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QUALITY TEACHER RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION ACT OF 2000 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 5034) to expand loan forgiveness for teachers, and for other 
purposes. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 5034 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ''Quality Teacher Recruitment 
and Retention Act of 2000''. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) Findings.--Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) Over the next 10 years, a large percentage of teachers 

will retire, leaving American classrooms, particularly urban 
and rural classrooms, facing a serious teacher shortage. 

(2) The Nation will need 2,000,000 new teachers over the 
next 10 years. Unfortunately, in the past this need has been 
met by admitting some unqualified teachers to the classroom. 

(3) There is also a chronic shortage of fully certified 
special education teachers, averaging about 27,000 per year. 
While the demand is ever present, institutes of higher 
education are graduating fewer teachers qualified in special 
education. 

(4) High quality teachers are the first vital step in 
ensuring students receive a high quality education. 

(5) Potentially valuable teacher candidates are often lured 
into different careers by higher compensation. 

(6) Moreover, the burdensome paperwork and legal 
requirements are factors which lead special education 
teachers to leave the profession. More special education 
teachers move into the general education realm than vice 
versa. 

(7) High-quality prospective teachers need to be identified 
and recruited by presenting to them a career that is 
respected by their peers, is financially and intellectually 
rewarding, and contains sufficient opportunities for 
advancement. 

(8) Teacher loan forgiveness gives high-poverty schools an 
effective incentive for recruiting and retaining much-needed 
high quality teachers. 

(9) Loan forgiveness for high-need teachers, including 
special education teachers, can be a critical link in 
increasing the supply of these essential educators. 

(b) Purpose.--The purpose of this Act is to encourage 



individuals to enter and continue in the teaching profession 
in order to ensure that high quality teachers are recruited 
and retained in areas where they are most needed so students 
attending school in such areas receive a quality education. 

SEC. 3. EXPANDED LOAN FORGIVENESS PROGRAM FOR TEACHERS. 

(a) Program.--
(1) In general.--The Secretary of Education (in this 

section referred to as the ''Secretary'') shall carry out a 
program of assuming the obligation to repay, pursuant to 
subsection (c), a loan made, insured, or guaranteed under 
part 8 of title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965 or 
part D of such title (excluding loans made under sections 
4288 and 428C of such Act or comparable loans made under part 
D of such title) for any borrower who--

(A) is a new teacher; 
(8) (i) is employed, for 3 consecutive complete school 

years, as a full-time teacher in a school that qualifies 
under section 465 (a) (2) (A) of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087ee(a) (2) (A)) for loan cancellation for a 
recipient of a loan under part E of title IV of such Act who 
teaches in such schools; or 

(ii) is employed, for 3 consecutive complete school years, 
as a full-time special education teacher, or as a full-time 
teacher of special needs children; 

(C) satisfies the requirements of subsection (d); and 
(D) is not in default on a loan for which the borrower 

seeks forgiveness. 
(2) Award basis; priority.--
(A) Award basis.--Subject to subparagraph (8), loan 

repayment under this section shall be on a first-come, first­
serve basis and subject to the availability of 
appropriations. 

(8) Priority.--The Secretary shall give priority in 
providing loan repayment under this section for a fiscal year 
to student borrowers who received loan repayment under this 
section for the preceding fiscal year. 

(3) Regulations.--The Secretary is authorized to prescribe 
such regulations as may be necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this section. 

(b) Loan Repayment.--
(1) Eligible amount.--The amount the Secretary may repay on 

behalf of any individual under this section shall not 
exceed--

( A) the sum of the principal amounts outstanding (not to 
exceed $5,000) of the individual's qualifying loans at the 
end of 3 consecutive complete school years of service 
described in subsection (a) (1) (8); 

(8) an additional portion of such sum (not to exceed 
$7,500) at the end of each of the next 2 consecutive complete 
school years of such service; and 

(C) a total of not more than $20,000. 
(2) Construction.--Nothing in this section shall be 

construed to authorize the refunding of any repayment of a 
loan made under part 8 or D of title IV of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965. 

( 3) Interest. --If a portion of a loan is repaid by the 
Secretary under this section for any year, the proportionate 
amount of interest on such loan which accrues for such year 
shall be repaid by the Secretary. 



(c) Repayment to Eligible Lenders.--The Secretary shall pay 
to each eligible lender or holder for each fiscal year an 
amount equal to the aggregate amount of loans which are 
subject to repayment pursuant to this section for such year. 

(d) Application for Repayment.--
(1) In general.--Each eligible individual desiring loan 

repayment under this section shall submit a complete and 
accurate application to the Secretary at such time, in such 
manner, and containing such information as the Secretary may 
require. 

(2) Years of service.--An eligible individual may apply for 
loan repayment under this section after completing the 
required number of years of qualifying employment. 

