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WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM

DATE:
1/ ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE BY:.
REPORT ON THE SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES ACT 
AND THE GUN-FREE SCHOOLS ACT

SUBJECT:

ACTION FYIACTION FYI
McGINTYVICE PRESIDENT

MYERSPANETTA
QUINNMcLARTY
RASCO——ICKES
RUBINBOWLES
SEGALRIVLIN
STEPHANOPOULOSBAGGETT
TYSONEMANUEL
VARNEYGEARAN
WEBSTERGERGEN
WILLIAMSGIBBONS

GRIFFIN

HALE

HERMAN

LAKE

LINDSEY

MIKVA

PLEASE RETUEIN REPORT TO THIS OFFICE AFTER REVIEW. 
IF COPY OF REPORT IS NEEDED, CONTACT THIS OFFICE.REMARKS:

RESPONSE:

JOHN D. PODESTA 
Assistant to the President 

and Staff Secretary
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

THE SECRETARY

December 30, 1994

The President 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:
Thank you for your memorandum of October 22 requesting a 
December 31, 1994, report on the steps we have taken to implement 
the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act and the Gun- 
Free Schools Act. I am pleased to provide the following 

information.

Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act

The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act (SDFSCA), 
enacted under Title I of the Improving America's Schools Act of 
1994, expands the scope of the preexisting Drug-Free Schools and 
Communities Act to authorize activities related to violence 
prevention. The SDFSCA will provide support for formula grants 
for a broad range of drug and violence prevention activities by 
State and local educational agencies, as well as Governors. The 
SDFSCA also supports national discretionary activities, including 
direct grants, training and technical assistance, and information 
development and dissemination.

Funds will be made available to the States under the SDFSCA 
formula grant program on July 1, 1995. Although your budget for 
Fiscal Year (FY) 1995 requested $480 million for the formula 
grant program and $80 million for National Programs, Congress 
appropriated $457 million for the formula grant program and $25 
million for National Programs. While most of the $25 million 
provided for National Programs will be used to meet continuation 
obligations for existing grants, approximately $6 million has 
been set aside to provide assistance and leadership on issues 
related to implementation of the Gun-Free Schools Act, which are 

discussed below.
Your October 22 memorandum directed us to coordinate, to the 
maximum extent possible, with States, school districts, law 
enforcement agencies, and educators as we began implementation of 
the violence prevention programs. Accordingly, we provided 
assistance to States in understanding and_implementing the new 
law at a Department-sponsored conference in December that 
included representatives from every State. To ensure that we are 
aware of significant issues concerning violence prevention, we 
are holding five regional consultation sessions that will allow 
State and local educational agency personnel, as well as 
representatives from Governor's offices, to discuss their needs

T H M/-* T'/'VM r> ! on-‘>no_o 1 no



Page 2 - The President
and concerns and make suggestions that would facilitate the 
development of the most effective drug and violence prevention 
programs and strategies in their States.

The SDFSCA, as written, provides sufficient basis for the 
implementation of the law. Thus, in keeping with the 
Administration's emphasis on flexibility, we have decided to 
administer the formula grant program without issuing any new 
regulations. We will use only the Education Department General 
Administrative Regulations and non-regulatory guidance to 
administer the formula grant program. In order to enable states 
to better link their drug and violence prevention activities with 
their overall educational efforts, we are currently developing an 
application package that will allow States to submit a 
consolidated application for FY 1995 funding under the SDFSCA 
formula grant program and other elementary and secondary 
education formula grant programs.

Gun-Free Schools Act
The Gun-Free Schools Act (GFSA), enacted as Title XIV (Part F) of 
Title I of the Improving America's Schools Act, requires that 
States have in effect laws requiring local educational agencies 
to expel for at least one year students found to have brought a 
weapon to school. The GFSA provides flexibility by permitting a 
local educational agency's chief administering officer to modify 
the expulsion requirement on a case-by-case basis. States with 
laws in conflict with the GFSA requirements (virtually all 
States, we believe) have until October 20, 1995 to comply. The 
GFSA also requires that local educational agencies refer students 
found to have brought a weapon to school to the criminal justice 
or juvenile delinquency system.
On November 28, 1994, we notified, in writing, each Governor and 
Chief State School Officer about the new law and shared with them 
your October 22 memorandum outlining your interest in 
implementation of the requirements. We indicated that more 
detailed guidance would be provided as quickly as possible.

In order to develop appropriate guidance, we have consulted with 
a number of interested parties to hear their views on the 
important and difficult implementation issues. We have met with 
representatives of the State Attorneys General Association, the 
National Council of State Legislatures, the National School 
Boards Association, the Council of Chief State School Officers, 
the National Education Association, the American Federation of 
Teachers, the PTA, the Police Foundation, and the International 
Association of Chiefs of Police. These meetings and briefings 
have demonstrated that there exists a significant level of 
concern on the part of State and local education officials about 
the implementation of these provisions. Many believe that the
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GFSA intrudes upon the rights of States, and object to the one- 
year expulsion requirement in particular.

We plan to take the following actions in order to minimize 
controversy and difficulties in implementation:

o Develop and disseminate implementation guidance on a number 
of issues that require interpretation of the statutory 
language. Our approach is to provide the maximum amount of 
flexibility to States and local educational agencies, while 
maintaining an appropriate emphasis on the importance of 
safe and disciplined schools and the statutory requirements. 
The guidance will be disseminated to Governors, Chief State 
School Officers, and selected legislators within 45 days 
from the date of this letter.

0 Develop and implement an initiative, funded with $6 million 
from the FY 1995 SDFSCA National Programs appropriation, 
that responds to the most common concern voiced about 
implementation of the GFSA provisions -- the negative effect 
of removing students from school without addressing their 
continuing education needs. The initiative will include:

--a small grant program for the development and testing of 
innovative^alternatives to expulsion;

-- technical assistance to local educational agencies 
concerning existing strategies designed to provide 
educational and other needed services to students in 
alternative placements,- and

-- development and broad dissemination of information about 
existing strategies designed to provide educational and 
other needed services to students in alternative placements.

1 believe that our efforts to implement the GFSA provisions 
represent a comprehensive plan to identify and address concerns 
expressed by educators and others affected by the provisions, 
while continuing to emphasize the importance of removing weapons 
from our Nation's schools. Please be assured that we will 
continue to move as quickly as possible to complete the course of 
action laid out in this letter.

If you have any questions regarding our plan, or desire 
additional information, please contact me.

Yours sincerely,
\

....
Richard W. Riley



THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release
October 25, 1994

October 22, 1994

memorandum for the SECRETARY OF EDUCATION

SUBJECT: Implementation of the Gun-Free Schools Act 
of 1994, and the Safe and Drug-Free Schools 
and Communities Act

is abhS°rent^t= increasingly plagued by violence and crime that 

importanortha? citizens. It is of paramount
oonducf^rtffearSing disciplined, and

schools sa?e ?n^?f promote our effort to make
provides that °“n-Free Schools Act of 1994airjorelemLtir^ a"® "^ecsiving Federal
reguirina sShSol di education must have a law
onrila? anv ^“‘'ool for at least
certain student who brings a gun to school, subject to

^ sxceptions. The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and 
oroarams^®^ Act funds comprehensive violence prevention 
P g ams, including those that enhance school security.

impl2mentatfon"oF®th'’*°'"'®!l'®"’': ^ directing you to coordinate 
local authoiitiP^ measures with appropriate
lahoicJ• ^ maximum extent possible. Your col-law enforLme^?^ao schooi SLtrLts,
cSn-Frerschno?., ? educators. In the case of the
of ^ ®^^f°^cement should include terminationcLpUance.®®"'®*^"*'" determine that a State is noJ ?n

sp^ific^ftfn'’°''’' ”® i" "'Siting by December 31 on the 
specific steps you have taken to implement these statutes.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON

# # #



Withdrawal/Redaction Marker
Clinton Library

DOCUMENT NO. 
AND TYPE

SUBJECT/TITLE DATE RESTRICTION

001. letter personal story (1 page) 01/27/1995 b(6)

COLLECTION:
Clinton Presidential Records 
Domestic Policy Council 
Jose Cerda
OA/Box Number: 5319

FOLDER TITLE:
Safe and Drug-Free Schools [1]

2016-0931-S 
rc2352

Presidential Reeords Act -144 ll.S.C. 2204(a)!
RESTRICTION CODES

Freedom of Information Act -15 IJ.S.C. 552(b)|

PI National Security Classified Information 1(a)(1) of the PRAj 
P2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office 1(a)(2) of the PRAj 
P3 Release would violate a Federal statute 1(a)(3) of the PRAj 
P4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or 

financial information 1(a)(4) of the PRAj 
P5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President 

and his advisors, or between such advisors |a)(5) of the PRAj 
P6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy 1(a)(6) of the PRAj

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed 
of gift.

PRM. Personal record misfile defined in accordance with 44 ll.S.C. 
2201(3).

RR. Document will be reviewed upon request.

b(l) National security classified information 1(b)(1) of the FOIAj 
b(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of 

an agency 1(b)(2) of the FOIAj
b(3) Release would violate a Federal statute 1(b)(3) of the FOIAj 
b(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial 

information j(b)(4) of the FOIAj 
b(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy j(b)(6) of the FOIAj 
b(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement 

purposes j(b)(7) of the FOIAj
b(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of 

financial institutions j(b)(8) of the FOIAj 
b(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information 

concerning wells j(b)(9) of the FOIAj



Date: 04/06/95 Time: 14:23

Federal Anti-Drug Money Misused, Wasted, Critics Charge

WASHINGTON (AP) In Michigan, federal anti-drug money paid for 
giant toothbrushes in a health class. In Washington, it went for a 
basketball team's party. In a St. Louis suburb, it helped pay for a 
high school security guard.

In the last eight years, critics contend, taxpayer money 
designed to warn schoolchildren away from drugs and alcohol has 
been diverted to a slew of inappropriate and wasteful things.

''It was a slush fund,'' says Bob Peterson, who heads Michigan's 
Office of Drug Control Policy.

Even many anti-drug activists and grassroots supporters agree: A 
program begun with high hopes in the Nancy Reagan era, and recently 
praised by President Clinton as crucial for children, was riddled 
with waste from the start.

''It really is sad, because we need this anti-drug message so 
desperately right now,'' says B.J. McConnell, who helped pick the 
program's nationally recognized drug-free schools. ''And now we're 
risking losing it.''

In recent years, McConnell and other supporters insist, the 
program has improved dramatically because of better oversight from 
the federal government.

As they fight in Congress to save its $482 million budget, 
supporters also point to a recent study indicating drug use among 
young people is again on the rise.

''I would be the first to admit there are abuses of the program 
like in any federal program,'' drug policy director Lee Brown told 
a House subcommittee Thursday. That is no reason to gut the only 
federal money targeted toward drug prevention in children, both Lee 
and Education Secretary Richard Riley insist.

Thousands of schools use the money wisely, bringing in police to 
talk with students and paying for peer mediation, counseling and 
intervention for children and teens, the federal officials say.

Los Angeles, for example, uses the money in part to pay for 
anti-smoking, anti-drug and anti-steroids education.

''This is absolutely crucial for us,'' says Ruth Rich, who heads 
the Los Angeles program. ''If this money is taken from us, what 
message does that send to our kids?''

But Republicans in Congress, who recently held a hearing with 
Mrs. Reagan to call attention to growing drug use, say a 
mismanaged, ''scatter-shot'' program isn't the answer.

''We need to make sure that the very precious money that we have 
is used for the correct purposes,'' said Rep. Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, 
R-Fla.

Agrees Allyson Tucker of the Heritage Foundation: ''It was a 
beautiful, noble idea. But in reality, it was a mess.''

Safe and Drug-Free Schools, administered by the Education 
Department, began when Mrs. Reagan was actively promoting her 
''Just Say No'' slogan, the type of message that many grassroots 
parents groups had long supported.

But in at least one state, Michigan, the state education agency 
failed to send the money down to the local level instead using it 
on a statewide health education program, including $82,000 for 
giant toothbrushes and teeth, plus bicycle pumps and sex-education 
consultants, Peterson says.

Education Department officials insist Michigan was an 
aberration. They audit state programs, and in the vast majority of 
cases the money went to schools' drug programs, they say.

But even then, critics charge, most schools had little guidance



deciding what to spend the money on, and less ability to see if 
their programs worked.

To McConnell, the ''low point'' was a school that handed out 
cookies with anti-drug frosting messages at a softball game. Her 
own suburban St. Louis district hired a high school security guard 
to patrol the halls and parking lot until she insisted that wasn't 
appropriate.

McConnell says it's vital that communities first clearly assess 
their local drug problems. Congress inserted such a requirement 
into the program last year. It also gave ''more teeth'' to local 
parent-community panels, says Skip Forsyth, who runs the program in 
Florida.

''Before, if a school wanted to spend the money to hire a guy to 
jump-rope at a school assembly, there wasn't a lot that I or any 
parents could say,'' Forsyth says. ''But now, we can suggest. Hey, 
maybe there's a better way.''

And the school in the nation's capital that spent anti-drug 
money to take basketball team members to a restaurant?

The meal and the chance to dress up and spend time with 
parents was a good way to raise self-esteem in a poverty-stricken 
area rife with drug use, the school's principal says.

Federal money also went for anti-drug pamphlets, speakers and 
numerous school lessons, she notes.

But Michigan's Peterson says: ''There's no way Congress would 
ever agree to spend money on that (a restaurant meal). We had a law 
that said this money's for (anti-) drugs. And it never went for 
that.''
APNP-04-06-95 1421EDT
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Anti-Drug Schools Program Caught up in Debate over Local Control

WASHINGTON (AP) Even as Republicans in Congress push to give 
states more local control over spending programs, some Republicans 
are criticizing a Democratic-supported program that did exactly 
that.

The federal Safe and Drug-Free Schools was designed to give 
states and local schools broad leeway to decide their community 
needs, said Bill Modzeleski, the Education Department official who 
runs it.

Although not technically a block grant the type of lump-sum 
payment to states that many Republicans support for federal 
welfare, education, nutrition and job-training programs Safe and 
Drug-Free Schools was structured very much the same.

''That's what they've told us they want more flexibility,'' 
Modzeleski said. ''We paint the skeleton, and tell the states and 
locals put the meat on the skeleton.''

The problem in this case, according to Republicans?
"A lack of accountability,'' says Rep. William H. Zeliff Jr., 

R-N.H., chairman of the House Oversight subcommittee on criminal 
justice. ''Anything we do with block grants, we're going to hold 
the states accountable for.''

Indeed, a broad coalition of local-control advocates, both 
Republicans and Democrats, agree that accountability is the crucial 
test for all such programs, including block grants.

''No one I know thinks states are always going to be free of 
sin,'' said Chester Finn of the Hudson Institute, who supports 
block grants for education programs. But eliminating tight federal 
regulation does at least cut ''one layer of the bureaucracy,'' Finn 
says.

Yet, many grassroots activists say, the anti-drug schools 
program became effective only after the federal government 
tightened oversight, requiring local communities to first assess 
their particular drug problems, and then make choices with help 
from parent-community groups.

Some Democrats accuse Republicans of pushing for local control, 
except when they don't like what local governments choose.

Anti-drug activist B.J. McConnell doesn't care about the 
Republican-Democratic fight. But she does worry what will happen 
''if my school district is less creative, less flashy at presenting 
our idea does that mean we don't get money under an education 
block grant?

''My concern is because the politics are so intense on the state 
level,'' she says.
APNP-04-06-95 1425EDT
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Note to 

Subj ect

March 1, 1995

Gaynor McGowan 

Material on SDFS Program

As discussed, I am forwarding (via fax) material we just prepared 
for Tom Payzant for his hearing before the House Subcommittee on 
Appropriations. We are in the process of putting a one page fact 
sheet together on the recision notice for our constituents and 
hope to have it ready by early next week. We are also preparing 
a strategy paper for Tom's review. As soon as these documents 
are ready I will forward them to you.

