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SELECTED PLAN

AT&T Wireless Services Baltimore, MD/ &= ATeT
Advantage $24.98 Digital PCS  Washington, DC regio

PLAN DETAILS [ PEONES - Yiy
Plan Details

Monthly access charge $24.99

Minutes included

Anytime minutes 80

Off-peak minute package None

Peak period 7 am-9 pm M-F
Oft-peak period 9 pm-7 am M-F; Sa-Su
Contract 1yr.

Activation fee 8§26

Gancellation fee $200, prorated

Rate per min. of add’l. airtime $.30 anytime
Roaming charqes per min, $.60 anytime
Long-distance charges per $.15 anytime

min. (AT&T]

Incrementa) bjlling 1 min,

Free 1st minute on incoming No

calls

Directory assistance $.99/call

Air infgrfacs technology Digital PCS (TOMA 1800MHz)

Additional Infarmation
Off-paak minute package not available for purchase online.

Current Promotions

With new activation, receive free voice mail for 12 months
(thereafter 36,99 per month).

Offer exgires 3/31/00.

With new activation of a one-year contract and purchase of a
digital multi-network phone, receive an additional 200 anytime
minutes per manth for the first six months.

Offer explires 3/31/00.

With new activation and purchase of an Ericsson KH 668 (LX
877) phone, receive a $30 mallsin rebate off the price of the
phone,

Offer expires 4/30/00,

htto://www.point.com/plans/PlanDetails.asp?&routeid=2&cityid=19&zipcode=20001 &id=527  3/8/00
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Mayor Menino’s 2:00-t0-6:00 After-School Initiative

“Today, I am announcing the Boston 2:00-to-6:00 Initiative. Its mission will be to
offer quality, affordable after-school activity in every neighborhood.”
Mayor Thomas M. Menino, Inaugural Address, January 5, 1998

After-School Programming is More Important Now Than Ever Before

In Boston, two-thirds of children ages five to fourteen live in families in which a single parent or
both parents work, leaving no one at home during after-school hours.

Over the next two years, 2,000 families receiving welfare in Boston will lose their benefits. As
parents join the labor force, roughly 3,500 additional children will be in need of after-school
care.

Recent data show that although approximately 17,000 elementary and middle school children in
Boston are enrolled in full-time after-school programs, an additional 15,000 children are in need
of programs.

Raising Academic Expectations Requires Extra Support for Students

The Boston Public Schools and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts have introduced ambitious
new standards and the MCAS test to measure the academic achievement of students. Setting
high expectations, however, is only the first step to achieving excellence, and many students will
need additional support to reach these goals. High quality after-school programming can give
children and youth important opportunities to apply and expand upon skills learned in school.

The Consequences of Inaction can be Grave

Recent studies have demonstrated the positive effects that high quality after-school programs can -
have in encouraging children and youth to make responsible and constructive decisions. In
Boston, 33% of all juvenile offenses occur on school days between the hours of 2:00 p.m. and
6:00 p.m. Without structured, supervised after-school activities, children are more likely to use
drugs and alcohol, become sexually active, and engage in criminal behavior.

Boston 2:00-t0-6:00 Initiative’s Accomplishments to Date (1998-1999):

Supported partnerships between youth-serving organizations and schools to open 33 new full-
time after-school programs in school buildings. As of this fall, a total of 57 schools — more than
50% of the City of Boston’s elementary and middle schools — operate after-school programs,
serving over 2,750 children. Each of these programs offers a diversity of academic enrichment,
recreation, and arts and cultural programming.

Helped to leverage over $5 million from public and private sources to expand the number of
children served in quality after-school programs.

Released “Financing Our Children’s Future,” the nation’s first guide to federal, state, and local
funding resources available to support after-school programming.

Introduced a bill with the full support of the Boston Delegation to the Legislature. Due to the
Mayor’s leadership and collaboration with parent and community groups, the state’s pending
budget includes additional funding for after-school programming.
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Accomplishments (Continued)

o Selected by the Vice President’s National Partnership for Reinventing Government (NPR) as one
of three city partners of the Federal Support for Communities Initiative. Boston is featured as a
community success story on the NPR website (www.afterschool.gov/strongprogla.html).

e Launched Expanding Youth Horizons, a major educational initiative for after-school program
providers, offering training and materials to help after-school staff support children’s learning in
literacy, mathematics, and science in fun and creative ways.

* Interviewed over 350 parents and more than 100 program providers to gather input on the
Initiative.

Goals for 1999-2000
L Expand the Number of Elementary and Middle School Children Served

e Support partnerships between youth-serving organizations and schools to help open 20
new school-based programs in 1999 and expand existing school and community-based
programs to serve 900 additional children.

IL Leverage New Resources

» Work with program providers and funders to leverage over $5 million in new public and
private resources.

¢ Better coordinate non-financial resources for after-school programs, such as college and
business volunteers, arts and cultural programs, and U.S. Department of Agriculture
after-school meals.

III. Improve Quality and Focus on Results for Children

Provide additional staff development and training opportunities to program providers.
Develop initiatives that encourage better communication about children’s academic and
social development needs between after-school providers, school staff, and parents.

* Develop a report that reviews continuous improvement and quality technical assistance
efforts underway in Boston and in cities across the country, and develop
recommendations for building on the current system in Boston.

IV.  Establish High-Level Boston 2:00-t0-6:00 Task Force to Help Accomplish the Above
Objectives

Boston 2:00-t0-6:00 After-School Initiative
. Office of the Mayor
. Boston City Hall, Room 708
Boston, MA 02201
Ph: (617) 635-2098; Fax: (617) 635-2026
www.cityofboston.com/2to6

_January 2000
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Changing
lessons
after
school

More work, less play
urged for city centers

By Jardana Hart
GLOBE STAFF

Trying to shed their reputation among
some parents and teachers as glarified baby
sitters, Boston’s 240 after-school programs
are embarking on a campaign to stress aca-
demics as strongly as sports to boost the
classroom sidlls of thousands of pupils.

This means that the 1,500 counselors,
teachers, and others who staff the city's
after-schoal centers will have to become fa-
miliar with what Beston public schools ex-
pect children to be able to learn in kinder-
garten through grade 8, the age group tar-
geted by after-school programs,

Today, 300 of the city's after-school
workers are expected to attend a conference
and three-hour workshops at the Children's
Museum on everything from learning unusu-
al math games and physical science projects
to new techniques for engaging struggling

‘readers.

Boston's comprehensive strategy to en-

“hance the academic content of after-school

programs for 17,000 schoolchildren is consid-
ered the first initiative of its kind in the
country, federal education officials said.

“Nothing has been as systemic as what
appears to be happening in Boston,” said
Adriana de Kariter, special adviser on after-
school issues to US Education Secretary
Richard Riley.

“Thig i§ a very deliberate effort to bring
Boston schools curriculum specialists to-
gether with after-school providers” to pin-
point ways to boost “literaey activities, math
games, and how we can use computers to
enhance classroom learning,” said Jennifer
Davig, director of the Boston 2:00-6:00 After-
School Initiative, a city agency spearheading
the academic push.

At the conference, each worker will be
given an 80-page summary of state and city
academic standards by grade, as well as
scores of after-school activities. Mayor
Thomas M. Menino and Superintendent of
Schools Thomas W. Payzant are expected to
attend.

SCHOOL, Page RS
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Following the Expanding Youth
Horizons conference, sponsored by
Menino's after-school program and
the Children's Museum, the city will
gign up after-schael workers for oth-
er ag yet unscheduled worlshops.

But the changes in after-school
programs are expected to be subtle,
said Davis, and will not replace
much-cherished sports and recrea-
tional activities,

For example, children ean still
play card games, but better trained
staffers will now know how to use
card games to enhance math skills,
Or, in an effort to improve literacey,
they can discuss the themes of books
they are also reading for class,

The hope is that many schoolchil-
dren in after-school programs will
soon notice that the storybooks they
read in class will now also be found
on their clubhouse book shelves.
They may find themselves making

leaf displays or recording an imagi- |

nary space journey instead of play-
ing the usual checkers or ecards.

As they operate now, Davis said,
many after-school programs “are not
that comfortable handling math
homework, for example, because
folks don't feel they have the train-
ing they need around new ap-
proaches to math.”

The effart comes as the city this
fall began allowing 61 schools, more
than half the city’s elementary and
middle schools, to remain open late
for after-school programs.

“When you look at the literature
on outstanding programs, they are
those that connect to regular school
programs,” de Kanter said. “Boston
is understanding that after-school
activities have to be fun, but also re-
inforce standards.”

-Still, city officials acknowledge,
there i3 a dearth of after-school
slots, noting that 15,000 schoolchil-
dren go to empty homes or are
looked after by a sitter. And in the
next two years, officials "estimate,
2,000 Boston families on weifare will
lose their benefits, forcing many par-
ents into the work force, where they
will need after-sehgol care for their
children.
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NOTICE OF
N UPCOMING EVENT

PROGRESSIVE POLICY INSTITUTE

Digital Government: The Next Step to
Reengineering the Federal Government

The U.S. economy 1s going digital. You are invited to attend a roundtable
discussion on how to bring our federal government into the digital age through
policies that will reegineer our government and save consumers, business, and
government both time and money. Our speakers will discuss where the federal
government is today concerning digital government, what moving to a truly digital
government would entail, and the legislative and administrative changes needed to
accelerate the transformation from our current paper and face-to-face government
into a customer oriented digital one.

Please join Senator Joseph Lieberman (D-Conn), Congressman Jim Turner
(D-Texas), and Rob Atkinson of PPI's Technology & New Economy Project.

Date: Friday, March 24, 2000
Time: 9:00am-10:00am
Place: S 207, The Mansfield Room , Capitol Building

The Progressive Policy Institute will be releasing its report, Digital Government:
The Next Step to Reingeneering the Federal Government, by Rob Atkinson and
Jacob Ulevich, which will also be available at our website at http://www.dlcppi.org.

We hope that you will find time in your schedule to join us for this very important
discussion. To RSVP, call Shannon Wathen of PPI at (202) 547-0001.






Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

~SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
NEW YORK

Total number of schools' 4,172
Total Enrollment? 2,937,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $451,000,000 or $ 167 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $1,609,883,000

Current Conditions

e 90 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 67 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e. g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 76 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 16 students per computer'

e In 1997-98, New York paid $616,131,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

¢ Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$11,000 to $51,728,000

e Enroliment in New York over the last decade increased 14.1 percent. From 1998
to 2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected
to increase by 20,000 students (+.7 percent) necessitating 800 additional
classrop_ms.S

« School modemnization needs in New York City alone total $10.9 billion, including

$2.2 billion in new construction needs. (Source: New York City Board of Education,
Proposed Five-Year Capital Plan for Fiscal Years 2000-2004)

--Qgver--
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Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e New York would recelve a $2.3 billion allocatlon under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e New York would recexve a $2.7 billion allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e New York would r celve a $1.9 billion allocatipn under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better

Classrooms Act.” W ool . W MO (i Lowe | dushac g
wf ot ()o\l\,z+1

New York Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

New York Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1660: Ackerman (D); Crowley (D);
Engel (D); Hinchey (D); LaFalce (D); Lowey (D); Maloney (D); McCarthy (D); McNulty
(D); Meeks (D); Nadler (D); Owens (D): Quinn (R); Rangel (D); Slaughter (D); Towns (D);
Velazquez (D); Weiner (D)

New York Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: McHugh (R)

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available
' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).
* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. 1997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association
3U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education
” Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
| ALABAMA

Total number of schools' 1,345
Total Enroliment® 761,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $9,790,992 or $14 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $173,344,000

Current Conditions

84 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

59 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

63 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

17 students per computer

In 1997-98, Alabama paid $84,505,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$1,200 to $10,000,000

Enroliment in Alabama over the last decade increased S percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase by 28,000 students (+3.7 percent) necessitating 1,120 additional
classroonis.’

Alabama currently estimates a $1.5 billion cost for school modernization. (Source:
Alabama Center for Facilities Planning)

--over--



¢ Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106® Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Alabama would receive a $392 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Alabama would receive a $373 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Alabama would receive a $404 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Alabama Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Alabama Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1660: Cramer (D)

Alabama Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
*U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

*U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calcuiation assumes 25 students per classroom.
® Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
ALASKA

Total number of schools' 497
Total Enroliment? 132,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $273,956,043 or $2,254 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96 $154,414,000

Current Conditions

¢ 80 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 69 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 80 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

¢ 8 students per computer

o In 1997-98, Alaska paid $63,206,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$4,000 to $46,824,300

e Enrollment in Alaska over the last decade increased 24 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase by 14,000 students (+10.6 percent) necessitating 560 additional
classrooms.’

--gver--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

. Alaséca would receive a $57 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School Modernization
Act.

e Alaska would receive a $46 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Alaska would receive a $65 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.”

Alaska Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Alaska Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: None

Alaska Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
>U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,
Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

' SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
ARIZONA

Total number of schools’ 1,340
Total Enrollment? 828,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 N/A

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $557,822,000

Current Conditions

o 85 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 64 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 69 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 12 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Arizona paid $260,875,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$400 to $30,000,000

e Enrollment in Arizona over the last decade increased 44 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase by 100,000 students (+12.1 percent) necessitating 4,000 additional
classrooms.”’

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Arizona would recelve a $364 million allocatlon under S. 223, the Public School
Modemization Act.®

e Arizona would receive a $321 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Arizona would receive a $412 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Arizona Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Arizona Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Pastor (D)

Arizona Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available
' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
?U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
*U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
Jlocal district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).
* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association
*U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
® Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

” Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
ARKANSAS

Total number of schools' 1,104
Total Enroliment? 462,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $4,764,506 or $ 11 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96 $124,232,000

Current Conditions

78 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

42 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

62 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

12 students per computer

In 1997-98, Arkansas paid $48,536,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$200 to $10,650,000

Enrollment in Arkansas over the last decade increased 5.9 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
decrease by 9,000 students (-1.9 percent)

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Arkansas would receive a $241 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Arkansas would recetve a $191 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Arkansas would receive a $248 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Arkansas Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Arkansas Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: None

Arkansas Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

S Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Berter Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
CALIFORNIA

Total number of schools' 7,984
Total Enrollment? 5,961,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $52,000,000 or $ 10 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $1,157,262,000

Current Conditions

87 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

71 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

87 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

21 students per computer

In 1997-98, California paid $583,760,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$600 to $30,000,000

Enrollment in California over the last decade increased 29.1 percent. From 1998
to 2008 projected state enroliment in elementary and secondary schools is expected
to increase by 893,000 students (+15 percent) necessitating 35,720 additional
classrooms.’

California projects a $20.1 billion five-year cost for school modernization, including $11
billion for modernization and technology upgrades of old facilities. California will need $4

billion just to build new facilities to accommodate dramatic enrollment increases. (Source:
School Facilities Planning Division, California Department of Education)

-~over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e California would receive a $2.9 billion allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modemization Act.®

e California would receive a $3.0 billion allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e (California would receive a $2.93 billion allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better

Classrooms Act.’

California Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Boxer (D); Feinstein (D)

California Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Becerra (D); Brown (D); Dixon

(D); Farr (D); Filner (D); Lee (D); Lofgren (D); Martinez (D); Matsui (D); Millender-
McDonald (D); Pelosi (D); Roybal-Allard (D); Sanchez (D); Sherman (D); Stark (D);
Waters (D); Waxman (D); Woolsey (D)

California Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: Horn (R); Lee (D)

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from Schoo! Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

SUS. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

” Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
COLORADO

Total number of schools! 1,531
Total Enrollment? 696,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $65,656,512 or $ 10S per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $350,793,000

Current Conditions

o 89 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 58 percent of schools repbrt at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 63 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

¢ 13 students per computer

¢ 1In 1997-98, Colorado paid $222,020,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$2,000 to $15,000,000

¢ Enrollment in Colorado over the last decade increased 24.3 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase by 28,000 students (+4 percent) necessitating 1,120 additional
classrooms.’ :

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

. Colorado would recewe a $221 million allocatlon under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Colorado would receive a $203 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modermnization Act.®

e Colorado would receive a $303 million allocation under HR. 1760, the America’s Better

Classrooms Act.’

Colorado Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None
Colorado Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1660: Degette (D); Udall (D)

Colorado Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996-—most recent data available
' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2us. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
*U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).
* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association
5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
S Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education
7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
| CONNECTICUT

Total number of schools' 1,027
Total Enrollment? 542,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $137,541,140 or $ 281 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995- 963 . $75,829,000

Current Conditions

77 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

58 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

68 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

14 students per computer

In 1997-98, Connecticut paid $105,000,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$600 to $35,000,000

Enrollment in Connecticut over the last decade increased 17.7 percent. From 1998
to 2008 projected state enroliment in elementary and secondary schools is expected
to decrease by 33,000 students (-6.1 percent).5

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals
Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school

modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credlts for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

¢ Connecticut would recelve a $213 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Connecticut would receive a $196 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modemization Act.®

e Connecticut would receive a $257 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’
Connecticut Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Dodd (D)

Connecticut Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1660: DeLauro (D); Gedjenson (D);
Larson (D); Maloney (D)

Connecticut Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: Johnson (R)

NOTE: All data uniess otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

’ Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

. SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
- DELAWARE

Total number of schools' 183
Total Enrollment? 114,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $29,373,300 or $ 275 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $51,817,000

Current Conditions

e 97 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 70 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 65 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 18 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Delaware paid $28,741,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$26,000 to $15,000,000

¢ Enroliment in Delaware over the last decade increased 17.9 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase by 5,000 students (+4.4 percent) necessitating 200 additional
classrooms. '

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Delaware would receive a $59 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modemization Act.®

e Delaware would recewe a $47 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

o Delaware would receive a $62 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Delaware Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Delaware Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: None

Delaware Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from Schoo! Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available
' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
?U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
?U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).
* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association
3U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
® Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education
” Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

'SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Total number of schools’ 184

Total Enrollment? 80,000
Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 N/A

School Construction Spending, 1995-96.3 $12,346,000

Current Conditions

e 97 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 91 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 73 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 17 students per computer

Projected Needs

¢ Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$240,000 to $25,700,000

¢ Enrollment in the District of Columbia over the last decade decreased 5.7 percent.
From 1998 to 2008 projected enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is
expected to decrease by 6,000 students (-7.5 percent).5

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e The Dlstnct of Columbia would receive a $82 million allocation under S. 223, the Public
School Modernization Act.*

o The District of Columbia would receive a $114 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public
School Modernization Act.*

e The District of Columbia would receive a $54 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the
America’s Better Classrooms Act.’