(3) Fully qualified teachers in public elementary or 
secondary schools.--An application for loan repayment under 
this section shall include such information as is necessary 
to demonstrate that the applicant--

(A) if teaching in a public elementary, middle, or 
secondary school (other than as a teacher in a public charter 
school), has obtained State certification as a teacher 
(including certification obtained through alternative routes 
to certification) or passed the State teacher licensing exam 
and holds a license to teach in such State; and 

(8) if teaching in--
(i} a public elementary school, holds a bachelor's degree 

and demonstrates knowledge and teaching skills in each of the 
subject areas in which he or she provides instruction; or 

(ii) a public middle or secondary school, holds a 
bachelor's degree and demonstrates a high level of competency 
in all subject areas in which he or she teaches through--

(I) a high level of performance on a rigorous State or 
local academic subject areas test; or 

(II) completion of an academic major in each of the subject 
areas in which he or she provides instruction. 

(4) Teachers in nonprofit private elementary or secondary 
schools or charter schools.--In the case of an applicant who 
is teaching in a nonprofit private elementary or secondary 
school, or in a public charter school, an application for 
loan repayment under this section shall include such 
information as is necessary to demonstrate that the applicant 
has knowledge and teaching skills in each of the subject 
areas in which he or she provides instruction, as certified 
by the chief administrative officer of the school. 

(e) Treatment of Consolidation Loans.--A loan amount for a 
consolidation loan made under section 428C of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, or a Federal Direct Consolidation Loan 
made under part D of title IV of such Act, may be a qualified 
loan amount for the purpose of this section only to the 
extent that such loan amount was used by a borrower who 
otherwise meets the requirements of this section to repay--

( 1) a loan made under section 428 or 428H of such Act; or 
(2) a Federal Direct Stafford Loan, or a Federal Direct 

Unsubsidized Stafford Loan, made under part D of title IV of 
such Act. 

(f} Additional Eligibility Provisions.--
(1) Continued eligibility.--Any teacher who performs 

service in a school that--
(A) meets the requirements of subsection (a} (1) (8) in any 

year during such service; and 



(8) in a subsequent year fails to meet the requirements of 
such subsection, 
may continue to teach in such school and shall be eligible 
for loan forgiveness pursuant to subsection (a). 

(2) Prevention of double benefits.--No borrower may, for 
the same service, receive a benefit under both this section 
and subtitle D of title I of the National and Community 
Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12571 et seq.). 

(3) Definition of new teacher.--The term ''new teacher'' 
means an individual who has not previously been employed as a 
teacher in an elementary or secondary school prior to August 
1, 2001, excluding employment while engaged in student 
teaching service or comparable activity that is part of a 
preservice education program. 

SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to carry out this 
Act such sums as may be necessary for fiscal year 2001 and 
for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. Goodling) and the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
Sanchez) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. Goodling) 

General Leave 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within which to revise and extend their 
remarks on H.R. 5034. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 5034, the Quality Teacher 

Recruitment and Retention Act of 2000, and I thank the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. Graham), who has worked diligently on our committee 
for many years to try to ensure that we have quality teachers in every 
classroom throughout the United States. 

It has been well noted that schools will need to hire 2 million new 
teachers in the next decade in order to accommodate growing enrollments 
and to offset the projected increase in teacher retirements. But it is 
more than just hiring more teachers. At the same time schools are 
compelled to hire the best teachers. Parents, business leaders, and the 
general public are all demanding more from our Nation's schools. 

However, as we have heard through the course of many hearings held by 
the Committee on Education and the Workforce, finding and retaining 
quality teachers has become more and more difficult, especially in 
light of the many other opportunities available to potential teachers 
in today's marketplace. 

A front page New York Times article on August 24 underscores the 
difficulty facing many schools: ''A growing number of States and school 
districts are short-circuiting the usual route to teacher certification 
with their own crash courses that put new teachers in the classroom 
after as little as three weeks. Officials say they are driven by a 



severe teacher shortage.'' 
In response, many schools are implementing innovative solutions. Last 

week during a hearing on this issue in our committee, we had the 
opportunity to hear from Micheline J. Bendotti, executive director from 
the Arizona Teacher Advancement Program. This program is being 
implemented in several schools across Arizona and provides teachers 
with market-driven compensation, multiple career paths, and 
performance-based accountability, along with high quality ongoing 
applied professional development. 

for our part, Republicans in Congress are assisting States and local 
school districts to meet the challenges of a competitive marketplace. 
Through initiatives such as the House-passed Teacher Empowerment Act, 
we have expanded the flexibility of current education programs to allow 
more schools to have the federal resources necessary to carry out these 
types of innovative programs. 

Additionally, we are providing assistance targeted directly to 
prospective teachers through student loan forgiveness. Specifically, 
under the Higher Education Amendments of 1998, we established a program / / 
for qualified teachers who commit to teaching in a low-income school ~ d 
for 5 years. The program is only available for new student loan Jll( 
borrowers, and the total amount of loan forgiveness is limited to 
$5,000 per student. 