If you have any questions on the material or need any assistance 
in putting material together please let me know.
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SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES PROGRAM
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OVERVIEW OF THE SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS PROGRAM:

OVERVIEW OF ALCOHOL AND DRUG USE AMONG STUDENTS:

OVERVIEW OF VIOLENCE IN SCHOOLS:

—DATA/STATISTICS 
—SUMMARY OF WHAT WE KNOW 
—SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES

FUNDING HISTORY OF SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS:

TAB 1 

TAB 2 

TAB 3

TAB 4

SUMMARY OF VIOLENCE INCIDENTS IN DISTRICTS OF APPROPRIATIONS 
MEMBERS ^

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS: TAB 6



Targets resources to where they are most peede^. 
receive 50% of their funds based on the Title I

the crisis of violence in our schools by authorizing activities 
designed to combat and prevent serious school crime, violence, 
and discipline problems. Local educational agencies (L^s) will 
have the flexibility to design their own programs, which could 
include comprehensive school safety strategies, coordination with 
community agencies, implementation of violence prevention 
activities, such as conflict resolution and peer mediation, and 
the installation of metal detectors and hiring of security guards 

(subject to a 20% cap).
States will

ret;ej.vc auT ______ _______ __ formula; the
other''50%'"wili be'based on their school-age population. For the 
first time. States will determine criteria for selecting high- 
need LEAs and target funds to those districts. The greater of 
five LEAS or 10% of LEAs in the States could be 
high-need, and states will distribute 30% of their LEA 
those LEAS with the greatest needs. The remaining 70% will be 
distributed to LEAs based on enrollment.
Increases accountability. States and LEAs will be retired to 
assess needs and measure program outcomes and to use tnis 
information to formulate policies and program initiatives. They 
also will be required to report publicly on progress toward 
meeting their stated goals »»d objectives, A new national 
evaluation system will be established to assess the impact of the
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Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act on youth, schools, 
and communities.
Links schools and communities. States, including the governors 
and State educational agencies, and LEAs will continue to be 
required to show how they plan to use funds to support 
comprehensive dinig prevention programs;, in addition, they will 
also be required to show how fund will be used to implement 
violence prevention programs. To encourage community-wide 
strategies, LEAs will be required to develop their drug and 
violence prevention plans in cooperation with local government, 
businesses, parents, medical and law enforcement professionals, 
and community-based organizations.
Broadens the range of authorized prevention activities. LEAs 
will be authorized to implement a broader range of prevention 
activities. Newly authorized activities include mentoring, 
comprehensive health education, community service and service 
learning projects, conflict resolution, peer mediation, character 
education, acquisition of metal detectors, and hiring of security 

personnel.
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TAB 2

OVERVIEW OF ALCOHOL AND DRUG USE

The primary mechanism used to measure drug use is through 
the Monitoring the Future Survey (MTF)- MTF surveys 8th, 
10th, 12th graders; and students who have graduated from 
high school (the survey follows students for four years 
after high school). Results are released annually and are 
intended to measures both alcohol and drug use and student 
victimization, and assess the changing lifestyles, values, 
and preferences of American youth. Data included in the 
1994 MTF (being currently released) was collected in the 
spring of 1994. The survey has been conducted since 1975 by 
the University of Michigan. Approximately, 50,000 students 
from 123-138 public and private high schools are surveyed 

each year.
Essentially, the 1994 MTF survey shows that the use of 
alcohol and other drugs by 8th, 10th, and 12th graders has 
either remained level or increased over the past year. This 
represents the second year consecutive year that we have 
seen increase in drug use among 10th and 12th graders 
the third year of increases for 8th graders. Prior to these 
increases drug use experienced a steady downward trend (for 
approximately 10 years) .

SUMMARY OF key FINDINGS OF THE 1994 MTF

MARIJUANA:
The use of marijuana among eighth, tenth and twelfth graders 
continued to increase. This is the third year in a row in 
which marijuana use has increased. Marijuana use has 
increased in all three grade levels and ^11 four 
categories (lifetime, annual, 30-day, and daily).

COCAINE;
After remaining level between 1992 and 1993 lifetime cocaine SsHncJLsed Long 8th.and 10th graders. Lifetime cocaine 

use among 12th graders decreased slightly (0.2%). Cocain “e incrlased fir all three grade levels in the annual and 

30-day categories.
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HALLUCINOGENS:

LSD:

There has been an increase in the use of hallucinogens 
(including mescaline, peyote, and PCP) for all grades and 

for all prevalence levels.

There has been an increase in the use of LSD by 8th, 10th, 
and 12th graders for all prevalence levels.

HEROIN:

graders.

ALCOHOL:
Trends in alcohol use among high school seniors continue t 
show a gradual decline and are now at the lowest levels ever 
recorded in the survey. Rates of alcohol use among 8th and g?ad«s“..nained lev.l between 1993 and 1”^' 
they Ire still high-55.8 i of 8th graders and 71.1% o£ 10th 
graLrs have tried alcohol at least once. Almost 9% of 8th 
graders and 20.3% of 10th graders have been drunk at least
once in the past month. -
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Trends in Prevalence of Various Drugs 

(Lifetime Use)

Any Illicit Drugs;

8th Grade 
10th Grade 
12th Grade

Marijuana;

8th Grade 
10th Grade 
12th Grade

Inhalants;

8th Grade 
10th Grade 
12th Grade

1991

18.7
30.6
44.1

10.2
23.4
36.7

17.6
15.7 
17.6

1992

20.6
29.8
40.7

11.2
21.4
32.6

17.4
16.6
16.6

1293

22.5
32.6 
42.9

12.6
24.4
35.3

19.4 
17.6
17.4

1994 Change

26,7
37.4
45.6

16.7
30.4
35.2

19.9
18.0
17.7

+3.2 
+4.6 
+2.7

+4
+6
+2.9

+0.5
+0.5
+0.3

LSD:

8th Grade 2.7
10th Grade 5.6

12th Grade 8.8

Hallucinogens:

8th Grade 1.4
10th Grade 2.2
12th Grade 3.7

3.2
5.8
8.6

1.7
2.5
3.3

3.5
6,2
10,3

1.7
2.8 
3.9

3.7
7.2
10.5

2.2
3.8
4.9

+0.2
+1.0
+0.2

+0.5
+1.0
+1-.0

Cocaine:

8th Grade 
10th Grade 
12th Grade

Crack:

8th Grade 
10th Grade 
12th Grade

2.3
4.1
7.8

1.3
1.7
3.1

2.9
3,3
6.1

1.6
1.5
2.6

2.9 
3.6 
6.1

1.7
1.8 
2.6

3.6
4.3
5,9

2.4
2.1
3,0

+0.7 
+ 0.7 
-0.2

+0.7 
+ 0.3 
+0.4
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Alcohol/Any Use;
- •

8th Grade 70.1 69.3 55.7 58.8 +0.1

10th Grade 
12th Grade

83.8
88.0

82.3
87.5

71.6
80.0

71.1
80.4

-0.5
+0.4

Been Drunk:

8th Grade 
10th Grade 
12th Grade

Cigarettes/Any Use;

8th Grade 
lOth Grade 
12th Grade

26.7
50.0
65.4

44.0
55.1
63.1

26.8
47.7
63.4

45.2
53.5
61.8

26.4 
47.9
62.5

45.3
56.3 
61.9

25.9 
47.2
62.9

46.1
56.9
62.0

-0.5
-0.7
+0.4

+0.8
+0.6
+0.1
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OVERVIEW OF VIOLENCE IN SCHOOLS

During the past ten years, threats and injuries to students and 
theft and vandalism of student property have risen significantly. 
Also on the rise has been the number of weapons confiscated in 
schools. However, while most school administrators agree that 
school crime and violence have been on the increase, the exact 
rate of increase has been difficult to determine because of poor 
or non-existent record keeping. What we do know about 
crime and violence primarily comes from several national, state 
wide, and local surveys. Those surveys paint a rather bleaX 

picture. They show:

STUDENTS INJURED AND SEXUALLY ASSAULTED.

o Nearly 3 million thefts and violent crime occur on or near 
school campuses every year. This equates to almost 1^,000 
incidents per school day, or one every six seconds. 1.9m of these 
incidents are considered violent crimes, and they include rape, 
robbery, assault, and murder. [Department of Justice, Bureau of 

Justice Statistics, 1991]
o Findings from a 1990 Texas ASM University study
that many rural public schools, particularly those near large
cities, have even worse violence problems that the national

average.

WEAPONS IN SCHOOLS
o Nearly 20% (one in five) of all students in grades 9-12 
reported they had carried a weapon at least .
days preceding the survey. Knives or razors (55%) were carried 
significantly more often than clubs (24%) or firearms (20%) (The 

did not obtain information about whether the weapons were 
carried on school grounds). [Center disease Control and
Prevention, Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System , 1991 1992]

o In 1992, 9% of 8th graders, 10 % of lOth graders, and 6% of 
12th graders reported that they had brought a weapon to school at 
least once during the previous month. The percentages 
students, by grade who habitually carried a f
or more days in the previous month) were 2%, Goals
respectively. [University of Michigan, National Education Goa
Report, 1993]

GUNS
o 59% of the students surveyed nationwide said guns are easily
obtainable, while 35% said it thi students
minutes to get one. More than one in i ^ „ -t-ho lastclaimed that they carried a weapon to school J. ,poH
school year, with 4% saying that the Joyce
conducted by the Louis Harris Corporation, sponsored by the joy
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Foundation in Chicago and prepared for the Harvard School of 
Public Health, July 1993)

FIGHTS
o Nearly 8% of all students in grades 9-12 reported that during 
the 30 days preceding the survey they had been in at least one 
physical fight that resulted in an injury requiring treatment by 
a doctor or nurse (the extent to which physical fights occurred 
on school premises was not determined). [Center for Disease 
Control and Prevention,, Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System,
1991-1992]

GANGS
o Over one-third (35%) of all students report that other students 
at their school belong to fighting gangs. The rate is highest for 
senior high schools (41%) and lowest for elementary schools 
(17%) . [National Center for Education Statistics and Westat,
Inc., 1993]

TEACHERS BEING ASSAULTED
o Nearly one out of five (19%) public school teachers reported 
being verbally abused by students in the 4 weeks preceding the 
survey; 8% reported being physically threatened, and 2% reported 
being physically attacked. [National Center for Educational 
Statistics, 1991]

STUDENTS KILLED
o Although National records are not kept, data collected by the 
Department of Education and the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention indicate that approximately 50 persons (students, 
teachers, faculty, and others) were killed in schools on their 
way to school, or on school property during each of the last 
school years (School Year 1992-1993 and 1993-1994).

STUDENTS RELUCTANT TO GO SCHOOL OR TRANSFERRING SCHOOLS BECAUSE 

OF FEAR OF VIOLENCE.
o In a survey of 65,000 teens USA Today found that 37% of 
students don't feel safe in school (this is almost double a 
similar USA Weekend survey taken in 1989) . 
someone who switched schools to feel safer. 43% 
kids avoid school restrooms, 20% avoid hallways; and 45% avoid 
the school grounds. 55% in grades 10-12 know weapons are 
regularly in school. 20% of all teen wouldn't report a kid 
ca?rying^a gun (in 1989 41% of 10-12 graders said they knew 
somebody who carried a weapon to school). (USA TODAY Weekend 

August 13-15, 1993)
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ATTITUDES ABOUT SCHOOL VIOLENCE
• • • • o 97% of superintendents and school principals at all levels 

stated that they sense a rise in school violence in the nation 
during the past five years. 39% of those polled stated that 
their district had an increase in school violence (Study 
conducted by Xavier University for the National School Boards 

Association, 1992).
o 60% of teachers think the federal government should consider 
putting more police officers on the streets in high-crime areas 
where schools are located and 54% of teachers think the 
government should hire more security personnel at violence-ridden 
schools (Them Metropolitan Life survey of the American Teacher, 
Lou Harris 1993)
o Most teachers feel safe in their schools during the day. 
Teachers in cities are more likely than teachers in other areas 
to feel unsafe in their buildings after school hours. 1% ^ll 
teachers feel unsafe in school during school hours, and 8% feel 
unsafe after school hours. [National Center for Educational 
Statistics, 1991]
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TAB 3B

WHAT WE KNOW ABOUT SCHOOL VIOLENCE
While there is much we do not know about school violence there 
are some things research has made us aware of. We know that:

1. The prevention of school violence cannot be viewed in 
isolation. It is part of the larger, and more complex, problem 
of violence in society. As such, we have to recognize that if we 
want to prevent violence from occurring we must address a broad 
range of societal, educational, economic, and health related 
issues and factors that lead students to engage in violent 
behavior, e.g., alcohol and drug use, easy access to guns, media 
portrayal of violence, peer pressure/gangs, dysfunctional 
families, and joblessness.
2. Violence is part of our country's cultural heritage and 
history (probably more so than any other county). Violence, 
however, has not been part of our educational culture and 
history.
3. Schools are generally "safe places." While we shouldn't 
tolerate any violence in schools, it should be recognized that 
most schools are safer than the communities in which they are 
located. This, however is changing.

4. Youth who engage in violent behavior—in school, home, or 
community— usually present a variety of problems or risk factors 
that need to be addressed-
5. Problems that students have usually start early in life and 
not hidden. There are signs of pending trouble such as the use 
of alcohol and drugs, involvement in gangs, truancy, that 
teachers and other administrators can identify.

6. Youth who were themselves victims, or witnessed violence on a 
repeated basis (witnessed their mother being beaten) are more 
likely to be offenders,
7. We have incomplete data on extent of school violence.

8. That law enforcement and educators have not always 
collaborated in problem solving or information sharing.

9. While we know that broad based, comprehensive programs that 
address a range of risk factors are the most effective, a 
considerable amount of additional research about "what works" to 
prevent school violence is needed.
10. That teachers and other professionals dealing with youth with 
violence problems are insufficiently trained.
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TAB 4

FUNDING HISTORY OF SAFE AND DRUG FREE SCHOOLS PROGRAM

Since FY 1987, over three billion dollars has been 
appropriated for drug prevention activities. Specific 
information on funding by year follows:

Total Per-pupil
Year Aooropriation Fundina to LEAs

from Formula 
Grants

FY 1987 $200,000,000 $2.20
FY 1988 $229,776,000 $2.62
FY 1989 $354,500,000 $3.93
FY 1990 $538,250,000 $6.81
FY 1991 $606,341,000 $8.06
FY 1992 $623,963,000 $7.98
FY 1993 $598,227,000 

$487,162;000*
$7.63

FY 1994 $5.20
FY 1995 $481,962,000
FY 1996 $500,000,000**

* Adjusted for comparability. Excludes $15.6 million for 
regional centers, which are proposed for consolidation with other 
technical assistance centers in 1995.
** President's Request
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TAB 5

SUMMARY OF INCIDENTS IN DISTRICTS OF APPROPRIATIONS MEMBERS



MflR-02-1995 05=50 P.15

FEBRUARY 28, 1995

NOTE TO

FROM

SUBJECT

TOM PAYZANT 

BILL MODZELESKI

INFORMATION RELATED TO APPROPRIATIONS HEARING

ATTACHED, FOR YOUR INFORMATION IS A SAMPLE LISTING OF INCIDENTS 

OF SCHOOL VIOLENCE THAT OCCURRED IN THE STATES THAT THE VARIOUS 

APPROPRIATIONS MEMBERS COME FROM. THE DATA, THOUGH NOT COMPLETE, 

SHOWS THAT EVERY AREA OF THE COUNTRY IS EXPERIENCING PROBLEMS IN 

THIS AREA. NO PART OF THE COUNTY AND NO SCHOOL DISTRICT IS 

IMMUNE.
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ILLINOIS

FLORIDA

TEXAS

OKLAHOMA

ARKANSAS

CALIFORNIA

MISSISSIPPI

LOUISIANA

WISCONSIN

OHIO

MARYLMID 

NEW YORK

P.16
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ARKANSAS

Little Rock, Arkansas (January 1995): A former teacher's 
aide was convicted of assault after admitting that she told her 
fifth-graders she wouldn't interfere if they beat a student who 
was disturbing the class. She was found guilty and sentenced to 
90 days in jail. Pupils said Howard, who was working as a 
substitute teacher's aide laughed'as four to 10 students joined 
in the December beating of 11-year old Eugene Pitts. He required 
treatment for injuries to his nose and ribs.

o Little Rock, Arkansas (April 1994): A Little Rock High 
School sophomore was accused of poisoning his English teacher by 
putting cleaning fluid into a can of soda. The teacher became 
violently ill after drinking the laced soda, and had to spend 
several days in the hospital.

o Anchorage, Arkansas (November 1994): A 17-year-old high
school student got up from his seat on a crowded school bus and 
pounded two boys in the head with a hammer. The bus driver tried 
to stop the attack. Eventually, the boy with the hammer quit the 
pounding. Then he walked away, threw the hammer underneath some 
seats, and he sat down like nothing had happened. The youth was 
arrested and charged with two counts of attempted murder and two 
counts of assault. The injured students were treated by a school 
nurse.
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CALIFORNIA

o Simi Valley, California (February 1994) ; A 14-yeai' old Simi 
valley boy was shahh^d to death as he was boarding a school bus 
for home. The police quickly arrested a 13-year old schoolmate as 
the suspected killer. The victim was a ninth grader who played 
baseball for the school. As he was about to hoard a school bus 
he was confronted by a fellow student who was called a "taqqer" 
and a "wantabe” (want to be a gang member). The two students were 
Involved in a feud that ran several weeks. The feud eficalatpd 
when the alleged perpetrator stole the victim's hat,

o LOS Angeles, California (April 1994): Two days after 
shooting himself once in the temple, a ten-year-old boy was taken 
off life-support systems at Los Angeles County-USC Medical 
Center. The boy shot himself a day after he received a one-day 
suspension for using profanity in class. He brought the gun and 
ammunition from home in his backpack. The District Attorney was 
conaidering charges against the boy's father, who owned the gun.

o Oakland, California (5-13-94); A well-liked football coach 
was beaten by a group of teenagers. The coach was hit hard and 
knocked to the ground when he tried to restrain a student fleeing 
the scene of a tight. After he fell, other hystanders jumped 
ill -- hitting and kicking him fur no apparent reason.

