs. Prior 
Approp.

Pell Grants - Maximum Award (in dollars)
1996
1997
1998
1999

2,340
2,470
2,700
3,000

2,620
2,700
3,000
3,100

2,440
2,500
3,000
3,150

Cummulative annual increases

Pell Grants 
1996 6,143,7
1997
1998
1999

4.913.6
5,919.0
7,344.9

6,601,5
5.919.0
7.635.0
7.594.0

5,423.3
5.342.0
7.438.0 
8,178.7

Cummulative annual Increases

1996 583.4
1997 583.4
1998 583.4
1999 614.0

583.4
583.4
563.4 
619.0

Cummulative annual increases

College Work-study 
1996 616.5
1997
1998
1999

616.5
830.0
830.0

616.5
679.0
857.0
900.0

583.4
583.4
583.4
614,0

616.5
685.0
860.0 
850.0

Cummulative annual increases 

Perkins Loans

2,470
2,700
3,000
3,125

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants

4,913,6
5.919.0 
7,344.9
7.704.0

583.4
583.4
614.0
619.0

616,5
830.0
830.0
870.0

1996 158,0 158,0 0.0 93,3
1997 93.3 158.0 0,0 158,01998 158.9 158.0 135.0 135.0
1999 135,0 60.0 0.0 100.0

280
230
300
100

910

457.8
1,005.4
1,716.0

249.1

3,428,3

0.0
0.0
0.0
5.0

5.0

0.0
62.5
27.0
70.0

159.5

0,0
64.7

0.0
■75.0

100
30

300
150

580

-720,3
4284

1,519,0
833,7

2,060.8

0,0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
68.5
30.0
20.0

118.5

-158.0
-93,3
-23.0

-135.0

130
230
300
125

785

-1230.1
1005.4
1425,9
359.1

1560,3

0.0
0.0

30.6 
5.0

35.6

0,0
213,5

0,0
40.0

253.$

-64.7
64,7

-23,0
-35.0

Cummulative annual Increases -10.3 ^09.3 -58,0



Function 500 Discretionary Budget Authority Comparisons
(amcnuiti in biUIoiu of (faHnni)

jm 2000 200L 20Q2 2001 2004 5 Yr Total

FY2000 4/15 Con£ Kept.* 46.fi 51.1 50.6 51.3 54.3 56.3 264

FY2000 Clinton Budget** 46.6 54.0 54.1 54.2 54.1 54.0 270

Freeze Baseline CBO 46.6 51.3 51.4 51.4 51.4 51.4 257

Conference/Freeze -0.2 -0.8 -0.1 2.9 4.9 7

Conferenoe/Clinton -2.9 -3.5 -2.9 0.2 2.3 -7

Clinton/Freeze 2,7 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.6 14

•Note;
In the JomtExplanaloiy Statement of the Conference Committee, the text for Function 500 includes the Mowing sentence-

There la no Bss:umption included in the Joint Statement for subfunction 501 funding.

••Note:

Inthemooo Chntoa Budget, the non-defense djscretionaiy discretionary request for 2001-2004 does not represent a policy prqection,
but an aggregate Wat the 2000 policy level The cordingent surplus funds raerc not distributed by function or subfunctioninthe Presidents budget

Table pri^wicd by:

Amy Peck Atffahaai, Sciutfc Budget Ccminuttee Minori^ Slafi; 202i224-O539. 
April 15.1999
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ir>FA Funding Talking Points

• It would cost about S15.7 billion in FY 2000 to provide 40 percent of the average per 
pupil expenditure or S11.4 billion more than the amount provided in 1999-

. Up to S2.3 billion of the S11.4 billion could be used to reduce local spending for 
-special education. Under the 1997 amendments to the iDEA, once the appropriation 
for the program exceeds $4.1 billion, school districts may use up to 20 percent of any 
increase in funding to offset iocal special education expenditures.

• States have primary responsibiiitv for educating aii chiidren, including children with 
disabilities. IDEA authorizes payments to States to assist them in carrying out their 
responsibilities. Tbe rights and protections provided by the IDEA are fundamental 
civil rights, and should never be viewed as a Federally mandated drain on State and 

local budgets.

• The legislative history surrounding the enactment of Public Law 94-142 in 1975 
indicates that members regarded the 40 percent as a goal, not a promise or 
commitment, and members acknowledged that the authorized amounts_were not 
likely to be appropriated.