District of Columbia Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Norton (D)

District of Columbia Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from Schoo! Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

3U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’'s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
FLORIDA

Total number of schools’ 2,801
Total Enrollment? 2,343,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $579,182,541 or § 290 per student

Total Staté and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $1,550,291,000

Current Conditions

85 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

57 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

80 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

12 students per computer

In 1997-98, Florida paid $331,804,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$354 to $28,970,500

Enrollment in Florida over the last decade increased 36.1 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase by 21,000 students (+.9 percent) necessitating 840 additional
classrooms

Florida estimates an $11 billion five- -year cost for growth, major repair, and maintenance

needs, including $6.8 billion for expansion to accommodate enrollment growth (Source: Report
to the Funding Committee of the Governor’s Commission on Education)

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals
Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school

modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

. Flor':sda \;\/ould receive a $1.1 billion allocation under S. 223, the Public School Modernization
Act.

e Florida would recelve a $1.3 billion allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modemization Act.®

e Florida would recexve a $1.2 billion allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’
Florida Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Florida Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1660: Brown (D); Davis (D); Deutsch (D);
Hastings (D); Thurman (D); Wexler (D)

Florida Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: None

NOTE: Al data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
*U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
® Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
GEORGIA

Total number of schools’ 1,798
Total Enrollment? 1,395,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $151,170,000 or $ 12 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $764,117,000

Current Conditions

e 62 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 37 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 48 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 13 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Georgia paid $150,635,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$375S to $14,000,000

e Enrollment in Georgia over the last decade increased 25.9 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase by 110,000 students (+7.9 percent) necessitating 4400 additional '
classrooms.’

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

o Georgia.would receive a $644 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Georgia would receive a $606 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Georgia would receive a $679 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Georgia Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Georgia Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1660: Bishop (D); Lewis (D)

Georgia Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
*U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

SU.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

- SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
HAWAII

Total number of schools' 249
Total Enrollment? 204,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $133,088,000 or $ 740 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $114,925,000

Current Conditions

73 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

57 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

78 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

16 students per computer

In 1997-98, Hawaii paid $33,583,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$10,000 to $40,000,000

Enrollment in Hawaii over the last decade increased 21.8 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase by 27,000 students (+13.2 percent) necessitating 1,080 additional
classrooms.’

-=-over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

. Havzaii would receive a $63 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School Modernization
Act. :

e Hawaii would receive a $50 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

¢ Hawaii would receive a $87 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.”

Hawaii Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Akaka (D); Inouye (D)
Hawaii Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Abercrombie (D)

Hawaii Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

- SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
IDAHO

Total number of schools’ 629
Total Enrollment? 256,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $7,015,342 or $ 30 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $128,068,000

Current Conditions

e 87 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 56 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

* 64 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

¢ 13 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Idaho paid $31,713,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$500 to $20,000,000

o Enrollment in Idaho over the last decade increased 19.3 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enroliment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase by 26,000 students (+10.2 percent) necessitating 1,040 additional
classrooms.’ :

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

. Idahg) wéuld receive a $70 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School Modernization
Act. ' '

e Idaho would receive a $56 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modermnization Act.®

e Idaho would receive a $102 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Idaho Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Idaho Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: None

Idaho Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

“ Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

*U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
$ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
ILLINOIS

Total number of schools’ 4,185
Total Enroliment 2,010,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 No assistance provided

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96 $611,361,000

Current Conditions

¢ 89 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 62 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

¢ 70 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 19 students per computer

o In 1997-98, Iilinois paid $932,737,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

¢ Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$500 to $20,000,000

¢ Enrollment in Illinois over the last decade increased 12 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
decrease by 5,000 students (-.2 percent).5

) Illinoiéuéﬁ'rrently has approximately 60 facilities that are over 100 years old. Just to replace

these facilities would cost $1 billion. (Source: Memorandum from Illinois State Board of Education to
Illinois House Republican Staff, December 1998) '

-over--



Federal Modernization Proposals
Several c1:itical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school

modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

. Illingis \;vould receive a $1.0 billion allocation under S. 223, the Public School Modernization
Act. . :

e Illinois would receive a $1.12 billion allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Illinois would receive a $1.11 billion allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’
Illinois Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Illinois Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Blagojevich (D); Costello (D); Davis
(D); Evans (D); Gutierrez (D); Jackson (D); Rush (D); Schakowsky (D)

Illinois Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from Schoo! Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

*U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999

’



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
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- SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
INDIANA

Total number of schools’ 1,929
Total Enrollment® 999,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $149,863,628 or $ 155 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $345,944,000

Current Conditions

e 85 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 56 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 67 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

o 11 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Indiana paid $496,090,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

¢ Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$1,800 to $75,155,500

e Enroliment in Indiana over the last decade increased 4 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase by16,000 students (+1.6 percent) necessitating 640 additional
classrooms.’ :

-~0Ver--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Indiana would receive a $374 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

¢ Indiana would receive a $327 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modemization Act.®

e Indiana would receive a $467 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Indiana Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Indiana Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Carson (D)

Indiana Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE.: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. [997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classtoom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

' SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
KANSAS

Total number of schools' 1,464
Total Enrollment? 471,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $7,000,000 or $ 16 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $201,787,000

Current Conditions

88 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

55 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

74 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

10 students per computer

In 1997-98, Kansas paid $71,681,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$500 to $15,000,000

Enrollment in Kansas over the last decade increased 10.4 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
decrease by 2,000 students (-.4 percent).’

--0over-—-



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Kansas would receive a $175 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

¢ Kansas would receive a $154 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Kansas would receive a $220 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act”

Kansas Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Kansas Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1660: None

Kansas Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from Schoo! Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

4 Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
KENTUCKY

Total number of schools’ 1,407
Total Enrollment? 663,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $66,380,260 or $ 104 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $269,021,000

Current Conditions

e 81 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 59 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 63 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 10 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Kentucky paid $73,052,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$500 to $20,000,000

. Enrollrﬂéﬁ't m Kentucky over the last decade increased 4 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
decrease by 19,000 students (-2.9 percent).s

-—0over—-



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

o Kentuck.y would receive a $393 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

¢ Kentucky would receive a $345 million allocation under HR. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.® :

e Kentucky would receive a $389 million allocation under H R. 1760, the America’s Better

Classrooms Act.’

Kentucky Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None
Kentucky Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: None

Kentucky Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
>U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

“ Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
LOUISIANA

Total number of schools’ 1,477
Total Enrollment? 800,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 No assistance provided

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $119,049,000

Current Conditions

o 88 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 50 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 66 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 21 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Louisiana paid $78,671,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$1,000 to $10,000,000

e Enrollment in Louisiana over the last decade increased 1.7 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
decrease by 19,000 students (-2.4 percent).’

--gver-—



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

. Lou151ana would recelve a $593 million allocatlon under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

¢ Louisiana would recelve a $597 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Louisiana would receive a $539 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Louisiana Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Breaux (D)
Louisiana Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1660: Jefferson (D)

Louisiana Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3 U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. [997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America's Schools

. SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
MAINE

Total number of schools' 721
Total Enrollment? 212,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $43,500,000 or $ 203 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96> $27,366,000

Current Conditions

e 85 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 60 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 71 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 17 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Maine paid $27,522,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$200 to $16,000,000

e Enrollment in Maine over the last decade decreased .4 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
decrease by 17,000 students (-8 percent).’

Maine projects a $637 million cost for school construction and renovation. (Source:
Report to the Joint Standing Committee on Education and Cultural Affairs, April 1997)

--Qver--



Federal Modernization Proposals
Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school

modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

° Mairge would receive a $97 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School Modernization
Act. -

e Maine would receive a $77 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Maine would receive a $106 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Maine Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None
Maine Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Allen (D); Baldacci (D)

Maine Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data uniess otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
?U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

*Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

#U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Berter Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
MARYLAND

Total number of schools! 1,286
Total Enroliment? 846,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $87,00,000 or $ 113 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96 $321,850,000

Current Conditions

78 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

67 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

65 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

15 students per computer

In 1997-98, Maryland paid $64,715,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$4 to $30,497,150

Enrollment in Maryland over the last decade increased 22.8 percent. From 1998
to 2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected
to increase by 16,000 students (+1.9 percent) necessitating 640 addltlonal
classrooms.’

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals
Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school

modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

o Maryland would recelve a $320 million allocatlon under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Maryland would recelve a $352 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Maryland would recelve a $396 miillion allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Maryland Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Mikulski (D)

Maryland Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1660: Cardin (D); Cummings D);
Hoyer (D); Wynn (D)

Maryland Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: Morella (R)

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
?U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

” Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’'s Schools

- SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
MASSACHUSETTS

Total number of schools' 1,856
Total Enrollment’ 959,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $170,000,000 or $ 193 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $303,987,000

Current Conditions

e 92 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 75 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 80 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 16 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Massachusetts paid $141,679,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

¢ Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$300 to $23,490,000

e Enrollment in Massachusetts over the last decade increased16.5 percent. From
1998 to 2008 projected state enroliment in elementary and secondary schools is
expected to increase by 8,000 students (+.8 percent) necessitating 320 additional
classrooms.’ _

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Massachusetts would receive a $453 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Massachusetts would receive a $402 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modemization Act.®

e Massachusetts would receive a $501 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.

Massachusetts Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Kennedy (D); Kerry (D)

Massachusetts Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Capuano (D); Delahunt (D);

Frank (D); McGovern (D); Markey (D); Meehan (D); Moakley (D); Neal (D); Olver (D);

Tierney (D)

Massachusetts Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: McGovern D)

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of Schoo! Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

'us. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

*Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Berter Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
MICHIGAN

Total number of schools! 3,853
Total Enrollment’ | 1,660,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $20,227,052 or $ 13 per student

Total State and Local District '
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $463,698,000

Current Conditions

80 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

52 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

61 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

20 students per computer

In 1997-98, Michigan paid $318,912,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$500 to $18,000,000

Enrollment in Michigan over the last decade increased 4.9 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enroliment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
decrease by 81,000 students (-4.9 percent).s

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals
Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school

modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Michigan would receive a $1.01 billion allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.® '

e Michigan would receive a $1.0 billion allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.® :

e Michigan would receive a $1.0 billion allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.”
Michigan Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Levin (D)

Michigan Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Barcia (D); Bonior (D); Conyers
(D); Dingell (D); Kildee (D); Kilpatrick (D); Levin (D); Rivers (D); Stabenow (D)

Michigan Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: Barcia (D); Stabenow (D)

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
?U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

>U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

®Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
| MINNESOTA

Total number of schools’ 2,116
Total Enrollment? 848,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $122,900,000 or $ 153 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $571,839,000

Current Conditions

e 85 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

¢ 57 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 66 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 10 students per computer

o In 1997-98, Minnesota paid $428,257,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$2,000 to $24,000,000

. Emollméﬁi in Minnesota over the last decade increased 16.7 percent. From 1998
to 2008 projected state enroliment in elementary and secondary schools is expected
to decrease by 54,000 students (-6.4 percent).5

--over-



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Minnesota would receive a $281 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.® '

¢ Minnesota would receive a $266 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Minnesota would receive a $382 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.”

Minnesota Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Minnesota Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Vento (D)

Minnesota Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: Minge (D)

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

? Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service |

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

'SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
- MISSISSIPPI

Total number of schools’ 1,007
Total Enrollment? 513,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $36,000,000 or $ 72 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $160,164,000

Current Conditions

o 82 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 50 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

¢ 54 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 14 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Mississippi paid $43,719,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$200 to $4,000,000

e Enrollment in Mississippi over the last decade increased 1.9 percent. From 1998
to 2008 projected state enroliment in elementary and secondary schools is expected
to increase by 10,000 students (+1.9 percent) necessitating 400 additional
classrooms.’ '

—over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Mississippt would receive a $397 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Mississippi would receive a $327 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Mississippi would receive a $348 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.”

Mississippi Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Mississippi Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Shows (D)

Mississippi Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
*U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
‘local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. 7997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

°U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning

The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

- SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
MISSOURI

Total number of schools’ 2,291
Total Enrollment? 909,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 No assistance provided

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $366,262,000

Current Conditions

90 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

48 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

58 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

15 students per computer

In 1997-98, Missouri paid $141,152,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$300 to $10,000,000

Enroliment.in Missouri over the last decade increased 12.7 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
decrease by 21,000 students (-2.3 percent).’

--Qver--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106 Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Missouri would receive a $411 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Missouri would receive a $387 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

¢ Missouri would receive a $470 million ailocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better

Classrooms Act.’

Missouri Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None
Missouri Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Clay (D); Gephardt (D)

Missouri Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School! Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2us. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

S Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
| MONTANA

Total number of schools’ 892
Total Enrollment? 168,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $1,000,000 or $ 6 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $21,013,000

Current Conditions

70 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

45 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

69 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

8 students per computer

In 1997-98, Montana paid $11,101,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$250 to $12,000,000

Enrollment in Montana over the last decade increased 10.4 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
decrease by 3,000 students (-1.8 percent).S

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Montana would receive a $79 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Montana would receive a $63 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Montana would receive a $86 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.”

Montana Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Montana Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: None

Montana Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning

The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
NEBRASKA

Total number of schools! 1,396
Total Enrollment? 290,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 No assistance provided

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $127,506,000

Current Conditions

75 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

44 percent of schools repbrt at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

61 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

10 students per computer

In 1997-98, Nebraska paid $28,874,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$900 to $19,000,000

Emollrﬁéﬁt in Nebraska over the last decade increased 7.6 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enroliment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
decrease by 5,000 students (-1.7 percent).S

-—over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress' to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Nebraska would receive a $10S million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

¢ Nebraska would recelve a $83 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modemization Act.®

e Nebraska would recelve a $138 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.”

Nebraska Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Nebraska Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1660: None

Nebraska Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
*U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

Sus. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008,

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

” Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999

o



Modern Schools,

Better Learning

The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

- SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
NEVADA

Total number of schools’ 442
Total Enrollment’ 307,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 No assistance provided

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $162,425,000

Current Conditions

83 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

42 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

57 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

21 students per computer

In 1997-98, Nevada paid $99,365,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$500 to $16,000,000

Enrollment in Nevada over the last decade increased 74 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase by 10,000 students (+3.3 percent) necessitating 400 additional
classrooms.’ '

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

. Nevgda would receive a $75 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School Modernization
Act. :

¢ Nevada would receive a $90 million allocation under HR. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Nevada would receive a $115 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.”

Nevada Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Reid (D)

Nevada Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1660: Berkley (D)

Nevada Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from Schoo! Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
*U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

“ Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

. SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
NEW HAMPSHIRE

Total number of schools' 512
Total Enrollment? 202,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $15,327,295 or $ 84 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $53,122,000

Current Conditions

e 87 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 59 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

o 78 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 21 students per computer

e In 1997-98, New Hampshire paid $66,102,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$250 to $8,500,000

e Enrollment in New Hampshire over the last decade increased 19.2 percent. From
1998 to 2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is
expected to decrease by 5,000 students (-2.5 percent).’

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e New Hampshire would receive a $57 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e New Hampshire would receive a $45 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e New Hampshire would receive a $85 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s
Better Classrooms Act.”

New Hampshire Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

New Hampshire Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: None

New Hampshire Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
*U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
-local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’'s Schools

. SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
'NEW JERSEY

Total number of schools' 2,279
Total Enrollment? 1,260,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $69,945,000 or $ 61 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96 $534,673,000

Current Conditions

o 87 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 53 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 69 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 14 students per computer

e In 1997-98, New Jersey paid $188,388,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

o Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$400 to $30,000,000

o Enrollment in New Jersey over the last decade increased 16.6 percent. From 1998
to 2008 projected state enroliment in elementary and secondary schools is expected
to increase by 13,000 students (+1 percent) necessitating 520 addmonal
classrooms.”