The fact is teacher loan forgiveness can be a highly successful 
incentive for encouraging some of our best and brightest graduates to 
enter the teacher profession. Teacher loan forgiveness also enjoys wide 
public support, as evidenced by a 1998 Lou Harris poll, which found a 
majority of Americans favored providing such assistance to teachers. 
Business groups have also been outspoken on the need for teacher loan 
forgiveness. 

for example, the California Business for Education Excellence has as 
one of its top priorities to support expanding teacher loan forgiveness 
programs. Specifically, they believe the amount and rate of loan 
forgiveness should be accelerated in order to recruit and retain 
teachers for hard-to-fill openings. 

That is exactly what has been done under legislation passed by the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce earlier this year. 
Specifically, H.R. 4402, the Training and Education for American 
Workers Act of 2000, directs 25 percent of the fees collected through 
H-18 visa applications to be used for new student loan forgiveness 
programs to attract more math, science and reading teachers who agree 
to teach for 5 years. Benefits under this program are in addition to 
any benefits a student may receive under programs established as part 
of the Higher Education Act Amendments. 

H.R. 5034, the legislation we are considering today, builds upon both 
of the other teacher loan forgiveness programs. This important 
initiative also expands upon the current programs by not limiting 
forgiveness to just new borrowers. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gentleman from South Carolina for working 
so hard on this important legislation. He has been a leader and an 
advocate for quality teaching in the years he has served on the 
committee. I encourage all Members to support its passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to give management 

duties on this bill to my colleague, the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
Holt). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from New 

Jersey (Mr. Holt). 
Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time as I may consume, and 



I thank my colleague from California and rise in support of H.R. 5034. 
As my friend and colleague from Pennsylvania mentioned, this bill of 

our colleague from South Carolina provides up to $20,000 in student 
loan forgiveness to fully qualified teachers teaching in high-need 
schools and districts. I certainly view loan forgiveness as one of a 
number of strategies to ensure that we have enough highly qualified 
teachers, especially in the critical areas of science and math. 

This bill expands upon a Democratic initiative included under Title 
IV of the Higher Education Act during the last reauthorization that 
guarantees $5,000 in student loan forgiveness to any teacher who 
teaches in a high-need school for a period of 5 years. Now, $20,000 is 
obviously a more powerful incentive than $5,000; and given the looming 
teacher shortage, high-needs schools and districts will need all the 
help they can get in recruiting and retaining qualified teachers, and I 
applaud the gentleman from South Carolina for his interest in improving 
and expanding the existing program. 

I would be remiss, however, if I failed to mention some of my 
concerns about this legislation. For although I am disappointed that 
Democratic offers to work with our friends on the other side of the 
aisle to improve this legislation before it came to the floor were 
rebuffed, it is still my hope that some of my concerns and some of the 
concerns of my colleagues can be remedied should this bill be taken up 
in the Senate. 

To begin with, the bill is written in such a way that it is really 

! unclear as to the relationship between this loan forgiveness program r 
and the existing loan forgiveness program. I worry this could be 
confusing for students and school officials. We need to simplify 
student aid, not make it more complicated. 

In addition, funding for this program does not kick in until 3 years 
after the date of enactment, meaning that teachers could not benefit 
from it, as I understand it, until 2004. We are losing teachers to more 
lucrative professions today, and will in 2001 and 2002 and 2003. If we 
want to keep these talented individuals in the classroom, it seems to 
me prudent to provide them with loan forgiveness today. 

And perhaps most important, funding for this program is discretionary 
rather than mandatory, as is Title IV of the Higher Education Act. So 
depending on the spirit and generosity of the appropriators 3 years 
from now, although I presume we will have generous appropriators 3 
years from now, but depending on that spirit of generosity, some 
teachers might benefit while others, though equally qualified, might 
not. In 
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fact, should the appropriators decide not to fund the program at all, 
no one will benefit, and we will be no closer to addressing the teacher 
shortage than we are today. 

So I would like to work with my colleague to see if there is some way 
we can ensure that all eligible teachers can benefit from this valuable 
program. After all, his intention, I am sure, is to provide an 
incentive that will be meaningful to recruit and to encourage teachers. 

Finally, I feel I must make one last point. For although it is not 
directly related to this bill, I think it is an essential part of this 
debate. We will not be able truly to address the problem of poor 
teacher recruitment and retention rates, particularly in high-need 
urban and rural communities, until we improve conditions faced by 
teachers in the classroom. For no matter how tempting the monetary 
incentive, good teachers will be unlikely to remain in the classroom if 
they are overcrowded, lacking supplies, and have buildings falling down 
around them. 

However, despite all this, I believe that H.R. 5034 is a good first 



step, and I urge my colleagues to support it. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 

South Carolina (Mr. Graham), author of the legislation and a valuable 
member of the committee. 

{time} 2145 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, before we start discussing the bill, I would 
like to offer a debt of gratitude to my colleagues on the other side 
for allowing this bill to go forward. And we can make it better, I am 
sure. But I have a few points that were mentioned. 

This bill is building on existing programs that our Committee on 
Education and the Workforce in a bipartisan fashion passed a couple 
years ago. There is a $5,000 student loan forgiveness program in 
existence today if they will go into teaching in a Title I school. 

