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SENATE HEALTH, Ed-
ucation, Labor
and Pensjors Committee Republicans

ealt some staggering blows to Presi-
dent Clinton’s school initiatives
Wednesday — voting to reject his plan
to hire 100,000 new teachers and to
help finance the renovation of rundown
local school buildings, National Jour-
nal News Service reported.

As the panel continued its con-
tentious markup of renewal of the El-
ementary and Secondary Education
Act, GOP members adopted a Repub-
lican plan that would expand a low-
income student’s ability to switch to a
better school.

Committee Democrats, led by HELP
ranking member Edward Kennedy, D-
Mass., vowed to reprise the debate
when the bill reaches the Senate floor,

EDUCATION

probably in early April. But the
prospect of overturning the panel’s
judgment appears remote — thereby
leading to a presidential veto

Spearheaded by Sen. Judd Gregg,
R-N.H., a former governor, GOP mem-
bers adopted ESEA amendments that
would empower states to use the fed-
eral money with few restrictions, other
than prescribing broad directions to im-
prove the performance of low-income
and minority students.

Most of the nearly $20 billion in the
ESEA bill allocated for FY2001 would
go to states and local schools in block
grants consolidating major programs
that up until now have been financed
separately and targeted for specific
purposes. Governors would have wide
sway to spend the money as they
deemed appropriate.

| Delivers Blow To Clinton Education Proposals

The committee approved, by a
party-line 9-8 vote, Gregg’s amendment
permitting low-income students to
switch to other schools — and take
their federal allocation of money un-
der ESEA’s Title | program with them.
That allocation ranges from $400 to
$700 per pupil.

If a student moved to another
school, the first school would have to
fork over his or her portion of the Ti-
tle ] money to the new school. Parents
could use the money for individual tu-
toring of the child.

Gregy’s proposal would start as a
demonstration program in 10 states, as
yet undesignated. He said Arizona and
Milwaukee have launched such “porta-
bility” programs, with reported im-
provements in academic achievement.

— By Davip Hess

Kasich, Domenici Resume Direct Talks On Crafting Budget Plan

House  BUDGET

Chairman Kasich
and Senate Budget Chairman Domenici
have resumed their effort of early Feb-
ruary to “pre-conference” the total dis-
cretionary spending number for the
FY2001 budget resolution — although
neither committee is prepared to mark
up a budget blueprint this week.

While the Senate will be out next
week, the House Budget Committee
hopes to go to markup next Wednesday.

But first, panel Republicans must
wrestle with the same problem that
has stalled their Senate Budget col-
leagues — agreeing to a spending to-
tal that satisfies both conservative
hardliners and budget pragmatists.

To that end, House Speaker
Hastert and Kasich held back-to-back
listening sessions Wednesday evening
— first with defense hawks and then
with various interested members — to
determine what number the House
GOP Conference could support.

The discussions will continue as
the leadership tries to balance com-
peting pressures from defense hawks,
who want to spend $10 billion to $15
billion more on the military next year

than the president; moderates and ap-
propriators, who say some increase
over current spending is needed to
meet GOP pledges of more money for
education, biomedical research, vet-
erans and agriculture; and hardline
fiscal conservatives, who want to
freeze total appropriations at the
FY2001 enacted level of $586 billion.
Domenici, who believes $600 billion
is more realistic, has a similar struggle
on his hands within the Senate Budget
Committee — where conservatives led
by Sen. Phil Gramm, R-Texas, also want
to clamp down on FY2001 spending.
Gramm has said he opposes al-
lowing real growth in non-defense dis-
cretionary spending. And Gramm — as
well as Kasich — wants to make sure

Rep. John Sununu, R-N.H.,
said pressure to spend more
from defense hawks and

others would force the House
Budget Committee to go
higher than the freeze level.

the budget leaves room for the $483
billion tax cut package proposed by
the likely GOP presidential nominee,
Texas Gov. George W. Bush.

Rep. John Sununu, R-N.H., a mem-
ber of both the House Budget and Ap-
propriations panels, said: “You've got
to give a lot of credit to the senators
who are weighing in to control spend-
ing in the Senate budget resolution. In
the House, there has always been very
broad support for [a spending freeze].”

But Sununu also acknowledged that
pressure to spend more from defense
hawks and others would force the
House Budget Committee to go higher
than the freeze level, although he pre-
dicted the committee will produce a
budget that “quite likely will be very
close to $586 [billion].”

Sununu also said the committee’s
budget will contain separate reconcil-
iation instructions to cover the “mar-
riage penalty” tax relief bill and the So-
cial Security earnings limit repeal al-
ready passed by the House — as well
as for a version of the Senate’s Educa-
tion Savings Accounts legislation, and
possibly for urban renewal tax credits.

— By Lisa Cakuso
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Congress This Week

Senate Committees

Appropriations

DOT Oversight

Transportation Subcommittee hearing
on Transportation Department program
oversight. Witnesses: Ken Mead, inspec-
tor general, I'ransportation Department;
and Jack Basso, assistant secretary,
Transportation Department. 124 DSOB.
10 a.m.

Medicare Waste

Labor-HHS Subcommittee hearing on
Medicare waste, fraud and abuse. Wit-
nesses: June Gibbs Brown, inspector
general, HHS; Nancy-Ann Min Deparle,
administrator, Health Care Financing
Administration; and Leslie Aronovitz,
associate director, health financing and
public health, GAO. 216 HSOB. 9:30 a.m.

Treasury Budget Estimate
Treasury-Postal Subcommittee hearing
on proposed FY2001 budget estimates
for the Treasury Department. Witness:
Treasury Secretary Summers. 116 DSOB.
10t a.m. (Postponed.)

Armed Services

Atomic Defense

Full committee hearing on the Eneryy De-
partment’s Y2001 budget request for
atomic energy defense activities. Wit-
ness: Energy Secretary Richardson. 222
RSOB. 9:30 a.m.

Defense Budget

Personnel Subcommittee hearing on legis-

lation authorizing FY2001 funds for the De-
fense Department and the Future Years De-
fense Program. 222 RSOB. 2:30 p.m. (New.)

Banking

International Financial Institutions

Full committee hearing on a report by the
International Financial Institution Advisory
Commission on changes recommended in
the [nternational Monetary Fund and the
World Bank and other international finan-
cial institutions. 628 DSOB. 10 a.m.

Environment and Public Works
NRC

Clean Air, Wetlands, Private Property
and Nuclear Safety Subcommittee hear-

ing on the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion. Witness: Gary Jones, associate di-
rector, energy, resources and science,
GAO. 406 DSOB. 9 a.m. (Revised.)

Finance

Internal Revenue Code

Full committee hearing on penalty and
interest provisions in the Internal Rev-
enue Code. 215 DSOB. 10 a.m.

Foreign Relations

NATO/European Defense

European Affairs Subcommittee hearing
on NATO and the European Defense Pro-
gram. Witnesses: Marc Grossman, assis-
tant secretary, European affairs, State
Department; and Frank Kramer, assistant
secretary, international security affairs,
Defense Department. 419 DSORB. 2 p.m.

Governmental Affairs

Human Capital

Oversight of Gavernment Management, Re-
structuring and the District of Columbia
Subcommittee hearing on managing hu-
man capital in the 21st Century. Wit-
nesses: David Walker, comptroller general,
GAQ:; and Janice Lachance. director, Office
of Personnel Management. 342 DSOB. 10
a.m.

Judiciary

Pending Legislation

Full committee markup of H.R.1658, to
provide a more just and uniform proce-
dure for federal civil forfeitures; $.2045, to
amend the Immigration and Nationality
Act with respect to H-1B nonimmigrant
aliens; S.1796, to modify the enforcement
of certain anti-terrorism judgments; and
S.J.Res.3Y, recognizing the 50th anniver-
sary of the Korean War and the service by
members of the armed forces during such
war. 226 DSOB. 10 a.m.

Intelligence

Intelligence Matters

Full committee hearing on pending intel-
ligence matters. 219 HSOB. 9:30) a.m.
(Postponed.)

Intelligence Matters
Full committee hearing on pending intelli-
gence matters. 219 HSOB. 2 p.m. (Closed.)

Small Business

Cyber Crime

Full committee forum on cyber crime.
428-A RSOB. 9:30 a.mn.

House Committees

Appropriations

FY2000 Supplemental

Full committee markup of FY2000 sup-
plemental appropriations. 2359 RHOB. 1
p.m. (Revised.)

Air Force Construction

Military Construction Subcommittee
hearing on Y2001 appropriations for mil-
itary construction. B-300 RHOB, 9:3() a.m.

ATF Budget

Treasury-Postal Subcommittee hearing
on FY2001 appropriations for the Bureau
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. Wit-
ness: Bradley Buckles, director, ATF.
2358 RHOB. 9:30 a.m. (Revised.)

Farm and Foreign Services

Agriculture Subcommittee hearing on
FY2001 appropriations for the Agricul-
ture Department’s farm and foreign agri-
cultural services. Witness: August Schu-
macher, undersecretary, farm and for-
eign agricultural services, Agriculture
Department, 2362-A RHOB. 10 a.m.

Forest Service Budget

Interior Subcommittee hearing on

FY2001 appropriations for the Forest Ser-
vice. Witness: Michae! Dombeck, chief,
Forest Service. B-308 RHOB. 10 a.m.

Education Department Budget
Labor-HHS Subcommittee hearing on
FY2001 appropriations for the Education
Department. Witness: Education Secre-
tary Riley. 2358 RHOB. 10 a.m.

Education Budgets

Labor-HHS Subcommiittee hearing on
Y2001 appropriations for elementary
and secondary education, bilingual edu-
cation and minority language affairs.
2358 RHOB. 2 p.in. (Postponed.)

Neighborhood/Community

VA-HUD Subcommittee hearing on
FY2001 appropriations for the Neighbor-
hood Reinvestment Corp. and commu-
nity development financial institutions.
H-143 Capitol. 10 a.m.
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tussian Rockets
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18 in Chechnya
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GROZNY, Russia—At least
ree rockets fired by Russian
rces slammed into a crowded
arket and two other sites in this
hechen capital Thurgday, killing

} many as 118 people as Russian
oops moved to within eight
dles of the city, Chechen author-
ies said.

The attack, which may have
2en designed to prepare the way
. & Russian ground assault on
rozny, creatéd scenes of havoc -
ad carnage wheré the rockets
‘ruck at the market, a street near .
maternity hospital and a site
‘ose to the residence of Chechen
resident Aslan Maskhadov.
“Blood was everywhere,” said

slan Akhmatov, a 26-year-old
.- . . B A
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House Approves
Toughest School
Standards Ever

w Education: Bipartisan votes raise achievement levels
and accountability in longtime funding program for the
poor. Vouchers for private tuition are rejected.

By RICHARD T. COOPER, TIMES STAFF WRITER :
WASHINGTON—The House, in a rare dispiay of bipartisan agree-
ment on education, voted overwhelmingly Thursday to approve the
strongest requirements for higher standards and accountability ever im-
posed by the federal government on local schools serving poor and dis-

advantaged students.

And, in a stinging rebuff to Ma-
jority Leader -Dick Armey (R-
Texas) and other conservatives,
more than 50 Republicans joined
Democrats in rejecting proposals
to offer- vouchers for private
school tuition to students in fail-
ing or violent schools, even on a
limited basis.

The bipartisan biil, which
tracks closely what the Senate is
expected to .approve, renews a
34-year-old Great Society pro-
gram that channels federal funds
into the vast mafority of U.S.
school districts and would provide
almost $200 million for Los An-
geles alone.

But in renewing the massive Ti-
tle I of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education- Aoy for five
years, the House bill would stiffen
requirements for higher academic
achievement by disadvantaged
students. The bill would toughen

u CHILD-CARE BENERTS
Quality child care for poor
preschoolers yields lasting
benefits, a study says. A3

qualifications for teachers' aides,
who now play an important role in
many classrooms in poor areag

but often lack college training.

And it puts public pressure on
schools where student achieve-
ment continues to lag far behind
state and national standards by
ordering local officials to issue de-
tailed report cards on test scores

Please see SCHOOLS, A8

‘Congress Seeks:

to Criminalize ~
Assisted Suicide

By ALISSA J. RUBIN
TIMES STAFE WRITER

WASHINGTON—Congress i3
looking to stymie the nascent
movement in the states to make
doctar-assisted sulcide legal for
the terminally ill.

The House is set to approve leg-
islation today that effectively
would nullify Oregon’s law allow-
ing physician-assisted suicide for
terminally ill patients—the only
such law in the country. The bill
algo could serve to dampen sup-
port in California and a few other
states with legislative committees
that are considering laws similar
to Oregon's.

The measure on the House floor
today would explicitly make it a
crime—regardless of state law—
for doctors to prescribe controiled
substances such as morphine with
the intention of hastening death.
Violators would face mandatory
prison terms—up to 20 years for
the prescription of morphine, one
of the most commonly prescribed
painkillers. ]

Although doctors could con-
tinue to prescribe non-controlled
substances in lethal doses, most

Please see HOUSE, A8
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physicians Lo be as aggressive as thev
ghold be in Lreating terminally ill pa-
tirnle” said Mark Gibson, who advises
Oregon Gov. Jon Kitzhaber on health and
hinnan services. “I'm not sure what these
folks are trying to accomplish.”

Hyde, a sponsor of the bill. pointed out
that it was changed to make clear that
aggressive pain control would not be
grounds for investigation or prosecution.
Doctors could prescribe all the controlled
snbhslances necessary to alleviate pain,
even if the effect is to hasten death. as
long as the intent is not to assist in a pa-
tient's snicide. .

“We must take steps to kill the pain,
not the patient,” Hyde said. He urged his
colleagues to vote for the bill to ensure
“that powerful drugs under federal con-
trol are used to eliminate pain and suffer-
ing. not to eliminate our fellow Ameri-
cans.” )

The bill aiso would authorize $5 million
annuaily to train law enforcement agents
and doctors in appropriate pain treatment
and to establish protocols for treating se-
vere pain. Many law enforcement officers
and even doclors are not aware that the
dosages necessary to queli severe pain at
the end of life can run at least 500 times
more than would be appropriate for pa-~
tients who had not already developed a
tolerance for the drug.

Doctors and experts in pain treatment
are split on the bill. The American Medi-
cal Assn. and the National Hospice Assn.
cupport it, but nine state medical associa-
tions, including those in California, Or-
egon and Washington. signed a letter op-
posing the bill as an intrusion into the
sensitive area of pain treatment at the
end of life and states’ prerogative to regu-
late the practice of medicine.

Clinton has walked a tortured course,
threading between his moral objections to
assisted suicide and his support of states’
rights. The Jnstice Department’s most re-
cent take on the issue feft the president
lecway to go either way on whatever bill
ultimately reaches his desk. .

in 1997, Clinton signed a ban on usin,
federal funds under such programs as
Medicare, Medicaid and the military
health-care svstem for assisted suicide.
The previous year, argning what were
thought to be Clinton's personal views.
Uellinger told the U.S. Supreme Court
that there is no constitutional right to as-
sisted snicide.
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from England 13 months ago, the hero and his motley
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SCHOOLS: House Links Funds With Higher Standards

Continued from Al

and other measures of success, permit-
ting parents to monitor school perform-
ance. The bill would require parents to be
notified promptly if their children are at-
tending low-performing schools or are
taught by teachers who lack professional
qualifications. And it would give parents
the right—and limited federal aid—to

move their children to better public -

schools. Though the bill, which passed
358 to 67, echoes the theme of greater ac~
countability that has become the mantra
of Republican governors and education
reformers, Thursday’s voting also. re-
flected a lingering ideological split among
Republicans.