-~over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e New Jersey would receive a $535 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

o New Jersey would receive a $527 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e New Jersey would receive a $623 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’
New Jersey Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Lautenberg (D); Torricelli (D)

New Jersey Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Andrews (D); Holt (D);
Menendez (D); Pallone (D); Pascrell (D); Payne (D); Rothman (D)

New Jersey Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. 1997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America's Schools

'SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
NEW MEXICO

Total number of schools' 732
Total Enrollment? 351,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $28,763,442 or $ 93 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° - $133,245,000

Current Conditions

94 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

69 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

75 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

11 students per computer

In 1997-98, New Mexico paid $91,678,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$1,000 to $19,000,000

Enrollment in New Mexico over the last decade increased 20 percent. From 1998
to 2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected
to increase by 42,000 students (+12 percent) necessitating 1,680 additional
classrooms.’ :

-—over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e New Mexnco would receive a $201 million allocatlon under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e New Mexico would recetve a $185 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e New Mexico would receive a $195 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act

New Mexico Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Bingaman (D)

New Mexico Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Udall (D)

New Mexico Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available
! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
*U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).
“ Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association
5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education
” Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America's Schools'

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
NORTH CAROLINA

Total number of schools' 2,005
Total Enrollment? 1,268,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $219,506,574 or $ 19S5 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $482,483,000

Current Conditions

90 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

55 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

68 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

13 students per computer

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$3,500 to $10,020,000

Enrollment in North Carolina over the last decade increased 17.1 percent. From
1998 to 2008 projected state enroliment in elementary and secondary schools is
expected to increase bsy 42,000 students (+3.3 percent) necessitating 1,680
additional classrooms.

North Carolina will need $6.2 billion over five years for new school construction, expansion

and renovation of existing facilities, and purchase of new equipment. (Source: Public Schools
Facility Needs Survey, School Capital Construction Study Commission, April 1996)

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals
Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106® Congress to help states meet school

modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e North Carolina would receive a $452 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.® _ - _

e North Carolina would receive a $390 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e North Carolina would receive a $571 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s
Better Classrooms Act.’
North Carolina Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Edwards (D)

North Carolina Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Clayton (D); Etheridge (D);
Price (D)

North Carolina Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: Etheridge (D)

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. 1997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

” Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Scliools,

Berter Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

'SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
NORTH DAKOTA

Total number of schools' 609
Total Enrotiment? 116,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $5,660,000 or $ 48 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $27,426,000

Current Conditions

88 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

49 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

62 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

9 students per computer

In 1997-98, North Dakota paid $7,633,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$200 to $10,000,000

Enrollment in North Dakota over the last decade decreased 2.4 percent. From
1998 to 2008 projected state enroliment in elementary and secondary schools is
expected to decrease by 6,000 students (-5.2 percent).’

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

¢ North Dakota would receive a $59 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modemization Act.® '

e North Dakota would receive a $47 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e North Dakota would receive a $61 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

North Dakota Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Conrad (D)

North Dakota Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Pomeroy (D)

North Dakota Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
-local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. 1997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

§ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

? Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schiools,
Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

- SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
OHIO

Total number of schools' 3,876
Total Enrollment? 1,844,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $68,600,000 or $ 38 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $492,625,000

Current Conditions

e 95 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 76 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 83 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 25 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Ohio paid $214,869,000 in interest on school debt.?

Projected Needs

¢ Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$800 to $30,000,000 .

o Enrollmer_it in Ohio over the last decade increased 3.7 percent. From 1998 to 2008
projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
decrease by 83,000 students (-4.5 pe_rcent).5

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals
Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106® Congress to help states meet school

modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

° Ohicz would receive a $944 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School Modernization
Act. '

e Ohio would receive a $949 million allocation under H R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Ohio would receive a $1.0 billion allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’
Ohio Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Ohio Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Brown (D); Jones (D); Kucinich (D);
LaTourette (R); Ney (R); Sawyer (D); Strickland (D)

Ohio Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: LaTourette (R); Ney (R)

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

' SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
'OKLAHOMA

Total number of schools' 1,828
Total Enrollment? 622,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 No assistance provided

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $124,588,000

Current Conditions

83 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

54 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

64 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

13 students per computer

In 1997-98, Oklahoma paid $46,717,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$1,000 to $6,260,000

Enrollméﬁf in Oklahoma over the last decade increased 7.2 percent. From 1998 to

2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
decrease by 29,000 students (-4.7 percent).5

--gver--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

¢ (Oklahoma would receive a $293 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Oklahoma would receive a $270 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Oklahoma would receive a $307 million allocation under HR. 1760, the America’s Better

Classrooms Act”

Oklahoma Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None
Oklahoma Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: None

Oklahoma Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning

The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
OREGON

Total number of schools' 1,222
Total Enrollment® 545,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 No assistance provided

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $222,849,000

Current Conditions

96 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

63 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

84 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g. air
quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

16 students per computer

In 1997-98, Oi'egon paid $124,300,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$2,600 to $31,475,000

Enrollment in Oregon over the last decade increased 18 percent. From 1998 to 2008
projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to remain
constant at 545,000 students.*

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Oregon would receive a $217 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School Modernization

Act.®

e Oregon would receive a $191 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Oregon would receive a $265 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.”

Oregon Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Oregon Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Blumenauer (D); Hooley (D); Wu (D)

Oregon Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: Hooley (D)

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

“ Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’'s Schools

'SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
PENNSYLVANIA

Total number of schools' 3,178
Total Enrollment? 1,838,000

State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $184,000,000 or $ 105 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $1,005,020,000

Current Conditions

e 70 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 42 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 57 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 15 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Pennsylvania paid $246,130,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

¢ Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$400 to $23,000,000 '

o Enrollme;;tin Pennsylvania over the last decade increased 10.7 percent. From
1998 to 2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is
expected to decrease by 98,000 students (-5.3 percent).5

-Qver--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Pennsylvania would receive a $1.03 billion allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Pennsylvania would receive a $1.0 billion allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Pennsylvania would receive a $1.08 billion allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.”
Pennsylvania Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Pennsylvania Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Borski (D); Brady (D); Coyne
(D); Doyle (D); Fattah (D); Hoeffel (D); Klink (D); Mascara (D)

Pennsylvania Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

'us. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2ys. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
*U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,
Better Learning

The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

. SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
RHODE ISLAND

Total number of schools’ 316
Total Enrollment? 157,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $17,008,435 or $ 117 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $7,029,000

Current Conditions

e 81 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 61 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 75 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 22 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Rhode Island paid $17,410,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$50 to $8,000,000

e Enrollment in Rhode Island over the last decade increased 17.5 percent. From
1998 to 2008 projected state enroliment in elementary and secondary schools is
expected to remain constant at 157,000 students.*

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds. '

e Rhode Island would receive a $77 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

¢ Rhode Island would receive a $81 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Rhode Island would receive a $84 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Rhode Island Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Reed (D)
Rhode Island Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Kennedy (D); Weygand (D)

Rhode Island Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

’U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

’ Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

. SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
SOUTH CAROLINA

Total number of schools! 1,088
Total Enrollment? 664,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $25,807,048 or § 41 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $248,363,000

Current Conditions

78 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

52 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

66 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

12 students per computer

In 1997-98, South Carolina paid $70,400,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$500 to $12,800,000

Enrollment in South Carolina over the last decade increased 7.8 percent. From
1998 to 2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is
expected to increase bsy 24,000 students (+3.6 percent) necessitating 960
additionalclassrooms.

South Carolina estimates a total school modernization need of $4 billion, including $1.8

billion for new school construction. (Source: Statewide School District Facilities Capital Need Analysis,
1998) .

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e South Carolina would receive a $309 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e South Carolina would receive a $262 million allocation under H R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e South Carolina would receive a $332 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s
Better Classrooms Act.’

South Carolina Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

South Carolina Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: None

South Carolina Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None:

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
® Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

” Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Scliools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

- SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
SOUTH DAKOTA

Total number of schools' 832
Total Enrollment? 146,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 No assistance provided

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $4,531,000

Current Conditions

o 78 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 45 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 50 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

¢ 9 students per computer

e In 1997-98, South Dakota paid $12,634,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$200 to $10,100,000

e Enrollment in South Dakota over the last decade increased 15 percent. From 1998
to 2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected
to decrease by 5,000 students (-3.4 percent).5

—over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

¢ South Dakota would receive a $60 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modemization Act.®

e South Dakota would receive a $48 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e South Dakota would receive a $69 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.”

South Dakota Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Daschle (D); Johnson (D)
South Dakota Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: None

South Dakota Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

“ Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. 1997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Berter Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
TENNESSEE

Total number of schools’ 1,565
Total Enrollment? | 938,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 N/A

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96 $323,179,000

Current Conditions

75 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition '

56 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

64 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g. air
quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

19 students per computer

In 1997-98, Tennessee paid $36,96°,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$500 to $10,500,000

Enrollment in Tennessee over the last decade increased 14.2 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increasé by 40,000 students (+4.3 percent) necessitating 1,600 additional
classrooms.”

Tennessee currently reports a $2.5 billion school modernization need. (Source:
Tennessee Public Infrastructure Needs Inventory Assessment for FY 1998, January 1999)

~=0oVer--



Federal Modernization Proposals
Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school

modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school -
modernization bonds.

e Tennessee would receive a $410 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Tennessee would receive a $397 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Tennessee would receive a $454 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Tennessee Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None
Tennessee Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1660: Clement (D); Ford (D); Gordon (D)

Tennessee Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from Schoo! Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

“ Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. 1997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

? Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning |
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

- SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
TEXAS

Total number of schools' 6,875
Total Enrollment? 3,967,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 No assistance provided

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $1,995,268,000

Current Conditions

e 76 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 46 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 60 percent of schools repdrt at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 11 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Texas paid $618,780,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

¢ Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$375S to $18,000,000

e Enrollment in Texas over the last decade increased 20.8 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase by 376,000 students (+9.5 percent) necessitating 15,040 additional
classro_g_gns.5

o Texas reports a $9.1 billion cost for immediate new construction and repair needs

and an estimated $6.4 billion need by the year 2003. (Source: Texas Comptroller of
Public Accounts, Texas School Performance Review: Facilities, May 1999)

-=QvVer--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106" Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Texas wbuld receive a $2.16 billion allocation under S. 223, the Public School Modernization

Act®

e Texas would receive a $2.15 billion allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modemization Act.®

e Texas would receive a $2.04 billion allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.”

Texas Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Texas Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1660: Frost (D); Green (D); Hinojosa (D);

Lampson (D); Sandlin (D)

Texas Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: Green (D)

NOTE: All data uniess otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
*U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

*Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

7 Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Bertter Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

. SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
UTAH

Total number of schools’ 742
Total Enroliment? 489,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $9,612,0S5 or $21 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $252,317,000

Current Conditions

e 91 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 62 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 72 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 12 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Utah paid $53,602,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

¢ Range of amount\s needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$500 to $20,779,818

¢ Enrollment in Utah over the last decade increased 13.4 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase by 55,000 students (+11.2 percent) necessitating 2,200 additional
classrooms.’ -

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

o Uta}:; would receive a $107 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School Modernization
Act.

e Utah would receive a $85 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Utah would receive a $179 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Utah Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Utah Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1660: None

Utah Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
-local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. 1997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

? Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’'s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
| VERMONT

Total number of schools' 395
Total Enrollment? 107,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $16,400,000 or $ 163 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $39,899,000

Current Conditions

e 82 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 53 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 58 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 17 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Vermont paid $12,904,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

¢ Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$100 to $7,573,032

o Enrollmérﬁ in Vermont over the last decade increased 14.6 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
decrease by 3,000 students (-2.8 percent) necessitating additional classrooms.”

-over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Vermont would receive a $55 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Vermont would receive a $44 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modemization Act.®

e Vermont would receive a $57 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.”

Vermont Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Vermont Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Sanders (I)

Vermont Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State,.published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. 1997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America's Schools

' SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
VIRGINIA

Total number of schools’ 1,895

Total Enrollment? 1,128,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $108,800,000 or $ 104 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96 $531,648,000

Current Conditions

e 81 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 60 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 58 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 13 students per computer

In 1997-98, Virginia paid $170,918,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

¢ Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$1,000 to $26,128,000

¢ Enrollment in Virginia over the last decade increased 14.8 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enroliment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase by 62,000 students (+5.5 percent) necessitating 2,480 additional
classroqms.5

¢ Virginia rep.orts a $6.3 billion unmet school modernization need. (Source:
Commonwealth of Virginia Department of Education 1995-96 School Facility Status Survey, July
1996)

--gver--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds. '

e Virginia would receive a $363 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Virginia would receive a $317 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

¢ Virginia would receive a $482 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.”

Virginia Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Robb (D)

Virginia Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Boucher (D)

Virginia Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

'us. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

“ Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. 997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

” Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’'s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
| WASHINGTON

Total number of schools' 2,180
Total Enrollment? 998,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $137,600,000 or $ 150 per student

Total State and Local District '
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $648,637,000

Current Conditions

89 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

60 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

74 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

14 students per computer

In 1997-98, Washington paid $261,734,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$300 to $60,000,000

Enroliment in Washington over the last decade increased 26.2 percent. From 1998
to 2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected
to increase by 23,000 students (+2.3 percent) necessitating 920 additional
classrooms.” :

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

o Washinéton would receive a $339 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Washington would receive a $28S5 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School

Modernization Act.®

e Washington would receive a $448 miillion allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better

Classrooms Act.’

Washington Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: Murray (D)

Washington Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Baird (D); Inslee (D);
McDermott (D)

Washington Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
3U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

3 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999



Modern Schools,

Berter Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

'SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
WEST VIRGINIA

Total number of schools' 869
Total Enrollment? 300,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 No assistance provided

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $15,778,000

Current Conditions

88 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

67 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

82 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

13 students per computer

In 1997-98, West Virginia paid $97,033,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$10,000 to $14,000,000

Enroliment in West Virginia over the last decade decreased 10.7 percent. From
1998 to 2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is
expected to decrease by 18,000 students (-6 percent).5

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e West Vi}ginia would receive a $224 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e West Virginia would receive a $178 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School

Modernization Act.®

e West Virginia would receive a $199 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better

Classrooms Act.’

West Virginia Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None
West Virginia Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Rahall (D)

West Virginia Representatives who have cosponsored HR. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
>U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

*U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

® Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

Better Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

- SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
- WISCONSIN

Total number of schools' 2,096
Total Enrollment? 886,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 N/A

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $458,767,000

Current Conditions

79 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

49 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

60 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

11 students per computer

In 1997-98, Wisconsin paid $195,943,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$200 to $7,567,000

Emollrﬁéﬁf in Wisconsin over the last decade increased 14.3 percent. From 1998
to 2008 projected state enrollment in elementary and secondary schools is expected
to decrease by 56,000 students (-6.3 percent).5

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106% Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

e Wisconsin would receive a $417 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modemization Act.®

e Wisconsin would receive a $419 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School |
Modernization Act.®

¢ Wisconsin would receive a $475 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Wisconsin Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None
Wisconsin Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: Baldwin (D); Barrett (D); Kind (D)

Wisconsin Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE.: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

' U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

*U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008.

¢ Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

" Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999




Modern Schools,

- Berter Learning
The Campaign to Rebuild America’s Schools

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION FACTS
| WYOMING

Total number of schools' 411
Total Enrollment® 98,000
State Funding for K-12 facilities, 1993-94 $8,000,000 or $ 80 per student

Total State and Local District
School Construction Spending, 1995-96° $47,053,000

Current Conditions

e 82 percent of schools report a need to upgrade or repair building to good overall
condition

e 49 percent of schools report at least one inadequate building feature (e.g. roof,
plumbing, electrical, windows, HVAC)

e 68 percent of schools report at least one unsatisfactory environmental factor (e.g.
air quality, ventilation, acoustics heating, lighting)

e 7 students per computer

e In 1997-98, Wyoming paid $12,000,000 in interest on school debt.*

Projected Needs

e Range of amounts needed to upgrade or repair a school to good overall condition:
$500 to $16,900,000

e Enrollment in Wyoming over the last decade increased .2 percent. From 1998 to
2008 projected state enroliment in elementary and secondary schools is expected to
increase-by 8,000 students (+8.2 percent) necessitating 320 additional
classrooms.”

e Wyoming currently estimates a $563 million school modernization cost. (Source: MGT of
America, Inc.)

--over--



Federal Modernization Proposals

Several critical bills have been introduced in the 106™ Congress to help states meet school
modernization needs. These bills would provide tax credits for the interest costs of school
modernization bonds.

. Wyomir{g would receive a $54 million allocation under S. 223, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Wyoming would receive a $43 million allocation under H.R. 1660, the Public School
Modernization Act.®

e Wyoming would receive a $53 million allocation under H.R. 1760, the America’s Better
Classrooms Act.’

Wyoming Senators who have cosponsored S. 223: None

Wyoming Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1660: None

Wyoming Representatives who have cosponsored H.R. 1760: None

NOTE: All data unless otherwise noted taken from School Facilities, Profiles of School Condition by
State, published by U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1996—most recent data available

! U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
2U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys

3 U.S. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Government Finances. Figure represents total state and
local district spending. (1993-94 figure above represents state-level spending only).

* Includes expenditures for land, existing buildings, improvements of grounds, construction of buildings,
additions to buildings, remodeling of buildings, or initial, additional, and replacement equipment. /997-98
Estimates of School Statistics, National Education Association

5 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data Surveys
and Projections of Education Statistics to 2008. Classroom calculation assumes 25 students per classroom.
% Estimate prepared by U.S. Department of Education

! Estimate prepared by Congressional Research Service

Prepared by National Education Association, Government Relations, June 1999






50 East Huron Street Telephone 312 280 4330

Chicago, llinois 60611-2795 Fax: 312 664 7459

USA Toll Free 800 545 2433, ext. 4390
TOD: 312 944 7298
E-mail: yalsa@ala.org
http.//www.ala.org/yalsa

YALSAAmericanLibraryAssociation

Young Adult Library Services Association
March 24, 2000 a division of the American Library Association

Ann O’Leary

Office of the First Lady and the Office of Public Liaison
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Ave., NW

Washington D.C. 20500

Dear Ms. O’Lcary:

Thank you for the interest you have expressed in looking at the special nceds of the teen
population.