What does that mean? A Title I school is a school where 30 percent of 
the students are at the poverty level or below. That is usually a rural 
poor school, an urban poor school, the places that is very hard to 
recruit. 

As the chairman said, there is going to be a two-million person 
teacher shortage facing this Nation. And how do we get the best and the 
brightest into the teaching profession and how do we get them into the 
hardest-to-recruit area, rural poor, urban poor? We give them a signing 
bonus. 

But the law that exists today has the same requirement as this bill. 
We just do not want to get bodies into the classroom. We want to have 
quality teachers in the classroom. Under the current program, they 
cannot get any loan forgiveness until they teach 3 years. 

That is exactly what this bill does. But what it does is it goes 
beyond $5,000. It will allow a person who will go into teaching in a 
Title I school, a hard-to-recruit area, if they will teach for 3 years 
in the area that they major in in college, math teachers teaching math, 
science teachers teaching science, if they will go into this school 
district and keep their certification up, in the fourth and fifth and 
sixth year of their career, we will forgive their student loan up to 
$17,750 in additional loan forgiveness. 

And it is a discretionary program. We worked hard to try to find the 
offset. But let me just assure my colleague this, that the projections 
are that we will recruit 35,000 new teachers a year if we pass this 
bill. 

I would argue that every Member of this body, Republicans and 
Democrats, appropriators, non-appropriators, will put money into this 
program if it is bringing in the best and the brightest in areas that 
are hard to recruit under today's standards. 

A Newsweek article called ·'Teachers Wanted'' is a great expose of 
what communities are doing all over the country to try to get people in 
the teaching profession to fill these voids in the classroom. But we go 
one step further. We just do not want bodies. We want people committed 
to the teaching profession to keep their certifications up and have a 
commitment to these schools. And once that commitment is shown, we are 
going to meet them more than halfway. 

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr. Kildee), the gentleman from 
California (Mr. Miller), the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. Holt) and 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. Sanchez), I really appreciate them 
joining with us to get this bill out of the House. And if we can make 
it better, we will. 

But the bottom line is that there are a lot of folks getting ready to 
decide what career to choose and they want to go into teaching, and one 
of the biggest problems they face as a college graduate is a big 
student loan. The average is almost $17,000 now. 



What we are saying, in a bipartisan fashion, is, if they will make a 
commitment to teaching and they will keep their certifications up and 
they will do a good job, we will take that debt away from them in a 
very quick period of time. I think people are going to respond in 
droves. 

The article called ·"Teachers Wanted,'' I would just like to let the 
people of the United States know that we disagree a lot in this body 
and we have different views of what the Federal Government should do in 
education. But this is a good day. We are approaching the end of a 
contentious Congress, but we are coming together as Republicans and 
Democrats and we are putting into place a program that will help real 
people in a real way to put a new generation of teachers in classrooms 
where it is very hard to recruit. And this applies to anybody with a 
student loan that is willing to go into a Title I school. 

Let me mention one other facet about this bill. The special education 
teachers are included. I would like to thank my colleague the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. DeMint). We all know how hard it is to get 
people to go into special ed. So if they are a special-ed teacher, 
regardless of the school district they go to, we will help forgive 
their student loan if they will stay in there and help the kids. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the chairman for the leadership he has 
shown in allowing this bill to come to the floor and my colleagues on 
the Democratic side of the aisle in the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. This is a good day for the committee. I think it is a good 
day for the Congress, and I urge support of this bill. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3\1/2\ minutes to the gentleman 

from North Carolina (Mr. Burr). 
Mr. BORR of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, I thank the chairman for 

yielding me the time. 
Mr. Speaker, I am honored to stand before this House today in support 

of my good friend the gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. Graham) and in 
support of his legislation that would expand the current loan 
forgiveness program for teachers in high poverty schools. 

As chief architect of the original program in 1998, the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. Graham) is a tremendous advocate for teachers. 
I appreciate his work on this behalf. 

I am increasingly concerned about the state of our Nation's education 
system, more specifically with regard to the quality of teaching. Just 
today, there are newspaper reports about teacher turnover in North 
Carolina schools. 

Mr. Speaker, I can assure my colleagues that the news is not good and 
it is getting worse. According to the North Carolina Department of 
Instruction, last year's teacher turnover rate was 13.59 percent, up 
from 13.4 in 1999 and 12.3 percent in 1998. This means that over 12,000 
out of 89,000 teachers in North Carolina left their job for one reason 
or another. 

Perhaps a more startling figure is that about 30 percent of these 
teachers had tenure. While these numbers are unsettling, I must share 
with my colleagues that North Carolina is making improvements. We have 
the most National Board Certified teachers in the country. We are 
recognized as one of the top two States in improving teaching. North 
Carolina has made the most gains on SAT test scores, more than any 
other State in the last 10 years. 

And finally, the National Education Goals Panel said that North 
Carolina is one of the top States in business and community support for 
public education. 

Even with this outstanding recognition, I think that we can all agree 
that 
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it just is not enough. If North Carolina is making such improvements 
and our numbers are this high, I shudder to look at the States who have 
higher turnover rates. We must try harder, we must work harder to give 
our children an education that will provide them with the tools 
necessary to make solid choices in their lives. 