The votes on vouchers and several
other defeated amendments proposed by
conservatives demonstrated that moder-
ate Republicans, who often bow to the
wishes of House leaders on less sensitive
issues, are willing to buck them on educa-
tion, which polls show is a core concern of
voters. A breakdown of the numbers
showed that moderate Republicans sup-
ported the bipartisan bill, with 157 of 223
Republicans voting for it. But they also
joined Democrats in raising next year's
authorized funding to $9.9 billion, adding
$1.5 billion to the 8% increase already
provided in the original bill. .

Assessing the new political atmos-
phere, Rep. David M. McIntosh (R-Ind.)
said that it reflects caution and fear at a
time when Texas Gov. George W. Bush,
the party’s presumptive’ standard-bearer
next year, has bashed House Republicans
on budget policy and when the party’s
own leaders are weak.

A lot of Republicans say: ‘I'm going to
run for the hills and not cast a vote that
anyone can criticize me for. . . ." It's fear
based on absence of leadership, and it's
not going to change until the next presi-
dent is elected,” McIntosh said.

Not only did moderates refuse to follow
conservative leaders, they also forced
conservatives lo retreat on what one
House aide called *‘the flagship piece” of
the conservatives’ education agenda: a

companion bill called “Straight A's”
That bill, endorsed by the House Educa-~
tion and Workforce Committee as a com-
panion bill to Title I, would allow states to
receive aid as block grants for almost any
educational purpose they choose—with-
out necessarily targeting disadvantaged
students, as Title I has always required.

Originally, “Straight A's” was to have
come to the floor immediately after Title
I and was considered likely to pass,
though by a narrower margin. But when
moderate Republicans who had sup-
ported the bill in committee spread the
word that they could not do so on the
floor, “Straight A's” sponsors stepped
back. They turned it into a proposal for a
limited pilot program, supervised by the
Secretary of Education.

Late Thursday night, mollified by the
concessions and ready to give conserva-
tives a chance to cast a symbolic vote for
their constituents, moderate Republicans
helped pass “Straight A's” by a margin of
213 to 208, with one Democrat denounc-
ing it as “a political gimmick to provide

Republicans with 30~second sound bites.”

The 60 Republicans who voted against
the Title I bill were chiefly conservatives
who considered its accountability fea-
tures a violation of local control of
schools. Democratic support reflected not
only continuing support for federal help
to the poor but a seismic shift in philoso-
phy about the schools. Initially uneasy
about the accountability movement,
Democrats—and the teachers’ unions
that often support them—now strongly
favor the concept. In part that is because
the conservative alternative to improving
public schools through accountability is
vouchers that could be used to send stu-
dents to private schools.

. Most education specialists said that the
Senate is likely to approve reauthoriza-
tion of Title I in a form similar to that
passed by the House on Wednesday. The
administration has indicated that Clinton
could accept such a bill. “We think it is
indeed a bipartisan product and are gen-
erally supportive,” Scott Fleming, assist-
!

ant secretary of Education for legislation,
said of the House measure. “There is a lot
to like,” he said, though the administra-
tion will seek changes on some points as
the legislative process moves forward.

Rep. Bill Goodling (R-Pa.), chairman of
the House Education and Workforce
Committee and architect of the bipartisan
bill, acknowledged that many of his fel-
low Republicans see parts of the measure
as dictating to local schools, but “this is
1009, federal tax dollars, and we cannot
continue to fail these kids.

“For the first time in the history of Ti-
tle I, it will actuaily improve the academic
achievement of those most in need.”

Title 1.is the federal government's larg-
est aid program for students who are
poor, disabled or have limited English
proficiency. It has channeled about $130
billion in federal funds into schools serv-
ing such students over the last three dec-
ades and has become a crucial funding
source for many school systems, espe-
cially in large cities.

In the Los Angeles Unified School Dis-

trict, about 475,000 students in 472

schools are eligible for Title [ assistance,
most of them in the elementary grades.
That is about twothirds of the district’s
students. Statewide, California received
about $830 million in the last fiscal year,
11% of the total $7.3-billion Title I
budget. Approximately 4,800 schools in
833 districts received funds.

The bill approved Thursday strength-
ens the effort begun in the 1994 re-
authorization to pressure local schools to
do more to boost educational achieve-
ment among poor, immigrant and other
disadvantaged students.

Christopher T. Cross, president of the
Council for Basic Education, a nonparti~
san organization advocating higher
standards, sald that federal pressure to
raise achievement is needed because
“states have not been paragons of
strength when it comes to enforcing
standards against local schools.

“Local governments almost never have
the guts to do something like that. That

is a legitimate and perfectly proper role
for the federal government to play.”

Cross, who served in the Education De-
partment in the Reagan administration,
was a member of the independent review
panel that studied Title I last year. Many
of the panel’s concerns are addressed in
the House bill. Specifically, the House
measure includes requirements that
schools receiving Title I money:

® Post achievement gains for all cat-
egories of students, including the poor,
those with limited English proficiency
and the disabled. Now, states can meet
achievement goals on the basis of state-
wide averages of all students, which can
mask continuing failure among Title [
schools.

® Make public the information on stu-
dent performance; graduation rates, re-
tention rates and other measures of suc-
cess or failure for individual schools.

® Disclose the qualifications of
teachers, including those who are work-
ing in classrooms without meeting state
certification requirements, a common
condition in Los Angeles schools, espe-
cially in poor and immigrant neighbor-
hoods.

® Require paraprofessional teacher’s
aides to finish at least two years of col-
lege or pass an equivalent test withir
three years. Such aides are widely used ir
Los Angeles and other large cities to su-
plement or even perform the duties
classroom teachers, though current )
requires only a high school diploma
general education certificate within
years of being hired.

® Allow students in Jow-perfor-
schools to transfer to better j
schools within their districts and r¢
Title I money for transportation. :

The bill also extends the ap%rvoaalj
gun in 1994 to require that disa
students be held to the sam
achievement standards applied t
students in a state.

Times staft writers Richard L Coivin In
and Janet Hook and Keensn Suares In W.
tributed to this story.
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@/ ) H.R. 2, The Student Results Act of 1999
Kf(% P (Updated October 15, 1999)

SUMMARY

H.R.-2, the Student Results Act of 1999 authorizes Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act and other programs assisting low achieving students. Programs
authorized in the bill are: Title I, Part A (education of the disadvantaged), Migrant Education,
Neglected and Delinquent, Magnet Schools Assistance, Native Americans, Hawaiians, and
Alaskan programs, Gifted and Talented, Rural Education, and the Stewart B. McKinney
Homeless Assistance program. The legislation was reported from Committee by a vote of 42-6
on October 13, 1999. '

Title I, Part A (education for the disadvantaged)

Title I, Part A is the largest program of ESEA and is funded at $7.7 billion for FY 1999.
The program authorizes federal aid to state and local educational agencies for helping
educationally disadvantaged children achieve to the same high state performance standards as all
other students.

o Structure. Continues the current standards-based approach with Title I students being held
accountable for meeting the same challenging state standards as all other students.

e Academic Accountability. Modifies existing accountability provisions to ensure that each
of the separate subgroups of students (economically disadvantaged, limited English
proficient, minority, students with disabilities, etc.) as well as students as a whole show
increased academic achievement gains at the state, school district and school levels.

e Public School Choice for Students in L.ow Performing Schools. If a school that receives
Title I funding is designated for "school improvement” (meaning that the school is low
performing), then parents of children who attend the school would have the option of
transferring to another public school or public charter school that is not in “school
improvement.” Title I funding could be used, if local officials so decide, for transportation to
another public school or public charter school.

e Rewards. Up to 30 percent of any increase in Title I funding may be set aside by states to
provide rewards to schools (and teachers in such schools) that substantially close the
achievement gap between the lowest and highest performing students and that have made
outstanding yearly progress for two consecutive years.

e Annual State Reports. The academic performance of all schools receiving Title I funding
would be included in annual state reports produced by the states for parents and the public. If
states are already producing annual state reports, then the Title I data could be included in
such reports or disseminated through alternative means such as posting on the Internet,
distribution to media or through other public agencies. The report will include information
on each school receiving Title I funds. The information would be for those Title I schools in
the aggregate in school districts and individually on the following things: student

Committee on Education and the Workforce
Rep. Bill Goodling (R-PA), Chairman



performance according to subgroups on state assessments; comparison of students at below
basic, basic, proficient, and advanced levels of performance on state assessments; graduation
rates; retention rates; completion of Advanced Placement courses; and qualifications of
teachers and teachers’ aides.

School District Reports. School districts receiving Title I funding would prepare annual
reports for parents and the public on the academic performance of each Title I school in the
aggregate in the school district and individually. If school districts are already producing
annual school district reports, then the Title I data could be included in such reports or
provided through an alternative means such as posting on the Internet, distribution to media,
or through other public agencies. The school district reports will include information on: the
numbers and percentages of schools identified within the school district as in “school
improvement” (low performing) under Title I; information that shows how Title I students
performed on statewide assessments, according to subgroups; graduation rates; retention
rates; completion of Advanced Placement courses; and information on teachers’ and
teachers’ aides qualifications.

Testing of Students in English language. Students who have attended school in the United
States for at least three consecutive years would be tested in reading and language arts in the
English language. '

Parental Consent for Bilingual Education. School officials would be required to seek the
informed consent of parents prior to placement of their children in an English language
instruction program for limited English proficient children funded under Title I.

Paraprofessionals (teachers’ aides). Under current law, teachers’ aides funded under Title
I must, at a minimum, obtain a high school diploma or GED within two years of employment
as an aide. The bill would require, not later than 3 years after enactment, all teachers’ aides
to have: (1) completed at least 2 years of study at an institution of higher education; (2)
obtained an associate’s or higher degree; or (3) met a rigorous standard of quality established
at the local level, which includes an assessment of math, reading and writing. Also, would
freeze the number of paraprofessionals at their current levels, with limited exceptions.

Priority for elementary school grades. Requires school districts to continue to rank and
serve schools in school districts according to poverty (from highest to lowest) but school
districts would be permitted to give priority to elementary schools.

Schoolwide poverty threshold. The 50% poverty requirement for eligibility to have a
schoolwide program (where services are made available to the entire school and where the
school may combine various federal funds with state and local funds to serve the entire
school) is lowered from 50% to 40% poverty. This will permit more flexibility at the local
level in implementing schoolwide programs.

Schoolwide programs are relieved of separate fiscal accounting provisions. The bill
makes clear that schoolwide programs are not required to maintain separate fiscal accounting
records when they combine federal education funds with state and local funds.

Committee on Education and the Workforce 2
Rep. Bill Goodling (R-PA), Chairman



e Formulas. No changes in the formulas. However, a hold harmless would be applied to the
basic and concentration grants. The education finance incentive grant, which has never been
funded, is repealed.

o Consultation with private schools strengthened. The provisions requiring school districts

to have timely and meaningful consultations with private school officials in determining the
scope of Title I services to be provided to private school children are significantly
strengthened.

» Bypass for private schools. In determining whether to grant a bypass of the local
educational agency, the Secretary may consider one or more factors, including the quality,
size, scope and location of the Title I program and the opportunity of eligible children to
participate.

e 1% set-aside for state administration. The current 1% set-aside for state administration
would continue to apply to appropriations that at least equal the FY 1999 level ($7.7 billion).
The set aside would not apply to any increases above that level. A separate line item
authorization would be included for additional administrative expenses, and subject to
appropriations.

o Y% % for school improvement activities. One half of one percent of a state’s total Title I
allocation may be set-aside for school improvement activities. Title I funds at the school
district level may also be used for school improvement activities by the school district.

e Comprehensive School Reform Grants. Comprehensive school reform grants, currently
provided through the appropriations process would be authorized through a statutory grant
program as a part of Title I. Schools, through their school districts, would compete to receive
such grants from the state. Such grants involve reform of the whole school and must employ
innovative strategies and proven methods for student learning, teaching and school
management that are based on scientifically based research.

e Secular, Neutral, Non-ideological Title I services. During Committee consideration, an
amendment was adopted which requires public schools to ensure that Title I services are
secular, neutral and non-ideological. This is the same standard that applies to private
schools.

Education of Migrant Students

The federal migrant education program assists migrant children to help them overcome the
problems associated with multiple moves, which hinders them from performing well in school.

o State Allocations. Revises the formula to implement an actual student count (they are
currently funded based on full time equivalents (FTEs)). A holdharmless is included for the
2000 school year. Only new funds will go out based on the new formula.
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Needs Assessment/Authorized Activities. Eliminates the comprehensive plan section and
is replaced by a streamlined section on authorized activities that provides state educational
agencies (SEAs) with the flexibility to determine the activities to be provided with funds
under this Part.

Coordination. Requires the Administration to assist states in developing effective methods
for the transfer of student records within and among states. It further requires that the
Administration, working with the states, develop a common set of data elements that must be
included in student records when funds under this Part are used for such purposes.

Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth
Who are Neglected and Delinquent

This program provides formula grants to states for neglected and delinquent children being

educated in state agency programs for children and youth in institutions or community day
programs for neglected or delinquent children and in adult correctional facilities.

Subpart 1 (State Program). The bill increases from 10 to 15 percent the amount of funds
states are to reserve to provide transition services for children returning from state-operated
institutions to local educational agencies.

Subpart 2 (Local Program). The bill restructures this section to insure the school
component focuses on children returning from facilities for delinquent youth. The bill still
permits such program to serve other at risk populations, but not to the detriment of delinquent
youth in need of assistance.

Magnet Schools Assistance Program

The Magnet Schools Assistance Program supports magnet schools in local educational

agencies that are implementing school desegregation plans. Magnet schools offer special
vocational or academic programs designed to attract students from outside the school's
traditional enrollment area. Grantees receive three-year awards, which cannot exceed $4 million
per year.

Emphasizes Student Achievement. The bill emphasizes a commitment to student
achievement by revising the Findings and Applications and Requirements sections and by
including professional development as a use of funds.

Renews Focus on Magnet Schools. The bill renews the program'’s focus on magnet schools
by eliminating two outdated priorities and by repealing the Innovative Programs. (Any grant
recipient that has an agreement in effect under the Innovative Programs will continue to
receive funds through the end of the applicable grant cycle.)

Public School Choice Program
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The bill authorizes a new $20 million public school choice program which would provide
competitive grants to state and local educational agencies to support programs that promote
innovative approaches to public school choice. This was an amendment adopted in Committee.

Native Americans, Hawaiians, and Alaskan Education Programs

Indian Education Programs within the Department of Education

The purposes of the Department of Education Indian education programs are to provide
financial support to reform and improve elementary and secondary school programs that serve
Indian students; improve and enrich the quality of education for Indian students; research and
evaluate information on the effectiveness of Indian education programs; and improve educational
opportunities for adult Indians.

e Maintains Funding. Maintains currently funded programs, at current funding levels.

e Repeals Unfunded Programs. Repeals four unfunded competitive grant programs:
Fellowships for Indian students, Gifted and Talented programs. Grants to Tribes for
Administrative Planning and Development, and Special Programs Relating to Adult
Education.

e Includes Family Literacy. Adds family literacy services as an allowable use of funds.

o Provides Flexibility. Adds a new flexibility provision to allow school districts receiving
formula grants for Indian students to combine all federal funds they receive to serve Indian
students into a single, more flexible and efficient program for improving Indian student
achievement.

e Directs more Money to the Classroom. Limits the use of funds for administrative purposes
to five percent.