The Young Adult Library Services Association (YALSA), a division of the American Library
Association, works with librarians who scrve young adults, ages 12 through 18. Members of our
association are first and foremost youth advocates. A continuous theme throughout our activities
is youth participation. We try to involve teens in decision-making in their local libraries as well
as at the national level. We also believe that collaboration among youth-serving organizations is
a powerful tool for healthy youth development.

YALSA demonstrates its support of young adults through policies, publications, programs and
services. I'm enclosing information that will provide more details about our work in supporting
teenagers.  Pleasc contact me if you have questions by ¢-mail (lwaddlc@@ala.org), by phone (312-
280-4391) or fax (312-664-7459).

We will be interested in hearing more about your plans for the parent/young adult White Housc
Conference in May.

Sincerely,

Lol totibee

Linda Waddle
Deputy Exccutive Director

Enclosures

cc: Mary Costabile - American Library Association Washington oftice
Julic Walker — Executive Director, Young Adult Library Services Association

Jeam

The goal of the Young Adult Library Services Association is to advocate, promote, and strengthen service
to young adults, ages twelve to eighteen, as part of the continuum of total library services.



YALSA: Vision Statement http://www.ala.org/yalsa/about/vision.htin|

YALSA Vision Statement

In every library in the nation, quality library service to young
adults is provided by a staft that understands and respects the ) =
unique informational, educational and recreational needs of Inside YALSA
teenagers. Equal access to information, services and materials is

recognized as a right not a privelege. Young adults are actively

involved in the library decision-making process. The library

staft collaborates and cooperates with other youth-serving

agencies to provide a holistic, community-wide network of

activities and services that support healthy development.

'

To ensure that this vision becomes a reality, the Young Adult
Library Services Association (YALSA), a division of the
American Library Association (ALA):

advocates extensive and developmentally appropriate
library and information services for young adults, ages
12-18;

promotes reading and supports the literacy movement;

advocates the use of information and communications
technologies to provide eftfective library service:

supports equality of access to the full range of library
materials and services, including existing and emerging
information and communication technologies, for young
adults;

provides education and professional develompent to
enable its members to serve as effective advocates for
young people;

fosters collaboration and partnerships among its
individual members with library and information services
that meet the unique needs and interests of young adults:

encourages research and is in the vanguard of new
thinking concerning the provision of library and
information services to youth.

Adopted June 1994

Copyright © 2000, American Library Association.
Last Modified: Thursday. 19-Nov-1998 11:27:33 CST

Pofl (3/23/2000 8:28 AM



YALSA: ‘Web site Vision Statement of Purpose

1 of2

Guidelines for
Youth Participation
in YALSA

DEFINITION

Involvement of young adults, ages 12 through 18, in
responsible action and significant services for their peers
and the community.

INTRODUCTION

Although the concept of youth participation is neither
foreign nor new, the Young Adult Library Services
Association (YALSA) recognizes the need for a
framework to facilitate the process of having young
adults, ages 12 through 18 participate in any American
Library Association activities at the national level. Each
committee or program chair is responsible for assessing
the potential for the involvement of young adults, setting
parameters for participation that specify objectives and
outcomes and providing a balance between member and
young adult input. Neither committee decisions nor
program content will be made based solely on young adult
input but through a combination of professional
knowledge and youth participation.

PURPOSE

To solicit the input of young adults and promote their
participation in the creation and development of library
activities, programs and publications, thus insuring the
relevance of these products and services to the population
we serve.

GOALS

o To organize and implement youth participation to support

committee and program goals

To collect a wide range of ideas from as diverse a young
adult population as possible

To create valuable experiences for the participating young
adults in which they can gain knowledge and/or skills
useful in future endeavors

To find opportunities for collaboration with other
organizations that foster youth participation opportunities

PROCEDURES

CONFERENCE PARTICIPATION:

ldentification of youth participation groups near
conference sites: The Youth Participation Committee will
make available to any ALA committee and program chair
a list of local contacts 6 months prior to the event.
Committees and programs are urged to draw from more

http://www.ala.org/yalsa/yalsainfo/ythpartgui.html

Inside YALSA

0372372000 8:29 AM



YALSA: Web site Vision Statement of Purpose

than one group and to seek diverse input.

Requests (o attend: Invitations to attend a committee
meeting or participate in programs or other events will be
extended by the committee chair.

Registration: Committee or program chairs should make
requests to the appropriate division or unit office for guest
badges.

Conference expenses: Any expense relating to conference
attendance is the responsibility of the youth participant,
unless other arrangements have been approved by the
division or unit.

Evaluation: As a part of the evaluation for programs and
committee activities, chairs will assess the impact of
youth participation. Evaluation information from other
divisions and units should be transmitted to the YALSA
oftice

POTENTIAL ACTIVITIES

o

o

Q

[¢]

o]

Creation of a teen advisory board

Creation of an interactive Internet feature where teens can
share ideas with each other and with librarians

Training for youth as advocates for library services
Development of materials to recruit for and inform about
the library profession

Observation of youth participation programs in
conference city tours

Involvement of local teens in planning and/or staffing
exhibit booths

Involvement of teens on Local Arrangements Committees

Involvement of teens in evaluating the market potential of

library promotional materials
Consideration of teens as presenters and participants in
ALA programs

Approved by the YALSA Board ol Directors, July, 1997.

Copyright © 2000. American Library Association.

Last Modified: Thursday, 19-Nov-1998 11:28:20 CST

hitp://www ala.org/yalsa/yalsainto/ythpartgui.htm!

03/23/2000 8:29 AM



50 East Huron Street Telephone 312 280 43280
Chicage, Iliinois 60611-2785 Fax: 312 664 7459
USA

Toll Free: 800 545 2433, ext. 4390
TDD: 312 844 7298

E-mail: yalsa @ala.org
http://www.ala.org/valsa

YALSAAmericanLibraryAssociation

Young Aduit Library Services Association
a dwision of-the American Library Association

FACT SHEET

Name of Division: Young Adult Library Services Association (YALSA)

Vision Statement: In every library in the nation, quality library service to young adults is provided by a staff

that understands and respects the unique informational, educational and recreational
needs of teenagers. Equal access to information, services and materials is recognized
as aright not a pnvne%ge. Young adults are actively involved in the library decision-
making process. The library staff collaborates and cooperates with other youth-serving

agencies to provide a holistic, community-wide network of activities and services that
support healthy youth development.

Mission/Function: Our goal is to advocate, promote and strengthen service to young adults, ages 12

through 18, as part of the continuum of total library services.

Membership Size: 2,558

1999 - 2000 Key Activities, Issues and President’s Theme:

Celebrate the second annual Teen Read Week, October 17 - 23, a national literacy initiative aimed at
teens, their parents and other concemed adults.

Select the first book to win the Michael L. Printz Award at the Midwinter Meeting and honor the author at
the Annual Conference. This new award is given for the “best” young adult book based solely on literary
merit. Up to four honor books will also be selected.

Provide another round of annual lists of recommended books and films to encourage reading and
viewing for enjoyment and knowledge.

Conduct the fourth Great Book Giveaway Competition.

Turn librarians as well as teens on to "TeenHoopla," the YALSA web site created to serve their needs.

Increase youth participation in YALSA's programs and activities.

Continue the Serving the Underserved training project which has 49 trainers available to train generalists

in public libraries to provide quality service to teenagers. The trainers have made contact with 10,000-
plus [ibrary staff members and board members as of June, 1999.

Plan a preconference for the Annual Conference in Chicago to select the “best of the best” books for
young adults for the 21* century and to discuss the present state of books and reading for young adults.

Focus attention and action on marketing—not only for young adult services in local libraries but also for
YALSA's products and services. “Sound Bytes, Billboards, Neon Lights: Marketing to Teens” not only
describes the presidential theme, but will also serve as the title for t?we President's Program at the

Annual Conference.

Publish a new edition of an old favorite—Bare Bones Young Adult Services: Tips for Public Library
Generalists, by Renee Vaillancourt, a joint publication with the Public Library Association

Announce the third round of winners of the Alex Award during National Library Week, given to ten books

written for adults that will appeal to young adults, and present another program in the Adult Books for
Young Adults series.

The goal of the Young Adult Library Services Association is to advocate, promote, and strengthen service
to young adults, ages twelve to eighteen, as part of the continuum of total library services.
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Contact: Public Information Olffice
312-280-5042/5403

pio@ala.org

MARGARET A. EDWARDS AWARD
The Margaret A. Edwards Award, established in 1988, honors an author's lifetime
achievement for writing books that have been popular with teenagers over a period of time.

The annual award is administered by the Young Adult Library Services Association
(YALSA) of the American Library Association (ALA) and sponsored by School Library Journal
magazine. It recognizes an author's work in helping adolescents become aware of themselves and
addressing questions about their role and importance in relationships, society, and in the world.

Nominations may be submitted by young adult librarians and teenagers. A judging
committee is responsible for the final selection. Criteria include literary quality, popularity with
young adults and how well the books satisfy the curiosity of young adults and help them develop a
philosophy of life.

The author must be living at the time of nomination. In the case of co-authors, one must be
living. The book or books honored must have been published in the U.S. no less that five years
prior to nomination.

The award is named in honor of the late Margaret A. Edwards, an administrator of young
adult programs at Enoch Pratt Fee Library in Baltimore, Md., for more than 30 years. Edwards
brought young adult literature and library services to the attention of the library profession. She
spent her professional life bringing books and young adults together, pioneering outreach services
for teenagers and establishing a stringent training program designed especially for librarians
beginning their work with adolescents.

Edwards is the author of "Fair Garden and the Swarm of Beasts: The Library and the
Young Adult" (Hawthorne, 1969; revised and expanded, 1974, o.p.), which explains her
philosophy for turning young adults into readers. The publication remains a source of inspiration
and guidance for librarians who work with young adults in school and public libraries.

Winners are announced at the ALA Midwinter Meeting, usually in January, and receive $2,000
along with a citation at the Annual Conference in June.

- OvVer -



Past winners are:

1988 - S.E. Hinton for “The Outsiders,” “Rumblefish,” “Tex” and “That Was Then, This
is Now.”

1989 - No award given.

1990 - Richard Peck for “Are You in the House Alone?,” “Father Figure,” “The Ghost
Belonged to Me,” “Ghosts 1 Have Been,” “Secrets of the Shopping Mall”
and “Remembering the Good Times.”

1991 - Robert Cormier for “The Chocolate War,” “I Am the Cheese,” and “After the First
Death.”

1992 - Lois Duncan for “Chapters, My Growth as a Writer,” “I Know What You Did Last
Summer,” “Killing Mr. Griffin,” “Ransom,” “Summer of Fear” and “The
Twisted Window.”

1993 - M.E. Kerr for “Dinky Hocker Shoots Smack!,” “Gentlehands,” “Me Me Me Me
Me: Not a Novel” and “Night Kites.”

1994 - Walter Dean Myers for “Hoops,” “Motown and Didi,” “Fallen Angels,” and
“Scorpions.”

1995 - Cynthia Voigt for “Homecoming,” “Dicey's Song,” “A Solitary Blue,” “Building
Blocks,” “The Runner,” “Jackaroo” and “lzzy, Willy-Nilly.”

1996 - Judy Blume for “Forever.”

1997 - Gary Paulsen for “Hatchet,” “Woodsong,” “Winter Room,” “The Crossing,”
“Canyon,” and “Dancing Carl.”

1998 - Madeleine L’Engle for “Meet the Austins,” “Ring of Endless Light,” “A Wrinkle
in Time,” and “A Swiftly Tilting Planet.”

1999 - Anne McCaffrey for “Dragonflight,” “Dragonquest,” “The White Dragon,” “The
Ship Who Sang,” “Dragonsong,” “Dragonsinger,” and “Dragondrums.”

2000 - Chris Crutcher for “Staying Fat for Sarah Byrnes,” “Athletic Shorts,” “Chinese
Handcuffs,” “The Crazy Horse Electric Game,” “Stotan!” and “Running Loose.”

Hiti#




THE YOUNG ADULT LIBRARY SERVICES ASSOCIATION ANNOUNCES:
MORE THAN $43,000 AVAILABLE FROM YALSA AWARDS
YALSA is pleased to offer the following grants and awards to librarians and authors who serve young adults.

Applications are available from the YALSA office, 50 E. Huron, Chicago, IL 6061 1orin the YALSA section
of the ALA home page: http://www.ala.org/YALSA

¢ the Alex Award
ks for Young
ander Edwards
¢
¢
developed an outs : s. The award provides a grant .
of $1,000 to support th ual Conference The award is
¢ . This grant of § _00 $1000 is to provide seed
¢ research that responds to the YALSA Research
A:office by December 1.
¢ :e receives approximately 1200

's and audio cassettes for

ne year’s worth of review materials as a
ived in the YALSA office by

,000.

newly published children
review. YALSA and the co
contribution to a library in
“December 1. The estimated val

¢ Margaret A. Edwards Award. Sponsored'by School Library Journal, this $2000 award is given to
an author whose book or books have provided young adults with.a window through which they can
- view their world and which will help them to grow and to understand themselves and their role in
society. The winner 1s announced annually at the ALA Awards Press Conference at the Midwinter
Meeting.

¢ Michael L. Printz Award. This award honors the highest literary achievement in books for young
adults for a book published during the preceding year.




ﬁ ELECTRONIC LISTS AND WEB SITES
FOR LIBRARIANS SERVING YOUTH

YOUNG ADULT LIBRARY SERVICES ASSOCIATION

WIB SITES:

WWW.ALA.ORG/YALSA -  Features information about YALSA. Includes descriptions of its programs, services, awards,
and its policies and procedures.

WWW.ALA.ORG/teenhoopla - More than 100 links to the best online resources for homework help, health questions, sports,

games, arts, cntertainment, music and more. Teens can also interact with the site, suggesting
web site links and voicing opinions.

KLECTRONIC LISTS:

PRINTZ-L
Purpose: A closed list for the Michael L. Printz Award Committee to facilitate their work.

Uses:  Disseminate information about the committee organization and guidelines
Submission of nominated titles
Discussion of nominations

YAGALLEY
Purpose: A closed list for the members of the “Galleys for Teens” Project.

Uses: Communication between participating reading groups and publishers
Discussions to determine project procedures
Voting

YALSA-BD
Purpose: A closed list for the Y ALSA Board of Directors to facilitate the process of conducting YALSA business.
Uses:  Information about meetings and agendas

Documents that need action between meetings

Voting

YALSA-BK

Purpose: An open list for book discussion. Subscribers are invited to discuss specific titles, as well as other issues concerning
young adult reading and young adult literature. It is also an opportunity for subscribers to learn what has been nominated for Best
Books for Young Adults, Popular Paperbacks for Young Adults and Quick Picks for Reluctant Young Adult Readers and to
discuss those books. Cumulative lists of nominations for the lists will be posted by each of the committees. Subscribers will have
the same opportunity as observers who attend ALA conferences and meetings to voice their opinions about nominated books.
From time to time nominations for other Y ALSA lists may also be posted. Young adults are especially welcome to subscribe and
to discuss books they are reading, especially those who belong to book discussion groups.

Uses:  Discuss books for young adults
Discuss titles nominated for the YALSA lists
Discuss issues concerning young adult reading
Discuss issue concerning young adult literature

To subscribe:  Send message to listproc@ala.org
Leave the subject line blank.
In the body of the message type: Subscribe YALSA-bk (your first name and last name)



YALSACOM
Purpose: A closed list for committee chairs, committee members and the Board of Directors to facilitate the process of conducting
committee business. Committee chairs are automatically added to this list upon appointment.

Uses: Conference information and schedules
Weekly briefing for committee chair oricntation
Communication between the Board and committees
Communication between committees

YALSA-L
Purpose: An open list to provide news and information about ALA and YALSA to subscribers and to provide subscribers a
channel of communication for feedback to ALA and YALSA.

Uses:  Announcements about YALSA activities and programs
Information about YALSA and ALA
Announcements about ALA activities and programs
Questions from subscribers about YALSA and ALA programs and activities.
" Discussion among subscribers about YALSA and ALA issues

To subscribe:  To subscribe: Send message to listproc@ala.org.
Leave the subject line blank.
In the body of the message type: Subscribe YALSA-L (our first name and last name)

YA-TRAIN
Purpose: A closed list available only for the use of Serving the Underserved Trainers.

Uses: News about SUS trainers and training sessions
Discussion about training techniques and resources
Exchange of information about what works and what doesn’t
Provide tips and techniques for trainers
New developments and information from YALSA

YA-URBAN
Purpose: to provide a channel of communication for all staff members in large urban public library systems who serve young
adults.

Uses:  Networking
Exchanging ideas
Discussing common problems and seeking solutions
Improving service to young adults in urban library systems

To subscribe:  Send a request to subscribe to YALSA@ala.org

YA-YAAC

Purpose: To allow teen library advisory groups and the librarians who coordinate them in school and public libraries to share
information and ideas. All those groups with e-mail addresses or fax numbers that are included in the National Y outh Participation
Database are subscribers of YA-YAAC. The Youth Participation Committee is also included.