Sadly, many of our students are not able to make these choices. I 
believe that we can change that. In North Carolina, teachers in 1,459 
elementary and secondary schools are eligible for loan forgiveness 
under the current program. Of this number, teachers in 178 schools in 
and around my district are eligible. 

An especially attractive piece of this package is that all special 
education teachers are eligible for loan cancellation under the Graham 
bill. I am pleased that my district's most at-risk schools have a 
program to help them attract quality teachers, and I think this loan 
forgiveness program is a good foundation for us to build upon. 

Mr. Speaker, our Nation's most precious resource is our children. I 
believe that this bill gives our children, especially our disadvantaged 
children, the chance to have a better education. 

When I spoke on the floor yesterday about the 25th anniversary of the 
IDEA bill, I reminded my colleagues that every student has a right to 
free public education. I believe that we have secured access to 
education. Loan forgiveness for qualified teachers brings us one step 
closer to improving quality in the classroom. 

To close, it seems that the latest trend in Washington is to see who 
can buy the most teachers or who can spend the most on education. I 
cannot stand by and watch Congress and the President poor billions into 
the Title I program and cross their fingers any longer and hope that 
education gets better and student achievement goes up. I think we can 
do better. We will do better. 

We need to give teachers a reason to go to Title I schools and invest 
their time, their energy and their talents. Support this bill, and we 
are well on the way. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2\3/4\ minutes to the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. DeMint) another important new member on our 
committee. 

Mr. DeMINT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the Quality Teacher 
Recruitment and Retention Act. I am a cosponsor of this legislation. 

I have had the good fortune to work with my good friend the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. Graham) on it. I want to emphasize a specific 
part of the bill which has already been mentioned. 

This bill would allow the loan forgiveness program to all teachers 
who choose to go into the special education field regardless of 
teaching location. 

The field of special education faces special challenges. There is not 
only a shortage of special-ed teachers, but some teachers in the field 
are not qualified. 

Additionally, special education teachers are burdened by the need to 
comply with complex Federal laws and paperwork requirements in the 
Individuals With Disabilities Education Act. 

While the law is filled with good intentions, it is widely 
acknowledged to be a complicated process which leaves less time for 
teachers to go about the business of teaching. Teachers are discouraged 
by the paperwork requirements and spend hours working on checklists 
rather than lesson plans. They do this because they fear lawsuits if 
somehow they fall short of a dotting an ''I'' or crossing a ''T.'' 

Local school districts must pay for this underfunded mandate for 
special education, which strains their budget. This bill does its part 
in a small way by giving local school districts an incentive to attract 
special-ed teachers. 

If teachers are qualified, they can receive loan forgiveness over 



time if they teach in the special-ed field. While the number of 
special-ed students is rising, the number of teachers qualified to 
teach special-ed kids is not keeping pace with demand. Each year there 
is a chronic shortage of fully certified special-ed teachers, averaging 
about 27,000 per year. While the demand is ever present, institutions 
of higher education are graduating fewer teachers qualified in special 
ed. 

Mr. Speaker, the Quality Teacher Recruitment and Retention Act is one 
step we can take to help local school districts by recruiting qualified 
teachers to enter and remain in the special education field. 

I thank my colleague for his willingness to craft this legislation in 
such a way that addresses the important need for special education 
teachers across the country. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to repeat that we support this bill. It 

does need some perfecting, but it gets at the heart of what we must 
address in education. 

Teachers are indeed the key. Teachers are the key for special 
education. Teachers are the key for languages. Teachers are the key for 
science and math. 

In fact, tomorrow the Glen Commission, the National Commission on the 
Teaching of Mathematics and Science, will be issuing our report; and 
that will also highlight the need to recruit good teachers, to provide 
them training before they go in, mentoring as they enter their field, 
and life-long professional development. 

Loan forgiveness is part of the number of steps that we must take in 
order to have the kind of teaching that we need to give our students 
the education they need for fulfilling lives in the 21st century. 

We must recruit teachers. Loan forgiveness will help with that. But 
we also must look at the environment where they will teach, the class 
sizes, the facilities, and we must make sure that the environment 
provides an atmosphere of continuous improvement and professional 
development. With that, we can find the teachers we need, train them, 
and give our students the education they deserve. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time. 

{time} 2200 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. Souder), a seasoned, important member of 
our committee. 

Mr. SOUDER. I thank the gentleman for yielding me this time. 
Mr. Speaker, I am a proud conservative cosponsor of the gentleman 

from South Carolina's bill to provide loan forgiveness to teachers in 
title I schools and special ed. Sometimes, just once in a while, our 
liberal friends accuse conservatives of not caring about improving 
education because we do not favor a Federal takeover in education. In 
fact, the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. Goodling), the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. Graham), and I were leaders in the fight 
against national testing standards. We fought against the national 
curriculum and national teaching standards. But the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. Goodling) has committed his entire career to trying 
to provide better quality with local control, and this bill is yet 
another example. 