Indian Education Programs within the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA)

Indian education programs within the BIA serve students in BIA funded schools. To be
eligible, Indian students must have membership in a federally recognized Tribe or have a
minimum of % degree or more Indian blood and be in residence on or near a federal Indian
reservation.

o Coordination of Family Literacy Services. Requires coordination of efforts between
providers of family literacy services.

e Accreditation. Allows BIA funded schools to get state or regional accreditation, rather than
meeting BIA federally imposed education standards.
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e Improve and expand educational programs. Allows Tribes to improve and expand
educational programs at BIA funded schools using their own resources.

e School Choice. Allows Indian parents the choice of which BIA funded school their children
will attend.

o Tribal Authority and Flexibility. Gives Tribes a greater say in repair and maintenance
priorities; allows Tribes to contract for training services; increases Tribal authority to pick
service providers for purchasing supplies; and gives Tribes and local school boards more
flexibility in making school staffing decisions. Requires BIA inspectors to get a second
opinion from an independent source (with Tribal input) before fully closing a BIA funded
school for health and safety violations.

e Use of Maintenance Funds. Requires BIA to spend all maintenance money at school sites,
rather than diverting it to fund administrative activities.

Native Hawaiian Education Programs

During Committee consideration, an amendment was adopted to repeal the supplemental
educational programs for Native Hawaiians under Title IX, Part B of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act.

Alaska Native Educational Programs

The purpose of these programs is to (1) recognize the unique educational needs of Alaska
Natives; (2) develop supplemental educational programs to benefit Alaska Natives; and (3)
provide direction and guidance to appropriate federal, state, and local agencies to focus resources
on meeting the educational needs of Alaska Natives.

e Consolidation. Consolidates all three competitive grant programs into a single, more
flexible and efficient program, funded at the current level.

e Includes Family Literacy Services. Adds family literacy services as an allowable use of
funds.

o Directs more Money to the Classroom. Reduces the limit on use of funds for
administrative purposes from 10 percent to five percent.

The Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Act of 1999

The Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented program supports a national research effort and
awards competitive grants to SEAs and LEAs, institutions of higher education, and other public
and private agencies and organizations to help build a nationwide capability to meet the needs of
gifted and talented students in elementary and secondary schools.

The Committee amendment to this part makes minor changes to current law and
incorporates a version of H.R. 637, the Gifted and Talented Students Education Act, introduced
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by Mr. Gallegly (R-CA), to provide formula grants to states to help them implement successful
research findings and model projects funded by the Javits program over the past 10 years. This
program was funded at $6.5 million for FY 1999.

Subpart 1 - Discretionary Grant Program. Maintains the research focus found in current law
with minor improvements. This subpart:

o Stipulates that all research done under this part is to be “scientifically based.”

o Ensures that nothing shall be construed to prohibit a recipient of funds from serving gifted
and talented students simultaneously with other students in the same educational settings
where appropriate. This language would apply to the entire bill.

e Eliminates previously unfunded subsections to better streamline the program (including all
references to gender equity).

Subpart 2 - Formula Grant Program. Subpart 2 authorizes SEAs to distribute grants to
LEAs, including charter schools, on a competitive basis to provide gifted and talented students
with programs and services. Once the current program (subpart 1) reaches funding sufficient to
provide formula grants to the states, subpart 2 activities are triggered and conducted in lieu of
subpart 1. The trigger for subpart 2 activities is $50 million. In subpart 2, states would have the
flexibility to competitively distribute funds for gifted and talented programs according to local
priorities.

Rural Education Assistance

The Committee amendment, a combination of H.R. 2725, “The Rural Education Initiative
Act,” introduced by Rep. Bill Barrett (R-NE) and H.R. 2997, “The Low-Income and Rural
School Program,” introduced by Rep. Van Hilleary (R-TN), addresses the unique problems
associated with the education of students in rural school districts. Specifically, this amendment
to replace part ] of title X of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, will address the
different needs of (1) small, rural school districts and (2) low-income, rural school districts.

Subpart 1 - Small Rural School Program. An LEA would be eligible to use the applicable
funding under this subpart if:

1. The total number of students in average daily attendance at all of the schools served by the
LEA is less than 600; and

2. All of the schools served by the LEA are located in a community with a Rural-Urban
Continuum Code (Beale Code) of 6, 7, 8, or 9, as determined by the Secretary of Agriculture.

Flexibility with Formula Grant Programs - An eligible LEA would be able to combine funds from the
following programs and use the money to support local or statewide education reform efforts:

o Title IT - Eisenhower Professional Development Program;
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Title IV - Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities;

Title VI - Innovative Education Program Strategies;

Title VII (Part A) ~ Bilingual Education;

Title VII (Part C) - Emergency Immigrant Education Program; and
Title X (Part I) - 21* Century Community Learning Centers

Grants under this subpart would be awarded to eligible LEAs based on the number of
students in average daily attendance less the amount they received from the aforementioned
formula grant programs. Minimum grants for LEAs will not be less than $20,000.

Subpart 2 - Low-Income Rural School Program. If an LEA did not qualify for funding under
Subpart 1, it would be eligible to use the applicable funding under Subpart 2 if the LEA serves:

1. A school-age population, 20 percent or more of whom are from families with incomes below
the poverty line; and

2. All of the schools served by the LEA are located in a community with a Rural-Urban
Continuum Code (Beale Code) of 6, 7, 8, or 9, as determined by the Secretary of Agriculture.

Funds are allocated among states by formula based on student enrollment in eligible districts
within those states. States, in turn, allocate funds to eligible districts by a competitive grant process
or according to a state-determined formula based on the number of students each eligible LEA serves.
Funds awarded to LEAs or made available to schools under this subpart can be used for: Educational
Technology; Professional Development; Technical Assistance; Teacher Recruitment and Retentlon
Parental Involvement Activities; or Academic Enrichment Programs.

Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Education Assistance Improvements Act of 1999

This program authorizes formula grants to states, based on state allocations for grants to
LEAs under ESEA Title I, Part A. Grants must be used to establish an Office of Coordinator of
Education of Homeless Children and Youth within each SEA, implement professional
development activities for school personnel, and provide each child the opportunity to meet the
same state student performance standards that others are expected to meet.

Improves the McKinney Act by amending it to incorporate a version of H.R. 2888, the
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Education Assistance Improvements Act of 1999, introduced by
Ms. Biggert (R-IL) to help homeless children enroll, attend, and succeed in school. The
Committee amendment strengthens and clarifies current law to address the educational needs of
homeless children and youth including:

o At-Risk Students. Allows funds to be used to provide the same services to other children at
risk of failing in, or dropping out, of school.

¢ Data Collection. Eliminates the requirement that the state coordinator estimate the number
of homeless children in the state and the number of homeless children served by the program.
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e Report. Directs the Secretary to develop and issue a report to be made available to states,
LEAs, and other applicable agencies. This report will address successful ways in which
states can help LEAs immediately enroll homeless children and encourages states to follow
programs implemented in state law that have successfully addressed transportation barriers
for homeless children and youth.

o School of Origin. Stipulates that a homeless student be kept - to the extent feasible - in their
school of origin. Requires that LEAs provide a written explanation to a parent or guardian
(including the right to appeal an enrollment decision) if such child is sent to a school other than
their school of origin.

e Segregation. Prohibits a state receiving funds from segregating a homeless child, either in a
separate school or in a separate program within a school, based on that student’s status as
homeless. This provision contains a grandfather clause that ensures established schools do
not lose funding.

Teacher Liability Protection

During Committee consideration, an amendment was adopted which provides limited
civil litigation immunity for teachers, principals, local school board members, superintendents,
and other educational professionals who engage in reasonable actions to maintain school
discipline.
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Testimony of
Judith Johnson
Acting Assistant Secretary for
Elementary and Secondary Education
U.S. Department of Education
On Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
U.S. Senate Committee on Indian Affairs

October 27, 1999

Thank you Mr. Chairman, Senator Inouye, and members of the Committee for inviting
me to discuss the Administration’s proposal for the reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) and, in particular, the reauthorization of ESEA
programs for American Indians, Native Hawaiians, and Alaska Natives.

Five years ago, in the reauthorization of the ESEA, this Administration set out to end
what Secretary Riley has called the "tyranny of low expectations," the deeply flawed assumption
that it is acceptable to provide children in poverty with a second- or even a third-class education.
This Administration has never been willing to accept that assumption. No child should be left
behind. No child should be allowed to drift through school unable to read. No child should have
an unqualified teacher. And no child should have to go to a failing school.

Since that time, the States and school districts have taken significant steps to establish
high standards for all students, particularly poor and educationally disadvantaged students. More

importantly, there are promising signs of real State progress toward meeting those standards.

Page 1




To increase educational excellence and equity, the Administration’s ESEA
reauthorization proposal has six broad themes. They are: (1) implementing high standards in
every classroom; (2) reducing class sizes in the early grades and helping every child read well
by the 3rd grade, if not earlier; (3) strengthening teacher and principal quality; (4) emphasizing
accountability for school and student performance, including turning around failing schools, and
toughening accountability in Federal education programs; (5) providing safe, healthy, and
disciplined learning environments that better connect students, teachers, families, and
communities; and (6) Modernizing schools for the 21st Century by putting useful technology in
the classrooms, making schools smaller and more personalized, increasing opportunities to learn
foreign languages, and expanding after-school and summer programs.

These themes are present throughout our reauthorization proposal and are intended to
continue the progress that the nation’s schools have already made in raising the academic
expectations of poor, minority, low-income, and educationally disadvantaged students. Our
proposal takes a step in the right direction toward ending the tyranny of low expectations for
poor and minority students and will encourage all of our students, including American Indians,
Native Hawaiians, and Alaska Natives, to achieve to high standards and high expectations.

Our investments in Title I, Comprehensive School Reform Demonstrations, the Class-
Size Reduction program, the Reading Excellence Act, and after-school programs, among others,
are important components of our effort to get communities and their teachers and principals the
resources they need to raise achievement for all students, including American Indians, Native
Hawaiians, and Alaska Natives. These important investments, and their targeting provisions,

rightly focus on providing resources to communities that do not have the necessary resources to
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provide a world-class education to all their children so that the educational achievement gap
between the “haves” and the “have nots” will, over time, disappear.

Our reauthorization proposal recognizes that qualified teachers are the most critical in-
school factor in improving student achievement, and all of our children deserve to have high-
quality and well-prepared teachers in the classroom. It would end the practice of putting
unqualified teachers in front of the most educationally disadvantaged and educationally at-risk
students, improve resources for professional development so that our teachers are able to
improve their skills, train educators in the use of technology in the classroom, prepare teachers to
teach to high standards for all students, and help ensure that teachers are well trained to teach
students with limited English proficiency.

Our reauthorization proposal includes significant language on accountability that strikes a
careful balance between, on the one hand, giving schools the increased support and flexibility
they need to raise achievement levels for all students and, on the other hand, holding schools
accountable when they do not measure up to clearly established goals. Toward that end, our
accountability provisions include measures intended to end social promotion, encourage school
report cards, identify low-performing schools, improve discipline in schools and classrooms, and
putting in place measurable ways to make change happen, such as standards-based assessments
at different grade levels. These measures will improve the educational opportunities for
American Indian, Native Hawaiian, and Alaska Native students and give them the resources they
need to achieve to challenging standards.

American Indians and Alaska Natives have made progress in recent decades but continue
to be disproportionately affected by poverty and low educational attainment and have fewer

educational opportunities than other students. For example, recent data show that:
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e  The high school completion rate for American Indians, ages 20 to 24, is 70
percent, 12.5 percent below the national average.

e In 1990, 36.2 percent of American Indian children ages 5-17 were living below
the poverty level, compared with 17 percent of all other children.

e In 1992, 31 percent of American Indian high school graduates earned the core
credits recommended by 4 Nation at Risk -- a dramatic increase over the 6 percent
reported in 1982. However, the proportion of American Indian high school
graduates taking the recommended core credits was well below that for all high
school students (47 percent).

) American Indian students, on average, score lower on the National Assessment of
Education Progress than other students. For example, 48 percent of American
Indian 4th graders scored "at or above basic" on the 1994 reading assessment,
compared to 60 percent of all students.

e  The combined score on the SAT in 1994-95 for American Indians was 850, or 60
points lower than the combined score of 910 reported for all students.

e In 1990, 9.3 percent of American Indian persons 25 years old and over had
attained a bachelor’s degree or higher, as compared to 20.3 percent for all
persons.

These data undergird the important role that the Indian Education programs play in
supporting the academic achievement of American Indians, Native Hawaiians, and Alaska
Natives. They also demonstrate the need for continued support for the important programs and
services that are provided under the Indian Education, Native Hawaiian, and Alaska Native

programs.

Page 4




In 1994, Congress amended the Indian Education authorization to focus programs on
improving the capacity of schools to provide challenging curriculum to Indian students. The
statute now supports a comprehensive approach to educational reform and helps ensure that
Indians benefit from national education reforms and receive every opportunity to achieve to high
standards. Title IX programs provide direct assistance for the education of Indian children and
adults; the training of Indian individuals as educators and in other professions serving Indian
people; and research, evaluation, and data collection. The programs promote the efforts of local
educational agencies, State educational agencies, and Indian tribes and organizations to meet the
unique educational and culturally related needs of these students.

The Administration’s reauthorization proposal builds on the significant changes made in
the 1994 reauthorization. While the proposal would maintain our commitment to the formula
grant program to improve the quality of instruction that American Indian students receive, some
minor changes are proposed. These changes include a clarification to eliminate confusion
regarding the role of the parent committee and a modification of the BIA application process to
reduce redundancy in student identifications. Consistent with general Administration policy,
several un-funded, generally duplicative authorizations would be repealed.

This Administration is particularly committed to improving the educational achievement
of American Indian, Native Hawaiian, and Alaska Native students. Our reauthorization proposal
is itself evidence of this commitment and the tremendous job done in the 1994 reauthorization to
improve education programs for these students. The previous reauthorization made significant
changes in the Indian Education programs, and we have spent the past several years

implementing those important reforms. In our consultation with Indian educators, tribes, parents,
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and students, as well as with the broader education community, we heard a strong consensus for
continuing with the current mission.

Our reauthorization proposals for the Native Hawaiian and Alaska Native programs are
intended to ease the administration of the programs in order to facilitate implementation of the
innovative educational strategies that are emerging from native educators in Hawaii and Alaska.
The current Native Hawaiian authorization has separate authorities in 7 different areas: Gifted
and Talented Education; Special Education; Higher Education; Curriculum Development,
Teacher Training, and Recruitment; Family-Based Education Centers; Community-Based
Education Centers; and the Native Hawaiian Education and Island Councils. The current Alaska
Native authorization has separate authorities in three different areas: Educational Planning,
Curriculum Development, Teacher Training, and Recruitment; Home-Based Education for
Preschool Children; and Student Enrichment Programs. Our experience has shown us that the
particular requirements of these authorities has made it difficult to fund creative and new
approaches to meeting the unique needs of Native Hawaitans and Alaska Natives.

For the Native Hawaiian program, we propose to merge the 7 authorities into one
comprehensive authority that would give the Department the flexibility to fund creative, cross-
cutting approaches to meeting the educational and culturally related needs of Native Hawaiian
students. Similarly for the Alaska Native program, we propose to merge the three authorities
into one comprehensive authority.