Uses:  Networking
Exchanging ideas
Discussing common problems and seeking solutions
Encouraging youth participation in library activities

To subscribe:  To subscribe: Send message to listproc@ala.org
Leave the subject line blank.
In the body of the message type: Subscribe Y A-yaac (your first name and last name)

There are other lists not listed above that have been established for the use of specific committees. Additional electronic lists may
be established by request to the YALSA ofTice: yalsa@ala.org,



Plan now for 2000!

read for
the fun of it

Oct. 15 thru 21, 2000
www.ala.org/teenread

goals

To motivate teens to read more books more
often. To remind parents and educators to
encourage older as well as younger children
to read for enjoyment.

who

The Young Adult Library Services Association, a division of
the American Library Association, in partnership with the
American Association of School Administrators, American
Booksellers Association, National Association of Secondary
School Principals, International Reading Association,
National Council of Teachers of English and the National
Education Association.

what where
An annual observance celebrating the fun Libraries, schools, and bookstores across the country.
of reading.

why how

A growing number of teens can read, but
choose not to spend their free time reading.
Kids who don't read regularly often lose their
reading skills and reading scores drop. Few,
if any, programs focus on literacy among
teenagers.

Persuade teens that non-required,
self-selected reading can be fun. Help teens
find time to read everyday for the fun of it.
Observe Teen Read Week.



Great Ideas

Encourage your |oCal hewspaper tO donhate
space for a weekly “Teeh Read” columh that
Kicks off during Teen Read Week. Suggest that
the hewspaper invite |0Cal teens to submit
reviews of their favorite books/authors.

Arrange for teens to read the hews oh [0Cal
television ahd radio broadcasts, lead a
library story hour or read stories to Children
in hospitals or day Care Centers. Alert the
media t0 photo opportunities.

ASK teens to vote £or their favorite titles at
local libraries and bookstores. Collect the
ballots and announce the wihners during
Teen Read Week.

Invite teenhs tO Submit titles of books they
would recommend to other teens and why.
Have a drawing each day during Teen Read
Week and award prizes donhated by local
bookstores or other Companies. Dispilay or
make a list of the submissions.

Work with |ocal bookstores to Create book
displays or other joint promotions for Teen
Read Week using YALSA’S recommended
book lists. Provide copies of the Teen Read

Week poster and bookmarks.

More Great Ideas

The Rockford Public Library teamed up with the
local NBC afriliate (WREX 13) and Taco Bell to
promote Teen NRead Week. The first 200 teens
who submitted book reviews received a $5 gift
certificate to Taco Bell. Those who submitted
reviews were thenh entered into 3 drawing for a
special prize pack. WREX filmed a 10-second
commercial and aired it during Teen Read Week.

The TRalph Ellison Library, Okilahoma City,
opened the “Chapters Café." The Café was de-
signed as a place where teens could gather over
refreshments and the library could promote
materials and programs. It wasS a successful
opening, with teens (6th to 10th graders) eating,
hahging out, hearing about great reads and par-
tiCipating in a round robin oOf story telling.

TheatrelJorks: The Teen ACting Group pre-
sented The Stinky Cheese Man at the Qrlando
Public Library. Following the performance, the
teens conhducted a mini-drama workshop for
Children. First they played two acting games
which encouraged the children to use their
imaginations and Creative abilities. Then the
children were divided into small groups, each
under the direction of a Theatrelorks! Teen,
where they Created and performed their own
fuhny fairytale mini-plays.

Late Night at the Jowa City Public Library, a
Sieepover for area 7th graders. The g0als were
t0 introduce library Staff SO that they were
familiar ahd approachable, tO familiarize Kids
with the building and resources, to teaCh them
basic research skills and to encourage reading.
The event included pizza, games, a library tour
by flashlight, a book talk ahd door prizes.

For more “Great 1deas,” check out the Teeh Read Week WWeb site at http://www.ala.org/teenread.
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Introduction

Congressional Charge

In 1997, Congress asked the “Director of the
National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development (NICHD), in consultation with the
Secretary of Education, to convene a national panel to
assess the status of research-based knowledge,
including the effectiveness of various approaches to
teaching children to read.” This panel was charged
with providing a report that “should present the
panel’s conclusions, an indication of the readiness for
application in the classroom of the results of this
research, and, if appropriate, a strategy for rapidly
disseminating this information to facilitate effective
reading instruction in the schools. If found warranted,
the panel should also recommend a plan for additional
research regarding early reading development and
instruction.”

Establishment of the
National Reading Panel

In response to this Congressional request, the
Director of NICHD, in consultation with the Secretary
of Education, constituted and charged a National
Reading Panel (the NRP or the Panel). The NRP
comprised 14 individuals, including (as specified by
Congress) “leading scientists in reading research,
representatives of colleges of education, reading
teachers, educational administrators, and parents.”
The original charge to the NRP asked that a final
report be submitted by November 1998. When the
Panel began its work, it quickly became apparent that
the Panel could not respond properly to its charge
within that time constraint. Permission was sought and
received to postpone the report’s submission
deadline. A progress report was submitted to
Congress in February 1999. The information
provided in the NRP Progress Report, this Report of

the National Reading Panel, and the Report of the

National Reading Panel: Reports of the Subgroups
reflect the findings and determinations of the National
Reading Panel.

NRP Approach to Achieving the
Objectives of Its Charge and Initial
Topic Selection

The charge to the NRP took into account the
foundational work of the National Research Council
(NRC) Committee on Preventing Reading Difficulties
in Young Children (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998).
The NRC report is a consensus document based on
the best judgments of a diverse group of experts in
reading research and reading instruction. The NRC
Committee identified and summarized research
literature relevant to the critical skills, environments,
and early developmental interactions that are
instrumental in the acquisition of beginning reading
skills. The NRC Committee did not specifically
address “how” critical reading skills are most
effectively taught and what instructional methods,
materials, and approaches are most beneficial for
students of varying abilities.

In order to build upon and expand the work of the
NRC Committee, the NRP first developed an
objective research review methodology. The Panel
then applied this methodology to undertake
comprehensive, formal, evidence-based analyses of
the experimental and quasi-experimental research
literature relevant to a set of selected topics judged to
be of central importance in teaching children to read.
An examination of a variety of public databases by
Panel staff revealed that approximately 100,000
research studies on reading have been published since
1966, with perhaps another 15,000 appearing before
that time. Obviously, it was not possible for a panel of
volunteers to examine critically this entire body of
research literature. Selection of prioritized topics was
necessitated by the large amount of published reading
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research literature relevant to the Panel’s charge to
determine the effectiveness of reading instructional
methods and approaches. A screening process was
therefore essential.

The Panel’s initial screening task involved selection of
the set of topics to be addressed. Recognizing that
this selection would require the use of informed
judgment, the Panel chose to begin its work by
broadening its understanding of reading issues through

o

en'Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children
(Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998). Early inits

deliberations the Panel made a tentative decision to
establish subgroups of its members and to assign to
each of them one of the major topic areas designated
by the NRC Committee as central to learning to
read—Alphabetics, Fluency, and Comprehension.

Regional Public Hearings

As part of its information gathering, the Panel publicly
announced, planned, and held regional hearings in
Chicago, IL (May 29, 1998), Portland, OR (June 5,
1998), Houston, TX (June 8, 1998), New York, NY
(June 23, 1998), and Jackson, MS (July 9, 1998).
The Panel believed that it would not have been
possible to accomplish the mandate of Congress
without first hearing directly from consumers of this
information—teachers, parents, students, and
policymakers—about their needs and their
understanding of the research. Although the regional
hearings were not intended as a substitute for scientific
research, the hearings gave the Panel an opportunity
to listen to the voices of those who will need to
consider implementation of the Panel’s findings and
determinations. The regional hearings gave members
a clearer understanding of the issues important to the
public.

As aresult of these hearings, the Panel received oral
and written testimony from approximately 125
individuals or organizations representing citizens—
teachers, parents, students, university faculty,
educational policy experts, and scientists—who would
be the ultimate users and beneficiaries of the research-
derived findings and determinations of the Panel.

a thorough analysis of the findings of the NRC Report

At the regional hearings, several key themes were
expressed repeatedly:

+ The importance of the role of parents and other
concerned individuals, especially in providing
children with early language and literacy
experiences that foster reading development;

» The importance of early identification and
intervention for all children at risk for reading
failure;

» The importance of phonemic awareness, phonics,
and good literature in reading instruction and the
need to develop a clear understanding of how best
to integrate different reading approaches to
enhance the effectiveness of instruction for all
students;

» Theneed for clear, objective, and scientifically
based information on the effectiveness of different
types of reading instruction and the need to have
such research inform policy and practice;

+ The importance of applying the highest standards
of scientific evidence to the research review
process so that conclusions and determinations are
based on findings obtained from experimental
studies characterized by methodological rigor with
demonstrated reliability, validity, replicability, and
applicability;

» The importance of the role of teachers, their
professional development, and thetr interactions
and collaborations with researchers, which should
be recognized and encouraged; and

 The importance of widely disseminating the
information that is developed by the Panel.

Adoption of Topics to Be Studied

Following the regional hearings, the Panel considered,
discussed, and debated several dozen possible topic
areas and then settled on the following topics for
intensive study:
» Alphabetics

- Phonemic Awareness Instruction

- Phonics Instruction

Report of the National Reading Panel 2
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*  Fluency
»  Comprehension
- Vocabulary Instruction
- Text Comprehension Instruction

- Teacher Preparation and Comprehension
Strategies Instruction

»  Teacher Education and Reading Instruction
»  Computer Technology and Reading Instruction.

In addition, because of the concern voiced by the
public at the regional hearings that the highest
standards of scientific evidence be applied in the
research review process, the methodology subgroup
was tasked to develop a research review process
including specific review criteria.

Each topic and subtopic became the subject of the
work of a subgroup composed of one or more Panel
members. Some Panel members served on more than
one subgroup. The subgroups formulated seven
broad questions to guide their efforts in meeting the
Congressional charge of identifying effective
instructional reading approaches and determining their
readiness for application in the classroom:

1. Does instruction in phonemic awareness improve
reading? Ifso, how is this instruction best
provided?

2. Does phonics instruction improve reading
achievement? If so, how is this instruction best
provided?

3. Does guided oral reading instruction improve
fluency and reading comprehension? If so, how is
this instruction best provided?

4. Does vocabulary instruction improve reading
achievement? If so, how is this instruction best
provided?

5. Does comprehension strategy instruction improve
reading? If so, how is this instruction best
provided?

6. Do programs that increase the amount of
children’s independent reading improve reading
achievement and motivation? If so, how is this
instruction best provided?

7. Does teacher education influence how effective
teachers are at teaching children to read? If'so,
how is this instruction best provided?

Each subgroup also generated several subordinate
questions to address within each of the major
questions. It should be made clear that the Panel did
not consider these questions and the instructional
issues that they represent to be the o#/p topics of
importance in learning toread. The Panel’s silence on
other topics should not be interpreted as indicating that
other topics have no importance or that improvement
in those areas would not lead to greater reading
achievement. It was simply the sheer number of
studies identified by Panel staff relevant to reading
(more than 100,000 published since 1966 and more
than 15,000 prior to 1966) that precluded an
exhaustive analysis of the research in all areas of
potential interest.

The Panel also did not address issues relevant to
second language learning, as this topic was being
addressed in detail in a new, comprehensive NICHD/
OERI (Office of Educational Research and
Improvement) research initiative. The questions -
presented above bear on instructional topics of
widespread interest in the field of reading education
that have been articulated in a wide range of theories,
research studies, instructional programs, curricula,
assessments, and educational policies. The Panel
elected to examine these and subordinate questions
because they currently reflect the central issues in
reading instruction and reading achievement. The
methodological processes described in the next
section guided the Panel’s examination and analysis of
the extant research.

Report of the National Reading Panel
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Methodological Overview

In what may be its most important action, the Panel
then developed and adopted a set of rigorous research
methodological standards. (See the methodology
adopted by the Panel and printed as an addendum to
this Report.) These standards guided the screening of
the research literature relevant to each topic area
addressed by the Panel. This screening process
identified a final set of experimental or quasi-
experimental research studies that were then subjected
to detailed analysis. The evidence-based
methodological standards adopted by the Panel are
essentially those normally used in research studies of
the efficacy of interventions in psychological and
medical research. These include behaviorally based
interventions, medications, or medical procedures
proposed for use in the fostering of robust health and
psychological development and the prevention or
treatment of disease.

It is the view of the Panel that the efficacy of materials
and methodologies used in the teaching of reading and
in the prevention or treatment of reading disabilities
should be tested no less rigorously. However, such
standards have not been universally accepted or used
in reading education research. Unfortunately, only a
small fraction of the total reading research literature
met the Panel’s standards for use in the topic analyses.

The research literature screening process proceeded
essentially as follows. For each topic, an initial pool of
candidate studies was created by searching a minimum
of two databases (PsycINFO and ERIC) for study
reports relevant to the topic. To be included in the
database, studies had to measure reading as an
outcome. Reading was defined to include several
behaviors such as the following: reading real words in
isolation or in context, reading pseudowords that can
be pronounced but have no meaning, reading text
aloud or silently, and comprehending text that is read

silently or orally. From the pool produced by the
electronic searches of the databases, those studies
were selected that met the following criteria:

Published in English in a refereed journal,

» Focused on children’s reading development in the
age/grade range from preschool to grade 12; and

» Used an experimental or quasi-experimental
design with a control group or a multiple-baseline
method.

Those studies meeting the above critenia formed the
set of studies subjected to further analysis. The next
step was to code each study for several characteristics
including the following:

*  Characteristics of study participants (age;
demographics; cognitive, academic, and
behavioral characteristics);

» Study interventions, described in sufficient detail to
allow for replicability, including how long the
interventions lasted and how long the effects
lasted;

» Study methods, with sufficient description to allow
judgments about how instruction fidelity was
insured; and

» Nature of the outcome measures and whether they
were described fully.

For each study meeting the above criteria, relevant
reported statistics were coded in a standardized
format and analyzed. For several topics, the number
of studies meeting criteria was sufficient to permit a
formal statistical meta-analysis, including calculation of
effect sizes. For others, a full meta-analysis could not
be carried out. Where there were too few studies that
satisfied the Panel’s criteria to permit a meta-analysis,
the Panel made a decision to conduct a more
subjective qualitative analysis to provide the best
possible information about an instructional reading
approach or program.
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With this information as background, this Report is
organized into sections to provide an overview of the
major findings and determinations achieved by the
NRP in the areas of alphabetics (phonemic awareness
instruction and phonics instruction), fluency,
comprehension (vocabulary instruction, text

comprehension instruction, and teacher preparation
and comprehension strategies instruction), teacher
education and reading instruction, computer
technology and reading instruction, and next steps.
This Report concludes with some reflections on the
NRP process and products.
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Findings and Determinations of the
National Reading Panel by Topic Areas

Alphabetics

Phonemic Awareness Instruction

Phonemes are the smallest units composing spoken
language. For example, the words “go” and “she”
each consist of two sounds or phonemes. Phonemes
are different from letters that represent phonemes in
the spellings of words. Instruction in phonemic
awareness (PA) involves teaching children to focus on
and manipulate phonemes in spoken syllables and
words. PA instruction is frequently confused with
phonics instruction, which entails teaching students
how to use letter-sound relations to read or spell
words. PA instruction qualifies as phonics instruction
when it involves teaching children to blend or segment
the sounds in words using letters. However, children
may be taught to manipulate sounds in speech without
any letters as well; this does not qualify as phonics
instruction. PA is also frequently confused with
auditory discrimination, which refers to the ability to
recognize whether two spoken words are the same or
different. These distinctions are explained in detail in
the section devoted to phonemic awareness instruction

in the Report of the National Reading Panel: Reports
of the Subgroups.

There are several reasons why the NRP selected PA
instruction for review and analysis. First, correlational
studies have identified PA and letter knowledge as the
two best school-entry predictors of how well children
will learn to read during the first 2 years of instruction.
Such evidence suggests the potential importance of PA
training in the development of reading skills. Second,
many experimental studies have been carried out to
evaluate the effectiveness of PA training in facilitating
reading acquisition. Third, there is currently much
interest in PA training programs among teachers,
principals, parents, and publishers because of claims
about their value in improving children’s ability to learn
to read.

The initial literature search for studies relevant to PA
instruction and training identified 1,962 citations.
Following initial review, the Panel identified and further
reviewed 78 studies that met the general NRP
research methodology criteria. However, on detailed
examination, only 52 studies satisfied the more specific
NRP research methodology criteria. From these 52
studies, 96 comparisons of treatment and control
groups were derived. Data from these comparisons
were then entered into a meta-analysis to determine
treatment effect sizes.

Findings and Determinations

The results of the meta-analysis were impressive.
Overall, the findings showed that teaching children to
manipulate phonemes in words was highly effective
under a variety of teaching conditions with a varnety of
learners across a range of grade and age levels and
that teaching phonemic awareness to children
significantly improves their reading more than
instruction that lacks any attention to PA.

Specifically, the results of the experimental studies led
the Panel to conclude that PA training was the cause
of improvement in students’ phonemic awareness,
reading, and spelling following training. The findings
were replicated repeatedly across multiple
experiments and thus provide converging evidence for
causal claims. While PA training exerted strong and
significant effects on reading and spelling development,
itdid not have an impact on children’s performance on
math tests. This indicates that halo/Hawthorne
(novelty) effects did not explain the findings and that
indeed the training effects were directly connected
with and limited to the targeted domain under study.
Importantly, the effects of PA instruction on reading
lasted well beyond the end of training. Children of
varying abilities improved their PA and their reading
skills as a function of PA training.
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PA instruction also helped normally achieving children
learn to spell, and the effects lasted well beyond the
end of training. However, the instruction was not
effective for improving spelling in disabled readers.
This is consistent with other research showing that
disabled readers have difficulty leaming how to spell.