We Republicans say everyone should compete. Yet we do not believe in 
guaranteeing absolute equality. Parents' education differs, their 
income differs, some kids are going to have computers at home, some 
kids are going to have parents who can teach. There is not just a whole 
lot we can do about that. But we do believe that there ought to be 
basic opportunities for all kids in America. And so we support title I 
and we support IDEA. The chairman has been a leader in Even Start, in 



Head Start. We have had many such bills. 
This bill combines many of the principles that we as conservatives 

believe are valuable in trying to help low-income students. It does it 
with incentives, not mandates. It does not tell people what they 
actually have to do; it forgives their loans and gives them the 
flexibility; and it requires them to serve first. Often we give money 
to somebody, and they may or may not serve. In this case if they serve 
the 3 years, then they get 3 years forgiven; 4 years, then they get 
more forgiven the fifth year. If we give the money up front, we find 
that many times in other programs where we have done this we may or may 
not get people to serve, and we may battle over that forgiveness. That 
is a conservative principle. 

We also say that when you give it to an individual student who then 
goes and teaches, it does not come with the Federal strings. It gives 
the teachers 
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the flexibility to determine what they are going to do, special ed or a 
title I school; it gives the school the flexibility without the strings 
that come from many of this administration's proposals. When people ask 
what conservatives are doing to help those who are hurting, to those 
who are behind, those who potentially can be left behind, this is yet 
one more example of what this Congress has done. It is a small step, 
but it is an important step. 

My daughter is currently teaching at a title I school. It is a new 
job. She has found that as opposed to a suburban school she gets less 
money to help in the classroom. Fewer of the parents show up. It is 
hard even to get as many parents to participate in bringing 
refreshments for the kids because they do not have the income. We need 
to do some special steps in America to make sure that those who are 
college graduated even though we support alternative certification, 
even though we support creative ways to fill those gaps, we need 
creative ways like the gentleman from South Carolina's bill to 
encourage our young people in college today to take at least part of 
their career, many of whom will then fall in love with these kids who 
so much need their help to work in our title I and special ed programs. 

I commend the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. Goodling); I commend 
the gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. Graham) for his great work and 
add my enthusiastic support to this bill. 

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of the Quality 
Teacher Recruitment and Retention Act. 

Just this week, Newsweek's cover story asks ·'Who will teach our 
kids?'' Since one half of all teachers in America are slated to retire 
by 2010, this is a question on the minds of millions of families across 
this country. 

In my home State of California, we are already feeling the teacher 
crunch where as a result of the State's class size reduction program, 
there are 35,000 uncertified teachers in our classrooms. 

Over the past two years, the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, 
Training, and Life-long Learning (which I serve as Chairman and the 
bill's sponsor, Lindsay Graham, serves as vice chairman) has devoted 
substantial time and effort toward the issue of teacher quality and 
recruitment. 

We have held numerous hearings and have had an active hand in shaping 
legislative proposals aimed at getting teachers into our classrooms. 

Those proposals include: 
The teacher quality enhancement grants--established in the higher 

education amendments of 1998; 
Language in H.R. 2, the ''Education Options'' Act to boost the 

qualifications of the 180,000 teachers and paraprofessionals who teach 



in our Nation's poorest school districts; 
The Tech-for-Success Program in H.R. 4141 to help better prepare 

teachers in how best to use technology to improve student academic 
achievement; 

The Bipartisan Teacher Empowerment Act to enable schools to focus on 
a host of initiatives including bonus and merit pay, tenure reform, 
teacher mentoring programs, and professional development; and 

Increased flexibility in the ''100,000 New Teachers'' Program so that 
schools experiencing a high percentage of uncertified teachers can use 
funds to focus on boosting teacher training as opposed to hiring 
additional teachers. 

H.R. 5034 builds on these significant efforts by expanding another 
important provision in the higher education amendments--loan 
forgiveness for teachers. 

This legislation enhances loan forgiveness by increasing the number 
of those qualified for the program while retaining the current 
requirements so that we not only get qualified teachers into the 
classroom but keep them there. 

The bill also addresses the need across the country for special 
education teachers by granting them loan forgiveness no matter where 
they teach. 

To conclude, in order to combat the shortage of teachers, we must 
continue to look at innovative ways to motivate thousands to come into 
the teaching profession. 

The new loan forgiveness provided under H.R. 5034 is one such 
incentive and, as such, I urge all my colleagues to support this 
important legislation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Shimkus), The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. Goodling) that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5034. 

The question was taken; and (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and the bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 
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September 11, 2000 
(House) 

H.R. 3222 - Literacy Involves Families Together Act 
(Rep. Goodling (R) PA and 31 cosponsors) 

The Administration supports House passage of H.R. 3222, but will work with the Senate to 
improve the bill, consistent with the President's proposals for reauthorization of the Even Start 
family literacy program under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 
Specifically, the Administration has the following concerns about H.R. 3222, as reported: 

Funding for Statewide literacy initiatives should be at the discretion of the Secretary of 
Education, not required by the statute. Other authorized activities, such as direct family 
literacy services to eligible families, may constitute a better use of funds in a given year. 