• The Special Education Grants to States program is sometimes viewed as the only 
program serving chiidren with disabilities. Most children with disabilities spend more 
than 40 percent of their school day in classrooms with nondisabled children, and are 
served by the same programs that serve other children.

Other initiatives and funding increases proposed in the area of elementary and 
secondary education address critical needs and will improve educational opportunities 
for all children, including children with disabilities. These increases include:

+$400 million (200 percent) for 21^^ Century Community Learning Centers.
+$320 million (4.2 percent) for Title I of ESEA.
+$200 million 06-7 percent) for Class Size Reduction.
+$120 million (100 percent) for the Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for 
Undergraduate Programs.
School Construction inltiatiye will subsidize almost $25 billion in school construction. 

Special Education increases include:

+$50 million for the new Primary Education Intervention program to help address the 
needs of children with disabilities early in life when they can be most effective in 
improving results,

+$10 million for State Improvement Grants to help States reform and improve their 
educational, early intervention, and transitional sen/ices systems,

+$4 million for Parent Information Centers to help parents understand what they can 
do to improve their children's education.
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. our request for 2000 includes ^ ^ billion for IDEA Grants to Statej to assist States 
in serving 6.2 million children with disabilities. Since FY 1996 funding for the 
program has increased by almost $2 billion, or 86 percent. We believe that this is an 
appropriate level of funding given State and local responsibility for educating all 
children including children with disabilities.

• our request would maintain the Federal contribution at 11.0 percent of average^ 

pupil expenditure.

• A $500 million increase would provide 12.2 percent of the average per pupil 

expenditure.

. A $1 billion increase would provide 13.5 percent of the average pupil expenditure.
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3-19-99
($ in 000s)

Fiscal 40% of Freeze at Difference Current Difference

Year APPE* 1999Approp. Compared to Services Compared to

Level* ** 40%of APPE (Inflation)* 40% of APPE

1999 B.A. $4,301,000 •
0 3,387.085

2000 B.A. $15,689,978 4,301,000 $11,388,978 $4,399,923 $11,290,055

0 4,689,554 4.120,105 569,449 4.125,051 564,503

2001 B.A. 16.370,962 4.301,000 12.069,962 4,501,121 11,869,841

0 12,582,894 4.576,560 8,006,334 4,650.866 7.932.028

2002 B.A. 17,082,000 4,301.000 12,781,000 4,604,647 12,477,353

0 15,632,770 4.301,000 11.331,770 4,470.992 11,161.778

2003 B.A. 17.824.092 4,301,000 13,523,092 4.710,554 13,113,538

0 16,871,744 4,301,000 12.570,744 4.573,825 12.297.919

2004 B.A. 18,600,955 4,301,000 14,299.955 4,818,897 13.782,058

0 17,604,756 4.301,000 13,303,756 4,679.023 12,925,733

Subtotal: B.A. 85.567,987 21,505,000 64,062,987 23,035,142 62.S32.845

0 67,381,718 21,599,665 45,782,053 22,499,757 44,881,961

2005 B.A. 19,388,898 4,301,000 15.087,898 4,924,913 14,463,985

O 18,370,189 4.301,000 14.069.189 4,786.400 13.583.789

2006 B.A. 20.232,722 4,301,000 15,931,722 5,038,186 15.194,536

O 19.155,863 4,301.000 14,854,863 4,893,355 14,262.508

2007 B.A. 21,111,863 4,301,000 16,810.863 5,154.064 15,957,799

0 19,984.135 4.301,000 15,683,135 5,004.697 14,979,438

2008 B.A, 22,030.353 4,301.000 17.729,353 5,272,607 16.757,746

0 20.851,854 4,301,000 16,550,854 5,119,564 15.732,290

2009 B.A. 22,986.413 4,301,000 18,685,413 5,393.877 17,592,536

O 21,758.652 4.301,000 17.457,652 5,237.314 16,521,338

Total: B.A. 191,318,236 43,010,000 148,308,236 48,818,789 142,499,447

O 167.502,411 43,104.665 124.397.746 47,541,087 119,961,324

* Excludes funding for studies and evaluations.
** The FY 1999 figures are included for reference purposes and are not included in the column
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THE REAL REPUBLICAN 
RECORD ON FUNDING FOR PELL 

GRANTS AND HIGHER 
EDUCATION 

• For Pell Grants in terms of dollars, the President 
requested an increase of $3.4 billion for 1996-
1999, versus only $2.1 billion passed by the House 
Republicans. 