Programs in all of the studies provided explicit
instruction in phonemic awareness. Specifically, the
characteristics of PA training found to be most
effective in enhancing PA, reading, and spelling skills
included explicitly and systematically teaching children
to manipulate phonemes with letters, focusing the
instruction on one or two types of phoneme
manipulations rather than multiple types, and teaching
children in small groups.

PA instruction is ready for implementation in the
classroom, but teachers should keep in mind several
cautions. First, PA training does not constitute a
complete reading program. Rather, it provides
children with essential foundational knowledge in the
alphabetic system. It is one necessary instructional
component within a complete and integrated reading
program. Several additional competencies must be
acquired as well to ensure that children will learn to
read and write. Second, there are many ways to
teach PA effectively. In implementing PA instruction,
teachers need to evaluate the methods they use against
measured success in their own students. Third, the
motivation of both students and their teachers is a
critical ingredient of success. Research has not
specifically focused on this.

Phonics Instruction

Phonics instruction is a way of teaching reading that
stresses the acquisition of letter-sound
correspondences and their use in reading and spelling.
The primary focus of phonics instruction is to help
beginning readers understand how letters are linked to
sounds (phonemes) to form letter-sound
correspondences and spelling patterns and to help
them learn how to apply this knowledge in their
reading. Phonics instruction may be provided
systematically or incidentally. The hallmark ofa

- N
Phonics Instructional Approaches

Analogy Phonics—Teaching students
unfamiliar words by analogy to known
words (e.g., recognizing that the rime
segment of an unfamiliar word is identical to
that of a familiar word, and then blending the
known rime with the new word onset, such
as reading brick by recognizing that -ick is
contained in the known word kick, or
reading stump by analogy to jump).

Analytic Phonics—Teaching students to
analyze letter-sound relations in previously
learned words to avoid pronouncing sounds
inisolation.

Embedded Phonics—Teaching students
phonics skills by embedding phonics
instruction in text reading, a more implicit
approach that relies to some extent on
incidental learning.

Phonics through Spelling—Teaching
students to segment words into phonemes
and to select letters for those phonemes
(i.e., teaching students to spell words
phonemically).

Synthetic Phonics—Teaching students
explicitly to convert letters into sounds
(phonemes) and then blend the sounds to
form recognizable words.

L J

systematic phonics approach or program is thata
sequential set of phonics elements is delineated and
these elements are taught along a dimension of
explicitness depending on the type of phonics method
employed. Conversely, with incidental phonics
instruction, the teacher does not follow a planned
sequence of phonics elements to guide instruction but
highlights particular elements opportunistically when
they appear in text.
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Types of Phonics Instructional Methods and
Approaches

The sidebar depicts several different types of phonics
instructional approaches that vary according to the unit
of analysis or how letter-sound combinations are ,
represented to the student. For example, in synthetic
phonics approaches, students are taught to link o+t
individual letter§ or letter combinations with thetr
appropriate sound and then blend the sounds to form
words. In analytic phonics, students are first taught
whole word units followed by systematic instruction
linking the specific letters in the word with their
respective sounds. Phonics instruction can also vary
with respect to the explicitness by which the phonic
elements are taught and practiced in the reading of
text. For example, many synthetic phonics
approaches use direct instruction in teaching phonics
components and provide opportunities for applying
these skills in decodable text formats characterized by
a controlled vocabulary. On the other hand,
embedded phonics approaches are typically less
explicit and use decodable text for practice less
frequently, although the phonics concepts to be
learned can still be presented systematically. These
distinctions are addressed in detail in the Phonics
Subgroup Report.

Questions Guiding the NRP Analysis of
Phonics Instruction

The NRP examined the research literature concerning
phonics instruction to answer the following questions:
Does phonics instruction enhance children’s success in
learning to read? Is phonics instruction more effective
at some grade levels than others? Is it beneficial for
children who are having difficulties learning to read?
Does phonics instruction improve all aspects of
reading or just decoding and word-level reading skills?
Are some types of phonics instruction more effective
than others and for which children? Does phonics
instruction have an impact on children’s spelling?

To address these questions the NRP performed a
literature search to identify studies published since
1970 that compared phonics instruction to other forms
of instruction for their impact on reading ability. The

initial electronic and manual searches identified 1,373
studies that appeared relevant to phonics instruction.
Evaluation of these studies to determine adherence to
the general and specific NRP research methodology
criteria identified 38 studies from which 66 treatment-
control group comparisons were derived. Data from
these studies were used in a meta-analysis, including
the calculation of effect sizes.

The meta-analysis indicated that systematic phonics
instruction enhances children’s success in learning to
read and that systematic phonics instruction is
significantly more effective than instruction that teaches
little or no phonics.

Findings and Determinations

The meta-analysis revealed that systematic phonics
instruction produces significant benefits for students in
kindergarten through 6th grade and for children having
difficulty learning to read. The ability to read and spell
words was enhanced in kindergartners who received
systematic phonics instruction. First graders who
were taught phonics systematically were better able to
decode and spell, and they showed significant
improvement in their ability to comprehend text.

Older children receiving phonics instruction were
better able to decode and spell words and to read text
orally, but their comprehension of text was not
significantly improved.

Systematic synthetic phonics instruction (see sidebar
for definition) had a positive and significant effect on
disabled readers’ reading skills. These children
improved substantially in their ability to read words
and showed significant, albeit small, gains in their
ability to process text as a result of systematic
synthetic phonics instruction. This type of phonics
instruction benefits both students with learning
disabilities and low-achieving students who are not
disabled. Moreover, systematic synthetic phonics
instruction was significantly more effective in improving
low socioeconomic status (SES) children’s alphabetic
knowledge and word reading skills than instructional
approaches that were less focused on these initial
reading skills.
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Across all grade levels, systematic phonics instruction
improved the ability of good readers to spell. The
impact was strongest for kindergartners and
decreased in later grades. For poor readers, the
impact of phonics instruction on spelling was small,
perhaps reflecting the consistent finding that disabled
readers have trouble learning to spell.

Although conventional wisdom has suggested that
kindergarten students might not be ready for phonics
instruction, this assumption was not supported by the
data. The effects of systematic phonics instruction
were significant and substantial in kindergarten and the
1st grade, indicating that systematic phonics programs
should be implemented at those age and grade levels.

The NRP analysis indicated that systematic phonics
instruction is ready for implementation in the
classroom. Findings of the Panel regarding the
effectiveness of explicit, systematic phonics instruction
were derived from studies conducted in many
classrooms with typical classroom teachers and typical
American or English-speaking students from a variety
of backgrounds and socioeconomic levels. Thus, the
results of the analysis are indicative of what can be
accomplished when explicit, systematic phonics
programs are implemented in today’s classrooms.
Systematic phonics instruction has been used widely
over a long period of time with positive results, and a
variety of systematic phonics programs have proven
effective with children of different ages, abilities, and
socioeconomic backgrounds.

These facts and findings provide converging evidence
that explicit, systematic phonics instruction is a
valuable and essential part of a successful classroom
reading program. However, there is a need to be
cautious in giving a blanket endorsement of all kinds of
phonics instruction.

It is important to recognize that the goals of phonics
instruction are to provide children with key knowledge
and skills and to ensure that they know how to apply
that knowledge in their reading and writing. In other
words, phonics teaching is a means to an end. To be
able to make use of letter sound information, children

need phonemic awareness. That is, they need to be
able to blend sounds together to decode words, and
they need to break spoken words into their constituent
sounds to write words. Programs that focus too much
on the teaching of letter-sound relations and not
enough on putting them to use are unlikely to be very
effective. In implementing systematic phonics
instruction, educators must keep the e#7 in mind and
ensure that children understand the purpose of learing
letter sounds and that they are able to apply these
skills accurately and fluently in their daily reading and
writing activities.

Of additional concem is the often-heard call for
“intensive, systematic” phonics instruction. Usually the
term “intensive” is not defined. How much is required
to be considered intensive? Inaddition, it is not clear
how many months or years a phonics program should
continue. If phonics has been systematically taught in
kindergarten and 1st grade, should it continue to be
emphasized in 2nd grade and beyond? How long
should single instruction sessions last? How much
ground should be covered in a program? Specifically,
how many letter-sound relations should be taught, and
how many different ways of using these relations to
read and write words should be practiced for the
benefits of phonics to be maximized? These questions
remain for future research.

Another important area is the role of the teacher.
Some phonics programs showing large effect sizes
require teachers to follow a set of specific instructions
provided by the publisher; while this may standardize
the instructional sequence, it also may reduce teacher
interest and motivation. Thus, one concem is how to
maintain consistency of instruction while still
encouraging the unique contributions of teachers.
Other programs require a sophisticated knowledge of
spelling, structural linguistics, or word etymology. In
view of the evidence showing the effectiveness of
systematic phonics instruction, it is important to ensure
that the issue of how best to prepare teachers to carry
out this teaching effectively and creatively is given high

priority.
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Knowing that all phonics programs are not the same
brings with it the implication that teachers must
themselves be educated about how to evaluate
different programs to determine which ones are based
on strong evidence and how they can most effectively
use these programs in their own classrooms. It is
therefore important that teachers be provided with
evidence-based preservice training and ongoing
inservice training to select (or develop) and implement
the most appropriate phonics instruction effectively .

A common question with any instructional program is
whether “one size fits all.” Teachers may be able to
use a particular program in the classroom but may find
that it suits some students better than others. Atall
grade levels, but particularly in kindergarten and the
early grades, children are known to vary greatly in the
skills they bring to school. Some children will already
know letter-sound correspondences, and some will
even be able to decode words, while others will have
little or no letter knowledge. Teachers should be able
to assess the needs of the individual students and tailor
instruction to meet specific needs. However, it is more
common for phonics programs to present a fixed
sequence of lessons scheduled from the beginning to
the end of the school year. In light of this, teachers
need to be flexible in their phonics instruction in order
to adapt it to individual student needs.

Children who have already developed phonics skills
and can apply them appropniately in the reading
process do not require the same level and intensity of
phonics instruction provided to children at the initial
phases of reading acquisition. Thus, it will also be
critical to determine objectively the ways in which
systematic phonics instruction can be optimally
incorporated and integrated in complete and balanced
programs of reading instruction. Part of this effort
should be directed at preservice and inservice
education to provide teachers with decisionmaking
frameworks to guide their selection, integration, and
implementation of phonics instruction withina
complete reading program.

Teachers must understand that systematic phonics
instruction is only one component—albeit a necessary
component—of a total reading program,; systematic

phonics instruction should be integrated with other
reading instruction in phonemic awareness, fluency,
and comprehension strategies to create a complete
reading program. While most teachers and
educational decisionmakers recognize this, there may
be a tendency in some classrooms, particularly in 1st
grade, to allow phonics to become the dominant
component, not only in the time devoted to it, but also
in the significance attached. It is important not to
judge children’s reading competence solely on the
basis of their phonics skills and not to devalue their
interest in books because they cannot decode with
complete accuracy. Itis also critical for teachers to
understand that systematic phonics instruction can be
provided in an entertaining, vibrant, and creative
manner.

Systematic phonics instruction is designed to increase
accuracy in decoding and word recognition skills,
which in turn facilitate comprehension. However, it is
again important to note that fluent and automatic
application of phonics skills to text is another critical
skill that must be taught and leamed to maximize oral
reading and reading comprehension. This issue again
underscores the need for teachers to understand that
while phonics skills are necessary in order to learn to
read, they are not sufficient in their own right. Phonics
skills must be integrated with the development of
phoneme awareness, fluency, and text reading
comprehension skills.

Fluency

Fluent readers are able to read orally with speed,
accuracy, and proper expression. Fluency is one of
several critical factors necessary for reading
comprehension. Despite its importance as a
component of skilled reading, fluency is often
neglected in the classroom. This is unfortunate. Iftext
is read in a laborious and inefficient manner, it will be
difficult for the child to remember what has been read
and to relate the ideas expressed in the text to his or
her background knowledge. Recent research on the
efficacy of certain approaches to teaching fluency has
led to increased recognition of its importance in the
classroom and to changes in instructional practices.

11
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Reading practice is generally recognized as an
important contributor to fluency. Two instructional
approaches, each of which has several variations, have
typically been used to teach reading fluency. One,
guided repeated oral reading, encourages students to
read passages orally with systematic and explicit
guidance and feedback from the teacher. The other,
independent silent reading, encourages students to
read silently on their own, inside and outside the
classroom, with minimal guidance or feedback.

Guided Oral Reading

The NRP conducted an initial series of electronic
literature searches and identified 364 studies
potentially relevant to the effects of guided oral reading
instructional practices. Ofthese, 16 studies met the
NRP research methodology criteria and were included
in a meta-analysis, and 21 additional studies met the
criteria but could not be included in the meta-
analysis—although they were used in the qualitative
interpretation of the efficacy of these instructional
methods.

Findings and Determinations

On the basis of a detailed analysis of the available
research that met NRP methodological criteria, the
Panel concluded that guided repeated oral reading
procedures that included guidance from teachers,
peers, or parents had a significant and positive impact
on word recognition, fluency, and comprehension
across a range of grade levels. These studies were
conducted in a variety of classrooms in both regular
and special education settings with teachers using
widely available instructional materials. This suggests
the classroom readiness of guided oral reading and
repeated reading procedures. These results also apply
to all students—good readers as well as those
experiencing reading difficulties. Nevertheless, there
were important gaps in the research. In particular, the
Panel could find no multiyear studies providing
information on the relationship between guided oral
reading and the emergence of fluency.

Independent Silent Reading

There has been widespread agreement in the literature
that encouraging students to engage in wide,
independent, silent reading increases reading
achievement. Literally hundreds of correlational
studies find that the best readers read the most and
that poor readers read the least. These correlational
studies suggest that the more that children read, the
better their fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension.
However, these findings are correlational in nature,
and correlation does not imply causation. No doubt, it
could be that the more that children read, the more
their reading skills improve, but it is also possible that
better readers simply choose to read more.

In order to address this issue of causation, the panel
examined the specific impact that encouraging students
to read more has on fluency, vocabulary development,
and reading comprehension. The studies that were
identified that address this issue were characterized by
three major features. First, the studies emphasized
silent reading procedures with students reading on
their own with little or no specific feedback. Second,
the studies did not directly assess fluency or the actual
increase in the amount of reading due to the
instructional procedures. Rather, only changes in
vocabulary and/or comprehension were typically
measured as outcomes rather than increases in fluency
that could be expected from the increased reading
practice. Third, very few studies that examined the
effect of independent silent reading on reading
achievement could meet the NRP research review
methodology criteria (n = 14), and these studies varied
widely in their methodological quality and the reading
outcome variables measured. Thus, a meta-analysis
could not be conducted. Rather, the 14 studies were
examined individually and in detail to identify
converging trends and findings in the data.

Findings and Determinations

With regard to the efficacy of having students engage
in independent silent reading with minimal guidance or
feedback, the Panel was unable to find a positive
relationship between programs and instruction that
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encourage large amounts of independent reading and
improvements in reading achievement, including
fluency. In other words, even though encouraging
students to read more is intuitively appealing, there is
still not sufficient research evidence obtained from
studies of high methodological quality to support the
idea that such efforts reliably increase how much
students read or that such programs result in improved
reading skills. Given the extensive use of these
techniques, it is important that such research be
conducted.

It should be made clear that these findings do not
negate the positive influence that independent silent
reading may have on reading fluency, nor do the
findings negate the possibility that wide independent
reading significantly influences vocabulary
development and reading comprehension. Rather,
there are simply not sufficient data from well-designed
studies capable of testing questions of causation to
substantiate causal claims. The available data do
suggest that independent silent reading is not an
effective practice when used as the on/y type of
reading instruction to develop fluency and other
reading skills, particularly with students who have not
yet developed critical alphabetic and word reading
skills. In sum, methodologically rigorous research
designed to assess the specific influences that
independent silent reading practices have on reading
fluency and other reading skills and the motivation to
read has not yet been conducted.

Comprehension

Comprehension is critically important to the
development of children’s reading skills and therefore
to the ability to obtain an education. Indeed, reading
comprehension has come to be the “essence of
reading” (Durkin, 1993), essential not only to
academic learning in all subject areas but to lifelong
learning as well. In carrying out its analysis of the
extant research in reading comprehension, the NRP
noted three predominant themes in the research on the
development of reading comprehension skills. First,
reading comprehension is a complex cognitive process
that cannot be understood without a clear description

of the role that vocabulary development and
vocabulary instruction play in the understanding of
what has been read. Second, comprehension is an
active process that requires an intentional and
thoughtful interaction between the reader and the text.
Third, the preparation of teachers to better equip
students to develop and apply reading comprehension
strategies to enhance understanding is intimately linked
to students’ achievement in this area. Because these
three themes serve as the foundation for understanding
how best to help teachers develop students’
comprehension abilities, the extant research relevant to
vocabulary instruction, to text comprehension
instruction, and to the preparation of teachers to teach
reading comprehension strategies was examined in
detail by the NRP. The major findings and
determinations of the Panel for each of these three
subareas are provided next.