Federal funding for particular projects should generally be limited to eight years, so that 
other deserving projects can be funded in areas where they are needed. 

The Administration supports the involvement of the National Institute for Literacy in 
adult and family literacy programs and in carrying out research as authorized under Even 
Start provisions of H.R. 3222, but believes that authority for setting the agenda for such 
research carried out with Even Start funds should remain with the Secretary. 

Local projects should not be required to reflect "scientifically based reading research", in 
accordance with the very rigorous definition of that term in Section 2252 of the ESEA. 
Given the current state of available research in early childhood education and family 
literacy, the bill should instead require projects to incorporate the best available research 
in those areas. 

To help ensure that children do not lose their skills and knowledge over the summer, 
local projects should be required to provide instructional services during that period, as 
proposed by the President. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 



(Do Not Distribute Outside Executive Office of the President) 

This Statement of Administration Policy was developed by the Legislative Reference Division 
(Rodgers/Bowers), in consultation with the Department of Education (Riddle). The Departments 
of Justice (Taylor) and the Interior (Fink), the National Institute for Literacy (Hartman), DPC 
(Rotherham/Buxton/Little), Office of White House Counsel (Bushmiller), EIML (Cassell), and 
NR (Roach) agree with or do not object to this position. 

BACKGROUND 

Title I, Part B of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) authorizes the 
Even Start Family Literacy Program, which is designed to improve the educational opportunities 
of low-income families by integrating early childhood, adult basic education, and parenting 
education into a unified family literacy program serving children and their parents. The 
Secretary of Education (ED) awards grants to State educational agencies by formula. The State 
agencies distribute the funds to local educational agencies that form a collaboration with a 
community based organization, an institution of higher education, or another agency or nonprofit 
organization. The program is directed to areas with high rates of poverty, illiteracy, 
unemployment, families of limited-English proficiency, or disadvantaged children. Grants are 
awarded for a four year period, renewable for up to four additional years. 

The Presiden(s Educational Excellence for All Children Act, which he transmitted to Congress 
on May 21, 1999, proposes to reauthorize Title I of the ESEA, and amend the Even Start 
program to: (I) improve the quality of Even Start projects by emphasizing research-based 
approaches to effective family literacy programs and encourage state-level collaboration and 
coordination services; (2) increase family literacy services by providing instruction through the 
summer and encouraging the use of distance learning; (3) strengthen the qualifications of 
instructional staff, including paraprofessionals; (4) foster continuous improvement by 
strengthening the requirement for independent local project evaluations; (5) authorize funds for 
exemplary projects to serve as models; and (6) increase the program's compatibility with welfare 
reform initiatives. 

SUMMARY OF H.R. 3222 

Major provisions of H.R. 3222, which would reauthorize and strengthen the Even Start Program, 
are as follows. 

Appropriations Authorizations. The bill would authorize the appropriation of $500 
million for FY 2001 and such sums as may be necessary for FYs 2002 through FY 2004 
for family literacy programs. The FY 2000 appropriation for the program is $150 
million, and the FY 2001 Budget requests $150 million. The bill would also authorize 
the appropriation of $20 million for FY 2000 (which is the level of the FY 2000 



appropriation and the FY 2001 Budget request) for the Inexpensive Book Distribution 
Program. Under this program, the Secretary of ED is authorized to enter into a contract 
with Reading is Fundamental to support and promote programs, which include the 
distribution of inexpensive books to students, that motivate children to read. 

Set-Aside for Special Populations. H.R. 3222 would increase from five to six percent, 
the set-aside to serve migrant and Native Americans students, once funds appropriated for 
Even Start reach $200 million. 

Funding for Statewide Literacy Initiatives. H.R. 3222 would continue to make Statewide 
family literacy grants mandatory. 

Training. H.R. 3222 would allow States to use a portion of their Even Start funding to 
provide training and technical assistance to Even Start providers. Training could be 
provided through a grant, contract, or other agreements with organizations experienced in 
providing training and technical assistance. 

Even Start Services to Older Children. H.R. 3222 would allow families with children 
ages eight and over to participate in Even Start projects if schools use Title I funds to pay 
a portion of the cost of those services, whether or not there are younger children in the 
family. 

Local Programs Based on "Scientifically Based Reading Research". The bill would 
require local projects to use the rigorous "scientifically based reading research," as 
defined in the Reading Excellence Act. 

Role of National Institute for Literacy (NIFL) in Federal Research. The bill would direct 
NIFL to carry out scientifically based research concerning literacy skills. Under the 
current statute, the Secretary of ED, which administers the Even Start program, has such 
authority, while NIFL has authority to disseminate the results of the research the 
Secretary carries out. 