o San Jose, California (6-9-94): As a prank, three senior
high school students exploded a concrete box housing an unused 
water fountain. Eighteen students were injured and treated for 
burns and smoke inhalation. The three seniors were arrested and 
booked on charges of conspiracy, possession of a destructive 
device and causing an explosion that resulted in injuries.

o San Francisco CA (April 1994); In response to a man shooting 
a pistol into the air across the street from where elementary 
school kids played in the playground, children at the school were 
taught how to duc]c and cover from random gunfire.

o Sail Fiaiiciuco, CA (March 1994) : A popular 15-year-old girl, 
described by friendc and teacherc ac gentle and witty was found 
stripped and slain in the stairwell of a .'Jan PabLo elementary 
school. A 17-year-old acquaiataiice of Cecilia Rios was arrested 
after allegedly confessing that he sexually assaulted her, stole 
her jewelry and a videotape then left a red bandanna to fool 
police into thinking it was a gang "calling card."

o Lawndale, California (September 1993): a i/-year old student 
was shot after an argument with purported gang members near the 
entrance to Leuzinger High School (Centinela Valley Union High 
School District). This was the second such shooting at an area 
ochool in two weeko. The student wao chot with a oemiautomatic 
pistol after he and a friend got Into an argument with the gang 
earlier in the day.
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ILLINOIS

o Chicago (September 1994): The Chicago Board of Education 
changed its mind and said a teacher who was shot while saving 
children from a gunman's bullets was entitled to workers 
compensation after all. The School Board said it would drop its 
appeal of an arbitration ruling granting $13,447 to Clarence 
Notree. The board had originally rejected his claim and argued 
that saving children's lives was not part of his job. Notre was 
running basketball drills with about 30 children in September 
1991 when the gunman burst into the gym at Woodson North 
Elementary School and started shooting. The teacher spread his 
arms and was shot in the wrist while pushing the children to 
safety. Notree lost 20% of the use of his right wrist and has 
trouble swinging a baseball bat and playing some sports.

o Chicago, Illinois (January 1995): (From a New York Times
article) . A Chicago public school classroom was apparently the 
scene of a disturbing assault last winter that raises questions 
about the duty of teachers and schools to protect students during 
school hours. According to a complaint filed by lawyer for a 9- 
year old girl, a 12-year-old boy forced the girl to crouch under 
a desk during class and perform oral sex while the substitute 
teacher sat a few feet away. The boy, who was know for 
threatening teachers and getting into fistfights, denied the 
accusations but last September pleaded guilty to criminal sexual 
assault in Juvenile Court. The matter is now in Cook County 
Circuit Court, where the girl is seeking damages from the Chicago 
Board of Education for failure to prevent the assault and 
protect her from a student known as dangerous.
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LOUISIANA

o Waggasman, Louisiana (February 1995): Emeku White, aged six, 
was suspended from kindergarten in the New Orleans suburb of 
Waggaman, LA for carrying a 10-inch butcher knife to school to 
protect herself from an older student she said threatened to kill 
her.



o Howard County, Maryland (September 1994); A Howard County 
teacher was robbed, hit over the head twice and stabbed in the 
stomach with steak knife in her school office early at 6:45 a.m. 
Kathleen Johnston, a health education teacher, is in stable 
condition. She was unable co tell police whether her attackers 
were students or intruders to the school.

o Baltimore, Maryland (October 1993): Responding to teachers 
fears about disruptive students and threats of violence,
Baltimore school officials will close Frederick Douglass High 
School for two days to provide training on how to deal with 
unruly students. The decision to close the school comes after 
several gun possession arrests--three involving students on 
school property--and heightened fears after a brawl last month at 
a mall parking lot across the street after school was dismissed.
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MISSISSIPPI
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NEW YORK

o Brooklyn, New York (September 1994): Three days into a new
school year, a 10th grader apparently smuggled a .32-caliber 
handgun past metal detectors, then shot and gravely wounded 
another student. The incident left one teenager in critical 
condition and another in jail. Police suggested that the 
shooting could have been an accident. The two teenagers were * 
described as being friends.

o Brooklyn, New York (2-19-94): A six-grader who was in class
when another student barged in and confronted him pulled a 12- 
inch butcher knife from his sock and stabbed the youth four 
times, despite his teacher's desperate efforts to intervene. The 
13-year- old was charged with assault. He stated that he was 
acting in self-defense because the victim was trying to rob him. 
The victim was listed in stable condition.

o Mount Vernon, New York (October 1994): A 17-year-old
baseball star was stabbed to death in a crowded hallway at Mount 
Vernon High School this morning in the aftermath of a dispute 
that apparently involved two other students. The victim may have 
been a bystander who got caught in the wrong place as a fight 
between two other students spilled into the second-floor hallway.

o New York, New York (September 1994); On the third day of the 
school year, a 10th grade student at Sheepshead Bay High School 
in Brooklyn shot and critically wounded another student at the 
school. The police said the assailant apparently smuggled a .32 
caliber handgun into the building despite metal-detection 
systems.

o New York, New York (October 1993) : A midafternoon spree of 
violence by students at feuding Brooklyn High Schools spread from 
a school yard to two nearby subway stations and finally to a city 
bus, leaving a 15-year old student critically injured with stab 
wounds and two other students in the hospital. The outburst was 
the latest in a long running feud between gangs from John Jay and 
Eastern District High school.

o New York, New York (6-2-94): A 12-year-old and an
accomplice were arrested on charges of dragging an 11-year-old 
girl into the locker room of a middle school and raping her. One 
of the boys was charged with first-degree rape and released into 
the custody of an older sister, who was his legal guardian. His 
alleged accomplice was convicted of rape.

o New York, New York (May 1994); A 15-year-old girl was shot 
in the head on a sidewalk in front of Springfield Gardens High 
School as school was about to begin. A 16-year-old youth was 
arrested for shooting the girl. He told police he was testing a 
new gun by firing it in the air a half block from the school.
The girl is in critical condition, and while she is expected to. 
live she is in danger of losing her eye.
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OHIO

o Cleveland, Ohio (January 1993) : Allen Williams, age 20, of 
Cleveland was charged with aggravated murder after a fight in the 
Charles A. Moodney Middle School resulted in the stabbing death 
of a 14 year old student. Also arrested were three juveniles, 
ages 14, 15, and 17. The fight apparently resulted after the 
school added a magnet school program for youth in fundamental 
education. The magnet program attracted a new student body that 
did not get along with the regular students. Fights resulted, 
with one ending in the death of Paul Wallace.

TOTRL P.23
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March 1, 1995

Note to Gaynor McGowan
subject : Material on SDFS Program
AS discussed, I am '''ilfsle’thrHoiU Subcomi?tjron'^
for Tom Payzant for his ^.Q^ess of putting a one page fact
Appropriations. We are in Notice for our constituents andshLt together on the We are also preparing
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qiciahoma.

, Tul.a, (Feb^a^’

fa:p;s:fw^fabs^ba^/L =oS«rn

p“p«ty“’' s^atrSlhooridministrators were advising all public
school districts to close their campuses.
O Frederick, Oklahoma (February 1594^ Several «u^nbs^left_
school early due b° ° 9 9 the result of

a neighborhood shooting exchange and^then
?o^^fr^era^^oSt-r^fircrtheseir^a£ rta are having on the
climate of the school and the neighborhood.
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TEXAS

t • A iB-yea-f old Dallas student

5el?s However, the detectors were not in use the day of the
f!;“:he''lanirarea'?"L^iugSst U933) fcol^ny^HlgrioSool student
(located in the Lewisvlle school district) was shot in the
shoulder at a school orientation program.

Lcidfniilly riliiUSrf ^ "cifggf
SfiTanhe^e^wL^-

the day.
naTTac: Texas (Aoril 1994): During a class on emergency

medical treatment, students were startled by a ^n
pierced through the classroom wall ^

rhnrssIhliiTtrat^?h^r?coS?d^£ifgeen
additional bullets. Three =i*teen-year-olds were arrested
connection with the stolen gun which shot the stray bullet.

vcinnar-H Texas (2-2-94)' A-17-year-old high school student

hiding it in his pants leg.
rr r- A 15-vear-old student was stabbed

^horlS1ic?irgrs^j; gtg; g S??h?f
custody.
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TAB 6

Q.

A.

QUESTIONS and ANSWERS
SAFE AND DRUG FREE SCHOOLS

Why is the sate and Drug-Free scheol and coMnunities Program
needed?
The Safe and Drug-Free Schools Program is need because:
—concerns about violence, crime, and drug-use in schools is
the major concern of parents, ^a^oS
officials These persons recognize that learning cannot. pUI; in “hoLs Where alcohol/druge
or wh«e there is crime and violence or even the threat of
crime and violence.
—the Safe and Drug-Free Schools program provide the "ojjly"
^soLceftl taJ^et these problems. While there are other
Federal programs that address youth crime and drug
prevention none of them target schools and 
Consistently shown that schools have a major role p y
youth development and crime prevention.
—schools are the only P^ace '^here the entire
population is gathered together. It offers an excellent
opportunity to address this group.
-without these funds schools will be required divert
"educational resources" for what many consider n
educational” services and programs.

^^l^i^diSl i?SSn^^lni\?ciSi?n^;sriS?rnU?^o?!rctin4 and
ikf?!m?feS^rsoScM

involvement these functions, which will not
development of an effective learning environment, will.
be implemented.
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Q.

A-

X. th. ^tractive (and coat aXXecXlve,.

we believe that the p"rt“r“Sr“”'=nal
fDFSCA) program has . nther drug use, and moreSSrt’t? prevent “S* “Sf

cSLiS-ee “?a

If^eU^ fail! ffafffbeller that

environments and can be even morethe program has been effeotive anaS?eSi?e on the following:

—the newly t^develop Twide range

rr“«»s " .
circumstances. h-While dru, ute has risen the last twojears.^it ehoul ,^e

noted that e I'll OFCCh has been operatienal drug
If faflftercenstfefahi'y. (uiH try to get you a %
figure)•
—there are research and pie?ention programs
demonstrate that certain type. conducted in New
ore mere effective than othere. k Bernard in
SfNfrtSlelf fflS' fol irihr!lfcfalf ifeirSnir en
rrfgranrthrffitilvfSlarch and evaluation .another reocon
Sot to support "Block Grants ). ^

drug and violence prevention program

-abuses Of early years of the on
reduced or eliminated. Few no) , based
programs which are narrowly ^rink even if your
upon unsound principles drive), or provided to such aolder ai, " 1""’ ffllnf? |hfelJtices fel«e. dchooie 
fflelSfilfS Sfo,”le-U,e need te target.
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Q. What activities will be eliminated if the FY 1995 SDFSCA
funds are rescinded and if no new funds are allocated?

A. The impact of rescission and subsequent elimination of
funding for the SDFSCA would be catastrophic. These actions
would have a significant detrimental effect on states,
communities, families, schools, and youth. Recession and
elimination would result in:

—the reduction or elimination of both violence
prevention programs and drug prevention programs to
approximately 94% of local educational agencies around
the Nation and approximately 39,000,000 students (1991-
92 school year data).
--elimination of research in such key areas as "school
related homicides," and the effect of drug exposure in
utero on school aged children.
--elimination of training and technical assistance to
schools in the area of violence prevention. Over the
past several years ED has joined with the Department of
Justice to provide technical assistance to schools
across the country. The National School Safety Center
has provided support to xx schools in xx different
states.
—elimination in the development of publications on
school violence and drug/alcohol prevention, that have
been the cornerstone of providing schools with
information on models and effective practices. The
Parents Guide on Drug Prevention has been requested by
over 30 million persons. A Guide to the selection of
Conflict Resolution curricula which is being developed
would be curtailed, as would other publications on
early childhood development, alcohol use among
teenagers, and a series of information packets on
violence prevention.
—elimination of assistance and model development in
area of alternatives to expulsion. With expulsion
rates increasing dramatically in some areas it is
essential that we provide leadership and direction in
this area or we will find that many kids will go from
the schoolhouse to the courthouse.
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GUN-FREE SCHOOLS

What steps has ED taken to iroplement the revised provisions 
of the Gun-Free Schools Act (GFSA) passed as part of the 
Improving America's Schools Act of 1994?

ED has taken several steps to implement GFSA provisions,
including:

o meeting with representatives of groups affected by the 
provisions, including the Council of Chief State School 
Officers, the National Council of State Legislators 
(??), the National Association of State Boards of 
Education, the National Parent Teacher Association, the 
National Education Association, the American Federation 
of Teachers, the Police Foundation, Police Executive 
Research Forum, and the International Association of 
Chiefs of Police.

o development and dissemination of preliminary guidance 
advising Chief State School Officers and Governors of 
changes in GFSA provisions;

o development and dissemination of detailed non-
regulatory guidance designed to assist States in 
implementing the GFSA provisions; and

o development of detailed guidance on issues concerning 
students covered by IDEA and discipline, including 
implementation of the GFSA in a manner consistent with 
the provisions of IDEA. (Note: IDEA guidance is
being developed by OSERS and is in clearance; it has 
not been disseminated as of 2/22/95).
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PRO-CHILDREN
What progress has been made on implementing the Pro-Children
Act provisions that require entities providing children's
services to prohibit smoking in enclosed facilities?

ED has developed and disseminated preliminary guidance to
the States concerning the Pro-Children Act provisions. The
guidance discussed general responsibilities under the
provisions and contained information about the "special
waiver" provisions authorized in the statute. Because the
requirements for granting a "special waiver" were clearly
stated in the statute, and all waivers expire no later than
March 31, 1995, the Department advised entities affected by
the provisions that it was not necessary to submit a formal
application for a waiver; rather affected entities simply
needed to determine whether or not they met the statutory
requirements, and to maintain documentation to justify their
determination if they were eligible for a waiver.

ED is working with the Departments of Health and Human
Services and Agriculture in implementing the provisions. We
are in the process of developing guidance on several
implementation issues related particularly to schools.
Questions for the guidance package are being drawn from
numerous technical assistance inquiries received from State
and local educational agencies and will include responses
concerning the effect of the provisions on non-public
schools and whether the required smoking prohibitions extend
to "alternative uses" of school facilities that are not part
of regular and routine educational services (i.e., BINGO).
The guidance will be ready within 60 days.
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ALCOHOL AND DRUG QUESTIONS

The latest report from the high school senior survey shows 
that drug use by adolescents is continuing to increase. 
Aren’t our prevention programs having any effect?

There is no single reason why drug use has increased, and 
without additional research and data collection, it will be 
impossible to pinpoint causes. It appears, however, that • 
drug use is increasing for many of the same reasons we are 
experiencing a increase in violent juvenile crime: 
breakdown of families, lack of parental support, lack of 
opportunity, availability of alcohol and drugs, child abuse 
and neglect, and media portrayal and promotion of alcohol 
and other drug use as glamorous.

Should we be concerned by these increases, and if so why?

We need to be very concerned about these increases even 
though they appear to be relatively small, because:

o Increases, while small, could be viewed as the 
beginning of a disturbing trend that will bring us back 
to the mid-80s when drug use was viewed as being of 
epidemic proportions.

o Increases will surely add fuel to the fire of those 
who support legalization of drugs as well as those who 
say the Administration has not taken a leadership 
position on this issue.

o Increases coupled with decrease of funding for 
prevention could result in even more increases.

Is this increase a trend?

This is the third year that we have had increases among the 
eighth graders and the second year that we have seen 
increases in most drug categories, among 10th and 12th 
graders. While a one, two, or three year increase is not 
considered a trend, it is something we should be concerned 
about. We are especially concerned because the increases in 
alcohol and drug use are coupled with an erosion of anti­
drug attitudes.

We are hopeful that collectively—the Federal government, 
state governments, and local communities—can take some 
actions now that will turn these numbers around.
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What is the Department of Education doing to ensure these
Increases do not continue?

The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act passed as
part of the Improving America's schools Act differs
significantly from its predecessor, the Drug-Free Schools
and Communities Act. The new legislation enables States,
SEAs and LEAS to:
— develop more comprehensive prevention programs,
— target resources to areas where they are most needed,

develop programs geared to each community's unique
needs,

— improve linkages between schools and communities, and
address needs of students not normally served by LEAs.

Provisions of the Safe and Drug-Free Schools Act are
consistent with research findings which show that alcohol .
and drug use and violent behavior result from a host of risk
factors to which young people are exposed. The better able
we are to address the full range of these risk factors, the
better are our chances for reducing alcohol and drug use.
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Stokes questions 

A. OESE/OBEMLA hearing—

1. This Subcomraittee has recominended that all 1995 funds 
for the Safe and Drug-Free Schools program be rescinded. The 
majority's rationale is that these programs duplicate other 
Federal activities, particularly the activities of the HHS Center 
for Substance Abuse Prevention. Could you comment on the 
argument that the Safe and Drug-Free Schools programs are 
duplicative and unneeded?

The Safe and Drug-Free Schools funds do not duplicate any other 
program. They are the "only” funds dedicated to school-based 
drug and violence prevention efforts. This latter point, e.g. 
violence prevention, is important because no other program 
provides services for this population in this needed area.