Vocabulary Instruction

The importance of vocabulary knowledge has long
been recognized in the development of reading skills.
As early as 1924, researchers noted that growth in
reading power means continuous growth in word
knowledge (Whipple, 1925). Vocabulary is critically
important in oral reading instruction. There are two
types of vocabulary—oral and print. A reader who
encounters a strange word in print can decode the
word to speech. Ifit is in the reader’s oral
vocabulary, the reader will be able to understand it. If
the word is not in the reader’s oral vocabulary, the
reader will have to determine the meaning by other
means, if possible. Consequently, the larger the
reader’s vocabulary (either oral or print), the easier it
is to make sense of the text.

To determine how vocabulary can best be taught and
related to the reading comprehension process, the
NRP examined more than 20,000 research citations
identified through electronic and manual literature
searches. From this set, citations were removed if
they did not meet prespecified criteria: if they were
not reports of research, if they were not reporting
experimental or quasi-experimental studies, if they
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were not published in English, or if they dealt
exclusively with learning disabled or other special
populations, including second-language leamners.
Comprehensive review of the remaining set of studies
according to the NRP review criteria identified 50
studies for further evaluation. Further analysis and
coding of these studies indicated that a formal meta-
analysis could not be conducted because there was a
small number of research studies in vocabulary
instruction dealing with a relatively large number of
variables. There are recent published meta-analyses
for some selected variables, and it was decided not to
duplicate those efforts. Also, a substantial amount of
published research on vocabulary instruction did not
meet NRP research methodology criteria. Because
the Panel wanted to glean as much information as
possible from the studies identified in the searches, the
vocabulary instruction database was reviewed for
trends across studies, even though formal meta-
analyses could not be conducted. Fifty studies dating
from 1979 to the present were reviewed in detail.
There were 21 different methods represented in these
studies.

FIndings and Determinations

The studies reviewed suggest that vocabulary
instruction does lead to gains in comprehension, but
that methods must be appropriate to the age and
ability of the reader. The use of computers in
vocabulary instruction was found to be more effective
than some traditional methods in a few studies. Itis
clearly emerging as a potentially valuable aid to
classroom teachers in the area of vocabulary
instruction. Vocabulary also can be learned
incidentally in the context of storybook reading or in
listening to others. Learning words before reading a
text also is helpful. Techniques such as task
restructuring and repeated exposure (including having
the student encounter words in various contexts)
appear to enhance vocabulary development. In
addition, substituting easy words for more difficult
words can assist low-achieving students.

The findings on vocabulary yielded several specific
implications for teaching reading. First, vocabulary
should be taught both directly and indirectly.
Repetition and multiple exposures to vocabulary items
are important. Leamning in rich contexts, incidental
leaming, and use of computer technology all enhance
the acquisition of vocabulary. Direct instruction should
include task restructuring as necessary and should
actively engage the student. Finally, dependence on a
single vocabulary instruction method will not result in
optimal learning.

While much is known about the importance of
vocabulary to success in reading, there is little research
on the best methods or combinations of methods of
vocabulary instruction and the measurement of
vocabulary growth and its relation to instruction
methods.

Text Comprehension Instruction

Comprehension is defined as “intentional thinking
during which meaning is constructed through
interactions between text and reader” (Harris &
Hodges, 1995). Thus, readers derive meaning from
text when they engage in intentional, problemsolving
thinking processes. The data suggest that text
comprehension is enhanced when readers actively
relate the ideas represented in print to their own
knowledge and experiences and construct mental
representations in memory.

The rationale for the explicit teaching of
comprehension skills is that comprehension can be
improved by teaching students to use specific cognitive
strategies or to reason strategically when they
encounter barriers to understanding what they are
reading. Readers acquire these strategies informally to
some extent, but explicit or formal instruction in the
application of comprehension strategies has been
shown to be highly effective in enhancing '
understanding. The teacher generally demonstrates
such strategies for students until the students are able
to carry them out independently.
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The literature search identified 453 studies that
addressed issues and topics relevant to text
comprehension since 1980. Studies published
between 1970 and 1979 were added if they were of
particular relevance, resulting in 481 studies that were
initially reviewed. Ofthese, 205 studies met the
general NRP methodological criteria and were then
classified into instructional categories based on the
kind of instruction used. Application of the more
specific review critena precluded formal meta-
analyses because of the large variation in
methodologies and implementations used. The Panel
found few research studies that met all NRP research
methodology criteria. Nevertheless, the Panel
employed the NRP criteria to the maximum extent
possible in its examination of this body of literature.
(See the Comprehension section of the Report of the

National Reading Panel: Reports of the Subgroups.)

Inits review, the Panel identified 16 categories of text
comprehension instruction of which 7 appear to have
a solid scientific basis for concluding that these types
of instruction improve comprehension in non-impaired
readers. Some of these types of instruction are helpful
when used alone, but many are more effective when
used as part of a multiple-strategy method. The types
of instruction are:

* Comprehension monitoring, where readers learn
how to be aware of their understanding of the

material;
»  Cooperative leaming, where students learn
reading strategies together;

= Use of graphic and semantic organizers (including
story maps), where readers make graphic

representations of the material to assist
comprehension;

«  Question answering, where readers answer

questions posed by the teacher and receive
immediate feedback;

*  Question generation, where readers ask
themselves questions about various aspects of the

story;

»  Story structure, where students are taught to use
the structure of the story as a means of helping
them recall story content in order to answer
questions about what they have read; and

»  Summarization, where readers are taught to
integrate ideas and generalize from the text
information.

Findings and Determinations

In general, the evidence suggests that teaching a
combination of reading comprehension techniques is
the most effective. When students use them
appropriately, they assist in recall, question answering,
question generation, and summarization of texts.
When used in combination, these techniques can
improve results in standardized comprehension tests.

Nevertheless, some questions remain unanswered.
More information is needed on ways to teach teachers
how to use such proven comprehension strategies.
The literature also suggests that teaching
comprehension in the context of specific academic
areas—for example, social studies—can be effective.
Ifthis is true of other subject areas, then it might be
efficient to teach comprehension as a skill in content
areas.

Questions remain as to which strategies are most
effective for which age groups. More research is
necessary to determine whether the techniques apply
to all types of text genres, including narrative and
expository texts, and whether the level of difficulty of
the texts has an impact on the effectiveness of the
strategies. Finally, itis critically important to know
what teacher characteristics influence successful
instruction of reading comprehension.

Teacher Preparation and Comprehension
Strategies Instruction

Teaching reading comprehension strategies to students
at all grade levels is complex. Teachers not only must
have a firm grasp of the content presented in text, but
also must have substantial knowledge of the strategies
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themselves, of which strategies are most effective for
different students and types of content and of how
best to teach and model strategy use.

Research on comprehension strategies has evolved
dramatically over the last 2 decades. Initially,
investigators focused on teaching one strategy ata
time; later studies examined the effectiveness of
teaching several strategies in combination. However,
implementation of this promising approach has been
problematic. Teachers must be skillful in their
instruction and be able to respond flexibly and
opportunistically to students’ needs for instructive
feedback as they read.

The initial NRP search for studies relevant to the
preparation of teachers for comprehension strategy
instruction provided 635 citations. Of these, only four
studies met the NRP research methodology criteria.
Hence, the number of studies eligible for further
analysis precluded meta-analysis of the data derived
from these investigations. However, because there
were only four studies, the NRP was able to review
them in detail. The studies investigate two major
approaches: Direct Explanation and Transactional
Strategy Instruction.

The Direct Explanation approach focuses on the
teacher’s ability to explain explicitly the reasoning and
mental processes involved in successful reading
comprehension. Rather than teach specific strategies,
teachers help students (1) to view reading as a
problemsolving task that necessitates the use of
strategic thinking, and (2) to learn to think strategically
about solving comprehension problems. For example,
teachers are taught that they could teach students the
skill of finding the main idea by casting itas a
problemsolving task and reasoning about it
strategically.

Transactional Strategy Instruction also emphasizes the
teacher’s ability to provide explicit explanations of

thinking processes. Further, it emphasizes the ability
of teachers to facilitate student discussions in which

students collaborate to form joint interpretations of
text and acquire a deeper understanding of the mental
and cognitive processes involved in comprehension.

Findings and Determinations

The four studies (two studies for each approach)
demonstrated that teachers could be instructed in
these methods. Teachers required instruction in
explaining what they are teaching, modeling their
thinking processes, encouraging student inquiry, and
keeping students engaged. Data from all four studies
indicated clearly that in order for teachers to use
strategies effectively, extensive formal instruction in
reading comprehension is necessary, preferably
beginning as early as preservice.

More research is needed to address the following
questions. Which components of teacher preparation
are most effective? Can reading comprehension
strategies be successfully incorporated into content
area instruction? How can the effectiveness of
strategies be measured in an optimal manner? Can
strategies be taught as early as grades 1 and 2, when
children also are trying to master phonics, word
recognition, and fluency? How can teachers be taught
to provide the most optimal instruction?

Teacher Education and Reading
Instruction

Recent developments such as class size reduction and
the writing of standards suggest the growing
importance of teacher education on leaming outcomes.
In addition, the National Reading Panel decided to
focus on this area because during its regional meetings
speakers expressed intense interest in the quality and
importance of teacher education.

In teacher education programs, preservice teachers
generally acquire knowledge through supervised
teaching and through coursework in theory and
methods. Continuing education for practicing teachers
comes from professional development, also called
inservice education. The NRP analysis on this topic
was guided by three primary questions: How are
teachers taught to teach reading? What does research
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show about the effectiveness of this instruction? How
can research be applied to improve teacher
development? The initial literature search by the Panel
identified more than 300 articles. A total of 32 studies
met the methodological NRP criteria: 11 preservice
and 21 inservice. No meta-analysis was conducted
because the range of variables and theoretical
positions was too large for the limited number of
studies.

Findings and Determinations

As indicated by the NRP’s examination of the
literature, only a small number of experimental studies
have been published about the effectiveness of
preservice and inservice teacher education. For
conclusions to be drawn about the effectiveness of
teacher education, information on both teacher and
student outcomes must be reported. Preservice
research, however, only measured teacher outcomes,
whereas ideally both short- and long-term teacher and
student outcomes should be observed. With respect
to research on inservice education, only about one-half
measured student outcomes as well as teacher
outcomes.

Generally the results indicated that inservice
professional development produced significantly higher
student achievement. There were few studies of the
long-term maintenance of the gains. While there were
only a small number of studies, almost all of them
showed positive effects on teaching. However, there
were too few studies on specific variables to allow the
Panel to draw specific conclusions about the content
of preservice education.

More information is needed in several areas. What is
the optimal combination of preservice and inservice
education, and what are the effects of preservice
experience on inservice performance? What is the
appropriate length of inservice and preservice
education? What are the best ways to assess the
effectiveness of teacher education and professional

development? How can teachers optimally be
supported over the long term to ensure sustained
implementation of new methods and to ensure student
achievement? The relationship between the
development of standards and teacher education is
also an important gap in current knowledge.

Computer Technology and
Reading Instruction

Until recently, computers were not considered capable
of delivering reading instruction effectively. They could
not comprehend oral reading and judge its accuracy.
They also were unable to accept free-form responses
to comprehension questions, so their use had to rely
primarily on multiple-choice formats. Today, the
situation is much improved. New computers have
speech recognition capabilities as well as many
multimedia presentation functions. Developments in
the Internet, with possibilities of linking schools and
instruction, have further increased interest in
technology as a teaching device. Computer
technology is different from other areas the NRP
analyzed. It cannot be studied independently of
instructional content and is not an instructional method
in itself. Thus, computer technology must be examined
for its ability to deliver instruction, for example, in
vocabulary instruction or in phonemic awareness.

Because this is a relatively new field, the number of
studies published in this area is small. Only 21 studies
met the NRP research methodology criteria.

Findings and Determinations
Although it is difficult to draw conclusions from these

studies, it is possible to make some general
statements. First, all the studies report positive results,
suggesting that it is possible to use computer
technology for reading instruction. The seven studies
that reviewed the addition of speech to computer-
presented text indicate that this may be a promising
use of technology in reading instruction.
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Two other trends show promise. The use of hypertext
(highlighted text that links to underlying definitions or
supporting or related text, almost like an electronic
footnote), while technically not reading instruction,
may have an instructional advantage. Second, the use
of computers as word processors may be very useful,
given that reading instruction is most effective when
combined with writing instruction.

Striking in its absence is research on the incorporation
of Internet applications to reading instruction.

Research also is needed on the value of speech
recognition as a technology and the use of multimedia
presentations in reading instruction.

In sum, the Panel is encouraged by the reported
successes in the use of computer technology for
reading instruction, but relatively few specific
instructional applications can be gleaned from the
research. Many questions still need to be addressed.
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As part of its Congressional charge, the NRP was
directed to assess the effectiveness of various
approaches to teaching children to read and to further
indicate the extent to which effective approaches were
ready for application in classroom settings. The
instructional topics of alphabetics (phonemic
awareness and phonics), fluency, comprehension
(vocabulary instruction and text comprehension),
teacher education and reading instruction, and
computer technology and reading instruction
addressed in this Report were selected by the Panel
from a candidate list of 35 topics generated from
Panel members’ own expertise, from the report of the
National Research Council on Preventing Reading
Difficulties in Young Children (Snow, Burns, & Griffin,
1998), and from the input the Panel received in its
regional hearings. Several additional factors
contributed to the consensus decision to limit the
number of topics that could be addressed and to
evaluate the research literature relevant to these
specific topics. These factors included (1) the
hypothesized role that these topics play in reading
instruction; (2) the availability of well-designed
experimental or quasi-experimental studies of
instructional effectiveness for each of these topic areas
versus other topic areas; (3) the immensity of the
research literature in reading development and reading
instruction; and (4) constraints on time and Panel
Tesources.

The Panel regrets that it could not evaluate all of the
reading instructional topics that were identified by
Panel members as well as by parents, educators, and
policymakers at the regional meetings. The Panel
emphasizes that omissions of topics such as the effects
of predictable and decodable text formats on
beginning reading development, motivational factors in
learning to read, and the effects of integrating reading
and writing, to name a few, are not to be interpreted
as determinations of unimportance or ineffectiveness.
Indeed, each of the reports of the subgroups identifies
areas for future research. These can serve as

checklists of important research opportunities for
further analyses and evaluations of the kind conducted
by the Panel on this first set of topics.

It is the Panel’s fervent hope that future evaluations of
important reading research topics will include an
analysis and assessment of correlational, descriptive,
and qualitative studies that inform our understanding of
the developmental reading process, and a
determination of what instructional implications can be
drawn from them. Moreover, it will be critical to
understand better how quantitative, hypothesis-driven
studies can best be integrated with qualitative
approaches to obtain maximum reliability and
ecological validity. Likewise, it will be critical to
identify the most important methodological features
inherent in qualitative and descriptive research
approaches that lead to the collection of trustworthy
evidence. Thus, the Panel recommends that the
evaluation of these types of qualitative research
approaches, methods, and evidence be guided by the
development of a comparable methodologically
rigorous review process similar to that employed by
the NRP with procedures and criteria designated
prioriand applied within an open and public forum.

With this information as background, it is clear to the
Panel that at least four major tasks remain in
developing a science of reading development and
reading instruction. First, where possible, there should
be meta-analyses of existing experimental or quasi-
experimental research in topic areas not addressed by
the NRP. Second, additional experimental research
should be conducted on questions unanswered by the
Panel’s analyses of the topics it did cover. Third, there
should be an exhaustive and objective analysis of
correlational, descriptive, and qualitative studies
relevant to reading development and reading
instruction that is carried out with methodological rigor
following pre-established criteria. Fourth,
experimental research should be initiated to test those

19

Report of the National Reading Panel



\\//

@ Teaching Children to Read

hypotheses derived from existing correlational,
descriptive, and qualitative research meeting high
methodological standards.

Following are three illustrative examples of important
reading research opportunities.

» Student Populations. Animportant question is
whether students with learing disabilities have
distinctive instructional needs and whether they
benefit from instructional techniques that are
different from those that are optimal for other low-
achieving (non-disabled) students. The Panel was
able to address this question with respect to
phonemic awareness and phonics instructional
programs and techniques. It found that both types
of students benefit from similar phonemic
awareness and phonics instructional programs and
techniques. Because of the limited amount of
research available, the Panel could not answer this
question with respect to instructional programs and
techniques aimed at developing reading fluency

and comprehension. These important
comparisons should be the focus of future
research.

Teacher Education. The primary purpose of
teacher education research is to inform the
effective practice of classroom teachers in order to
improve student performance. Rigorous
experimental and qualitative research that defines
and characterizes effective teaching methodologies
that demonstrate improved student performance is
limited. This persistent and major gap in the extant
knowledge base must be addressed. Efforts
should be made to answer the important questions
in this critical area.

Uses of Technology in Teaching Reading. Here
again, credible experimental and qualitative
research is lacking. This is understandable in light
of the recent development of the relevant
technology and its application to reading
instruction and student leamning. Nevertheless, the
Panel believes that this is an important and
essentially unexplored field.
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Reflections

The findings and determinations of the NRP reflecta
focused and persistent effort on the part of the Panel
to contribute reliable, valid, and trustworthy
information to the body of knowledge that is leading
to a better scientific understanding of reading
development and reading instruction. In carrying out
its Congressional charge, the Panel was able to first
develop, and then to apply a methodologically
rigorous research review process and protocol and to
do so within an open and public forum. The apriori
establishment of research review criteria, the
systematic evaluation process, and the openness to
public scrutiny at all times ensured that the evidence
ultimately evaluated by the Panel met well-established
objective scientific standards. This process also
serves as a model for future evaluations of evidence
obtained experimentally on other topics relevant to
reading as well as for studies employing
nonexperimental methodologies.