Eligibility of Religious Organizations. H.R. 3222 would allow religious organizations to 
receive Even Start program funds through State subgrants to administer family literacy 
programs, as long as the programs are implemented in a manner consistent with the 
Establishment Clause of the Constitution. The bill specifically states that ED shall treat 
such religious organizations the same as other non-governmental organizations. Such 
organizations could not be required to change their religious character, but they would be 
barred from subjecting participants in programs they administer to sectarian worship, 
instruction, or proselytization. The bill would consider all groups administering the 
programs to have accepted Federal aid and money, a designation that in tum could lead to 
stricter imposition of Federal laws. 

Pay-As-You-Go Scoring 



According to BASD (Balis) and EIML (Cassell), H.R. 3222 would not affect direct spending and 
receipts; therefore it is not subject to the pay-as-you-go (PA YGO) requirements of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1999. 
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H.R. 4271 - National Science Education Act 
(Rep. Ehlers (R) Michigan and 110 cosponsors) 

October 23, 2000 
(House) 

The Administration acknowledges the effort to improve science, mathematics engineering, and 
technology education, but objects to House passage of H.R. 4271, because the provisions 
described below would require the National Science Foundation (NSF) to undertake activities 
that duplicate current efforts or would be problematic to implement. 

Section 4: The master teacher grant program envisions NSF supporting on-going costs of 
operation in schools. A more appropriate role for NSF might be to fund development of 
models for hiring and use of master teachers as well as for their training. 

Section 8: The grant program to fund activities by State and local educational agencies to 
instruct teachers in the use of information technology in the classroom would duplicate 
activities NSF now embeds in teacher professional development programs that tie them to 
instructional content and practice. 

Section 11: While the aim of a scholarship program to build stronger ties between K-12 
teachers and the scientific community is commendable, NSF resources and taxpayer 
dollars could be more effectively used for awards to academic institutions or other 
organizations to develop and implement appropriate research participation programs for 
the teachers. A program of summer research sites for teachers could be modeled after 
NSF's very successful Research Experiences for Undergraduates program. 

Section 12: Educational technology utilization centers patterned after effective extension 
services in manufacturing and agriculture might be very valuable, but would be too 
expensive to incorporate into the NSF's portfolio at current funding levels. Such 
technical assistance might be provided in existing center-like and systemic initiative 
awards at lower cost. 

Section 13: Although the establishment of an interagency committee to coordinate 
Federal programs addressing K-12 science and math education and an independent 
review of these programs by the National Research Council are worthwhile activities, the 
Office of Science and Technology Policy does not have sufficient staff to carry out the 
oversight, review, and reporting functions assigned to by this section. 

Section 14: NSF does not have the level of staff required to manage effectively and 



efficiently a new competitive scholarship program (in this case to assist prospective 
science, math, and engineering teachers to become certified) with applications coming 
from, and funds going directly to, individuals, particularly at the level of support that 
would be authorized for the program. Awards to academic institutions, rather than 
individuals, would be more cost-effective and also offer some control over the quality of 
curricula. 

* * * * * * 

(Do Not Distribute Outside Executive Office of the President) 

This Statement of Administration Policy was developed by the Legislative Reference Division 
(Weinberg) in consultation with NSF (Stonner), Education (Somerville), Commerce (Clark), 
NASA (Jarrell), OSTP (Griffin), ES (Radzanowski), and EIML (Matteson). 

The Departments of Justice and Agriculture have not responded to our request for their views on 
the draft SAP. 

H.R. 4271 was reported by the House Science Committee on September 6, 2000. It was 
sequentially referred to the House Education and the Workforce Committee. 

NSF staff do not believe that the Senate will take up H.R. 4271 or the Senate companion bill S. 
2624. 
Administration Position to Date 

On September 28, 2000, NSF wrote the Speaker objecting to H.R. 4271 because of the 
provisions cited in the SAP. 

Major Provisions of H.R. 4271 

The following briefly describes the major provisions other than the ones cited in the SAP. H.R. 
4271 would: 

Authorize an NSF demonstration program to provide grants to local educational agencies 
to develop a program that builds or expands mathematics, science, and information 
technology curricula, to purchase equipment for such program, and to provide 
professional development in such fields. 

Authorize NSF to make awards to develop partnerships for distance learning of science, 
math, engineering and technology education to a State or local educational agency or to a 
private school. 

Authorize NSF to provide assistance to local educational agencies and colleges to 
encourage girls' interest in science, math, and technology and to prepare them to pursue 
undergraduate and graduate degrees and careers in one of those fields. 



Authorize NSF to provide a consortium of community colleges a grant of up to $11 
million for a pilot project to encourage women, minorities, and persons with disabilities 
to enter and complete programs in science, engineering, and technology. 

Authorize NSF to establish a program to improve the undergraduate education and 
in-service professional development of science and mathematics teachers in elementary 
and secondary schools. 

Require NSF, within 180 days of enactment, to convene the first yearly 3 to 5 day 
conference for "stakeholders" in K to 12th grade science, math, engineering and 
technology education . 

Pay-As-You-Go Scoring 

Per ES (Radzanowski) H.R. 4271 would not affect direct spending or receipts; therefore, the 
pay-as-you-go requirements of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act would not apply. CBO 
agrees (Final). 
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