It should also be noted that schools have an important role to 
play in drug prevention and violence prevention. They are the 
only place where all the youth from a community gather together, 
and hence schools are a place where curricula, school counselors, 
and after-school activities can be provided to all youth.

Finally, schools are becoming increasingly crime ridden. This 
program will permit schools to develop activities, such as 
confict resolution, peer mediation, reporting of violent 
incidents and gun possession, and alternative schools, which make 
schools safe and permit learning to take place.
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SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS 

Administration Support for Drug-Free Schools

Question: Two years ago, the Administration supported a 25 percent cut in funding for 
Drug-Free Schools and Communities (DFSC) State Grants. Why is this program now such 
a high priority for the Department?

Answer: This program has always been a priority in this Administration. The President’s 
fiscal year 1994 budget requested level funding of $598.2 million for Drug-Free Schools and 
Communities, including $498.6 million for State Grants.

As the 1994 budget was negotiated with Congress, it became evident that there wouldn’t be 
enough money to support all of the Administration's priorities, Therefore, the Administration 
reluctantly agreed to shift some resources from the DFSC program to other priority reform 
activites such as Goals 2000 that, because they are aimed at achieving the National 
Education Goals, also contribute to the goal of drug-free, violence-free schools. This shift 
amounted to $129 million in DFSC State Grant funds, and the fiscal year 1994 apftropriation 
was reduced to $369.5 million.

This compromise, however, is a far cry from the termination of this program proposed by 
this subcommittee. The Administration and, we believe, the American people support this 
program. We hope you will, too.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Tony McCann.
House Appropriations Committee

Through: Sally Christensen
Deputy Assistant Secretary 

tor Budget

From: Tom Corwin, Director
Division of Elementary. Secondary, 

and Vocational Analysis

Subject Federal Funding for Daig Prevention Programs

During the Department's briefing on the fiscal year 1996 budget, you asked me whether 
drug prevention programs in the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) 
duplicate dnjg prevention efforts funded under the Department of Education's Safe and 
Drug-Free Schools and Communities (SDFSC) program. I believe that I promised to take a 
close look at this issue and get back to you. Here's what I found:

• Not all of the demand reduction programs in HHS are prevention programs. In fact, 
the majority of funds in the 1996 budget for HHS drug control programs are for 
treatment, not prevention.

• By and large, HHS does not support drug prevention programs in schools, whereas 
school-based prevention is the primary purpose of the SDFSC program. While many 
of the HHS drug prevention programs have school-based components, most of the 
funding for HHS drug prevention programs is directed at the State level (e.g., for 
developing Statewide prevention systems) or at the community level,

• The great majority of HHS pnevehtion activities are under the Substance Abuse and 
Mental Health Administration. A minor level of prevention funding is also distributed 
by the Administration for Children and Families and the Indian Health Service. We 
also examined the activities of other components of HHS (sur^i as the FDA. NIH, 
and HCFA) but found no significant expenditure on prevention. Nor do other Federal' 
agencies outside of HHS appear to be focusing significantly on drug prevention 
activities, particularly in schools.

We believe that the best way to avoid duplication behween ED and HHS prevention efforts 
is to require coordination of programs. That Is why, for example, the recently enacted Safe 
and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act requires school districts to explain, in their 
applications for funding, how they will coordinate their SDFSC programs writh other Federal, 
Starts, and local prevention programs and projects.
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HHS DRUG CONTROL FUNDING REQUEST IN PRESIDENT'S FY 1996 BUDGET

PREVENTION

ACF
CDC
IHS
FDA
HCFA
HRSA
NIH (research only: no direct services) 
SAMHSA

TOTAL

72.7 \ 
5Q '' 

3.7 
7

0
0

727.6

TREATMENT

32.2 
0

41.3
7

290
41.5

266,8
990

1661.8

tSAP
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Although nationally representative data about positive outcomes,
associated with Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act
funding is not available. Research Triangle Institute (RTI),
under contract with the US Department of Education, has gathered
information about successful drug preventions programs from
around the country. These programs have all been supported by.
Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act funding and have conducted
evaluation activities that identified positive program outcomes.
Importantly, RTI finds the evaluated programs to be typical of
prevention strategies being implemented in hundreds of schools
and communities across the Nation.

Results from profiled schools include:

Thoreau Middle School of Gallup, New Mexico, a rural school
serving a farming community and a portion of the Navajo
Reservation. Thoreau has used its small DFSCA grant ($4,386 in
1990-1991) to implement a program that includes curriculum, peer
counseling, and peer-led conflict mediation. Staff at Thoreau
have found decreases in the lifetime rate of alcohol use (from
36% in 1984 to 27% in 1986 and 19% in 1990); decreases in
inhalant use (from 16% in 1984 to 5% in 1990); and decreases in
marijuana use (from 19% in 1984 to 8% in 1990) .

Malvern Junior High School of Malvern, Arkansas, a district
serving a rural community with 40% of students below the poverty
level. Malvern Public Schools received a DFSCA grant of $22,000
in FY 1990-1991. Malvern identifies its peer leadership program
as its most important prevention program; it also implements a
prevention curriculum, maintains a student assistance program,
and offers parenting classes. Drug policy violations have
decreased and disciplinary suspensions for violent or threatening
behavior have been cut in half between 1988 and 1992. Student
drug use rates have also decreased significantly between 1986 and
1992 -- lifetime use rate for alcohol declined from 28 to 15
percent; decreases were also noted in rates oP marijuana and
tobacco use.

Cordova Elementary School, of Phoenix, Arizona, serves an urban
community. Approximately 70% of families in the community have
incomes below the poverty line. The school district received a
$50,360 DFSCA grant in 1990-1991, Cordova's prevention program
includes about 20 hours of prevention instruction in each of
grades kindergarten through 8. It supplements that instruction
with support groups, a Students Against Drunk Driving program,
conflict mediation, cross-grade tutoring, latchkey programs and
counseling services. Evaluation dated collected about the
program reflects a decrease in suspensions and disciplinary
actions; between 1988 and 1991, rates of use for tobacco,
alcohol, and marijuana all fell.

Kenedy High School, of Kenedy Texas, serves a rural community;
about 75% of students are minorities, and 60% of families have
incomes below the poverty line. Kenedy's prevention programming
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MEMORANDUM

FfH>M

FebniarY28. 1906mSarn Modzdtaki / )

REF Bullet* on iha FIPSE Highef Education Frograms

FIPSE Drug Provontion Program* havo hod m'do roach and oMo impact on provorttion in higher 
aducatfon.

Traditionally-'

FIPSE hoa funded 779 Inatitutions of higbor odueation (IHF) to Implomant oparato. dovolop^ 
and improve their own eomprehensive, inatitution-wlde drug and alcohol prevention programs. 
Over 6.600,000 studenta wore onroBodin those IHEs.

FIPSE has funded 224 Higher Education Consortia for Drug Prevention Programs that have 
Involvod over 1100 IHEs in planning and developing drug prevention plans and aetivlrias.

With normal funding:

The FIPSE Institution-Wide Drug Prevention Program would fund 100 grants to IHEs enrolling 
approximately 850.000 students.

The FIPSE Higher Educatkm Consortia for Drug Pravantien Program would fund 30 grants 
involving anothmr 180 IHEs in prevention planning and acthdtias.

\Mth regard to the most Battering outoema of any program, the extent to which the Program was 
InatitutionalHed using local funding after the seed money assistance from the government, the FIPSE 
progrems heve had phanumenal success.

Of tile mstitUOon-Wlde Drug Prevention grants funded during the first, second, and third years of die 
program, in 1987, 1988. and 1989, whioh would have tho greatest chance to expand or dio after the 
and of federal funding:

Two hundred and eighty of the total of two hundred and ninty seven <S4%J have continued 
using locally contioued funding.

Seventy nine grants 127%) continued of a smaller sae than when FIPSE funded, dghty tout 
(28%) continued at the same sice as when FIPSE funded, and an amazing one hundred 
aevontoan fSOV,) continued at a larger sire then whan FIPSE funded.

The more time that had passed since the end of HPSE funding, the more Ekely the programs 
were larger than when FIPSE funded.

yyith regard to the level of interest of the higher education field in the continuance of The HPSE Drug 
Prevention Programs, there nas been quite a Ut of kilavat shown.

Over ana hundred and fifty lattars, taxes, and •-maff messages ware racatvad by the Secretary, from 
IHEs, exprussirig concern over the cuts in funding for the FIPSE programs.

muoii-rruyi ojiiST TIIUI u »mj uven qaium

Over one hundred and fifty letters, faxes, and e-mail messages were receiveti by the Secretary, from 
IHEs. expressing concern over the cuts in funding fur the FIPSE programs.
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To; Tony Hccann,
House Appropriations Comniitee

Through; Sally Christensen
Deputy Assistant Secretary 

for Budget
From; Tom Corwin, Director

Division of Elementary. Secondary, 
and Vocational Analysis

Subject: Federal Funding for Drug Prevention Prograue
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HOW TO BUILD COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

FOR SAFE AND DRUQ-FREE SCHO 

AND COMMUNITIES

Sarellitft ViHfiorontKrftncft • Wftrfnesday, May 10, 1995 • 8:00 - 9s30 PM (EDT)

Educators and parents concerned about the rising rates of violence and drug use in America’s schools are facing 
a crisis in Washington as Congress considers eliminating federal support for Safe and Drug-Free Schools programs.

Congress and the public are demanding accountability for all spending and must be made aware of rhe benefits and 
successes of Safe and Drug-Free Schools programs. We must maJce our voices heard in order to create the type of 
support needed to ensure the continuation of the legislation.
What you can do to generate support for Safe and Drug-Free Schools and for continued legislative funding of these 
programs will be addressed in a live, nationwide videoconference. “How to Build Community Suppon for Safe 
and Drug-Free Schools and Communities," presented by a partnership between CADCA, DREAM, PRIDE, 
Texans’ War on Drugs and the National TeleLeamIng Network.
As an active participant in this videoconference event you will be able to:

• heat niembeis of Congiess discuss dieii positious on die issue
• speak directly with experts to ask questions, make suggestions and share ideas
• discuss ways to promote continued legislative funding
• learn how to develop a media plan to disseminate information about Safe and Drug-Free Schools

and Communities
• create cortununity support through coalition building

SPONSORING ORGANIZATIONS

Parents Resource Institute for Drug Education (PRIDE)
Texans’ War on Drugs
Developing Resources for Education in America (DREAM)
Community Anti>Drug Coalition of America (CADCA)

GUES'l' SPEAKERS
The following individuals have been invited to parndpaie through a live or pretaped interview:

United States Congress 
Sen. Christopher J. Dodd (D-CT)
Rep. William L. Clay (D-MO)
Rep. Bill Goodling (R-PA)
Sen. Mark O. Hatfield (R-OR)
Rep. Robert L. Livingston (K-l .A)
Rep. Major Owens (D-NY)
Rep. Donald Payne (D-NJ)
Sen. Arlen Specter (R-PA)

(Continued)
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HOW TO SHAPE LEGISLATION AND FUNDING FOR SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES
(continued)

United States Department of Education
The Honorable Richard Riley, Secretary of Education
Bill Modsclcahi, director, Safe and Drug-Free Schools
Diana Alccm, education program specialist, Drug-Free Schools Recognition Piograui 

National Drug Control Policy Office
Fred Garcb, deputy director. National Drug Control Policy Office

Education and Parent Groups 
Jim Copple and Sue Thau, CADCA 
Dr. Chris Gilmer, DREAM 
Doug Hall, PRIDE
Bobby Heard and Dan Buie, Texons’ War on Drugs
Paul Houston, executive director, American Association of School Administrators
Adele Robinson, governmental affaire director, National Association of State Boards of Education
Tom Shannon, executive director, National School Boards Association
Ronda Talley, director, American Psychological Association Center for Psychology in Schools and Education

VIDEOCONFERENCE INFORMATION 
Your registration fee entitles you to:

• Unlimited participation at your site, enabling you to provide this opportunity to community, business
and governmental leadersi school faculty and administrators; all concerned citisens and the media

• Opportuiuty to call in live to speak with the panelists during the broadcast
• Permission to videotape the conference for brer viewing
• Videoconference Planning Guide with preliminary planning materials and checklists, including;

publicity materials (media release, radio PSAs, letters); suggestiorrs for invnting local public ofAciaU,
the media, community leaders, educators and the public; site logistics

• Videoconference Facilitator’s Guide with fact sheets on the relevant legislation, plus tips on organiz­
ing local political support, creating coalitions and generating publicity

• I IS Senate and House of Representarives lelephone and K/>im Directory

REGISTRATION
Registration is $300 per sire. Multiple .sire disr.nunr.s are available.

'..lamKL. I
Atrarj-miruriy eauotUUrlal TlH,vrjlorf

NATIONAL TELELEARNING NETWORK
120 Mallard Street, Suite ISO • St. Rose LA 70087 • 504/468-1100

We move infaimaUaii

TO BE PART OF THIS EXCITING OPPORTUNITY
call NATIONAL TELELEARNING NETWORK at 800^32-3286

0778 3^95
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NATIONAL TELELEARNING NETWORK SITE LICENSE AGREEMENT

Dale.

This agreement is entered into by and between the NAT1014AL TCLCLCARNING NCTWORK, 120 Mallard Street, Suite 180,
St. Rose, Louisiana 70087 hereinafter referred to as “NTN’’ and_______________________________________
fierelnatier referred to as "Licensee".

Whereas Licensee desires to acquire the rights to receive and present the video seminar. HOW TO SHAPE 
LEOISLATION AND FUMDINQ FOR SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND OOMMUNITIES. here­
inafter referred to as the "Seminar,’"

And Whereas NTN is prepared to convey the above described rights to Licensee as stated herein.

NOW THEREFORE THE PARTIES AGREE AG EOLLOWS;

Upon receipt of a purchase order acceptable to NTN in its sole judgment and discretion or payment of $_
NTN hereby conveys to Licensee the non-e.xclusive rights to receive and present the Seminar at the sites on Wednesday, 
May 10.1995 at S;00-9;30 pm Eastern Time.

Sites;.

Licensee hereby agrees that the above sites are the oniy sites which are authorized by NTN to present the original 
broadcast of the Seminar. Licensee further agrees that It shall not present or authorize the pre.sentation of the original 
broadcast of the Seminar at any other site without the prior wrinen consent of NTN and payment of suoti addilional fees 
as may be required by NTN.

NTT4 will maKe Seminar materials, one (i) Planning Guide and one (1) Political Action Kit, available to Licensee.

Licensee shall have the right to videotape the proceedings of the Seminar and, after the completion of the original 
broadcast, may present that videotape without restriction in perpetuity for the purpose of furthering the educatinnel 
Objectives of Licensee.

NTN warrants that it has full power and authority to make this Agreement. NTN warrants that the Seminar will not contain 
any scandalous, libelous or unlawful matter and will not infringe any copyright or violate any property rights.

It is agreed that NTN has fulfilled its obligations under this agreement when it broadcasts the seminar to the catcllite. 
NTN is not responsible for any failure of the licensee to receive or present the video signal I irenfiPfis who fail to down­
link The seminar are liable for the entire fee.

This Agreement constitutes the entire understanding between the parties, .stipercfides all previous oral or wruten 
representations or agreements and may not be modified by eiliiei paily unless sucl'i modification is in writing and 
signed by both NTN and Licensee.

This License is not transferrable by I inensRo.

This Agreement shall be governed by Die laws uf lliu slaie of Louisiana.

I hove read and understand tho licence terms in this agreement.

Licensee:. 
Addrcoo:_ 
City:____ _St._

Telephone__________ ______

by. ------
Please Print Name:
National Teiei earning Network 
By:______________________

Date:.

Date:.
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MONITORING THE FUTURE PROGRAM • SURVEY RESEARCH CENTER 

INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH • ANN ARBOR, Ml 48106-1248
TELEPHONE: 313/763-5043 

800/766-2864 
FAX; 313/936-0043 

March 31, 1995

The Honorable Carl Levin
459 RSOB
Washington DC 20510

Dear Senator Levin;

RE: Rescission of Funding of the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities
Act of 1994, Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

I am writing to you regarding the floor deliberations on funding for the Safe and Drug-
Free Schools and Communities Act Let me begin, by stating that I have no partisan or guild
interest in this legislation. I write in two capacities; one as die principal inve^gator of the
Monitoring the study, which has been monitoring and interpreting changes in drug use among
the nation's school children for die past twenty years; and second, as a former member of the
National Commission for Drug-Free Schools, to which I was appointed under the Bush
administration, and as a former conferee to the White House Conference for a Drug-Free
America, to which I was appointed by President Reagan.