The work of the NRP builds on existing knowledge
about what types of skills children need to acquire to
become independent readers. Specifically, the Panel
addresses the evidence about what those skills are and

adds further knowledge about how those skills are
best taught to beginning readers who vary in initial
reading-related abilities. The Panel identified a
number of instructional approaches, methods, and
strategies that hold substantial promise for application
in the classroom at this time. Specifically, the Report
of the National Reading Panel: Reports of the
Subgroups includes specific findings that can be useful
in helping teachers develop instructional applications
with students. Moreover, the Reports of the
Subgroups provides extensive references that teachers
can locate for instructional ideas and guidance. In
addition, the Panel identified areas where significantly
greater research effort is needed, and where the
quality of the research efforts must improve in order to
determine objectively the effectiveness of different
types of reading instruction. Significantly, the Panel
has reached a series of positive conclusions about
several areas of instructional research through a
rigorous and open process. We are confident that the
determinations made by the Panel in this regard will
benefit children, teachers, and educational
policymakers.
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Methodology: Processes Applied to the Selection, Review,
and Analysis of Research Relevant 1o Reading Instruction

In an important action critical to its Congressional
charge, the NRP elected to develop and adopt a set
of rigorous research methodological standards. These
standards, which are defined in this section, guided the
screening of the research literature relevant to each
topic area addressed by the Panel. This screening
process identified a final set of experimental or quasi-
experimental research studies that were then subjected
to detailed analysis. The evidence-based
methodological standards adopted by the Panel are
essentially those normally used in research studies of
the efficacy of interventions in psychological and
medical research. These include behaviorally based
interventions, medications, or medical procedures
proposed for use in the fostering of robust health and
psychological development and the prevention or
treatment of disease. It is the view of the Panel that
the efficacy of materials and methodologies used in the
teaching of reading and in the prevention or treatment
of reading disabilities should be tested no less
rigorously. However, such standards have not been
universally accepted or used in reading education
research. Unfortunately, only a small fraction of the
total reading research literature met the Panel’s
standards for use in the topic analyses.

With this as background, the Panel understood that
criteria had to be developed as it considered which
research studies would be eligible for assessment.
There were two reasons for determining such
guidelines or rules @ priori. First, the use of common
search, selection, analysis, and reporting procedures
would ensure that the Panel’s efforts could proceed,
not as a diverse collection of independent—and
possibly uneven—synthesis papers, but as parts of a
greater whole. The use of common procedures
permitted a more unified presentation of the combined
methods and findings. Second, the amount of
research synthesis that had to be accomplished was
substantial. Consequently, the Panel had to work m

diverse subgroups to identify, screen, and evaluate the
relevant research to complete their respective reports.
Moreover, the Panel also had to arrive at findings that
all or nearly all of the members of the NRP could

endorse. Common procedures, grounded in scientific
principles, helped the Panel to reach final agreements.

Search Procedures

Each subgroup conducted a search of the literature
using common procedures, describing in detail the
basis and rationale for its topical term selections, the
strategies employed for combining terms or delimiting
searches, and the search procedures used for each
topical area.

Each subgroup limited the period of time covered by
its searches on the basis of relative recentness and
how much literature the search generated. For
example, in some cases it was decided to limit the
years searched to the number of most recent years
that would identify between 300 and 400 potential
sources. This scope could be expanded in later
iterations if it appeared that the nature of the research
had changed qualitatively over time, if the proportion
of useable research identified was small (e.g., less than
25%), or if the search simply represented too limited a
proportion of the total set of identifiable studies.
Although the number of years searched varied among
subgroup topics, decisions regarding the number of
years to be searched were made in accord with
shared criteria.

The initial criteria were established to focus the efforts
of the Panel. First, any study selected had to focus
directly on children’s reading development from
preschool through grade 12. Second, the study had to
be published in English in a refereed journal. Ata
minimum, each subgroup searched both PsycINFO
and ERIC databases for studies meeting these initial
criteria. Subgroups could, and did, use additional
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databases when appropriate. Although the use ofa
minimum of two databases identified duplicate
literature, it also afforded the opportunity to expand
perspective and locate articles that would not be
identifiable through a single database.

Identification of each study selected was documented
for the record, and each was assigned to one or more
members of the subgroup, who examined the title and
abstract. Based on this examination, the subgroup
member(s) determined, if possible at this stage,
whether the study addressed issues within the purview
of the research questions being investigated. Ifit did
not, the study was excluded and the reason(s) for the
exclusion were detailed and documented for the
record. Ifitdid address reading instructional issues
relevant to the Panel’s selected topic areas, the study
underwent further examination.

Following initial examination, if the study had not been
excluded in accord with the preceding critenia, the full
study report was located and examined in detail to
determine whether the following criteria were met:

» Study participants must be carefully described
(age, demographic, cognitive, academic, and
behavioral characteristics);

»  Study interventions must be described in sufficient
detail to allow for replicability, including how long
the interventions lasted and how long the effects
lasted;

»  Study methods must allow judgments about how
instruction fidelity was insured; and

*  Studies must include a full description of outcome
measures.

These criteria for evaluating research literature are
widely accepted by scientists in disciplines involved in
medical, behavioral, and social research. The
application of these criteria increases the probability
that objective, rigorous standards were used and that
therefore the information obtained from the studies
would contribute to the validity of any conclusions
drawn.

If a study did not meet these criteria or could not be
located, it was excluded from subgroup analysis and
the reason(s) for its exclusion detailed and
documented for the record. Ifthe study was located
and met the criteria, the study became one of the
subgroup’s core working set of studies. The core
working sets of studies gathered by the subgroups
were then coded as described below and then
analyzed to address the questions posed in the
introduction and in the charge to the Panel.

If a core set of studies identified by the subgroup was
insufficient to answer critical instructional questions,
less recent studies were screened for eligibility for, and
inclusion in, the core working sets of studies. This
second search used the reference lists of all core
studies and known literature reviews. This process
identified cited studies that could meet the Panel’s
methodological criteria for inclusion in the subgroups’
core working sets of studies. Any second search was
described in detail and applied precisely the same
search, selection, exclusion, and inclusion criteria and
documentation requirements as were applied in the
subgroups’ initial searches.

Manual searches, again applying precisely the same
search, selection, exclusion, and inclusion criteria and
documentation requirements as were applied in the
subgroups’ electronic searches, were also conducted
to supplement the electronic database searches.
Manual searching of recent journals that publish
research on specific NRP subgroup topics was
performed to compensate for the delay in appearance
of these journal articles in the electronic databases.
Other manual searching was carried out in relevant
journals to include eligible articles that should have
been selected, but were missed in electronic searches.

Source of Publications: The Issue of
Refereed and Non-Refereed
Articles

The subgroup searches focused exclusively on
research that had been published or had been
scheduled for publication in refereed (peer-reviewed)
journals. The Panel reached consensus that
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determinations and findings for claims and assumptions
guiding instructional practice depended on such
studies. Any search or review of studies that had not
been published through the peer review process but
was consulted in any subgroup’s review was treated
as separate and distinct from evidence drawn from
peer reviewed sources (1.e., in an appendix) and is not
referenced in the Panel’s report. These non-peer-
reviewed data were treated as preliminary/pilot data
that might illuminate potential trends and areas for
future research. Information derived in whole or in
part from such studies was not to be represented at
the same level of certainty as findings derived from the
analysis of refereed articles.

Types of Research Evidence and
Breadth of Research Methods
Considered

Different types of research (e.g., descriptive-
interpretive, correlational, experimental) lay claim to
particular warrants, and these warrants differ
markedly. The Panel felt that it was important to use a
wide range of research, but that the research be used
in accordance with the purposes and limitations of the
various research types.

To make a determination that any instructional practice
could be or should be adopted widely to improve
reading achievement requires that the belief,
assumption, or claim supporting the practice is causally
linked to a particular outcome. The highest standard
of evidence for such a claim is the experimental study,
in which it is shown that treatment can make such
changes and effect such outcomes. Sometimes when
itis not feasible to do a randomized experiment, a
quasi-experimental study is conducted. This type of
study provides a standard of evidence that, while not
as high, is acceptable, depending on the study design.

To sustain a claim of effectiveness, the Panel felt it
necessary that there be experimental or quasi-
experimental studies of sufficient size or number, and
scope (in terms of population served), and that these

studies be of moderate to high quality. When there
were too few studies of this type or they were too
narrowly cast or they were of marginally acceptable
quality, then it was essential that the Panel have
substantial correlational or descriptive studies that
concurred with the findings if a claim was to be
sustained. No claim could be determined on the basis
of descriptive or correlational research alone. The use
of these procedures increased the possibility of
reporting findings with a high degree of internal validity.

Coding of Data

Characteristics and outcomes of each study that met
the screening criteria described above were coded
and analyzed, unless otherwise authorized by the
Panel. The data gathered in these coding forms were
the information submitted to the final analyses. The
coding was carried out in a systematic and reliable
manner.

The various subgroups relied on a common coding
form developed by a working group of the Panel’s
scientist members and modified and endorsed by the
Panel. However, some changes could be made to the
common form by the various subgroups for addressing
different research issues. As coding forms were
developed, any changes to the common coding form
were shared with and approved by the Panel to ensure
consistency across various subgroups.

Unless specifically identified and substantiated as
unnecessary or inappropriate by a subgroup and
agreed to by the Panel, each form for analyzing studies
was coded for the following categories:

1. Reference
 Citation (standard APA format)

¢ How this paper was found (e.g., search of named
database, listed as reference in another empirical
paper or review paper, manual search of recent
issues of journals)

 Narrative summary that includes distinguishing
features of this study
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. Research Question: The general
umbrella question that this study
addresses

. Sample of Student Participants

States or countries represented in sample

Number of different schools represented in sample
Number of different classrooms represented in
sample

Number of participants (total, per group)

Age

Grade

Reading levels of participants (prereading,
beginning, intermediate, advanced)

Whether participants were drawn from urban,
suburban, or rural settings

List any pretests that were administered prior to
treatment

List any special characteristics of participants
including the following if relevant:

Socioeconomic status (SES)

Ethnicity

Exceptional learning characteristics, such as:

- Leamingdisabled

- Readingdisabled

- Hearing impaired

English language learners (ELL); also known as
limited English proficient (LEP) students

Explain any selection restrictions that were applied
to limit the sample of participants (e.g., only those
low in phonemic awareness were included)

Contextual information: concurrent reading
instruction that participants received in their
classrooms during the study

- Was the classroom curriculum described in the
study? (code = yes/no)

- Describe the curriculum

Describe how sample was obtained:

- Schools or classrooms or students were

selected from the population of those available
- Conventence or purposive sample
- Notreported

- Sample was obtained from another study
(specify study)

Attntion:

- Number of participants lost per group during
the study

- Wasaattrition greater for some groups than for
others? (yes/no)

. Setting of the Study

Classroom

Laboratory

Clinic

Pullout program (e.g., Reading Recovery®)
Tutonal

., Design of Study

Random assignment of participants to treatments
(randomized experiment)

- Withvs. without a pretest

Nonequivalent control group design (quasi-

experiment), e.g., existing groups assigned to

treatment or control conditions, no random

assignment

- Withvs. without matching or statistical control
to address nonequivalence issue

One-group repeated measure design (i.e., one
group receives multiple treatments, considered a
quasi-experiment)

- Treatment components administered in a fixed
order vs. order counterbalanced across
subgroups of participants

Multiple baseline (quasi-experiment)

- Single-subject design

- Aggregated-subjects design

. Independent Variables
a. Treatment Varlables

Reoort of the National Reading Panel
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Describe all treatments and control conditions; be
sure to describe nature and components of reading
instruction provided to control group.

For each treatment, indicate whether instruction
was explicitly or implicitly delivered and, if explicit
instruction, specify the unit of analysis (sound-
symbol; onset/rime; whole word) or specific
responses taught. [Note: If this category is
omitted in the coding of data, justification must be
provided.]

Iftext is involved in treatments, indicate difficulty
level and nature of texts used

Duration of treatments (given to students)
- Minutes per session

- Sessions per week

- Number of weeks

Was trainers’ fidelity in delivering treatment
checked? (yes/no)

Properties of teachers/trainers
Number of trainers who administered treatments

Teacher/student ratio: Number of trainers to
number of participants

Type of trainer (classroom teacher, student
teacher, researcher, clinician, special education
teacher, parent, peer, other)

List any special qualifications of trainers
Length of training given to trainers
Source of training

Assignment of trainers to groups:

- Random

- Choice/preference of trainer

- Alltrainers taught all conditions

Cost factors: List any features of the training such
as special matenials or staff development or
outside consultants that represent potential costs

Moderator Variables

List and describe other nontreatment
independent variables included in the analyses
of effects (e.g., attributes of participants,
properties or types of text)

7. Dependent (Outcome) Variables

 List processes that were taught during training and
measured during and at the end of training

» Listnames of reading outcomes measured

- Code each as standardized or investigator-
constructed measure

- Code each as quantitative or qualitative
measure

- Foreach, is there any reason to suspect low
reliability? (yes/no)

 List time points when dependent measures were
assessed

8. Nonequivaience of groups

* Anyreason to believe that treatment/control group
might not have been equivalent prior to
treatments? (yes/no)

»  Were steps taken in statistical analyses to adjust
for any lack of equivalence? (yes/no)

Result (for each measure)

* Record the name of the measure

* Record whether the difference—treatment mean
minus control mean—is positive or negative

» Record the value of the effect size including its sign
(tor-)

+ Record the type summary statistics from which the
effect size was denived

» Record number of people providing the effect size
information

10. Coding Information

» Record length of time to code study

» Record name of coder

If text was a variable, the coding indicated what is
known about the difficulty level and nature of the texts
being used. Any use of special personnel to deliveran
intervention, use of special materials, staff
development, or other features of the intervention that
represent potential cost were noted. Finally, various
threats to reliability and internal or external validity
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(group assignment, teacher assignment, fidelity of
treatment, and confounding variables including
equivalency of subjects prior to treatment and
differential attrition) were coded. Each subgroup also
coded additional items deemed appropriate or
valuable to the specific question being studied by the
subgroup members.

A study could be excluded at the coding stage only if it
was found to have so serious a fundamental flaw that
its use would be misleading. The reason(s) for
exclusion of any such study was detailed and
documented for the record. When quasi-experimental
studies were selected, it was essential that each study
included both pre-treatment and post-treatment
evaluations of performance and that there was a
comparison group or condition.

Each subgroup conducted an independent re-analysis
of a randomly designated 10% sample of studies.
Absolute rating agreement was calculated for each
category (not for forms). If absolute agreement fell
below 0.90 for any category for occurrence or
nonoccurrence agreement, the subgroup took some
action to improve agreement (e.g., multiple readings
with resolution, improvements in coding sheet).

Upon completion of the coding for each study
published between 1993 and 1995, a letter was sent
to the first author of the study requesting any missing
information. Any information that was provided by
authors was added to the database.

After its search, screening, and coding, a subgroup
determined whether for a particular question or issue a
meaningful meta-analysis could be completed or
whether it was more appropriate to conduct a
literature analysis of that issue or question without
meta-analysis, incorporating all of the information
gained. The full Panel reviewed and approved or
modified each decision.

Data Analysis

When appropriate and feasible, effect sizes were
calculated for each intervention or condition in
experimental and quasi-experimental studies. The
subgroups used the standardized mean difference
formula as the measure of treatment effect. The
formula was:

(M,-M)/0.5(sd +sd)

where:

M is the mean of the treated group,

M is the mean of the control group,

sd, is the standard deviation of the treated group, and
sd_is the standard deviation of the control group.

When means and standard deviations were not
available, the subgroups followed the guidelines for the
calculation of effect sizes as specified by Cooper and
Hedges (1994).

The subgroups weighted effect sizes by numbers of
subjects in the study or comparison to prevent small
studies from overwhelming the effects evident in large
studies.

Each subgroup used median and/or average effect
sizes when a study had multiple comparisons, and
each subgroup only employed the comparisons that
were specifically relevant to the questions under
review by the subgroup.

Expected Outcomes

Analyses of effect sizes were undertaken with several
goals in mind. First, overall effect sizes of related
studies were calculated across subgroups to determine
the best estimate of a treatment’s impact on reading.
These overall effects were examined with regard to
their difference from zero (i.e., does the treatment
have an effect on reading?), strength (i.e., if the
treatment has an effect, how large is that effect?), and
consistency (i.e., did the effect of the treatment vary
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significantly from study to study?). Second, the Panel
compared the magnitude of a treatment’s effect under
different methodological conditions, program contexts,
program features, and outcome measures and for
students with different characteristics. The
appropriate moderators of a treatment’s impact were
drawn from the distinctions in studies recorded on the
coding sheets. In each case, a statistical comparison
was made to examine the impact of each moderator

variable on average effect sizes for each relevant
outcome variable. These analyses enabled the Panel
to determine the conditions that alter a program’s
effects and the types of individuals for whom the
program is most and least effective. Within-group
average effect sizes were examined as were overall
effect sizes for differences from zero and for strength.
The analytic procedures were carried out using the
techniques described by Cooper and Hedges (1994).
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