The Administration strongly opposes the proposal by the House Education and the
Workforce Committee to repeal the Native Hawaiian programs. The House Committee’s action
fails to consider the unique educational and culturally related needs of the Native Hawaiian

population.
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I would also like to point out that our proposal would retain the current set-asides for
native populations and the Bureau of Indian Affairs in our State formula programs (except where
the bill would consolidate programs). These set-asides provide funding for Title I, Class Size
Reduction, professional development, Safe and Drug-Free Schools, and Homeless Education.
These set-asides are important to maintain because they ensure that funds are available to serve
the educational needs of American Indians, Native Hawaiians, and Alaska Natives.

Our reauthorization proposal is not the only effort we are making to improve educational
opportunities for Indian students. On August 6, 1998, President Clinton signed Executive Order
13096, which cited the importance of improving educational achievement and academic progress
for American Indian and Alaska Native students and reaching the goal of preparing every student
for responsible citizenship, continued learning, and productive employment.

In order to fulfill that commitment, the President directed Federal agencies to focus
special attention on six key goals, which include:

1) improving feading and mathematics;

2) increasing high school completion and postsecondary attendance rates;

3) reducing the influence of long-standing factors that impede educational performance,

such as poverty and substance abuse;

4) creating strong, safe, and drug-free school environments;

5) improving science education; and

6) expanding the use of educational technology.

The President called for the development of a corhprehensive Federal Indian education

policy to accomplish the six goals and address the fragmentation of government services and the
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complexity of inter-governmental relationships affecting the education of American Indian and
Alaska Native students.

This Executive Order is an important step forward in addressing systemic and long-
standing difficulties in meeting the unique needs of our American Indian and Alaska Native
students. The resulting Policy will set the stage for important discussions surrounding the
programs and services that we provide to American Indian and Alaska Native students, and will
have a positive impact on the educational achievement and academic opportunities available to
them.

Thank you again for the opportunity to appear before this Committee. I look forward to
discussing our reauthorization proposal with you and answering any questions that you may

have.
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H.R. 2 - The Students Results Act of 1999
(Rep. Goodling (R) PA and 18 others)

The Administration supports House passage of H.R. 2, as rep‘ox{ed by the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, but strongly urges that the bill be improved as outlined below.

The Administration is pleased that the Committee worked in a bipartisan manner and that HR. 2
reflects some of the themes that shaped the President's Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) reauthorization proposal, the Educational Excellence for All Children Act of 1999. The
Administration is encouraged that the Committee-reported version of H.R. 2 continues the work
of standards-based reform, emphasizes public school choice, recognizes the importance of
accountability, and rejects the false promise of vouchers.

The Administration does, however, encourage the Congress to improve specific aspects of the
legislation as the reauthorization process moves forward.- Specifically, the Admuustranon looks
forward to working with the Congress 1o amend the bill to:

—  Target funds to areas of greatest need by concentrating Title I funds on high-poverty
districts and schools that have the greatest need for funds and the farthest to go to raise
student achievement. The bill should thus be amended to devote substantially more fuinds
to Targeted Grants and less funds to Basic Grants. In addition, the House should delete
language that would guarantee the award of Concentration Grants to districts for four
years after they lose their eligibility. Finally, the bill should be amended to adopt the
President’s proposal to determine the Basic Grant allocation for Puerto Rico on the same
basis as is used for the rest of the country.

--  Ensure that children with limited English proficiency (LEP) are able to meet State
standards for all children. To support our continued commitment to improving parental
involvement in the education of students with limited English proficiency, the bill should
require that schools annually assess the English proficiency of LEP children in their Title
I programs. Results would be used both to improve instruction and inform parents of
student progress. In addition, the House should delete any provisions of the bill that
would require parental consent for certain Title I services and jeopardize student access to
the full benefit of Title I and opportunities to achieve to high standards.
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The House should also include provisions from the President's proposal that would
require States to use tests written in Spanish when testing Spanish-speaking students in
subjects other than English, if Spanish-language tests are more likely to yield accurate
-and reliable information on what these students know in those subjects. This will help
ensure that States, school districts, and schools are accountable for the academic
performance of children with limited English proficiency. Similarly, to ensure
accountability for helping students learn English, States should be required to include
LEP students in State assessments of reading/language arts in English, when students
have been in U.S. public schools for three or more consecutive years. Finally, the bill

should require that tests used to assess the literacy level of first graders be in the language
most likely to yield valid results.

-~ Retain the current eligibility requirements for school-wide programs. Currently, schools
with 50 percent of their students from low-income families can use their Title I funds for

school-wide programs. H.R. 2 would lower the threshold to 40 percent. A threshold

lower than 50 percent is likely to dilute the effect of Title I services for disadvantaged
students in the school. '

-~ Strengthen accountability by including the President's proposal that each State set aside
2.5 percent of its annual Title I allocation to hélp turn around the lowest-performing
schools. The bill should also be amended to promote single Statewide accountability
systems, that would be effective immediately, to help ensure that all schools, including
Title I schools, help students leam to the same high standards. By establishing
potentially unworkable performance requirements solely for Title I schools, B.R. 2 would
lead States to develop dual accountability systems -- one for Title I schools and another
for all other schools. Moreover, because even the best State accountability systems today
do not meet the requirements the bill would irspose on Title I schools, the procedures
required by the bill would cause significant delays in implementing effective district and
school accountability. The States have already been given several years to implement
accountability systems, and students in low-performing schools should not have to wait
for further improvements.

-~ Improve the quality of Title [ instruction by incorporating the President's proposals to
ensure that Title I teachers and paraprofessionals are fully trained and qualified, and
substantially curtail the use of paraprofessionals to provide instructional services. The
bill should also require school districts to devote at least five percent of their annual
Title I allocations to provide high-quality professional development for teachers,
principals, and other school staff.

--  Strengthen provisions on "comparability". The bill should include the President's
proposal to strengthen current "comparability" provisions to ensure that disadvantaged
children in Title I schools have access to the same quality of instruction and other
resources as do children in other schools.
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--  Reauthorize the Women's Educational Equity Act as proposed by the President, in order
to continue the national commitment to promote gender equity in education. This
reauthorization is important to ensure that all women and girls have full and equal access
to all educational and career opportunities. Increasing numbers of school districts are

seeking materials and technical assistance related to gender equity, and the Prc51dcnt s
proposal would help meet those growing demands.

The Administration is pleased that the Committee included the President's proposed
demonstration program that would provide support for high-quality public school choice
imtiatives. The bill should also reauthorize education programs for Native Hawaiians and adopt
amendments to provide the additional flexibility proposed by the President to simplify and
streamline these programs, which address the special educational obstacles that Native
Hawaiaps face. H.R. 2 should not include the new (and unworkable) program focused on rural
areas. It is unlikely that the proposal would achieve its apparent objective of reducing

administrative burdens or increasing flexibility for rural districts. The Administration looks
forward to working with the Congress to address the education needs of rural areas,
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H.R. 2300 - Academic Achievement for All Act (Straight A's Act)
(Rep. Goodling (R) PA and 128 Others)

The Administration strongly opposes H.R. 2300, as reported by the Committee on Education and
the Workforce. If the bill were presented to the President, his senior advisers would recommend
that he veto it.

H.R. 2300 would effectively permit States to convert a wide array of Federal education programs
that address national priorities into a single block grant program providing general aid for
education. The bill would thus undermine the Federal Government's commitment to help local
communities raise educational standards and educational achievernent for all students, reduce
class size, improve the quality of teaching, put a computer in every classroom, make schools free
from drugs and violence, and promote family literacy. These efforts bave been proven successful
in helping schools to improve.

Block grants would replace these worthy and targeted efforts with general aid, without providing
adequate mechanisms to: (1) hold States and communities accountable for their use of taxpayer
funds; (2) hold schools and school systems accountable for results; and (3) give the '
Administration and Congress information with which to evaluate the block grant program's
performance. The bill would not target funds to school districts and schools, or for educational
services, that most warrant Federal assistance, and it would not ensure that funds are actually
used for classroom instruction. The bill would also open the door for Federal funds to be spent
on private and religious school twtion. The Administration's position on this issue is well
known. :

The Administration is pleased that the House is working to tmprove and reauthorize the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. The Administration urges the House to reject
the block grant approach of HR. 2300 and, instead, work towards adopting the ESEA
reauthorization legislation as proposed by the President in his Educational Excellence for All
Children Act of 1999. :

LE S JE I O
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STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY
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é/Af H.R. 2, THE STUDENT RESULTS ACT OF 1999

(GOODLING-PA AND 18 OTHERS)

The Administration supports House passage of H.R. 2, as reported by the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, but strongly urges that it be improved in several respects.
Although the bill, which would reauthorize certain key programs under the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), focuses on some of the same themes that
shaped the President's ESEA proposal, the Educational Excellence for All Children Act
of 1999, it should be strengthened to further help States and local school districts translate
the promising work of standards-based educational reform into increased student
achievement in the classroom, particularly for our most disadvantaged students.

Among other concerns, the bill's provisions relating to the program for educationally
disadvantaged children under Title I of the ESEA should be amended to:

) Strengthen accountability by promoting single statewide accountability systems,
that would be effective immediately, to help ensure that all schools, including Title I
schools, help students learn to the same high standards. By establishing unduly rigid and
prescriptive performance requirements for Title I schools, the reported bill would lead
States to develop dual accountability systems -- one for those schools and another for all
other schools. Moreover, because even the best State systems that are now in place (such
as those in Maryland, North Carolina, and Texas) do not meet these requirements, the
cumbersome procedures required by the bill would cause significant delays in
implementing effective district and school accountability. The States have already been
given several years to implement accountability systems, and students in low-performing
schools should not have to wait further for things to improve.

The bill should also include the President's proposal that each State set aside
2.5 percent of its annual Title I allocation to help turn around the lowest-performing
schools.

0 Target funds to areas of greatest need by concentrating Title I funds on high-
poverty districts and schools that have the farthest to go to raise student achievement and
the greatest need for funds. The bill should thus be amended to devote substantially more
funds to Targeted Grants and less funds to Basic Grants. In addition, the House should
delete language that would guarantee the award of Concentration Grants to districts for
four years after they lose their eligibility.

0 Retain the current eligibility requirements for schoolwide programs. The
proportion of a schools' students who are from low-income families in order for a school




to qualify to carry out a schoolwide program should remain at 50 percent, not be lowered
to 40 percent, as provided in the bill. A threshold lower than 50 percent is likely to dilute
the effect of Title I services for disadvantaged students in the school.

0 Ensure that children with limited English proficiency are able to meet State
standards for all children. To support our continued commitment to improving parental
involvement in education, particularly the education of students with limited English
proficiency, the bill should require that districts annually assess the English proficiency
of LEP children in their Title I programs. Results would be used both to improve
instruction and inform parents of student progress. In addition, the House should delete
any provisions of the bill that would require parental consent for certain Title I services
and jeopardize student access to the full benefit of Title I and opportunities to achieve to
high standards.

The House should also include provisions from the Administration's proposal that
would require States to use tests written in Spanish when testing Spanish-speaking
students in subjects other than English, if Spanish-language tests are more likely to yield
accurate and reliable information on what these students know in those subjects. This
will help ensure that States, districts, and schools are accountable for the academic
performance of children with limited English proficiency. Similarly, to ensure
accountability for helping students learn English, States should be required to include
LEP students in State assessments of reading/language arts in English, when students
have been in US public schools for 3 or more consecutive years. Finally, the bill should
require that tests used to assess the literacy level of first graders be in the language most
likely to yield valid resulits.

0 Improve the quality of Title I instruction by incorporating the President's
proposals to ensure that Title I teachers and paraprofessionals are fully trained and
qualified, and that the use of paraprofessionals to provide instructional services is
substantially curtailed. The bill should also require school districts to devote at least
5 percent of their annual Title I allocations to provide high-quality professional
development for teachers, principals, and other school staff.

0 Strengthen provisions on "comparability". The bill should include the President's
proposal to strengthen current "comparability" provisions to ensure that disadvantaged
children in Title I schools have access to the same quality of instruction and other
resources as do children in other schools.

The Administration is pleased that the Committee included the President's proposed
demonstration program of support for high-quality public school choice initiatives. The
bill should also reauthorize the Women's Educational Equity Act, but should not include
the new (and unworkable) program focused on rural areas. It is unlikely that that
proposal would achieve its apparent objective of reducing administrative burdens or

increasing flexibility for rural districts.
¥ ok ok x %k
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H.R. 2 - Amendments approved by
the House Committee on Education and the Workforce
October 5, 6, 7, and 13, 1999
October 5

Castle and Kildee (en bloc)

LEP children: limits parental consent requirement for placing LEP children in
English fanguage instruction to only those circumstances where the instruction
will be tailored for LEP children;

--provides that parental consent need not be obtained if, after written notice and
reasonable and substantial effort by the LEA, a parental response is not
received; 10 days before placing a child, the LEA must mail or deliver proof of
documentation (presumably to the parent) of its efforts to obtain consent;

Within-district allocations: increases from 1,000 to 1,500 the total enroliment
needed in a school district to exempt a district from ranking requirements for
within-district allocations.

"Grandfather” clause: As proposed by ED, restores provision from pre-1994
statute permitting LEAs to serve schools that do not meet eligibility criteria but
that were eligible and were served in the previous year. LEAs could serve such
schools for only one additional year.

Program improvement/accountability: requires LEAs to reserve sufficient
funds to carry out school improvement and corrective action responsibilities;

Schoolwide programs: emphasizes that schoolwide programs should focus on
children most at risk of academic failure.

Restores current law provision prohibiting exemption of schoolwides from IDEA
requirements, except as provided in section 613(a)(2)(D) of the IDEA.

Comprehensive school reform demonstrations: No longer requires States to
award grants "through an equitable distribution by geographic area within the
State." Instead requires States, when making awards, to "take into account the
equitable distribution of awards to different geographic regions within the State,
including urban and rural areas, and to schools serving elementary and
secondary students." Also, with respect to national evaluation, requires
evaluation not only of program results but also of program implementation.

Requires ED reports on CSRD to be sent to both authorizing and appropriations
committees.



Performance standards: Gets rid of the fourth proficiency level ("below basic"),
thus restoring the three-level approach under current law. _

Other academic measures of annual yearly progress (AYP): Makes clear
that academic measures other than performance on State assessments (e.g.,
promotion, completion of college prep courses) may not change the identification
of schools or LEAs for improvement or corrective action if they would be so
identified absent the other academic measures.

Report cards: Strengthens language to make clear that report cards need to
report only on Title | schools, except that if a State or LEA reports on all students
in the state or district, it must include info required by Title |. Also makes clear
that only States and LEAs -- and not schools -- need to issue report cards.

LEA improvement: Restores current law provision that LEAs can be removed
from "improvement status" if they have made AYP for 2 out of 3 years after being
identified.

Paraprofessionals: Makes clear that a high school diploma or GED is a
necessary but not sufficient component of the "rigorous standard of quality"
option for qualification. Also provides that paraprofessionals may not provide
instructional services in writing or math (as well as reading) unless they have
demonstrated, through a State or local assessment, the ability effectively to carry
out reading, writing, or math instruction.

Puerto Rico allocation: Makes clear that if using the ratio of Puerto Rico's per-
pupil expenditure to the lowest State average per-pupil expenditure in the
allocation formula would result in any State or D.C. getting less money than it
received the previous year, then the ratio used to calculate Puerto Rico's share
shall be not less than the ratio used in the previous year. Before this
amendment, the bill provided that the Puerto Rico allocation won't cause any
State or D.C. to get less than it got the previous year, while ensuring that Puerto
Rico will get at least as much as it got the previous year (assuming the average
U.S. per-pupil expenditure stays constant).