The latter two advisory bodies published substantial reports advising on this country’s
policies for reducing illicit drug use in the American population and I think that they might
usefully be reviewed as part of your deliberations. Both concluded that demand reduction effon
(including prevention, treatment, and research) are central to effectively reducing drug use in the
population, and that greater overall emphasis should be given to demand reduction. The National
Commission on Drug-Free Schools specifically recommended a number of activities which every
school district in the country should be carrying out to prevent or intervene in drug abuse,
including local assessment surveys, a curriculum component on drugs, a student assistance
program to deal with children at high risk, involvement in the school's efforts of parents as well
as other elements in the community, and the creation of school-community task force which is
not centered around the school. I think it is fair to say that these were non-partisan reports,
forged by dedicated people from many walks of life and from many ideological perspectives, who
came together around a common interest in the welfare of our children and, ultimately the welfare
of our society.
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I write in part to urge diat this same spirit be assumed in the current Congressional 
consideration of continued finding for the Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act, for I see a 
real danger that perhaps the country's most important element in its armamentanum against drug 
abuse will be scuttled at a time in udiich we most need it That brings me to Ae other capacity 
in which I write-that of the scientist directing the ongoing studies of drug use by American 

adolescents and young adults.
Li the debate during, and subsequent to, the recent House hearings on this legislation, 1 

believe some misinterpretations of our findings have been occurring. Let me state the facts first, 
and dien share some of the interpretation we have offered for them over the past several years. 
Among the youngest school children we survey, eighth graders (who are about 13 years old on 
average) a turnaround in drug use occurred in 1991, and their use of a number of drugs such as 
marijuana, LSD, and cocaine, showed a statistically significant increase in the spring 1992 survey. 
This was followed a year later by upturns in drug use-in particular, marijuana use-among tenth 
and twelfth grade students as well. In all cases, these upturns in use were preceded, or at least 
accompanied, by a decline in the dangers perceived to be associated with the use of these drugs- 
a factor which we have demonstrated to be central in controlling students’ drug use (a) because 
hi^er perceived risk leads to less initiation of drug use as well as more quitting, and (b) because 
it seems to lead to increasing peer disapproval of use which farther deters use.

Since 1991 marijuana use has been rising rapidly among the country's secondary school 
students, and the use of most other drugs has been drifHng upward more gradually. (Details are 
contained in the enclosed press release from the University of Michigan, dated December 12, 
1994.) The levels of use are still well below the peak levels reached in die late 1970s, but the 
direction and rate of movement is alarming and clearly wordiy of a concerted national response, 
lest we suffer another massive epidemic of drug use among our children. Such an epidemic very 
likely would lead to another large population of addicts emerging as a result of our failures at 
the prevention stage, with all of the adverse implications for crime, family violence, morbidity 
and mortality, health care costs, prison costs, drag treatment costs, and so on. Drag epidemics 
are extremely expensive events, but as with so many things, an ounce of prevention may be 
worth many pounds of cure.

Our interpretation of the causes of the turnaround in the drug situation is contained in the 
enclosed press release. Basically, it breaks down to die following:

1. Generational replacement We take to be significant the fact that the turnaround 
was first observed in the youngest age group. Bach replacement generation of 
young people must learn about the dangers of drugs if they are to be deterred from 
using and if they are to have norms unaccepdng of use. For the foreseeable 
future, children growing up in America will be aware of the psychoacdve affects 
of a great many drags, and fairly ready access to them—a set of conditions which 
simply did not exist in the decades preceding the epidemic which began in the late 
sixties. As a result of our successes from the late seventies and the eighties, the 
newest cohorts have had less opportunity to learn about the dangers vicariously,
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ironically, since theft are fewer drug users to observe in their immediate
environment or through the media. I have argued in recent years that the decline ^
in these opportunities to leant vicariously and informally about the dangers of
drugs has created a greater need for formal opportunities in school, in the home,
and through the media.

2. Reduced public attention. Another reason for the recent turnaround is that the
drug issue fell off the national screen during the buildup to the Gulf War; but
unlike violent crime and other issues it failed to return to the national screen after
the war. Media research has shown a greater than 80% decline in major network
news stories on the subject since 1989. There has also been a substantial drop in
media coverage of the anti-drug ad campaign. This means that young people have
less opportunity to learn about the consequences of drug use from the media they
routinely consume. Again, they have had less chance for informal learning.

3. The emergence of new proponents. While nearly allsectors of adult society spoke
with a unified voice about drugs by the late eighties, diis consistent and unified
message has begun to erode as new voices are raised in praise of drug use- 
particularly marijuana use--by a number of groups in the rock music industry.
Rap groups, grunge groups, and other rock groups have begun to explicitly
advocate drug sue in the lyrics, as well as in their own lifestyles, and young
people are very much aware of this. :

in the presence of these important changes in contributing factors in the media and pop
cultures, it seems a bit overreaching to say that the recent upturn in drug use somehow shows
that schools are not doing an effective job at prevention, as some have argued. It is widely
acknowledged that no one institution in our society can by itself win the battle with drugs,
anymore than anyone can control violence. Therefore, to conclude that the schools are not doing
their job through the elaborate set of activities supported under die Drug-Free Schools and
Communities Act is to ignore these other veiy important contributors to change. The fact is that
the schools are doing a lot, and play an important role in helping to motivate and facilitate other
sectors of society to do their parts-paiticdarly, parents. I have argued in previous years, and
continue to argue today, that the decline in young people’s opportunities to learn informally
about drugs and their dangers makes the need for forma! learning opportunities all the greater.
Schools provide a central component in accomplishing that task Therefore, to strip away this
important mechanism for teaching our children about drugs, and for mobilizing school, parmt,
and community action, seems a particularly inappropriate response to a serious and growing
problem, I would ask you, and your fellow Senators if you really want to disarm the country of
this juncture in its important battle against drugs, for on the critical battle^eld of demand
reduction, the ih-school programs are a critical component in our armamentarium.
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Some will argue, of course, that the more important battlefield is supply reduction; but 
I think that you will find that nearly all the empirical evidence (including much from our own 
studies) suggests that we have had precious little success on that battlefield in accomplishing the 
ultimate goal of both strategies»namely, in reducing the number of drug users in America-even 
though the lion's share of our public resources in die war on drugs has been devoted to supply 
reduction. (See Figures 2 and 4 in our enclosed press release for some of the empirical evidence. 
See also some of the economic analyses of supply reduction effort published by Dr. Peter Reuter, 
formerly at the RAND Corporation.) By comparison, the evidence that we have been successful 
in changing demand by influencing attitudes, beliefs, and norms about drug use is impressive, 
and generally accepted. (See again, Figures 2 and 4.)

America's drug epidemic has gone on for nearly thirty years now and has had dire 
consequences for families, communities, and governments. While the temptation of partisanship 
has always been there, in general we have been able to deal with the issue on a non*partsan 
basis. Further, we have achieved some important successes when we moved in unison. As a 
citizen who is all too familiar with die ravages diat drug use can bring, I urge you to approach 
this problem and key legislation related to it, in the same spirit. The stakes are too high, and the 
potential damage of mistaken policies too great, for reasonable citizens or legislators to do 

otherwise.

Sincerely,

Lloyd D. Johnston, Fh.D.
Program Director/Research Scientist and 
Acting Director, University of Michigan 

Substance Abuse Center

enclosure (1)
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The Dnig-Free School Recognition Program was created by the US. 
Department of Education in 1987. The purpose of the program is to spotlight schools that 
have worked successfully to achieve a safe, disciplined, and drug-free environment or are 
making great strides toward that goal. In being recognized, those schools can help others 
model what educators, parents, students, and concerned citizens in their communities have 
achieved. To be considered for recognition, a school must first be nominated by one ot 
the following nomination entities: its State Department of Education, the National Family 
Partnership, the National Parent Teachers Association, the Council for Amen^ Private 
Education, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, or the Department of Defense Dependents 
Schools. A school then must pass a rigorous paper review and on-site visit. Each school 
is evaluated by the Department’s standards for identifying safe, disciplined, and drug-tree 
schools as follows: assessing the problem; setting, implementing, and enforcing policy; 
developing and implementing a drug education and prevention program; edu^ting and 
training staff; promoting parent involvement and training; and networking with commu­
nity groups and agencies.

Schools can be recognized for their accomplishments in two categories - namely, 
comprehensive programs and noteworthy components. Schools that successfully address 
all of the six charaaeristics mentioned above and document that they have successfully 
eliminated or reduced drug use, disciplinary problems, and acts of violence can receive 
comprehensive recognition. Schools demonstrating success in one or more, but not a , o 
the six characteristics of a safe, discipUned, and drug-free school, can be recognized for

noteworthy components.

Representatives of schools recognized for comprehensive programs are invited to 
Washington, DC, for a national recognition ceremony. Schools recognized for one or 
more noteworthy components receive a plaque and a letter from the Secretary.

Four hundred and sixty-seven (467) schools (421 public and 46 private) in 46 States 
and the Distria of Columbia have received national recognition for their comprehensive 
programs; fifty (50) schools have been recognized for noteworthy components.

TOTRL P.02
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■ MONITORING THE FUTURE PROGRAM • SURVEY RESEARCH CENTER 
institute for SOCIAL RESEARCH • ANN ARBOR, Ml 48106-1248

TELEPHONE: 313/763-5043 
800/766-2864 

FAX: 313/936-0043 
March 31, 1995

The Honorable Carl Levin 
459 RSOB
Washington DC 20510 

Dear Senator Levin;

RE: Rescission of Funding of the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities
Act of 1994, Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

I am writing to you regarding the floor deliberations on funding for the Safe and Drug- 
Free Schools and Communities Act. Let me begin, by stating that I have no partisan or guild 
interest in this legislation. I write in two capacities: one as die principal investigator of the 
Monitoring the study, which has been monitoring and interpreting changes in drug use among 
the nation's school children for the past twenty years; and second, as a former mmber of the 
National Commission for Drug-Free Schools, to which I was appointed under die Bush 
administration, and as a former conferee to the White House Conference for a Drug-Free 
America, to which I was appointed by President Reagan.

The latter two advisory bodies published substantial reports advising on this country's 
policies for reducing illicit drug use in the American population and I think that they might 
usefully be reviewed as part of your deliberations. Both concluded that demand reduction effort 
(including prevention, treatment, and research) are centr^ to effectively reducing drug use in the 
population, and that greater overall emphasis should be given to demand reduction. The National 
Commission on Drug-Free Schools specifically recommended a number of activities which every 
school district in the country should be carrying out to prevent or intervene in drug abuse, 
including local assessment surveys, a curriculum component on drugs, a student assistance 
program to deal with children at high risk, involvement in the school's efforts of parents as well 
as other elements in the community, and the creation of school-community task force which is 
not centered around the school. I think it is fair to say that these were non-partisan reports, 
forged by dedicated people from many walks of life and from many ideological perspectives, who 
came together around a common interest in the welfare of our children and, ultimately the welfare 

of our society.
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I write in part to urge that this same spirit be assumed in the current Congressional
consideration of continued finding for die Drug-Free Schools and Commimities Act, for 1 see a
real danger diat perhaps the country's most important element in its armamentarium against drug
abuse will be scuttled at a time in udiich we most need it That brings me to die other capacity
in which I write~that of the scientist directing the ongoing studies of drug use by American
adolescents and young adults.

In the debate during, and subsequent to, the recent House hearings on this legislation, I
believe some misinterpretations of our findings have been occurring. Let me state the facts first,
and then share some of the interpretation we have offered for them over the past several years.
Among die youngest school children we survey, eighth graders (who are about 13 years old on
average) a turnaround in drug use occurred in 1991, and their use of a number of drugs such as
marijuana, LSD, and cocaine, showed a statistically significant increase in die spring 1992 survey.
This was followed a year later by upturns in drug use—in particular, marijuana use—among tenth
and twelfth grade students as well. In all cases, these upturns in use were preceded, or at least
accompanied, by a decline in the dangers perceived to be associated with the use of these drugs- 
a factor whic^ we have demonstrated to be central in controlling students' drug use (a) because
higher perceived risk leads to less initiation of drug use as well as more quitting, and because
it seems to lead to increasing peer disapproval of use which ftirther deters use.

Since 1991 marijuana use has been rising rapidly among the country's secondary school
students, and the use of most odier drugs has been drifting upward more gradually: (Details are
contained in the enclosed press release from die University of Michigan, dated December 12,
1994.) The levels of use are still well below the peak levels reached in the late 1970s, but the
direction and rate of movement is alarming and clearly wordiy of a concerted national response,
lest we suffer another massive q^idemic of drug use among our children. Such an epidemic very
likely would lead to another large population of addicts emerging as a result of our failure at
the prevention stage, with all of the adverse implicarions for crime, family violence, morbidity
and mortality, health care costs, prison costs, drug treatment costs, and so on. Drug epidemics
are extremely expensive events, but as with so many things, an ounce of prevention may be
worth many pounds of cure.

Our interpretation of the causes of the turnaround in the drug situation is contained in the
enclosed press release. Basically, it breaks down to the following:

1. Generational replacement We take to be significant the fact that the turnaround
was first observed in the youngest age group. Each replacement generation of
young people must learn about the dangers of drugs if they are to be deterred from
using and if they are to have norms unaccepdng of use. For the foreseeable
future, children growing up in America will be aware of the psychoaedve affects
of a great many drugs, and fairly ready access to them-a set of conditions which
simply did not exist in the decades preceding die epidemic which begari in *e late
sixties. As a result of our successes from the late seventies and the ei^des, the
newest cohorts have had less opportunity to learn about the dangers vicariously.
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ironicallyp since there are fewer drug users to observe in their immediate 
environment or through the media. I have argued in recent years that the decline ^ 
in these opportunities to learn vicariously and informally about the dangers of 
drugs has created a greater need for formal opportunities in school, in the home, 
and through die media.

2. Reduced public attention. Another reason for the recent turnaround is that the 
drug issue fell off the national screen during the buildup to the Gulf War; but 
unlike violent crime and other issues it failed to return to the national screen after 
the war. Media research has shown a greater than 80% decline in major network 
news stories on the subject since 1989. There has also been a substantial drop in 
media coverage of the anti-drug ad campaign. This means that young people have 
less opportunity to learn about the consequences of drug use from the media they 
routinely consume. Again, they have had less chance for informal learning.

3. The emergence of new proponents. While nearly all sectors of adult society spoke
with a unified voice about drugs by the late eighties, this consistent and unified 
message has begun to erode as new voices are raised in praise of drug use-- 
particularly marijuana use—by a number of groups in the rock music industry. 
Rap groups, grunge groups, and other rock groups have begun to explicitly 
advocate drug sue in the lyrics, as well as in their own lifestyles, and young 
people are very much aware of this. ;

the presence of these important changes in contributing factors in the media and pop 
cultures, it seems a bit overreaching to say that the recent upturn in drug use somehow shows 
that schools are not doing an effective job at prevention, as some have argued. It is widely 
acknowledged that no one institution in our society can by itself win the battle with drugs, 
anymore than anyone can control violence. Therefore, to conclude that the schools are not doing 
their job through the elaborate set of activities supported under die Drug-Free Schools and 
Communities Act is to ignore these other very important contributors to change. The fact is that 
the schools are doing a lot, and play an important role in helping to motivate and facilitate other 
sectors of society to do their parts-paiticularly, parents. / have argued in previous years, and 
continue to argue today, that the decline in young people’s opportunities to learn informally 
about drugs and their dangers makes the need for formal learning opportunities all the greater. 
Schools provide a central component in accomplishing that task. Therefore, to strip away this 
important mechanism for teaching our children about drugs, and for mobilizing school, parent, 
and community action, seems a particularly inappropriate response to a serious and growing 
problem. I would ask you, and your fellow Senators if you really want to disarm the country of 
this juncture in its important battle against drugs, for on the critical battlefield of demand 
reduction, the ih-school programs are a critical component in our armamentanum.
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Some will argue, of course, that the more important battlefield is supply reduction; but
I think that you will find that nearly all the empirical evidence (including much from our own
studies) suggests that we have had precious litde success on that battlefield in accomplishing the
ultimate goal of both strategies-namely, in reducing the number of drug users in America-even
though the lion's share of our public resources in die war on drugs has been devoted to supply
reduction. (See Figures 2 and 4 in our enclosed press release for some of the empirical evidence.
See also some of the economic analyses of supply reduction effort published by Dr. Peter Reuter,
formerly at the RAND Corporation.) By comparison, the evidence that we have been successful
in changing demand by influencing attitudes, beliefs, and norms about drug use is impressive,
and generally accepted. (See again. Figures 2 and 4.)

America's drug epidemic has gone on for nearly thirty years now and has had dire
consequences for families, communities, and govermnents. While the temptation of partisanship
has always been there, in general we have been able to deal with the issue on a non-partisan
basis. Further, we have achieved some important successes when we moved in unison. As a
citizen who is all too familiar widi the ravages that drug use can bring, I urge you to approach
diis problem and key legislation related to it, in the same spirit. The stakes are too high, and the
potential damage of mistaken policies too great, for reasonable citizens or legislators to do
otherwise.