• For 1996-1999 cumulatively, President Clinton 
proposed increases of $910 in the Maximum Pell 
award, versus only $580 passed by the House 
Republicans. 

• For college work-study during the same period, the 
President requested $159 million versus $118 
milli~n passed by the House Republicans. 

• House Republicans voted for H.R. 2491 (1995) 
that slashed education spending by 33% over 7 
years and cut Higher Education by $11 billion. 

• House Republicans voted for H.R. 3019 (1996) 
which cut education by $3.3 billion. 

·- -· - -· ·--· - ·---· --·---
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Selected Student Financial Aid Programs 
(Budget authority In millions of dollar•) 

Proposed Annual Increases 

Pres.'s 
Request House Conference 

Prior Year President's vs. Prior vs. Prior vs. Prior 
Appropriation Ra quest House Conference Approp. Approp. .Approp. 

Pell Grants -· Maximum Award ( in dollars) 
1996 2,340 2,620 2,440 2,470 280 100 130 
1997 2,470 2,700 2,500 2,700 230 30 230 
1998 2,700 3,000 3,000 3,000 300 300 300 
1999 3,000 3,100 3,150 3,125 100 150 125 

cummulative annual Increases 910 580 785 

Pell Grants 
1996 6, 143.7 6,601 .5 5,423.3 4,913.6 457.8 -720.3 ·1230.1 
1997 4,913.6 5,919.0 5,342.0 5,919.0 1,005.4 428.4 1005.4 
1998 5,919.0 7,635.0 7,438.0 7,344.9 1,716.0 1,519.0 1425.9 
1999 7,344.9 7,594.0 8,178.7 7,704.0 249.1 833.7 359.1 

Cummulative annual increases 3,428.3 2,060.8 1560.3 

Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants 
1996 583.4 583.4 583.4 583.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1997 583.4 583.4 583.4 583.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1998 583.4 583.4 583.4 614.0 0.0 0 .0 30.6 
1999 614.0 619.0 614.0 619.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 

Cummulative annual Increases 5.0 0.0 35.6 

College Work-stud)' 
1996 616.5 616.5 616.5 616.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1997 616.5 679.0 685.0 830.0 62.5 68.5 213.5 
1998 830.0 857.0 860.0 830.0 27.0 30.0 0.0 
1999 630.0 900,0 850.0 870.0 70.0 20.0 40.0 

Cummulatlve annual lncrea$es 159.5 118.5 253.5 

Perkins Loans 
' 1996 158.0 158.0 0.0 93.3 0.0 -158.0 -64.7 

Hl97 93.3 158.0 0.0 158.0 64.7 -93.3 64.7 
1998 158.Q 158.0 135.0 135.0 0.0 -23.0 ·23.0 
1999 135.0 60.0 0.0 100.0 -75.0 -135.0 -35.0 

Cummulative annual Increases -10.3 -409.3 -58.0 



Function 500 Discretionary Budget Authority Comparisons
(asuiuats b biJliaoi ofdollan)

FY2000 4/15Con£Rept* 

FY2000 Clinton Budget** 

Freeze Baseline CBO

Conference/Freeze

Conference/Clinton

Clinton/Freeze

O
I

CD
CD
CD

1999 2000 2Q0i 2002 2QQ3 2004 5 Yr Total
CD
<D

4£.6 51.1 50.6 51.3 54.3 56.3 264 cn--0
“O

46.6 54.0 54.1 54.2 54.1 54.0 270

46.6 51.3 51.4 51-4 51.4 51.4 257

-0.2 -0.8 -0.1 2.9 4.9 7

-2,9 -3.5 -2.9 0.2 2.3 -7

2.7 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.6 14

n>>c

ricJcinlExplanatoiyStatemcntofthcConfeienceCommittec.U,ct«ortrorF«nctian500includcsthcrollo^ing^«^^

There is no assumption included in the Joint Statement for subfunctkai 501 funding.

Tsbkp^*I^a^edby;
Amy Peck Aifaham, Saute Budgrt Comrnillte \Iiriority Sla^ 102/224-0359.

AprU 15,1999
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