Bypass for private school children: Deletes a bill provision that would have
allowed bypass whenever private school children served by Title | funds fail to
make satisfactory educational progress. Our concern here was that this
provision would have made LEAs, not private schools, primarily if not wholly
responsible for the education of private school students.

Neglected and Delinquent Youth program: includes entrepreneurship
education, mentoring, and peer mediation as allowable uses of funds under the
Neglected and Delinquent Youth program;



Day 2, October 6

Roemer: authorizes a $20 million innovative choice demonstration program to
support high-quality public school choice initiatives. This is what the
Administration proposed under Title V of the ESEA.

Day 3, October 7

Clay: directing the GAO to evaluate how waivers for schools and LEAs, as well
as statewide waivers, granted pursuant to Ed-Flex affect student learning to high
standards.

Day 4, October 13

Schaffer: to make the 25 percent set-aside for Title | awards optional and to
increase the optional amount that can be reserved for this purpose to 30 percent
(adopted by a vote of 23 to 20).

Hoekstra: lowering the schoolwide threshold to 40 percent (adopted by a vote of
26 to 21). (The Committee had previously approved a Payne amendment to
restore the current threshold of 50 percent.)

Hoekstra: clarifying that if a State already has a report card, it can include
information on Title | schools in that report card and providing that if a State does
not have a report card, it can disseminate the required information by other
methods such as the Internet, media, or distribution through public agencies
(adopted by voice vote).

Schaffer: lowering the authorization of appropriations for capital expenses to $15
million for FY 2000 and 20001 and $5 million for FY 2002.

Schaffer: requiring all Title | services in public schools to be "secular, neutral,
and nonideological” -- the same requirement applicable to Title | services for
private school children. (adopted 28 to 21)

Mcintosh: expressing the sense of the Congress that the federal government
and states reduce the paperwork requirements placed on schools, teachers,
principals, and other administrators (adopted by voice vote).
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able to sit down and negotiate until Republicans understand that nobody believes their
phony numbers. I'm not looking for a train wreck. I'm looking for a resolution of this on
reasonable grounds." Obey, Gephardt and House Budget ranking member John Spratt,
D-S.C., all kept up their assault on the Republicans' budget numbers today and charged that
without the various emergency designations and instances when budget writers used more
favorable OMB numbers instead of CBO numbers, FY2000 spending bills currently would
result in an on-budget deficit of at least $13.3 bllllOl’l which by the end of the process could
total as much as $23 ﬁb%— and th e projected $14 billion on-budget

atty Murray, D-Wash., unveiled a letter from 38 Senate Democrats to the pregident,
"strongly" urging him to veto the Labor-HHS conference report if it "does nog4nclude full

ding for the Class Size Reductlon program without requiring subse authorizing
leg1s " and pledging that "we wol i your veto." — by Lisa
Caruso

.. As White House Indicates Support For Week-Long CR

Even as GOP leaders Thursday vowed to get the remaining appropriations measures to
President Clinton by the time the current continuing resolution expires next Thursday,
White House Press Secretary Joe Lockhart today all but offered Congress a one-week
extension. Clinton, Lockhart indicated, would grant Republicans another CR "if they can
make a credible case about why they think they need an extra week to finish their work."
But faced with GOP determination to put the onus on the president for not completing the
budget process, Lockhart argued that seeking to wrap up the year by sending Clinton bills
he will not sign was tantamount to Congress not finishing its work. "If they want to send
bills down here that they know we'll veto, then they'll need to ask for another CR," he said.
But Lockhart maintained the White House is "not going to be happy" about a further CR.
Although Lockhart said Clinton does not want a government shutdown and hopes to work
with Republicans, he offered some of the most scathing rhetoric yet to describe GOP
consideration of the budget. "They've gone from bad ideas, to terrible ideas, to
hyper-terrible ideas," he charged.

Meanwhile, Senate Budget Chairman Domenici today predicted Clinton would seek
a strategy of rolling at least four spending bills into an FY2000 omnibus budget bill, but
said congressional Republicans want individual bills and provide continuing resolutions if
needed. "If he wants to close down the government, I'm going to be suggesting that's his
doing, not ours," Domenici told members of the National Italian American Foundation.
Domenici also said a "very significant philosophical battle" had begun in Congress over
how to spend non-Social Security budget surpluses, U Republicans guard against new
government programs. — by Kezth Keffler and Mark Wegner

sffords Releases Draft Of ESEA Reauthorization Plan
Senate Health, Education, Labor and Pensions Chairman Jeffords today released
hisdraft bill to reauthorlze the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which includes
new flexibility for states to use federal education dollars outside existing programs. These
block grants, which Democrats likely will oppose, would be increased to $2.2 billion over
five years from the $375 million in the last ESEA bill. Under the bill, President Clinton's
00,000 teacher initiative and class size reduction program, and the GOALS 2000 program
woutd-bg among the programs from which states could redirect the money for other
purposes, suchras-prafessional development, class size reduction, technology improventent,
and library services.

Jeffords also proposed a new early chitdh : ildren under
six years old for learning and school. "We are mcreasmgly seeing the ev1dence that the first
years of life are an important period for learning," Jeffords said in a statement. The bill
would spend $7 billion over five years to increase the availability of "voluntary programs,
services, and activities that support early childhood education and promote school

http://www .cloakroom.com/pubs/congressdaily/dj991015.htm

10/15/1999 7:43 PM
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The Educational Excellence for All Children Act of 1999
A Summary of the Administration’s ESEA Reauthorization Proposal

Introduction éb)(/ - &éb\

Philosophy underlying the ESEA reauthorization. Retain the principles of standards-based reform.
but advance it to the next evolutionary step by supporting:

High standards in every classroom. The 1994 ESEA amendments re-oriented every major
Federal education program to help all students reach challenging academic standards. They
helped States implement standards-based reform. under which States define standards (what
students should know and be able to do). then atign all aspects of instruction — including testing.
curriculum, and teacher training — to help students reach those standards. Because virtually
every State has established the basic tools ot standards-based retform, the 1999 reauthorization
proposes to advance this process by ensuring that high standards are implemented in the
classroom, and by targeting the students and schools farthest from reaching the State standards.

Teacher and principal quality improvements. A strong emphasis is placed on professional
development so that teachers are equipped to teach to higher standards, and on ensuring that
teachers are certified in the ficlds in which they are teaching.

Performance accountability improvements. By tocusing on improving student outcomes. the
1994 amendments provided u great deal ot flexibility in how States and districts could raise
student achievement. The 1999 amendments move “tlexibility coupled with accountability™ a
step forward by ensuring that States and districts are accountable for improving performance
among the lowest achieving students, providing States more resources for intervening in low
achieving schools, ending social promotion. and providing the public information on student.
teacher, and school performance through school and district report cards.

Safe, disciplined, and drug-free classrooms. The ESEA reauthorization seeks to reform the
Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities program grant process and require all school
districts to develop discipline policies that focus on prevention.

Title I, Part A: Grants to LEAs

Overview. Title | is the largest elementary and secondary education program, providing over $8 billion
each year to serve over 11 million students in over half of all public schools. It provides extra financial
support to communities with low-income students to help low-achieving students catch up with their
peers. The 1994 amendments required that Title [ students be held to the same high standards as all
students, rather than to minimum competencies.



Standards and assessments. Retains the timetable for implementing standards and
assessments: by the 2000-2001 school year, all states must establish content standards, student
performance standards. and assessments aligned to those standards.

Fixing failing schools. Provides a set-aside to States for intervening in and reforming low-
performing schools through a continuum of school improvement activities. These may include
requiring a spectfic curriculum. or taking over or closing down a school.

Uniform and rigorous accountability system. Encourages States to implement one rigorous
accountability system for all schools and requires them to at least implement such a system for
therr Title T schools.

Teacher quality. Improves teacher quality by requiring districts to spend at least 10 percent of
therr Title 1 funds on protessional development, ensures that new Title [ teachers are certified in
the field in which they are teaching, and requires paraprofessionals who assist with instruction to
have completed at least two years ot college and to work under the supervision of a teacher.

Schoolwide projects. Retains an emphasis on and reforms schoolwide projects, under which
vartous ESEA programs can be consolidated at the school level to promote comprehensive
reform. Requires such programs to be research-based and to utilize high quality staff and
ongoing professional development.

LEP students. Improves the education of limited English proficient (LEP) students by: annually
testing their English proticiency: providing assessments, to the extent practicable, in the language
most likely to vield the best results: and requiring that assessments be made available at least in
Spanish. Students who have attended school in the U.S. for at least three consecutive years
would be tested in English on State reading and language arts exams.

Other Title I programs. A\ number of smaller programs under Title [ are reauthorized with
minor changes. These mcelude the Reading Excellence Act, which funds professional
development activities to train teachers on how to teach reading, extended learning such as
tutoring and after-school programs, and family literacy programs. Also included are the Even
Start Family Literacy Program. the Neglected and Delinquent program for institutionalized
students, Migrant Education. and Comprehensive School Reform Demonstrations, which fund
rescarch-based. whole-school reform programs.

o



Title I, Part A: Teaching to High Standards

Overview. Envisioned as the next step in standards-based reform, the new Title I is designed to
sustain State-level reforms and bring them into classrooms. primarily through high-quality protessional
development for teachers. Our Title 11 proposal consolidates the Goals 2000 program, the Eisenhower
Professional Development program. and the Title VI block grant into a single program. In FY 1999.
these programs totaled about $1.2 billion.

State activities. States would use a portion of their Title I formula grant to support ongoing
development of challenging academic standards tor all children, assessments to measure
progress on those standards. and alignment of curriculum and instruction to those standards.
Title I woula also support State reforms in teacher licensing, hiring, evaluation, and rewards.

Local activities. States would subgrant most of the tunding to local districts, half by a targeted
formula and half through competition. Districts would use Title II primarily to support intensive.
research-based professional development to improve the knowledge and skills of teachers. with
a priority on mathematics and science. Districts could also use Title I funds to orient and
mentor new teachers and to purchase certain curricular and instructional aids.

Accountability. Under the proposed Tide 1. States would be required to hold local districts
accountable for performance on indicators to be determined by the Secretary.

National activities. A tlexible authority i1s provided tor national activities and demonstrations.
such as creating a teacher job bank. tunding innovative recruitment programs, and supporting
the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards.

Republican proposal. The House-passed Teacher Empowerment Act (TEA) would
consolidate Goals 2000, Eisenhower. and Class Size Reduction into a flexible grant program to
improve teacher quality. The President. however. threatened to veto the TEA because it fails to
guarantee that any tunds would be used to reduce class sizes. It is also less targeted. weaker on
accountability, and fails to advance State-level standards-based reforms.

Other key Title II programs

Part B, Transition to Teaching: Troops to Teachers. Our proposal continues DOD’s
Troops to Teachers program for recruiting, preparing, and supporting retired military personnel
as teachers in high-need subject areas and school districts. The proposal also builds upon the

P huds J

|9%]



success ot Troops to Teachers through Transition to Teaching — a program that will recruit.
prepare and support talented mideareer protessionals trom diverse fields as classroom teachers.

. Part C, Early childhood educator professional development. Our proposal creates a new
program to improve the knowledge and skills of early childhood educators in the Nation’s
public preschools. Head Start, and child care programs.

. Part D, Technical assistance programs. Our proposal revamps the Federal technical
assistance system to make it more market-based. It eliminates the relatively ineffective system
of Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers in favor of allowing States and the 100 largest
school districts to use formula grants to “shop™ for technical assistance.

Title HI: Technology for Education

. Technology Literacy Challenge Fund (TLCF). Our proposal continues the core
components of the TLCF. including the formula for allocating funds to states, the awarding of
compeunve grants to districts, and the requirement for state and local technology plans. The

proposal would also require states to coordinate TLCF technology plans with state plans for
stundards-based education reform.

. Next Generation Technology Innovation Awards. Our proposal consolidates the
Technology Innovation Challenge Grants program and the Star Schools program into a single
Next Generation program to develop and expand cutting-edge technologies such as
simulations. web-based instruction, and distance learning, to improve education. The proposal
would include a priority tor projects that serve traditionally under served populations, such as
low-income students. students with disabilities, and students with limited English proficiency.

. Other Title 1 programs. Our proposal continues various other technology programs such as
the Preparing Tomorrow’s Teachers to Use Technology program, which supports the training
of new teachers to use technology: the Community Technology Centers program, which
provides aceess to technology and training in high-poverty communities; and educational
software development and protessional development.

Title I'V: Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities

Overview. The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities (SDFSC) program is one of the key
FFederal drug and violence prevention programs and a major part of the National Drug Control
Strategy. SDIFSC currently provides tunds to about 97 percent of the Nation’s school districts for drug
and violenee prevention education. enhancements to school security, after-school programs, and
support services such as mentoring.



State grant competition. Because the current formula program spreads Federal dollars so
thinly across so many school districts, resulting in minimally sized grants that in turn support
minimally effective programs. our proposal includes a dramatic shift from formula grants to
competitive grants. States would be required to subgrant SDFSC funds on a competitive basis.
taking into account need and quality. Furthermore. States would not be allowed to make
subgrants to more than half of their school districts unless they demonstrate that they can
exceed that limit and still support programs ot sutticient size and scope to be effective. To case
the transition, States may reserve 10 percent ot their funds for one-time, non-competitive grants
to exceptionally needy but unsuccesstul applicant districts.

Principles of effectiveness. Our proposal codities ED’s “principles of effectiveness.”
requiring local SDFSC programs to conduct a rigorous needs assessment, establish measurable
objectives, adopt research-based activities. and evaluate progress.

School security. Our proposal makes the 20 percent limit on the use of local funds for metal
detectors and security personnel subject to a waiver by the State educational agency.

Project SERV. Our proposal authorizes Project SERV (School Emergency Response to
Violence. also proposed in the FY 2000 budget). to provide emergency funding for crisis
counseling, security, ete. to school districts that expertence a violent or traumatic disruption.

National programs. The proposal reauthorizes a tlexible authority to support various nationally
significant projects. such as the Administration’s drug and violence coordinators initiative and
the Sate Schools/Healthy Students Initiative,

Gun-Free Schools Act (GFSA). Our proposal reauthorizes the GFSA, which requires States
to establish policies to expel for not less than vne vear any student who brings a firearm to
school. A new proposal would require that any such student deemed by a mental health
professional to pose an imminent threat receive appropriate mental health services before
readmission.

Title V: Public School Choice

OPTIONS program. Aside from reauthorizing and making minor tweaks to the Magnet
Schools Assistance Program and Public Charter Schools Program, Title V creates a new public
school choice program. Opportunities to Improve Our Nation’s Schools (OPTIONS), under
which the Secretary may make grants to States and districts to support innovative public school
choice programs, such as the worksite schools proposed in the FY 2000 budget.

Title VI: Class-Size Reduction

|97}



Overview. First established through the 1999 appropriations process, this program funds the
President’s commitment to hire 100.000 teachers to reduce class sizes in the primary grades to an
average ot 18,

. Authorizes the program. Establishes the authority to administer the program while maintaining
much of the existing program. such as an emphasis on the early grades and allowing up to 15
pereent of tunds 1o be used for professional development so that teachers are equipped to take
full advantage of teaching in smaller class settings.

. Matching requirement. Includes a matching requirement on a sliding scale basis of up to 35
percent to ensure local buy-in. but exempts high-poverty districts from the requirement.