Sincerely,

Lloyd D. Johnston, Fh.D.
Program Director/Research Scientist and
Acting Director, University of Michigan

Substance Abuse Center

enclosure (1)
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MONITORING THE FUTURE PROGRAM • SURVEY RESEARCH CENTER 
INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH • ANN ARBOR, Ml 48106-T248

TELEPHONE: 313/783-5043 
800/766-2864 

FAX: 313/936-0043 
March 31, 199S

The Honorable Carl Levin 
4S9 RSOB
Washington DC 20S10 

Dear Senator Levin;

RE: Rescission of Funding of the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities
Act of 1994, Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

I am writing to you regarding the floor deliberations on funding for the Safe and Drug- 
Free Schools and Communities Act. Let me begin, by stating that I have no partisan or guild 
interest in this legislation. I write in two capacities: one as the principal invertgator of the 
Monitoring the study, which has been monitoring and interpreting changes in drug use among 
the nation's school children for the past twenty years; and second, as a former m^ber of the 
National Commission for Drug-Free Schools, to which I was appointed under the Bush 
administration, and as a former conferee to the White House Conference for a Drug-Free 
America, to which I was appointed by President Reagan.

The latter two advisory bodies published substantial reports advising on this country's 
policies for reducing illicit drag use in the American population and I think that they might 
usefully be reviewed as part of your deliberations. Both concluded that demand reduction j^on 
(including prevention, treatment, and research) are central to effectively reducing drug use in the 
population, and that greater overall emphasis should be given to demand reduction. The National 
Commission on Drug-Free Schools specifically recommended a number of activities which every 
school district in the country should be carrying out to prevent or intervene in drag abuse, 
including local assessment surveys, a curriculum component on drags, a student assistance 
program to deal with children at high risk, involvement in the school's efforts of parents as well 
as other elements in the community, and the creation of school-community task force which is 
not centered around the school. I think it is fair to say that these were non-partisan reports, 
forged by dedicated people from many walks of life and from many ideological perspectives, who 
came together around a common interest in the welfare of our children and, ultimately the welfare 

of our society.
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I write in part to urge diat diis same spirit be assumed in the current Congressional
consideration of continued tending for the Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act, for I see a
real danger that perhaps the country's most important element in its armamentarium against drug
abuse will be scuttled at a time in ^ich we most need it That brings me to the other capacity
in which I write-that of the scientist directing the ongoing studies of drug use by American
adolescents and young adults.

Li the debate during, and subsequent to, the recent House hearings on this legislation, 1
believe some misinterpretations of our findings have been occurring. Let me state the facts first,
and then share some of the interpretation we have offered for them over the past several years.
Among the youngest school children we survey, eighth graders (who are about 13 years old on
average) a turnaround in drug use occurred in 1991, and their use of a number of drugs such as
marijuana, LSD, and cocaine, showed a statistically significant increase in the spring 1992 survey.
This was followed a year later by upturns in drug use—in particular, marijuana use—among tenth
and twelfth grade students as well. In all cases, these upturns in use were preceded, or at least
accompanied, by a decline in the dangers perceived to be associated with the use of these drugs- 
a factor vriiich we have demonstrated to be central in controlling students’ drug use (a) because
hi^er perceived risk leads to less initiation of drug use as well as more quitting, and (b) because
it seems to lead to increasing peer disapproval of use which further deters use.

Since 1991 marijuana use has been rising rapidly among the country's secondary school
students, and the use of most odier drugs has been drifting upward more gradually. (Details are
contained in the enclosed press release from die University of Michigan, dated December 12,
1994.) The levels of use are still well below the peak levels reached in the late 1970s, but the
direction and rate of movement is alarming and clearly worthy of a concerted national re^onse,
lest we suffer another massive epidemic of drug use among our children. Such an epidexmc very
likely would lead to another large population of addicts emerging as a result of our failures at
the prevention stage, with all of the adverse implications for crime, family violence, morbidity
and mortality, health care costs, prison costs, dnig treatment costs, and so on. Drug epidemics
are extremely expensive events, but as with so many things, an ounce of prevention may be
worth many pounds of cure.

Our interpretation of the causes of the turnaround in the drug situation is contained in the
enclosed press release. Basically, it breaks down to the following:

1. Generational npiacement We take to be significant the fact that the turnwund
was first observed in the youngest age group. Each replacement generation of
young people must learn about the dangers of drugs if they are to be deterred from
using and if they are to have norms unaccepting of use. For die foreseeable
future, children growing up in America will be aware of the psychoactive affects
of a great many drugs, and fairly ready access to them-a set of conditions which
simply did not exist in the decades preceding die epidemic which began in &e late
sixties. As a result of our successes from the late seventies and the eighties, the
newest cohorts have had less opportunity to learn about the dangers vicariously,
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ironically, since there are fewer drug users to observe in their immediate 
environment or through the media. I have argued in recent years that the decline ^ 
in these opportunities to learn vicariously and informally about the dangers of 
drugs has created a greater need for formal opportunities in school, in the home, 
and through the media.

2. Reduced public attention. Another reason for the recent turnaround is that the 
drug issue fell off the national screen during the buildup to the Gulf War; but 
unlike violent crime and other issues it failed to return to the national screen after 
the war. Media research has shown a greater than 80% decline in major network 
news stories on the subject since 1989. There has also been a substantial drop in 
media coverage of the anti-drug ad campaign. This means that young people have 
less opportunity to learn about the consequences of drug use from the media they 
routinely consume. Again, diey have had less chance for informal learning.

3. The emergence of new proponents. While nearly allsectors of adult society spoke
with a unified voice about drugs by the late eighties, diis consistent and unified 
message has begun to erode as new voices are raised in praise of drug use— 
particularly marijuana use—by a number of groups in the rock music industry. 
Rap groups, grunge groups, and other rock groups have begun to explicitly 
advocate drug sue in the lyrics, as well as in their own lifestyles, and young 
people are very much aware of this. ;

In the presence of these important changes in contributing factors in the media and pop 
cultures, it seems a bit overreaching to say that the recent upturn in drug use somehow shows 
that schools are not doing an effective job at prevention, as some have argued. It is widely 
acknowledged that no one institution in our society can by itself win the battle with drugs, 
anymore than anyone can control violence. Therefore, to conclude that the schools are not doing 
dieir job through the elaborate set of activities supported under die Drug-Free Schools and 
Communities Act is to ignore these other very important contributors to change. The fact is that 
the schools are doing a lot, and play an important role in helping to motivate and facilitate other 
sectors of society to do their parts-paiticularly, parents. / have argued in previous years, and 
continue to argue today, that the decline in young people’s opportunities to leam informally 
about drugs and their dangers makes the need for formal learning opportunities all the greater. 
Schools provide a centra! component in accomplishing that task. Therefore, to strip away this 
important mechanism for teaching our children about drugs, and for mobilizing school, parent, 
and community action, seems a particularly inappropriate response to a serious and growing 
problem. I would ask you, and your fellow Senators if you really want to disarm the country of 
this juncture in its important battle against drugs, for on the critical battlefield of demand 
reduction, the ih-schoo! programs are a critical component in our armamentanum.
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Some will argue, of course, that the more important battlefield is supply reduction; but
I think that you will find that nearly all the empirical evidence (including much from our own
studies) suggests that we have had precious little success on that battlefield in accomplishing the
ultimate goal of both strategies-namely, in reducing the number of drug users in Ameiiea<»even
though the lion's share of our public resources in die war on drugs has been devoted to supply
reduction. (See Figures 2 and 4 in our mclosed press release for some of the empirical evidence.
See also some of the economic andyses of supply reduction effort published by Dr. Peter Reuter,
formerly at die RAND Corporation.) By comparison, the evidence that we have been successful
in changing demand by influencing attitudes, beliefs, and norms about drug use is impressive,
and generally accepted. (See again. Figures 2 and 4.)

America's drug epidemic has gone on for nearly thirty years now and has had dire
consequences for families, communities, and governments. While the temptation of partisanship
has always been there, in general we have been able to deal with the issue on a non-partisan
basis. Further, we have achieved some important successes when we moved in unison. As a
citizen who is all too familiar with the ravages that drug use can bring, I urge you to approach
this problem and key legislation related to it, in the same spirit. Die stakes are too high, and the
potential damage of mistaken policies too great, for reasonable citizens or legislators to do
otherwise.

Sincerely,

Lloyd D. Johnston, Fh.D.
Program Director/Research Scientist and
Acting Director, University of Michigan

Substance Abuse Center

enclosure (1)



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

FROM

November 10, 1993

Sonja McGill 
White House 
Domestic Policy

William Modzeleski 
Director
Drug Planning and Outreach Staff

SUBJECT: ESEA Reauthorization

Per our conversation, I have enclosed the information you 
requested on the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA).

If you need additional information, I can be reached on 202-401- 
3030.

400 MARYLAND AVE., S.W. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202

Our mission is to ensure equal access to education and to promote educational excellence throughout the Nation.



UNITED STATES
department of education NEWS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Sqjtember 14, 1993

Contact: David W. Thomas
(202) 401-1579

PRESIDENT CLINTON TO SEND CONGRESS PROPOSAL TO IMPROVE
ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT

President Clinton is sending Congress a proposal to refocus the federal government’s

largest investment in K-12 education on one of America’s greatest challenges: helping all

children in America reach high academic standards.

The Improving America’s Schools Act of 1993 is the President’s proposal to

reauthorize the $ 10-billion Elementary & Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The proposal

buUds on the Coals 2000: Educate America Act, which sets forth the President’s vision of

how education must change so that America can reach the National Education Goals.

"The Improving America’s Schools Act offers federal support for comprehensive

reform, not piecemeal improvements," said Education Secretary Richard W. Riley. This

proposal reorients ESEA. It shifts the emphasis from serving narrow categories of problems

to helping the whole child, the whole family, the whole school, and the whole school

system."

Schools, communities, and states will receive federal support under the proposal for

creating conditions that foster high-performance teaching and learning. Professional

development for teachers, safe schools for children, flexibility for school innovation, and

partnerships between parents and schools are among the key conditions that would be

-MORE-
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supported. The proposal also puts a new emphasis on accountability - real help for schools 

that are stalled.

True to the historical mission of ESEA, the Improving America’s Schools Act 

redirects federal assistance where it is needed most: poor schools and communities.

"Now we have the opportunity to reshape that landmarit legislation," Riley said.

"The Improving America’s Schools Act can help open a new era of partnerships around the 

most important work in America: helping all children learn what they need to know and be 

able to do."

ESEA has been reauthorized seven times. Established in 1965 as part of President 

Lyndon Johnson’s War on Poverty, ESEA provided federal support for the first time to 

school districts in low-income communities.

"We must create what President Clinton has called an ‘ethic of learning’ across 

America," Riley said. "The Improving America’s Schools Act encourages real change for 

millions of teachers, parents, children and others. Change is hard, but our proposal makes it 

possible through a new kind of partnership among schools, communities, states and the 

federal government to ensure that America’s children reach world-class levels of 

achievement."

The Improving America’s Schools Act is based on five guiding principles:

1. High standards are the starting point.

Children seldom learn more than is expected of them, yet ESEA programs often 

emphasize only basic skills. The new proposal seeks to break the cycle of low expectations

-MORE-
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and low performance. For example, under the proposal;

The same high standards that states are developing for what students need to know
and be able to do would apply to all students, including those now served under
ESEA programs such as Chapter 1, migrant, and bilingual education.

Federal resources would be used as part of, rather than t^art from, state and local
reform efforts. The reauthorized ESEA would support state and local efforts to align
features of their education systems with their own high standards.

2. Teaching and learning must take center stage.

Teachers must have opportunities for intensive, ongoing professional development if

they are to help all students reach high standards. Technical assistance and technology must

be applied to the creation of high-performance learning conditions. Under the

administration’s proposal:

The new Eisenhower Professional Development Program would support teacher
learning in all core subjects, not just math and science. Most of these funds would
support professional development of teachers in individual schools, as part of each
state’s comprehensive plan for helping all children reach high standards.

The approximately 50 federally supported technical assistance centers now in place
would be combined into 10 comprehensive ESEA assistance centers. In addition, a
new computer network and toll-free hotline will offer schools instant access to the
U.S. Department of Education.

Grants would be available for state efforts to integrate technology into instruction in
all subjects, as well as into such areas as assessment and administration.

3. Government must offer flexibility to stimulate local initiative. This flexibility
must be coupled with greater school district responsibility for student
performance.

Parents and teachers must have greater freedom to create learning opportunities based

on high standards in exchange for assurances that all students advance toward those high

standards. The Administration’s proposal would open education to change. For example:

-MORE-



The piecemeal approaches dominating many current reform efforts would give way to 
transformation of whole schools.

State efforts to support the development of charter schools would be complemented 
with federal funds for plarming and start-up. Charter schools are public schools that 
operate outside the constraints of certain rules and regulations.

A new waiver authority would enable the secretary to remove federal obstacles to 
state and community reforms.

Schools, parents and communities shall join forces to meet education goals.

The proposal encourages partnerships:

Compacts between parents and schools - agreements describing their mutu^ 
responsibilities for helping each child reach high standards - are promoted under 
Title I.

School districts would develop their own comprehensive, community-wide plans for 
drug and violence prevention in cooperation with local governments, businesses, 
parents, medical and law enforcement professionals, and community-based 
organizations.

Title I services would be coordinated with other services, particularly with Head Start 
and other early childhood programs -- as well as with school-to-work programs — to 
enhance the impact of those programs. School districts would be encouraged to 
coordinate and integrate Title I with other educational services, and to the extent 
feasible, with health and social services supported through other funding.

In high-poverty elementary schools. Title I would support health screening, serving as 
the funding source of last resort.

More help must be targeted to poor communities and schools.

The revised act focuses funding:

$500 million under Title I would be redirected to the poorest counties in America.

High-poverty schools would receive Title I funds before other schools in a district. 
This means high-poverty high schools and middle schools — very few of which 
receive Chapter 1 support today - would be able to use these funds to offer students 
mentoring, career counseling, and career and college preparation, in addition to 
upgrading curriculum and instruction.

Migrant education support would be used to serve children who need it most — 
children whose families have moved most recently (within the past two years).

-MORE-
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A limited number of school districts, hardest hit by drugs and violence, would be
chosen by each state to receive 30 percent of the state’s local grant funds under the
Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities program.

More Javits Gifted & Talented program resources would go toward high-need
schools, but not for a select few students. Whole-school efforts to offer challenging,
content-rich instruction to all students would be supported, with at least half the
grants going to high-poverty schools.

m
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IMPROVING AMERICA’S SCHOOLS ACT OF 1993

ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

The leauthorization of federal elementary and second^ education P«>gran« acritical opportunity to support fed^, state, and lo^ efforts m^hiwmg the National
EducationGoals. The Improving America’s Schwls ^1993 wiU 
framework of systemic rerorm creat^ by GOALS 2000. These broad rcfo^s r^uire 
reinventing fed^ programs based on principles of effective and eqmtable education for all
students, particularly those in greatest need. These pnnaples emphasize:
• promoting rhaiiftnging state content and performance standards, and the opportunity

for all cMldrcn to learn to those standards;
• improving teaching and learning, through intensive, sustained and high-quaUty

professional developmait and other means;
• increasing flexibility to stimulate local initiative and bottom-up reform, coupled with

responsibility at all levels of governance to improve student performance;

• linking Khools and communities to engage parents in the^ucation
in schTOl and at home, to integrate services provided to t^droi, and to pr^ote
comprehensive approaches to creating safe and drug-free learnmg environments, and

• targeting scarce resources where the needs are greatest.

Key provisions follow:
Title I — Hoping Children in Need Meet High Standards

Miah Poverty Schools Work (Part A of Title I, formerly Chapter 1): 
fSSftSldStimr^S^EAs) in providing high-^ty oppo^mti^ for
studOTts in high-poverty schools to meet challengmg st^ i^o^ce stottods.
New provisions will extend learning time in accelerated rather than rernedial cla^s,
expand the number of school-wide programs that serve ^ childrra rri high-pove^
schrols, help to achieve effective transitions from preschool to school ^d school to
work, estabUsh accountabiUty based on results, gr^tly r^uce t^g, mcrease
effective parental participation, support screening for health problems arid
coordination with social services, and target funds where needs are greatest.

Qtart Family TJteracv Programs: Stroigthens the targeting of services to
familiw most in need and extends eligibiUty for this mtergenerational hteracy
program to teen parents, who are among the most needy.-



PHiiratinn of Migratory Children: Hdps provide migratory childre.1 the s^e 

schooling is most likely to be disrupted.

F/tiication of KftPlected and Delinquent Youth: Extends educational services and 
learning time in state institutions and community day programs for neglected or 
delinq^t children and youth comparable to offerings of LEAs. New provisions will 
also CTCOurage smooth transitions to enable participants to contmue schoolmg or to 
enter the job market upxm leaving the institution.

Tide n — Inqnoving Teaching and Learning
Fisftnhnwer Pnifcsrinnal Develonment Program: Focuses on upgrading the expertise 
of teachers and other school staff to enable them to teach aU chil^ m the wre 
academic subjects set out in chaUenging state content standards. This act build 
on the existing Eisenhower program and support sustamed and mtensive high-quality 
professional development focused on achieving high performance standards.
gimnnrt anrf Assistance fnr VfiVA Programs: Builds a coordinated, accessible 
network Of assistance to link schools, districts, and states to the Dejiartment
of Education for information and assistance about federal programs and school 
reform.