. Republican bill. The Teacher Empowerment Act is discussed under Title I above.
Tite VII: Bilingual Education, Language Enhancement, and Language Acquisition Programs

Overview. Bilingual Education assists States and school districts in helping LEP students learn English
and achieve to the same high standards as all students. This program has come under attack in the past
few years. the most onerous of which would have restricted a student’s participation in a federally-
tunded bilingual education program to two years. In response to these proposals, the President
articulated a set ot principles to strengthen Bilingual Education: (1) a goal that students learn English
within three years: (2) accountability for results, so that students not making adequate progress receive
the extra help they need and programs that do not measure up are improved; (3) local flexibility for
determining how best to achieve results: and (4) an adequate supply of well-trained teachers. These
principles are embodied in the Administration’s Title I and Title VII proposals.

. Strengthened accountability in instructional programs. Two of the most important proposed
changes include (1) requiring annual evaluation reports to better measure progress of grantees
and determine grant continuation. and (2) requiring grantees to meet program objectives or carry
out an improvement plan in order to receive continued funding. Title VII grantees would be
required to submit baseline data in the grant application and to provide annual, rather than
biennial. performance reports on student progress. At the end of the second year of an award,
projects that tailed to demonstrate continuous and substantial progress would be required to
submit a plan for project improvement tor the Secretary’s review. If grantees failed to make
improvements after implementing the new plan, the Secretary would terminate the grant.

. Professional Development. Between 1990 and 1997, the number of LEP students increased
by 37 percent. to roughly 3.4 million, thus increasing the need for bilingual education teachers.
Our proposal would enhance district capacity to teach LEP students, through teacher education
programs tor new teachers and through professional development for current teachers.



. Immigrant Education. Title VII also reauthorizes with few changes the Immigrant Education
program, which provides formula grants to States to help school districts with large numbers of
recent immigrant students. The program typically supports local bilingual/ESL programs.

Title VIII - Impact Aid

Overview. This program, first established in the 1950s. compensates school districts for the presence
of Federal property and Federally-connected children in the districts® schools.

. More equitable funding formula. Reforms the tunding formula by eliminating funds for
children of parents who live or work on a Federal facility, such as a military base, and utilizing
only the most equitable per pupil funding factors in determining allocations.

. Reauthorizes “Payments for Federal Propertics”. Although the Administration has not
requested funding for this program tor several years, the ESEA proposes to reform the program
rather than eliminate it given its popularity in Congress. The proposal would reimburse districts
only on the basis of the current value of the Federal property, not its potential value.

Title IX: Indian, Alaska Native, and Native Hawaiian Education

Overview. Current law authorizes formula grants to school districts and BIA schools serving Indian
children. The formula grants help provide such services as tutoring, native language and culture
instruction, and guidance counseling to 460.000 American Indian and Alaska Native students.

. Improved teacher quality. The reauthorization proposes to support professional development
consortia to train current teachers to meet the needs ot Indian students, using the best available
research-based teaching and learning strategies. It would also encourage collaborations among
tribally controlled colleges. other institutions of higher education, and school districts serving
substantial numbers ot Indian students.

. Reduced burden and greater flexibility for tribal schools. The proposal allows tribal
schools to determine student enrollment through the standard student eligibility requirements met
by public schools. rather than the BIA certification process, if they so choose.

Title X: Programs of National Significance

Overview. Title X reauthorizes a wide array of programs. most with only minor changes, such as the
Fund for the Improvement of Education. the National Writing Project, Civic Education, the Javits
Gifted and Talented program. Highlights ot Title X appear below.



After School. The 21st Century Community Learning Centers program provides grants to
public schools to offer opportunities for extended learning time to students and community
members. The program has expanded from a $1 million demonstration program in FY 1997 to
a 5200 million program in FY 1999 that will serve about 400,000 children and over 200,000
adults. Our ESEA proposal makes a few changes to the program, such as a new 50-percent
local matching requirement (also proposed in the FY 2000 budget) and more encouragement
tor schools to collaborate with community organizations.

High school reform. The Administration’s Title X proposal contains a new initiative to
promote educational reform in the Nation’s high schools. Many Federal education programs.
such as the flagship Title | program. disproportionately serve elementary schools. However.
high school dropout rates remain high, and international assessments point to major deficiencies
i math and science among American high school students. This initiative would provide grants
to districts to implement research-based reforms in high schools, especially Title I high schools.
in order to create more personal. smaller learning environments conducive to high achievement.

Elementary School Foreign Language Assistance This program authorizes three-year
discretionary grants to States and school districts for innovative elementary and secondary
foreign language programs. The reauthorization proposes to increase accountability by requiring
States to submit an annual report that provides information on the project’s progress in reaching
its goals. Local educational agencies must annually report on student gains in comprehending,
speaking. and writing a foreign language as compared to State foreign language standards.

Title X1, Part B: Education Accountability Act

Overview. Title XI contains the Education Accountability Act, a cornerstone of the Administration’s
proposal which the President announced in his State of the Union address. This new Act, which will
work in tandem with the accountability provisions in other ESEA programs, has several key
components. described below.

)

Fixing failing schools and establishing uniform accountability systems. As mentioned in
the Title [ section, States will retain funds to intervene in failing schools and will be responsible
tor ensuring that all students. in particular those at-risk of academic failure, will reach
challenging State academic standards.

Ending social promotion. States are required to end both social promotion and traditional
grade retention and instead implement policies that provide ample opportunities for students
who are not meeting the State’s standards to catch up with their peers, but not allow students to
advance until they have mastered the material at their grade level.



Qualified teachers. Within four years. States are required to ensure that 95 percent of their
teachers are fully certified or are working toward certification through alternative means. Also.
States will be required to test prospective teachers in subject matter knowledge and teaching.

Discipline and drug-free school policies. Requires States to ensure that districts have
discipline policies that focus on prevention in place and that they provide for supervision.
counseling, and educational services for suspended and expelled students.

School report cards. Requires State. district and school level annual report cards that must be
disseminated widely to parents and the public. The report cards must include easy-to-
understand information on student achievement (as a whole, and. as appropriate, of subgroups).
teacher qualifications. class sizes. and school satety.

Sanctions for States. [f a State tails to meet the requirements of the Accountability Act. the
Secretary may take punitive action including withholding administrative funds and revoking a
State’s ED-Flex authority.

Funding. No specific funding is authorized for these activities, but rather States may use thetr
administration funds and certain tunds trom Title I and Title II to carry out these provisions.

Other Title XI provisions. This title also includes general provisions that apply to all programs
in the bill. The provisions that have the most impuct on local policy are those that: (1) support
the consolidation of program applications and administrative funds which encourages State to
implement programs in a more coordinated way: (2) provide the Secretary with expanded
waiver authority so that State and districts may overcome barriers to reform; and (3) allow the
Secretary to develop pertormance indicators in all programs.
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PRESIDENT CLINTON: EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND EXCELLENCE
May 19, 1999

Today, the President announced that this week he will transmit to Congress his proposal to
reauthorize the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). This legislation authorizes
the federal government’s largest investments in elementary and secondary education and is its
most significant effort to ensure that all children receive a quality education. This proposal will
strengthen accountability, improve teacher quality, increase school safety, expand public school
choice, promote secondary school reform, and reauthorize programs such as Title I (aid to
disadvantaged students), bilingual education, magnet schools, and programs that support
technology in schools.

ACCOUNTABILITY FOR RESULTS. The President’s ESEA proposal includes
accountability measures he announced in his State of the Union Address that for the first time
will hold school districts and states accountable for real results. The federal government spends
about $15 billion a year on our public schools. The President’s proposal will fundamentally
change the way we spend that money, to support what works and stop supporting what doesn’t.
The legislation will require states and school districts to turn around failing schools, issue report
cards to parents on how schools are doing, put qualified teachers in the classroom, adopt sound
discipline codes, and end the practice of social promotion, not by holding students back but by
providing meaningful after-school and summer school programs, smaller classes, and other early
interventions to lift them up.

Turn Around Failing Schools. The President’s proposal will require states and school districts
to publicly identify the lowest-performing schools and intervene to turn them around. These
interventions would include steps such as intensive teacher training, extended learning
opportunities and the implementation of proven approaches to school reform. If there is no
satisfactory improvement in student performance within two years, districts would be required to
take corrective actions, such as permitting students to attend other public schools; reconstituting
the school and making significant staff changes; or closing the school entirely and reopening it as
a charter school. Nineteen states currently take similar actions to turn around low-performing
schools, and experience demonstrates that when these interventions are carefully implemented
and accompanied by the necessary resources, schools and students make significant gains. The
President’s FY 2000 budget contains $200 million to help states take these steps immediately.

Issue School Report Cards to Empower Parents. The President’s proposal will require states
and school districts to distribute to all parents and taxpayers annual report cards for each school
and school district, as well as for the state as a whole. These report cards will include
information on student achievement, teacher qualifications, class size, school safety, and
attendance and graduation rates. Where appropriate, the report cards will show academic
achievement by demographic groups, to help focus on the need to close the achievement gap
between disadvantaged students and their peers. Thirty-six states currently publish or require
local school districts to publish school report cards, and five additional states will begin the
practice in the next two years. A recent report by Public Agenda, however, shows that only 31
percent of parents had seen these report cards. The President’s proposal will help ensure that all
parents have access to the information they need to evaluate the quality of their schools and
identify the areas in which improvement is needed.



Put Qualified Teachers in the Classroom. Every year, approximately 50,000 individuals teach
on “emergency” certificates, which means they do not meet the standards the state has set for
certification. In addition, numerous teachers teach subjects for which they lack adequate
preparation, with fully one quarter of secondary school teachers lacking even a minor in their
main teaching field. In schools with the highest minority enrollment, students have a less than
50 percent chance of having a math or science teacher with a license and degree in the field. The
President’s proposal will require states to adopt performance examinations for all new teachers,
requiring them to demonstrate both subject-matter knowledge and teaching expertise. The
proposal also will require states and school districts to phase out, over four years, the use of
teachers with emergency certificates and the practice of assigning teachers to subjects for which
they lack adequate preparation. States would have to ensure that within four years, at least 95%
of their teachers are fully certified through regular or alternative routes, are in a program that
leads to full certification within three years or are fully certified in another state and working
toward meeting any state-specific requirements. To support these new teacher quality standards,
the proposal will provide resources to help states strengthen teacher certification standards, test
new teachers, provide training to current teachers, and offer incentives to recruit more highly
qualified teachers.

Adopt and Enforce Sound, Fair Discipline Policies. In many schools, the breakdown of
classroom discipline remains one of the biggest obstacles to learning and one of the greatest
concerns for teachers, students, and parents alike. The President’s proposal will require states
and school districts to adopt fair, consistent discipline policies that are developed with the
participation of the school community. In the case of students who are suspended or expelled
from school, schools must provide appropriate supervision, counseling, and educational services.

End Social Promotion and Help All Students Meet Challenging Standards. The President’s
proposal will require states and school districts to end the practice of social promotion, not by
holding students back but by providing qualified teachers, meaningful after-school and summer
school programs, smaller classes, and other early interventions to help students succeed.
Students will have to demonstrate that they meet standards at three key transition points,
including graduation from high school. States and school districts will need to help all students
meet challenging standards by:

Supporting Students Who Need Extra Help. To ensure that this requirement helps more students
succeed, the President’s proposal would hold states and school districts accountable for: (1)
requiring early identification and intervention for students who need extra help; (2) providing all
students with well-prepared teachers who are supported through high-quality professional
development; and (3) providing extended learning time for students who need extra help,
including after-school and summer school programs.

Reducing Class Size. The President’s proposal will authorize continuation of his class-size
reduction initiative -- which seeks to hire 100,000 teachers to reduce class size to a nationwide
average of 18 in the early grades -- to give all students the individual attention they need to
master the basics and meet challenging standards. Congress agreed last fall to a $1.2 billion
downpayment on class size. Over seven years, the President’s initiative would provide a total of

2



$12.6 billion to help communities across the nation hire 100,000 well-prepared teachers. Studies
show that smaller classes help teachers provide more personal attention to students and maintain
discipline; as a result students learn more and get a stronger foundation in the basic skills.

Providing Extended Learning Time: After-School and Summer School Programs. Giving
children more time to learn in enriching after-school, weekend and summer school programs can
be an effective tool in helping all students meet high academic standards and ending both social
promotion and retention. The President’s proposal will continue his administration’s strong
commitment to-the 21* Century Community Learning Centers program, which provides grants to
public schools to offer additional learning opportunities for students and community members.
The President’s FY 2000 budget provides $600 million for this program — triple what Congress
approved last fall.

ENSURING TEACHER QUALITY. The President’s proposal includes several measures to
improve teacher quality and put more highly trained teachers into America’s public schools.

Help Teachers Teach to High Standards. The President's proposal includes a new,
comprehensive Teaching to High Standards initiative to help schools and school districts give
teachers the tools and training they need to help students reach high standards. The initiative
would support state and local efforts to: (1) help teachers and principals align curricula and
assessments with challenging state and local content standards; (2) provide teachers with
sustained and intensive high-quality professipnal development in core academic content areas;
(3) support new teachers during their first three years in the classroom; and (4) help ensure that
all teachers are proficient in content knowledge and teaching skills. This new initiative takes the
place of, and incorporates the most successful elements of, three current state grant programs:
Goals 2000, Eisenhower Professional Development, and ESEA Title VI Innovative Education
Program Strategies. In FY 1999, Congress appropriated a total of $1.2 billion for those three
programs.

Expand Recruitment and Retention Efforts. To help meet the need for 2.2 million new
teachers over the next decade, the President’s proposal would support state and local efforts to
recruit and retain high-quality teachers in high-need areas, including a national job bank and
effort to increase portability of teaching licenses and pensions. His proposal would also preserve
and build on the successful Troops to Teachers program, which has helped 3,000 retiring military
personnel become teachers in public schools since 1994. This expanded initiative -- Transition
to Teaching -- would provide scholarships and other support to help retiring military and other
non-military mid-career professionals to become teachers, particularly in high-poverty schools
and in high-need subject areas like math, science, or special education.

Qualified Teachers in High-Poverty Schools. In order to help ensure that students in the most
need are being taught by qualified teachers, the President’s proposal would require all new
teachers in programs supported with Title [ funds to be fully certified in the subject that they
teach. Within two years, teacher aides in Title I schools with less than two years of college
would be limited to non-instructional duties, while those with two years or more of college could
provide instructional support and tutoring only under the supervision of a certified teacher.
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SAFE, DISCIPLINED AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS. The President has challenged states,
communities, and schools to take a number of steps to restore order and safety, such as adopting
school uniforms, enforcing truancy laws, and imposing curfews, and has sent Congress common-
sense legislation to keep guns out of the hands of criminals and young people. This proposal
would take additional steps to help ensure that each school is a safe, healthy, disciplined, and
drug-free learning environment that allows teachers to teach and students to learn.

Strengthened Safe, Disciplined and Drug-Free Schools Program. The Safe and Drug-Free
Schools and Communities Program represents the federal government’s largest effort to prevent
youth drug use and school violence. Under the President’s proposal, school districts would be
expected to develop comprehensive plans that, among other things, use proven anti-drug and
violence prevention programs, collect and report relevant data, intervene with troubled youth,
and establish security procedures for schools. This proposal would also support programs that
educate students about the risks associated with guns; promote alternative schools and “second
chance” programs for students who constantly disrupt classes; and expand character education
programs that help instill common sense values in our children.