Title m — E^ianding Opportunities for Learning
Piittimr Technolopv to Work for All .Students: Creates a broad, new authority and 
extSlds toe & SchTOls program to support innovative uses of technology to assist 
teachers and schools in providing all students the opportunity to achieve challengmg 
state pierformance standards.
Fund for Tmnrovement of Education: Provides national leadership and support for 
■ V. /.iirri/niiitm and accMcmMit frameworks and

Schools.
Javite Gifted and Talented Education Program: Refocuses program to phase in 

jierformance standards while also challenging gift^ and talented students.

rharter Schools: Creates a new authority for providing se^ money to dwelop
public chmtCT ^hools to demonstrate how increasing flexibihty withm public school 
systems can produce better results for children.
Arts in Education: Creates a new general authority to support the inclusion of the 
arts in Goal Three of the National Education Goals.
Tneynensive Book Distribution Program: Gives priority to new projects that serve 
children with special needs, and encourages capacity-building by limiting the grant 
period.



Title IV — Safe and Drug-Free Sdiools and Communities
Expands authority to encompass all of Goal Six to create learning environments that
are^ of violence and drugs. The legislation calls for comprehensive schwl and
community-wide approaches to making schools and neighborhoods safe and drug- 
free.

Title V — Promoting Equity
Mapfiet Schools: Promotes desegregation through creating magnrt school programs
that are a part of an approved desegregation plan and that are designed to bring
students from different social, econonuc, ethnic, and racial backgrounds together.

P/ii.aiiTatinn Assistance: Creates a new authority to pr^de technic^ assistance to
states and local communities working toward more equitable allocation of resources
to meet the needs of all students.
Won,...-. FAiBitional Eouitv; SuppoiB that enhaa^ ojual
access and opportunities for women and girls and encoi^e their partiap^on m
math, science, and other fields in which females have historically beai under­
represented.

Title VI — Indian Education
Provides Indian children with equal opportunities to learn to challOTging state
performance standards. Supports professional development and adidt education
^graml. New provisions will strengthen the role and responsibility of states m
providing quiility education for Indian students.

Title Vn — Bilingual Education, Including Immigrant Education

Assists in ensuring that limited English profident children have the s^e
opportunities as all oUict children to achieve challenging state stand^ds.

____ ______.....I and strengthened to build .

_ _ that liimted Engusn proncieni siuaenis onng w uic acuwis.the'program includes new provisions to support LEAs that have had recent sigmficant
• in immigrant student populations, emphasizing tranation ser^nces and

•««*«* iffTitmofsiiitc cduC2LtlOI12l S6FV1CCS*increases in immigrani siuaem pupuiiiuuii^, cuipiuuix^ui^coordinating the education of immigrants with regular educational services.



Title Vin — Impact Aid
Restructures and simplifies the impact aid formula to base funding on actual burden 
imposed by the loss of local revenues.

Title IX — General Proviaons
Provides a general waiver authority for federal education programs to allow 
flexibility in return for clear accountability for improving student performance. New 
provisions will focus on reducing papCTwork and compliance momtormg and 
replacing them with consolidated applications and quality reviews.

Amendments to the General Education Proviaoos Act
Simplifies the statute to reduce confusion for grantee, staff, and the public 
alike; provides greater flexibility in federal and grantee administration; and 
addT^«^ issues of micro-management. Amendments to the General 
Education Provisions Act will also reaffirm equity in opportunity for all • 
students and teachers in federal programs.

Amendments to Other Acts
Amendments to the Tndividv^l^ Disabilities Education Act (IDEA): Replaces the 
authority for the Chapter 1 Handicappeci program with new provisions in IDEA, in 
order to serve all children with disabilities.
Ameildments to the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act: Addresses 
major barriers that homeless children face—notably, the cost or difficulty of 
transportation from their temporary residence to school. Moreover, m light of the 
large numbers of homeless children who are preschool age, the proposal encou^es 
the extension of program services to preschool children by clarifying that acUvibes 
for these childrw can be Ainded.



TITLE I—HELPING CHILDREN IN NEED MEET HIGH STANDARDS

PART A-MAKING HIGH-POVERTY SCHOOLS WORK-
(Formerly CHAPTER 1)

ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

Chapter 1, originally enacted as Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
as part of the War on Poverty, is the single largest federal program supporting K-12 education.
In 1993, over $6 billion is being provided to school districts to support extra educational services
for more than 5.5 million low-achieving students. Over the years. Chapter 1 has helped raise the
performance of disadvantaged children, encouraged parents to become involved in their children’s
schooling, and helped equalize local expenditures in high-poverty schools to those of other
schools in the district. Chapter 1, however, is not adequately helping to close the gap betw^n
disadvantaged children and others, or providing disadvantaged students with the education they
need to lead productive lives in the next century.

Evaluations suggest several reasons why. Chapter 1 programs often emphasize low-level basic
skills and remedial drill and practice, rather than necessary problem solvmg skills and
challenging curriculum content. In 70 percent of all Chapter 1 schools, children continue to be
taken out of regular classrooms for pull-out programs that add little additional learning time ^d
do not improve the quality of teaching and learning in the regular classroom where children in
Chapter 1 spend most of their day.

Moreover, Chapt^ 1 programs have lacked a framework in which to operate. They have lacked
-clearly articulated high standards for what we expect all children to know and be able to do and a
set of assessments to determine how well children are meeting those standards. Without such a
framework, children served by Chapter 1 have too often been subjected to lower expectations and
low-level assessments that drive their instruction. Finally, Chapter 1 has not done enough to
promote other conditions that are key to success, such as professional development for teachers,
adequate concentration of resources in the highest poverty schools, and strong coordination with
other education, health and social services to better address children’s needs comprehensively.

For Chapter 1 to play a powerful role in enabling our students and schools to meet the high
standards called for in the Goals 2000: Educate America Act and this Improving America’s
Schools Act of 1993, as well as to move our nation toward meeting the National Education
Goals, it must be redirected. Our proposal for the reauthorization of Title I (returning the
progr^ to its original name) calls for five new directions, described below, with our specific
proposals that support each one.



1 fflGH STANDARDS FOR ALL CHILDREN-WITH COMPONENTS OF 
EDUCATION ALIGNED SO THAT EVERYTHING IS WORKING TOGETHER TO 
HELP ALL CHILDREN REACH THOSE STANDARDS

Our proposal:
• Hftsirinp tn receive Title I funds to submit Plans describing high-quality 

Standards spftrifving what all children are expected to know and bg ablg \o <1? and
challenging oerfonp^*^***^ ]^^j*ndards that all children arc expected to attain. Such standards 
would either be developed under the Goals 2000: Educate America Act or, in their 
absence, under Title I. This provision will ensure that the performance expected of 
children in Title I schools is the same as—not lower than—the performance expected of 

all children.

• Requires plans to include a set of assessments designed for all children that are 
alipnftd with the state content standards and are used to determine if children in Tipe I 
schools have met the challenging performance standards. The current Chapter 1 testing 
requirements, which evidence suggests have held back efforts to enrich the curriculum 
with more challenging material, will be replaced by a set of high-quality state assessments 
aligned with the content standards. These assessments will provide schools, school 
districts, and the state with the information they need for both accountability and 

improvement.

• Prompt the alignment of all educational components—curriculum and insffyctiQiL 
prnfftssinnal development, school leadership, accountability, and school imprQvement-zto 
ensure all children attain the challenging standards.

These provisions would align Title I with state and local reform efforts, including those in states
participating in the Goals 2000 Educate America Act, to ensure that Title I supports systemic
reform at all levels.

2. A FOCUS ON TEACHING AND LEARNING

Our proposal:

Expands the schoolwide program approach and requires comprehensive instructignal 
reform to enable all children to meet the challenging state standards. The schooiwide 
program approach would be expanded by lowering the minimum poverty level at which a 
school can become a school wide project from 75 percent to 65 percent poor children in 
the year 1995-96 and then to 50 percent in subsequent years. This would eventually 
allow about 12,000 more of our poorest schools to develop schoolwide programs (for a 
total of about 20,000 schools). Schoolwide programs could combine Title I with other 
federal, state and local funds to serve all students in the school. Such funds, however, 
would have to be used for schoolwide reform strategies that increase the amount and 
quality of learning time and help provide an enriched and accelerated curriculum for all 
children, according to a comprehensive plan to meet the state standards. By allowing



schools to integrate their programs, strategies, and resources. Tide I can become the
catalyst to comprehensively reform the entire instructional program children m these
schools receive, rather than merely serving as an add-on to the existing program. A one- 
year planning period, school support teams that will work with schools as they develop
and implement their plans, and increased technical assistance will further support high- 
quality reform in schoolwide programs.

Pftfnrms targer«l assistance nrograms to enable narticipatinp children tO
challenging fjtitff *^"dards. Targeted assistance schools (schools that are ineligible or have
not opted for a schoolwide approach) will use fimds for programs for children who are
failing, or most at risk of failing, to meet the state’s performance s^dards. Those
programs must give primary consideration to extended time strategies, be based on
research on teaching and learning, and involve accelerated curricula, effective
instructional strategies, strong coordination with the regular program, and highly qualified
and trained professional staff. Title I programs that rely on drill ^d practice of low-level
skills and fail to increase the quality and amount of instructional time would no longer
meet the requirements of the law. Like schoolwide program schools, l^geted assistance
schools will base their programs on a comprehensive plan to enable children served by
Title I to meet the challenging state performance standards.

Emnhasiy<y intansiv** sustained professional development. Title I will play a key role
in ensuring that the necessary professional development exists for teachers,
administrators, other school staff, and distria-level personnel to improve the qudity of
instruaioitto enable children to meet the state’s challenging standards. LEAs will
describe in their plans the kinds of technical assistance and intensive and sustained
professional development that will be available to school staff. Professional development
also will be a central component of each Title I school plan in order to strengthen
teaching to enable children to meet the challenging state standards. These efforts would be
tied to the professional development efforts under Title II of this Act.

Ensures Tiflft T fimds for the most needy middle and high schools and promptest
enriched curririiliim. mentoring, counseling, and career and college 3wyene$s^
prenaration for older students. A requirement that LEAs must serve all schools with at
least 75 percent poverty before serving other schools will ensure participation of the
highest-poverty middle and high schools in Title I. Along with offering enriching
curriculum and instrucdon, these schools will provide counseling and mentoring, college
and career awareness and preparation, and other services to help prepare students to
succeed in college and work.

.Simnlifies selection nrocedures for students with disabilities and students who are limited
English proficient to ensure their participation in the program.



3. FLEXIBILITY TO STIMULATE LOCAL INITIATIVE, COUPLED WITH 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR STUDENT PERFORMANCE

Our proposal:

Brings Title I decisions down to the school level so tiiat sdiools. in consultation with their 
Histrirts. can iisps of fiinds in \^^vs that best meet the needs of their students.
Each Tide I school will work with the district to determine how to use Tide I funds in 
ways that make the most sense for its students. Bringing these decisions down to the 
school level will help transform Title 1 from a district-directed •one-size-fits-all* program 
to a significant resource for schools to use to meet the needs of their children.

Pmphiigiyf^^ planning as an ongoing nrocess based on the needs of schools and students, 
not on administrative procedures.

Develops a new
aigiwRsmftntS-

ce-based accountability system using hieh-oualitv state

Each Tide I school will be required to demonstrate, based on the state assessment, 
adequan* yearly progress toward attaining the high state performance standards. 
Schools failing to make adequate progress will be identified for improvement and 
receive technical assistance from their LEA. If, after two years in school 

improvement, the school still fails to make adequate progress, its LEA must take 
corrective actions, such as instituting alternative governance arrangements or 
authorizing student transfers to another school. Hie LEA, however, could take 
such actions any time after a school is identified for improvement.

Schools exceeding the state’s definition of adequate progress for three years will 
become "Distinguished Schools" with the option to mentor other schools and the 
possibility of receiving monetary awards from their state’s Title I funds and other 
institutional and individual rewards from their district.

School districts also will be held accountable by their SEAs for performance, 
through mechanisms similar to those establishal for schools.

Distinguished Educators will be made available to schools and districts furthest 
from meeting the state standards, where requested.

4. LINKS AMONG SCHOOLS, PARENTS, AND COMMUNITIES

Our proposal:

• Focuses on increasing parental involvement. Provisions will emphasize three components 
of parental involvement: 1) policy involvement at the school and district level, including 
parental involvement in developing the school-level plan; 2) shared responsibility for high



performance, embodied in school-parent compacts; and 3) building capacity for
involvement through such means as increased training and enhanced mvolvement of
community-based organizations.

■<;trftngthens Title T school-<v^mmunitv connections to better meet children’s needs^
fostering intftpratinn of Titlft T with other educational programs and health gnd ^qcM
jgervire programs. New provisions will 1) ask school districts to coordinate and integrate
Title I services with other educational services, including Head Start and school-to-work
services, and-to the extent feasible-with health and social services funded through other
sources;* and 2) require LEAs to ensure the provision of health screening to children in
elementary schools with at least 50 percent poverty for early identification of health and
nutritional problems that hinder learning.

5. RESOURCES TARGETED TO WHERE NEEDS ARE GREATEST AND IN
AMOUNTS SUmCIENT TO MAKE A DIFFERENCE

Our proposal:

• tafgrting of Title T resources to the highest-poveitv counties and districts on
thP. princinle that at least half of the funds should go to the poorest counties. The
proposal would provide moro dollars to the neediest districts tough means mcludmg
allocating^SO percent of funds for concentration grants and raising the poverty
threshold for such grants. At the proposal appropriations level of $7.0 billion in FY
1995, proposed changes would move approximately $500 million from lower-poverty
to higher-poverty counties.

• Ppqiiims districts to distribute dollars to schools on the basis pf povprtY. not
achievement, tn remove di^ginrentives for success. This would also recognize that
greater resources are needed to ameUorate the effects of concentrations of poverty.

• PeniiiTes districts to allocate a minimum amount per ixx)r child to ensure that the
highest-r>overtv schools receive sufficient amounts to meet their needs^ The amount
allocated to each school per poor child would have to be at least 80 percent of the
district’s Tide I per child allocation.



TITLE 1-HELPING CHILDREN IN NEED MEET HIGH STANDARDS

FORMULA
(FORMERLY CHAPTER 1 GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES)

ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

Chapter 1 funds are intended to help close the achievement gap between high- and low-poverty 
schools by targeting additional resources to school districts based on their numbers of poor school-
age children.
Under the current formula, Chapter 1 resources are spread thinly, going to 93 percent of all 
school districts and 66 percent of all public schools. Weak targeting leaves the poorest distncte 
with insufficient funds to serve all of their high-poverty schools and low-achievmg chddren Our 
proposal for improving targeting would increase the poorest counties’ share of funds from 43 
percent to 50 percent (these counties have 45 percent of the nation’s poor children) ^d would 
move $500 million from lower-poverty counties to higher-poverty counties m FY 1995. To 

achieve this, the proposed formula:

• Tnr.r«ises the nmniint of funds allocated through Concentration Grants, which target 
additional funds to areas with high concentrations of poverty, from 10 percent to 50 

percent of the total appropriation.

• T|^rpp»<s r^pri»ntration Grants more intensively on high-oovertv areas by raising the 
eligibility threshold based on the percent of school-age children in poverty from 15 percent 
poor to 18 percent poor (the national poverty average).

• Uses an "j^hsorption* provision to target both Basic and Concentration Grants more
o7S-iwvertv ar^. Cwnties and school districts will absorb the costs of 

meeting the special needs of the children who make up the first 2 percentage points of their 
poverty rates. These funds will be redirected to counties above the national poverty 
average, which will have a greater share of the children remaining in the formula.

• fiinding to counties with very few poor children by raising the eligibility 
threshold from 10 poor children to either 100 poor children or an 18 percent poverty rate.

To improve the targeting of funds within districts, our proposal for reauthorization:

• piiminatfts the nerverse incentive caused bv allocating funds to schools using numbers of 
Inw-achieving children. Instead, allocations would be based on numbers of poor children.

• a minimum amount ner poor child that LEAs must allocate to each school to prevent 
school districts from spreading Chapter 1 funds too thinly among their schools.

• Removes or limits snecial srhnol eligibility rules that currently allow LEAs to serve 

schools below the district poverty average.



title I—helping children in need ‘MEET HIGH STANDARDS

PART B—EVEN START FAMILY LITERACY PROGRAMS
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

Even Start is a family-focused program providing participating families with an mtegrated
nrogram of early childhood education, adult literacy and basic skills instruction, Md parentmg
education. All projects have some home-based instruction and provide for Ae jomt paiticipation
of parents and children. Even Start is now primarily a state-administered discretion^ program
in its fifth year of implementation. In addition, the Department administers direa discretionary
grants to Indian tribes and tribal organizations, for migratory families, and to the outlymg areas.
There are approximately 344 local Even Start programs operating m every state, Puerto Rico,
and the District of Columbia, at an appropriation level of $89.1 million.