Counseling for Students Bringing Guns to School. Under current law, schools are generally
required to expel any student who brings a gun or explosive device to school, as well as to report
that student to local law enforcement officials and juvenile justice authorities. During the 1996-
97 school year, this national policy of “zero tolerance” for guns resulted in more than 6,000
students being expelled from school. The President’s new proposal requires an assessment of
any student expelled for bringing a firearm to school to determine if the student poses an
imminent threat of harm to himself or others -- in which case the student must receive
appropriate treatment before returning to school.

Report to Parents on Gun and Drug Incidents. Parents have a right to know that their
children are safe. The President’s proposal requires schools to give parents an annual report of
gun, drug, and violent incidents in their child’s school.

Emergency Response to Violence. The President’s reauthorization proposal also contains his
Project SERV initiative -- developed with the help of the communities impacted by recent
schools shootings -- to provide immediate assistance as soon as a school-related violent or
traumatic incident occurs, through: an Emergency Response Fund to help communities meet
urgent and unplanned needs, such as additional security personnel, emergency mental health
crisis counseling, and longer-term counseling to students, faculty, and their families; and Crisis
Response Experts identified and funded by the Departments of Education, Justice, Health and
Human Services, and FEMA, who can help local officials identify and respond to community
needs. Officials from those federal agencies worked together to help schools affected by last
year’s shootings. These agencies will continue to work together as part of Project SERV.




Educational Excellence for All Children Act of 1999 -- Fact Sheet http://'www.ed.gov/ofticessfOESE/ESEA/factsheet.html

Educational Excellence for
All Children Act of 1999

Fact Sheet

The President announced that he would shortly send to the
Congress the "Educational Excellence for All Children Act of 1999,"
his proposal to reauthorize the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). This legislation reaffirms the critical
_ e role of the Federal Government in working with schools, school

- Home districts, and States to promote educational excellence for all
children. Every child, parent, grandparent, and taxpayer deserves
high quality public schools in their communities.

.-.Reauthorization

More specifically, the proposal would build on the 1994 ESEA

" - Prospectus: reauthorization, which established the core principle that

» Title-hy-Title disadvantaged children should achieve to the same challenging

- Description - academic standards as their more fortunate peers, by helping
States, districts, schools, and teachers use these standards to guide
classroom instruction and assessment for all students.

Background

In 1994, the Clinton Administration and the Congress began the
transformation of the Federal role in education by passing the
Improving America's Schools Act, which reauthorized the ESEA, and
the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, which supported State and
local school reform efforts based on challenging academic standards
and assessments linked to those standards. Prior to 1994, our
education system had for too long condoned low expectations and
low standards for disadvantaged children, and Federal programs
often reflected those expectations. The 1994 laws established the
clear expectation that all children can and should reach high
standards.

The two laws were built on the principle that students and schools
rise to the expectations and standards we set for them. Therefore,
Federal resources were focused on helping States to develop and
implement challenging State standards for all children and to use
those standards to improve learning through a coherent and aligned
system of curricula and assessments.

The 1994 laws complemented and accelerated reforms already
underway in many States and school districts, while providing a
catalyst for change in States that had not yet begun setting high
academic standards. In fact, in a recent study by the General
Accounting Office, many States reported that Goals 2000 has been
a significant factor in promoting their education reform efforts.
Similarly, according to the National Assessment of Title |, about half
of poor school districts across the Nation report that Title | is "driving
standards-based reform in the district as a whole." With 48 States,
Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia having completed the
development of State content standards for all children, it is clear
that higher standards are taking hold nationwide.

More importantly, there is strong evidence that where States have
implemented standards-based reform over a period of time-together
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with accountability mechanisms linked to those standards-students
have benefited. For example, North Carolina and Texas made
greater gains in math and reading on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) than any other State between 1992
and 1996. Texas also showed significant progress in closing the
achievement gap between minority and white students. A recent
study by RAND researchers concluded that the most plausible
explanation for these gains included the effort by both States to align
their systems of standards, curriculum, and assessments, and to
hold schools accountable for the improvement of all students.

In developing its 1999 ESEA reauthorization proposal, the
Administration drew on the experience of implementing the 1994
Act, efforts to measure program performance under the Government
Performance and Results Act, and a review of Congressionally
mandated evaluations of Title | and other programs. These efforts
also were informed and enriched by conversations with hundreds of
teachers, principals, parents, community activists, and State and
local officials nationwide. Four themes emerged again and again
during this process, and these same themes are found throughout
the Educational Excellence for All Children Act of 1999: (1) firmly
committing to high standards in every classroom, (2) improving
teacher and principal quality to ensure quality instruction for ali
children, (3) strengthening accountability for results coupled with
flexibility, and (4) ensuring safe, healthy, disciplined, and drug-free
school environments where all children feel connected, motivated,
and challenged to learn and where parents are welcomed and
involved. To ensure that States adopt policies and practices that
promote high quality education for all children, ESEA requires States
receiving grants under the Act to adopt policies and programs
incorporating these important themes.

High Standards in Every Classroom

The next step in education improvement is to take the high
standards set at the Statehouse and move them to schools and
classrooms. The Educational Excellence for All Children Act of 1999
renews the Federal commitment to high standards for all children
and promotes this next stage of standards-based reform by helping
States, districts, schools, and teachers use challenging State
standards to guide classroom instruction and student assessment.
The bill also supports high standards by helping children to read well
and by providing extra resources to help all students succeed. The
proposal would:

» Raise student performance by increasing academic standards.
The proposal would support implementation of challenging
standards and aligned assessments in every State. Title | of
the ESEA would continue to focus on high expectations for all
children, retaining the current statutory requirement that States
establish content standards, student performance standards,
and assessments aligned with the standards by the 2000-01
school year. Title 1l includes a specific authorization to help
States and school districts align instruction, curriculum,
assessments, and professional development to challenging
academic standards.
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Implement continuous improvement and accountability based
on challenging standards. States will hold all school districts
accountable, and school districts will hold schools accountable,
for continuous and substantial gains in overall student
pergormance and in the performance of the lowest-performing
students.

Provide teachers with up-to-date training and support through
a new Teaching to High Standards initiative. States have made
great strides in developing standards, but only 36 percent of
teachers report that they feel very well prepared to teach to
high standards. The Title Il Teaching to High Standards
initiative would help schools and school districts give teachers
the tools and training they need to help students reach high
standards.

Put useful technology into schools and classrooms to help
teachers teach to high standards. The Technology for
Education initiative would help teachers, particularly in
high-poverty districts, use technology to teach students to
challenging State standards, for instance by using distance
learning to get challenging subject matter into all classrooms.

Strengthen the teaching of reading and reduce class size. The
bill would continue the Class-Size Reduction initiative, which
seeks to reduce class size in the first through third grades to a
nationwide average of 18 students, to ensure that all students
receive the individual attention they need to read well and
independently by the end of the third grade. It would continue
the Reading Excellence Act, which focuses on professional
development, extended learning time, and family literacy.
Improvements in the Even Start family literacy program would
increase the intensity and quality of family literacy services,
while a new initiative in Title [l would provide professional
development for early childhood educators.

Emphasize math and science education by earmarking the first
$300 million of the Teaching to High Standards grants under
Title 1l for professional development in those subjects. In
particular, these funds would help States and school districts
take full advantage of new research and curricular materials
aimed at improving the teaching and learning of mathematics.
The bill also would reauthorize the Eisenhower National
Clearinghouse for Mathematics and Science Education and the
Eisenhower Regional Mathematics and Science Education
Consortia.

Improve foreign language instruction by setting a national goal
that 25 percent of all public elementary schools offer
high-quality, standards-based foreign language programs by
the year 2005, rising to 50 percent by 2010. The bill would help
States and districts meet this goal by supporting the
development of foreign language standards and assessments,
expanding the pool of elementary school foreign language
teachers through improved recruitment and professional
development efforts, and encouraging the use of educational
technology in foreign language instruction.
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» Focus on promoting equity, excellence, and public school
choice options for all students. Recognizing that no one school
or program can meet the unique needs of every student, public
school choice provides students with the flexibility to choose
among public schools and programs that differ with respect to
educational settings, pedagogy, and academic emphasis. Title
V will support programs that can enhance options for students
and parents, including the Magnet Schools Program, the Public
Charter Schools Program, and a new authority that will fund
innovative options for public school choice.

« Continue to target education resources on areas of need. The
bill also would continue to target Federal elementary and
secondary education resources on those students furthest from
meeting State and local standards, with a particular emphasis
on narrowing the gap in achievement between disadvantaged
students and their more fortunate peers. In this regard, the bill
would also phase in equal treatment of Puerto Rico in ESEA
funding formulas, so that poor children in Puerto Rico are
treated the same as those in the rest of the country for the
purpose of formula allocations.

Strengthen Teacher and Principal Quality

Qualified teachers are critical to improving student achievement, yet
too many teachers are not provided with on-going, high-quality
professional development to help them improve and build on their
teaching skills. In addition, many teachers leave the profession in
their first three years, and far too many teachers are teaching in a
field in which they were not trained. in Title | schools, an increasing
number of unqualified teacher aides are providing direct instruction
without supervision by a certified teacher. To address these
problems and help ensure that every child in America has a talented
and dedicated teacher who is prepared to help all children reach
high standards, the President's bill would:

« Help teachers teach to high standards. The Title Il Teaching to
High Standards initiative would support State and local efforts
to: (1) help teachers and principals align curricula and
assessments with challenging State and local content
standards; (2) provide teachers with sustained and intensive
high-quality professional development in core academic
content areas; (3) support new teachers during their first three
years in the classroom; and, (4) help ensure that all teachers
are proficient in content knowledge and teaching skills. This
new initiative takes the place of, and incorporates the most
successful elements of, three current State grant programs:
Goals 2000, Eisenhower Professional Development, and ESEA
Title VI Innovative Education Program Strategies.

« Support a national effort to recruit talented individuals to
become principals and support their professional development
to become effective instructional leaders. The Teaching to High
standards Initiative would authorize support for new and
continuing principal development and leadership.
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« Expand recruitment and retention efforts to help meet the need

for 2.2 million new teachers over the next decade. The
Teaching to High Standards initiative would support State and
local efforts to recruit and retain high-quality teachers in
high-need areas. These efforts would include, for example, the
creation of a national job bank and encouraging portability of
licensure and other teaching credentials. The Teaching to High
Standards initiative also would include a priority for school
districts that support teachers in their first three years of
teaching, a period when many good teachers leave the
classroom. The Transition to Teaching initiative would expand
the existing Troops to Teachers program to help non-military
(as well as military) mid-career professionals become teachers,
particularly in high-poverty school districts and high-need
subject areas.

Require certification for new teachers in Title | schools. Our
proposal would require all new teachers in programs supported
with Title | funds to be fully certified in the subject they teach.
By July 1, 2002, paraprofessionals with less than two years of
college would be limited to non-instructional duties, while those
with two or more years of college could provide instructional
support and tutoring only under the supervision of a certified
teacher. A new set-aside for professional development in Title |
would help create a career-long professional learning
environment for teachers in Title | schools.

Strengthen the State teacher certification process. States
would be required to ensure that, within four years, at least 95
percent of their teachers are either (1) fully certified, (2)
working toward full certification through an aiternative route, or
(3) fully certified in another State and working toward meeting
any State-specific requirements. States will also be required to
ensure that at least 95 percent of secondary school teachers
have academic training or demonstrated competence in the
subject area in which they teach.

Help future teachers use advanced technology to improve
classroom instruction. The Technology Literacy Challenge
Fund would support sustained and intensive high quality
professional development in school districts to increase
teacher capacity to create improved learning environments
through the integration of technology into instruction. The
Preparing Tomorrow's Teachers to Use Technology initiative
would support consortia of public and private entities to train
new teachers to use technology to prepare students to achieve
to challenging State and local standards.

Train early childhood educators to prepare disadvantaged
students for school. This Title Il proposal wouid provide grants
to partnerships of professional development providers,
community-based early childhood programs, and school
districts to provide high-quality professional development to
early childhood providers. The emphasis would be on
research-based approaches to professional development in
language acquisition, literacy, and reading development.
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« Train classroom teachers to teach students with limited English
proficiency (LEP). Because LEP students are found in more
and more classrooms, the proposed amended Title Vii
Bilingual Education program would support teacher education
programs that develop the ability of regular classroom teachers
to teach LEP students.

Strengthen Accountability for Student Performance

The 1994 laws provided States and districts with increased flexibility
to coordinate, modify, and combine program funding and activities in
exchange for greater accountability for improved educational
achievement. States, districts, and schools have begun to take
advantage of this increased flexibility, but too often without the
necessary implementation of effective accountability mechanisms.
Early research suggests, however, that it is precisely those States
with the most comprehensive and effective accountability systems
that are making the most progress in increasing expectations and
standards for students and schools and improving student
achievement.

The President's reauthorization proposal would retain the ESEA
flexibility provisions included in the 1994 law, including the
expansion of schoolwide programs, consolidation of administrative
funds, and waiver procedures for regulatory and statutory provisions
that stand in the way of innovative reform efforts. The bill also would
retain and update the provisions of the Education Flexibility
Partnership Act of 1999, which expanded eligibility for ED-Flex
authority to all States.

To help ensure that this enhanced flexibility leads to improved
student achievement, the President is proposing several new
accountability measures:

« Strengthen accountability for districts and schools. Our
proposal would encourage States to develop one rigorous
accountability system that holds all schools, including Title |
schools, accountable for making continuous and substantial
gains in student performance. States will have the flexibility to
use either the model outlined in the statute or an alternative
that is at least as rigorous and effective. States without a single
State-wide accountability system would be required to develop
one for their Title | schools.

« Increase accountability to parents and the public through
school report cards. States and school districts receiving ESEA
funds would be required to produce and distribute annual
report cards for each school, the school district, and the State.
The report cards would include information on student
achievement, teacher qualifications, class size, school safety,
attendance, and graduation rates. Where appropriate, student
achievement data would be broken out by demographic groups
to identify any gaps between disadvantaged students and their
peers.

« End unsound educational practices of social promotion and
retention. States would be required to put into place
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educational practices within four years, targeting students who
need additional help in meeting challenging State academic
standards at three key transition points (e.g., fourth grade and
eighth grade and high school graduation). Such practices
include early identification and intervention strategies, smaller
classes with well-prepared teachers, high-quality professional
development, greater family involvement, and extended
learning time. State policies would use multiple measures,
including an assessment valid for these purposes, to determine
if a student has met the standards.

« Turn around low-performing schools. School districts would be
required to identity publicly the lowest-performing schools that
have not improved over two years and to implement
interventions and provide technical assistance in these
schools. Initial interventions could include implementing
extended learning opportunities, proven school reform models,
and extensive teacher training. If there is no satisfactory
improvement in student performance within three years of the
initial identification, districts would be required to take
corrective actions, such as reconstituting the school by making
wholesale staff changes or closing the school entirely and
reopening it with new staff or as a charter school. States would
be required to reserve 2.5 percent of their Title | LEA Grant
funds (increasing to 3.5 percent in fiscal year 2003) to support
interventions in failing schools, and would provide 70 percent
of these funds to school districts to help them turn around
low-performing schools.

Support Safe, Healthy, Disciplined, and Drug-Free
Learning Environments

A critical prerequisite for achieving quality and excellence in
education is a safe, healthy, disciplined, and drug-free learning
environment that provides ample opportunities for each student to
make connections with caring adults that support learning and
personal development. Notwithstanding the recent tragedy at
Columbine High School in Littleton, Colorado, survey data show that
schools continue to be safe places in America's communities. Similar
survey data, however, show that drug and alcohol use remain
disturbingly high in middle and high schools, discipline appears to be
a growing problem, and more and more children are leading
lifestyles involving little or no physical exercise.

Parents play a critical role in creating and maintaining a healthy
learning environment, and the Educational Excellence for all
Children Act of 1999 would retain and strengthen the emphasis on
parental involvement first established by the 1994 Act.

The following provisions would support State and local efforts to
create safe, healthy, disciplined, and drug-free learning
environments in all of our schools:

» Help support and expand the connections between adults and
students that are necessary for effective learning and healthy
personal development through a High School Reform initiative.
This new initiative would provide resources to help transform
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5,000 high schools into places where students receive
individual attention, are motivated to learn, are provided with
challenging courses, and are encouraged to develop and
pursue long-term higher education and career goals.
Participating schools would serve as models to guide reform in
all secondary schools.

« Require every school district and school to have a sound
discipline policy. Our proposal will require States to hold school
districts and schools accountable for having discipline policies
that focus on prevention, are consistent and fair, and are
developed with the participation of the school community.

« Emphasize parent involvement policies at the school and
district levels and continue implementation of Tifle |
parent-school compacits.

« Improve the Parent Information and Resource Centers by
focusing on high-poverty communities, encouraging the use of
research-based models for increasing parent involvement, and
emphasizing early literacy development.

« Expand access to information through technology by
supporting community technology centers that make online
education and training resources available to parents and other
community members in high-poverty areas.

« Strengthen the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities
Act by concentrating funds on districts that have a significant
need for drug- and violence-prevention and that are developing
and implementing research-based prevention programs of
proven effectiveness.

« Create a new School Emergency Response to Violence
program (Project SERV) that would provide rapid assistance to
school districts that have experienced violence or other trauma
that disrupts the learning environment.

« Modify the Gun-Free Schools Act to require an assessment of
any student who brings a firearm to school to determine if the
student poses an imminent threat of harm and, in the case of
students who are suspended or expelled from school, provide
for appropriate supervision, counseling, and educational
services.

« Promote physical fitness and lifelong healthy habits through
demonstration projects. Exemplary physical education
programs can promote life-long healthy habits, provide
opportunities for students to connect to school, and become an
important component of after-school programs.

Educational Excellence for All Children

The 1994 ESEA reauthorization marked a fundamental change in
the Federal role in education by establishing the clear expectation
that all children can and should reach high standards. Early resuits
suggest that standards-based reform is a powerful tool for raising
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student achievement and for closing the achievement gap between
economically disadvantaged students in high poverty schools and
their more fortunate peers. The Educational Excellence for All
Children Act of 1999 would build on this early success by reinforcing
State and local efforts in key areas like bringing high standards into
every classroom, strengthening teacher and principal quality,
increasing accountability for student performance, and supporting
safe, healthy, disciplined, and drug-free learning environments. The
bill provides the Congress a tremendous opportunity to support the
changes needed to help all of our children reach high academic
standards and to keep America strong and prosperous in the 21st
century.

-
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_-GOP, Democrats Spar Over Education,

As Law Comes Up for Reauthorization

By JUNE KRONHOLZ

Staff Reporter of THE WALL STREET JOURNAL

WASHINGTON-Republicans are
adamant they won't pass President Clin-
ton’s program to reduce class size by help-
ing schools hire 100,000 new teachers. De-
mocrats say ‘‘noway’' to the GOP's plan to
send more education money to local school
districts in the form of do-whatever-you-
want-with-them block grants.

So what's the buzzword as Congress be-

_gins working its way through ESEA, the

massive Elementary and Secondary Edu-

“cation Act?

" Flexibility. Of course.
Republicans want to give local schools

“more leeway on using federal funds. De-
_mocrats want more-targeted goals. In ei-

ther case, the lesson is clear: School’s out,
“but education is in as a political issue. With

ESEA up for its latest five-year reautho-

rization, it's becoming the stage on which
_the political parties are acting out their
- widely divergent views on the federal role
.in education—and taking up their positions

for the 2000 elections at the same time.
Sofar, the only ESEA issue to make it to

_a floor vote has been a House measure that
_would give schools the choice of either hir-
. ing more teachers with federal funds or us-
" ing some of that money to better train the

teachers they already have. The GOP has

" been stung by the popularity of President

Clinton's plan to reduce class size by fund-
ing thousands of teachers, and the party is
fearful of seeing Democrats use it in their

_favor in the next elections. So last month,

House Republicans reveled in a successful

vote to gut Mr. Clinton's teacher initiative .

in the name of school-district flexibility,
even though the president threatened to
veto the entire education act if it didn’t in-
clude his plan.

Quick Response by GOP
Senate Republicans quickly drafted a

similar Teacher Empowerment Act that
would allow districts to use the money to

“'pay signing bonuses to new teachers, or for
bonus pay to teachers in hard-to-fill spe-

ciaities such as math. Senate Democrats,

aware of public frustration with weak

teachers, countered with their own
teacher-training bills. But Democrats also
charged that the GOP had agreed to the
hiring initiative in last year's budget, but

‘now is reneging as districts are poised to

hire the first teachers under the program.
1f the two parties seem at irreconcilable

_odds over teachers, it's only the least of

their disagreements on education. When
Congress resumes meeting next month,
both houses expect to begin debate on two
even thornier issues: block grants and
vouchers, )
The block-grant proposal, championed
by Washington GOP Sen. Slade Gorton, is
called Straight A’s (for Academic Achieve-
ment for All Act). It would bundle two
dozen federal education programs with a
combined $12 billion in spending. School
districts then would have the flexibility—
there's that word again—to either continue

‘receiving their share of that money in pro-
“gram aid or take it as a block grant for an-

other purpose, such as buying new comput-
ers.

"~ Democrats hotly oppose Straight A’s,
fearful that it would cause successful pro-
grams to be abandoned. They say it's the
local districts and their flexibility to teach
what they choose that have gotten the U.S.
public-education system into the worri-
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some condition it is now. But Senate Ma--
jority Leader Trent Lott of Mississippi has
endorsed Straight A's, there are 119 co
sponsors in the House, five governors are

- behind it, and, perhaps most significant,

Chicago’s much-acclaimed school superin-
tendent Paul Vallas has signed on.
President Clinton has promised to veto
any education bill that contains Straight
A’s; Education Secretary Richard Riley
quipped that the bill deserves *‘straight
F's" for not requiring the districts to be
more accountable for the money. But
Straight A's gives the GOP ‘‘a positive mes-
sage on education,” says Nina Shockraii
Rees, education analyst at the conservative
Heritage Foundation, even if the party
seems unable to come up with an education

" program to counter the president’s.

The other no-compromise issue will be
an idea by New Hampshire Republican
Sen. Judd Gregg to allow what the GOP
calls “'portability” of Title I benefits and
what Democrats call vouchers. Title I is the
largest program in the $14 billion educa-
tion act, accounting for about $8 billion
that the government distributes to schools
with high levels of family poverty.

Under the Republican plan, states
would have the flexibility of deciding
whether those benefits should stay with the
low-income school or be assigned to each
low-income student. That means the bene-
fits couid move with the youngster to any
other school, including a non-Title I public
school or, in some cases, a private or
parochial school. .

Shorn of language that could send Title
1 funds.to private schools, the portability
idea could even win support from some De-
mocrats who despair that Title I has be-
come little more than an inner-city jobs
program, with the country’s most needy
students being taught by thousands of
poorly educated school aides. But portabil-
ity is opposed by the teachers’ unions,
which fear a foot in the door for vouchers.

One thing the Democrats and Republi-
cansdo agreeon is President Clinton’s plan
to force school districts to end social promo-
tion, that is, passing students along to the
next grade even if they aren't ready for it.
In a rare show of togetherness, both sides
oppose the idea. Democrats recoil at Mr.
Clinton’s threat to close schools that pass
underperforming students from grade to
grade. Republicans recoil at the idea of
telling local districts something so basic as
who's ready for fifth grade and who's not.
Democrats Predict Tough Time

“Clinton’'s stuck with it"" because he
elaborately announced the social-promo-
tion initiative in his State of the Union ad-
dress and continued to promote it over the
opposition of minority congressmen, says
a House Democratic staffer. “But it will

" have a rough time,’" he adds.

Meanwhiie, one thing the president and
the Republicans agree on is passage of
ESEA before the 2000 elections. Mr. Clinton
is eager to have the education act passed so
it will secure his legacy as the president
who trained teachers, raised student per-
formance, encouraged such innovation as
charter schools. equipped classrooms with
technology and financed new school con-
struction. The Republicans, hammered by
the Democrats in recent elections for hav-
ing no education ideas of their own and for
scuttling those of Mr. Clinton, also are ea-
ger for ESEA’s passage to show they share
voters’ concerns about the schools.
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By DegorAH LOHSE
Staff Reporter of Tik WaLL STREET JounnaL
Corporate America thinks it may have
found & way to get reimbursed for the huge
sums it has had to spend to fix computers

plagued with the Year 2000 bug: property--

insurance. But the insurance industry has
other ideas, and it is taking a hard-line
stance in what will be a closely watched
legal battle with billions of doilars at
stake.

So far, GTE Corp. and Xerox Corp.
have taken their insurers to court for
reimbursement of hundreds of millions of
dollars spent to overhaul their computer
systems to correctly read the date *'2000.”
Unisys Corp. filed a similar suit earlier this
month in state court in Delaware. These
companies argue that under an obscure
provision of many insurance contracts,
known as a “‘sue and labor’ clause, money
that a company spends to save its insurer
from a loss — such as would occur if its
software is corrupted by the Y2K bug and
causes property damage — is reimburs-
able.

Insurance brokers, who help corpora-
tions buy insurance, say most of their
large corporate clients are now weighing
filing claims with their insurers, which wiil
almost undoubtedly wind up in court, too.
“There will definitely be a very diligent
effort’” by insured companies ‘'to look at
this matter,”” savs Michael O'Halleran,
president of Aon Corp., a large Chicago

. insurance broker. ‘“There’s a strong possi-
bility that they will seek to get remedy

_.under those provisions.” - .. .
- - As many as 100 companie$ - including -

pharmacy chain CVS Corp. and Equitable
Cos.,™a~ financial-services concern—al-
ready have filed such claims or alerted

There are significant.
hurdles for corporations
to get their Y2K costs
covered by insurance,
underwriters say.

their insurers of expected claims, accord-
ing to research by PaineWebber insurance
analyst Alice Schroeder.

Still, analysts say they don't reaily
expect the insurance industry suddenly to
find itsell on the hook for $150 billion
or more of Y2K fix-it costs. **The risk of this

bankrupting the industry is remote, be- -

cause the industry's defenses are good,"
Ms. Schroeder says. :

There are significant hurdles for corpo-
rations to get their Y2K costs covered by
insurance, underwriters say. For one
thing, companies typically are supposed to
alert their insurers quickly when they
incur such costs, yet many have been

Insurance I ndust:r_y and Corporations

Battle Over Reimbursement for Y2K Bug

fixing their computers for years while only
now notifying their insurers of claims.

. .- Also, many policies note that the loss

being prevented must be *'actual’’ or *‘im-

~minent” — not a year or more away, the
Industty’ will argue: "And“the 10ss* being*:

prevented must be one that the insurance

" policy would cover anyway — yel.many

insurers have long planned to argue that
their policies are intended only to cover
unexpected, or “fortuitous,’ events, not
the well-publicized and highly anticipated
Y2K event.

Nonetheless, insurers are taking the
issue seriously, having learned from previ-
ous experience that courts are unpredict-
able. **The concern is that if you get a bad
precedent, there will be more frivolous
lawsuits and more legal costs,"" says Wal-
ter J. Andrews, counsel to the Insurers'
Year 2000 Roundtable, a group of legal and
claims representatives from 34 property-
casualty insurers.

The YZK Act signed by President Clin-
ton last month, which tries partly to give
corporations time to {ix Y2K problems
before being sued, doesn't directly address
insurance issues. But it already has been
invoked by one company, Xerox. to argue
that its insurer should have given it more
notice before countersuing to avoid paying
Xerox's claims. The insurer, Zurich Insur-
ance Co.'s American Guarantee & Liability
Insurance Co., argues that the Y2K Act

Please Turn to Page C13, Column 3

doesn’t apply.
Corporations believe they have strong ar-
guments for having their computer-overhaul
costs covered. For starters, they say, if they
had done nothing, the insurers would be fac-
ing the prospect of damage claims many
times greater than the remediation costs.
““The whole idea of a sue-and-labor clause is
we should try to avoid the big risks of insur-
ance losses,”” says Robert Ruyak, outside
counsel for GTE. “Insurance companies de-
mand that clause,” he adds. And many as-
pects of the policy language, including the
requirement that a loss be “imminent,” are
ambiguous, corporate attorneys say.

The sue-and-labor provision stems from
maritime policies and was designed to per-
suade ship owners not to sit by and do noth-
ing 1f a craft was about to sink, in the belief
that insurance would pick up the tab. Insur-

ersagree topay if boat owners take steps like -

retrieving cargo that is sinking with the ship.

Now, the obscure clause is being in-
voked for costs that are far more wide-
spread, and far more expensive, than ever
originally intended, insurers argue. Corpo-
rations have been spending more than $150
billion fixing computers that otherwise
might wreak havoc thinking that that code
reading '‘00"’ means the year 1900, instead
of 2000, according to estimates by consul-
tants Gartner Group Inc.

The battle is expected to play out in
court, with each side trying to have cases
heard in venues friendly to its cause.
American Guarantee filed its countersuit
to Xerox in New York--which has rela-
tively strict insurer-notification laws, ar-
guing in part that Xerox didn't provide
*proof of loss” within the required 60-day
time frame after being requested to do so.
Xerox, whose suit was filed last month in
state court in Stamford, Conn., has esti-
mated its Y2K costs at $183 million.

Insurance companies say such costs are
routine business expenses. They also ar-
gue that the history of the sue-and-labor
measure is that fix-it costs must be *'pro-
portionate and reasonable to the covered
loss,” and that corporations must show
that such costs were incurred for the bene-
fit of the insurer, says Mr. Andrews.

“There’s no need to spend hundreds of
millions of dollars to save a loss,’* says Mr.
Andrews. “'You want a way to save a loss?
Unplug the computer.”*

White House Plans Effort
To Clean Up Waterways

WASHINGTON (AP)—The Clinton ad-
ministration is formulating proposals for
a nationwide effort to clean up polluted
rivers, lakes and streams.

President Clinton, in his weekly radio
address Saturday, said the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency will work with
states ‘‘to assess the state of all our wa-
terways, to identify the most polluted wa-
ters and to develop strong, enforceable
plans to restore them to health.”

He said the plan continues work begun
in 1972 with passage of the federal Clean
Water Act. The goal is to make water-
ways clean enough for swimming or fish-
ing, he said, noting that about 40% of U.S.
waterways don't meet the swimming or
fishing test.

States and the EPA have already iden-
tified about 20,000 polluted waterways
that fail to meet national water-quality
standards, EPA Administrator Carol
Browner said. For each, states must pro-
duce cleanup plans, she said.

Although states are responsible for
making their lists and deciding how to fix
pollution problems, the EPA will step in
to enforce federal standards if states fall
short, Ms. Browner said. The public has
60 days to comment on the rules, which
are likely to take effect later this year.