The current legislation needs a greater emphasis on the family focus of program goals md
activities, both in its purpose and through the inclusion of members of families other to parents
in appropriate activities. In addition, the current restriction that parents must be eligible for adult
basic education excludes an especially needy group-teen parents who are still in school-from

participation.

Our proposal for reauthorization;

• Revises, the statute’s statpjnent of numose to reflect the family focus of Even Styt ^nd its
targeting on families in poverty.

• <;trenfthens tarpeting of services to families most in need by specifying that proj^ must
include active recruitment and preparation for participation of these faimlies, giving
priority to projects serving families in eligible Title I schoolwide attendance are^,
requiring that a high percentage of families served have children who r^ide m Title I
attendance areas, and requiring that projects consider, at a mimmum, mdividi^ levels of
adult literacy (or English language proficiency) and poverty in recruitmg faimlies most m
need.

• F.ytftnds eligibility to include teen parents, who are among those most in need of the types
of services provided by Even Start.

• program designs to provide services for at least a 3-year age range ^ndjo
nppratp, on a vear-round basis.

• Improves ihp linlrapes between schools and communities by requiring strqnger
mllahoration in the annlication and implementation process.

• Provides mor«» flexihilitv to states in the operation and evaluation of the program and to
thP nepaitment in carrying out technical assistance, evaluation, and program
improvement.



TITLE 1—HELPING CHILDREN IN NEED MEET HIGH STANDARDS

PART C—EDUCATION OF MIGRATORY CHILDREN 
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

•Die purpose of the Migrant Education Program (MEP) is to expand, improve, ^d ^rdin^ 
educational programs for the children of the nation’s migratory farmworkers and fishers. The 
MEP provides supplementary instruction in reading, language arts, and math to migr^pr 
students who are often behind in school or have limited English proficiency. The MEP also 
often provides support services and links migratory children and their faimhes to commumty 
resources. The current statute requires that children who have moved within the previous year 
(currently migratory) be given priority for services over students who have not mov^ as rwnUy 
(within the preceding 5 years). For FY 1993 the MEP had an appropriation of $302.8 million.

Despite the statutory requirement that currently migratory children receive priority for services, 
only 58 percent of currently migratory students (compared to 66 percent of fomerly mig^ry 
students) received MEP instruction during the regular term. Evaluation has sho^ 
migrant children who have recently moved are more profound thanAose of children who have 
settled in a community for a number of years. Consequentiy, we are proposmg several new 
strategies Aat will target services on Aose children who experience Ae most disruption m 

schoolmg. Our proposal for reauAorization;

• Aft nropratn on helning mieratorv children meet Ac same high standard
nf all rhildrftn hv sunnorting services Aat sustain and acccIgraA A^if prQgreS? JD 

school. MEP projects will, where feasible, use Ae same standards and procedures used 
by Ae new Title I, Part A program (Ae Title I LEA Grants program) to assess non- 

migratory children.
• Tartrrts servicp^ tn the most rM^ntlv mobile children, who exnerien^ Ae most Asryption 

in schooling. The population counted for funding purposes and eligible for servi^ will 
be limited to children who have moved wiAin Ae previous two years. This is a dramatic 
change from Ae current law, which allows formerly migratory children to receive 

services for up to five years.

• Prompt**^ ^/ihPTcnt. svstem-wide educational reform across Ae MEP. Title I LEA Grants,
and oAer programs bv requirine bP!>Tftr integration of Aese programs’ services for
mipratnrv children. MEP personnel at boA Ae state and local levels, and officials from 
oAer federally funded programs, will develop a jomt plan to provide migratory children 
wiA access to Aese integrated services, and existing application procedures will be 

streamlmed.

• Provides a broad authority for Ae Secretary to support Ae transfer of data on student 
achievement between school sites, and collect data Aat are needed to administer Ae 
program, using Ae most appropriate and cost-effective means available.



title i-helping children in need meet high standards

PART D-EDUCATION OF NEGLECTED AND DELINQUENT YOUTH
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

The purpose of the Chapter I Education for Neglected or Delinquent Children and Youth (N or
D) program is to provide financial assistance to state agencies for projects designed to meet the
special educational needs of neglected or delinquent children and youth (under age 21) in state- 
operated or supported institutions for N or D youth, adult correctional institutions, and
community day programs for N or D children. The N or D program had an appropriation of
$35.4 million in 1993. Funds can also be used for projects that facilitate the transition of the
children and youth into either educational programs or the job market.

Evaluation has shown that the Chapter 1 N or D program provides an inadequate supplement to
the limited educational programs provided in correctional institutions. Indeed, the program
currently requires that an institution offer only 10 hours of instruction a week to qualify for
funding, far below the amount local school districts provide. In addition, the readmg and
mathematics instruction provided most often by the N or D program tends to rely on out^f-date
materials and outmoded instructional strategies for teaching young adults, and does not often
address their post-release needs.

Consequently, we are proposing several new strategies that will improve education in juvenile
facilities by doubling the number of instructional hours that are required to be provided m order
to receive Title I N or D funds. Our proposal for a new Education of Neglected and Delinquent
Youth program:
• the minimum number of instructional hours from 10 to 20 a week tn ut$tipition§

f^r vnnth. This will make these programs more comparable to what is being
offered by school districts, to support incarcerated youth in completing their schooling.

• Authorizes juvenile neglected or delinquent iastitutions tQ QPerate institvtiQn-wjdg
erfiiratinn nroframs using Title I and other federal and state education funds. In school
year 1996-97, all state juvenile neglected or delinquent agencies will be required to
operate institution-wide programs for juveniles.

• Reoiiires not oplv an evaluation of particiDants’ educational Progress, but ftlSP gv^luatiop
of the imnact of programs on the emplovabilitv of incarcerated youths who are above
compulsory school attendance age afiSC they leave an institution.

• Authorizes fiinding for transition services for neglected and delinquent youth following
release from an eligible institution or program. Finding successful ways to help youth
make the transition is critical to the success of youths who have been institutionalized.

• Requires a liaison to coordinate transition activities from the state-operated
institution to locally operated programs.



title n—improving teaching and learning

PART A-DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

The Eisenhower Math/Science Program and Ch^ter 2 currentiy support a great deal of 
professional development that is neither sustained nor intensive. The Departinent proposes an 
expanded Eisenhower Professional Development program to support high-quality professional 
development in order to prepare teachers, school staff, and administrators to help all students 
meet diallenging state performance standards in the core acadenuc subjects.

Our proposal for reauthorization:

• Rnnnnrts federal and local efforts to stimulate and provide sustained ?nd intensive
hiffh-niialitv profaisinnal develonment in the core academic subi<^ required to help 
students meet challenging state performance standards and to achieve the National 
Education Goals.

• 6 Dprrftnt of the fiinds to suDpnrt national activities, including (but not limit^ 
to) seed money for organizations to develop the capacity to offer high-quality professional 
development; national and local professional networks of teachers and ^mirustrators; 
support for the development of teaching standards; support for the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards; activities to promote the transferabUity of licensure and 
certification of teachers and administrators among state and local jurisdiaions; and the 
development of exemplary methods for assessing teachers, administrators, and other staff 
for licensure and certification. Funds will also support continued regional math and 

science consortiums and the math/science clearinghouse.

• Rftniiires that state activities hp. guided bv nlans for professional development that Qutline 
P if>np-tftrm strategy for obtaining and providing the sustained and intensive high-quality 
professional development required to improve teaching and learning. In administering the 
remaining 94 percent of funds, states may use up to 6 percent for administration ^d 7.5 
percent for state-level activities. Of the remaining state funds, 15 percent would be used 
to support artivities provided by institutions of higher education, and 85 percent would be 

allocated to local school districts.

• RMiiiires districts to for Eisenhower Professional Development funds that
rplLt Vhe^. nrinriti^ nf li^l schools. Up to 20 percent of the funds received by districts 
would be spent on districtwide activities with the remainder of the funds used for 
professional development of teachers and other staff at individual schools. LEAs would 
match half of the Eisenhower funds; the entire match could be from other federal funds.



TITLE n—IMPROVING TEACHING AND LEARNING

PART B—SUPPORT AND ASSISTANCE FOR ESEA PROGRAMS
(ESEA TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE CENTERS)
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

The Department currently provides assistance to state and local education agencies (SEAs and
LEAS) in their administration and implementation of federal programs through a confusing array
of providers—with little or no connection to one another, and with a limited capacity for
providing timely information. The Department of Education supports 49 t^hnic^ assistance
centers to provide guidance in implementing federal categorical programs, including Ch^ter 1,
Migrant Education, Tide VH (Bilingual Education), Drug-Free Schools, and Indian Education, at
a combined cost of $46.1 million (from program funds) in 1993.

The Department proposes to consolidate the fimaions of various categorical technical ^sistance
centers into 10 comprehensive centers to provide "one-stop shopping" for sta^ and districts
seeking help in implementing federal programs authorized under ESEA—particularly as they
support state and local efforts toward achieving the National Education Goals.

To provide a structure to help states, districts, and schools make tiie best use of federal resources
through access to high-quality information and focused assistance, our proposal for
reauthorization:^

• rnncniiHatPc the fimctions of 49 categorical technical assistance centos into 10
mmnrehensive ESEA technical assistance centers to provide "one-stop shopping" for
states and districts seeking assistance in implementing federal programs under ESEA.
These will also serve as resources to schools in planning, implementing, and evaluating
activities supported by ESEA funds. They also will help provide information and
assistance regarding exemplary and promising practices.

• } an ESEA technical assistance center within each of the Department’s 10 regions.
These centers will be required to have expertise in supporting Title I, Migrant Education,
Title Vn, Indian Education, Drug-Free Schools, as well as other ESEA programs. In
addition, they will be able to support the implementation of other elementary and
secondary programs, such as Education for Homeless Children and Youth, which were
not previously supported through technical assistance centers.

• Supports the development and implementation of technology-based assistance services to
provide SEAs, LEAs, and schools with prompt access to federal priorities, policies, and
guidelines so they can benefit frilly from Department-funded programs.



TITLE ffl—EXPANDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR LEARNING

PART A-PUTTING TECHNOLOGY TO WORK FOR ALL STUDENTS 
SUBPART 1—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND DEMONSTRATIONS 

OF EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY 
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

The use of technology in education has grown rapidly, and many applications have provM their 
value as tools for improving teaching and learning. For example, schools are investing in 
distance learning technologies such as satellite, cable, and fiber optics to bring innovative 
instructional programming across the curriculum to students and teachers in rural, suburban, and 
urban settings. Nearly every school in the country now has at least one computer and more than 

half have modems or are connected to a network.

The U.S. Department of Education has not systemaUcally addressed the use of technology in 
schools, although federal funds—in particular. Chapter 1 grants to local educational agencies and 
Chapter 2 state grants—have been used by school districts and schools to purchase computers and
software.
To strengthen and increase the federal effort to encourage the use of technology in education, our 

proposal for reauthorization:

• an Office of p^nfatinnal Technology within the Department to provide national 
leadership, through a national long-range plan, in helping schools use technology to 
achieve high standards in teaching and learning.

• Supports comnetitive grants to states and school districts to help them develop plans and 

strategies for the effective use of technology.

• Supports cnmnetitive grants to technical assistance providers to improve services offered 

to schools and school districts on the use of technology.

• Improves acrffj<r ‘'f and students to telecommunications by developing voluntary
guidelines to facilitate efficient and effective use of technology in education.

• Supports research, development, and demonstration of applications of technology for 
education, including model instructional software tied to national content standards.

• Ensures that the Department will be actively involved in the Administration’s plans to 
develop a National Information Infrastructure (Nil). The NU will provide broadband, 
multi-purpose linkups between schools, libraries, colleges and universities, federal, state, 
and local government entities, and businesses.



TITLE ra—EXPANDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR LEARNING

PART A—PUTTING TECHNOLOGY TO WORK FOR ALL STUDENTS
SUBPART 2—STAR SCHOOLS PROGRAM

ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

TTie Star Schools program expands opportunities for students to receive innovative instruction
through the use of telecommunications. The Department has awarded approximately $100
million to telecommunications projects since the program was authorized in 1988.

Three types of Star Schools projects have been funded:

• Distance education projects that use a variety of technologies including satellite, fiber
optics, cable, microcomputers, and telephones to deliver educational services; .

• Dissemination projects that help state education agencies, school districts and schools plan
and implement technology-based distance education systems; and

• A special state-wide project that develops a two-way, fiill-motion, interactive fiber optic
telecommunications network.

The Dqiartment’s Star Schools program will continue to contribute to the body of knowledge
about how distance education can improve opportunities for students from various backgrounds to
learn and succeed. Our proposal for reauthorization;

• RrnaHpnfi the numose of the oroipram to promote achievement of the National Education
Goals and sypp»rt ttatp. and local education reform efforts to achieve high standards for
all students. Includes English, history, geography, and the arts along with mathematics,
science, and foreign languages among the subjects for which instructional programming
may be developed.

• Expands the onoortunitv for distance learning bv relaxing eligibility requirements to allow
projects serving regions within a single state, single school districts, and statewide
projects to receive funding. This change will allow the Department to experiment with
different models for distance education.

• Authorizes a ser-asiHp, for leadership activities to enable the Secretary to help coordinate
project activities among telecommunications entities and further develop and expand
telecommunications services to schools through dissemination and technical assistance.

• Expands the p-valiiation authority to allow research about distance education that goes
beyond activities funded under the Star Schools program.



title m—expanding opportunities for learning

PART B-FUND FOR IMPROVEMENT OF EDUCATION 
(FORMERLY THE FUND FOR INNOVATION IN EDUCATION)

ESEA REAUTH0RI2:ATI0N SUMMARY SHEET

The current Fund for Innovation in Education (FIE) supports projects that show promise in
identifying and disseminating innovative educationaiapproaeha.
been scatteted among separate authorhies. The program was funded at $28,008,000 dura* FY
1993. The National Education Goals initiative makes supporting promising innovations critical to

our success.
Our proposal for reauthorization, renaming the program the Fund for Improvement of Education;

• rghncniirf$$tdK in one broad program, focused on the National Edupatipn Goals, authority
for the Secretary to fimd projects of national significance related to high standards and
education reform. Funds could be used for;

_ Ar^ivjtifts that will promote systemic education reform at the st^te and ipcal levels, 
such as research and development related to content and performance standards for 
student learning, and the development and evaluation of model str^gies for 
assessing learning, professional development for teachers and administrators, 
parent and community involvement, and other aspects of systemic reform;

_ r>ftmnnstrations at the state and local levels that yield nationally sigmftgatit res\ijts» 
including approaches to public school choice and school-based decision-making;

_ ^r>int yr|ivities with other agencies to achieve the National Education Qoals, 
including those that improve the transition from preschool to school and from 
school to work, and activities related to integrafmg education with health and 

social services;

_ Activities to nromote and evaluate counseling and mentoring for students, 
including intergenerational mentoring;

_ Activities to nromote comprehensive health education, foreign language education, 
and environmental education;

_ .Stiidifts and evaluations of education reform strategies and innovations pursuedjty 
the federal fovemment- states and local educational agenci^; and

_ The identjfic^rinn and recognition of exemplary schools and programs, such as 

"Blue Ribbon Schools."



TITLE m—EXPANDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR LEARNING

PART C—JACOB K. JAVTTS GIFTED AND TALENTED EDUCATION PROGRAM
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

The purpose of the current Javits Gifted and Talented Program is to provide national leadership
for efforts to identify and serve gifted and talented students, especially those who are
economically disadvantaged, are limited English proficient, or have disabilities. The statute
authorizes grants and contracts for demonstration projects, a national research center, and
activities to provide leadership in gifted and talented education. During FY 1993, the program
was funded at $9,607,000.

The Department is proposing to change the program to support efforts to help all students,
including gifted and talented students, meet challenging state performance standards by adapting
and expanding strategies often used in gifted and talented programs to serve all students m a
school or in several schools.

Our proposal for reauthorization:

• .Siinnorts schnolwide efforts to provide to all students the challenging curricula and
enriching instruction that are often offered in gifted and talented programs. Efforts will
focus on improving the curriculum and educational environment of schools and on setting
high expectations for all students in the core subject areas, including high expectations for
students who excel. Schools would be given up to three years to expand gifted and
talented programs to the whole school.

• Targets at Icaigf half of the grants to high-povertv schools.

• Siinnorts annlied research and development, evaluation, and documentation of proiect
impi<>TTiftntatinn and results, while eliminating the National Researdi Center. High-quality
project assessment will answer key questions about how to ensure that all students,
including the gifted and talented, reach the highest levels of achievement.



TITLE in—EXPANDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR LEARNING

PART D-CHARTER SCHOOLS 
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

Charter schools are an innovation for improving school and student performance by replacing 
rules-based governance with goals-based accountability. Public charter schools operate within the 
public school system but are released from most regulatory requirements in ^change for 
developing and implementing a plan to achieve better results in student learning.

Schools today are entangled in reams of rules and regulations. "A highly regulated school 
system,- writes Paul Hill in Urban Education, "does not work because no one is personally 
responsible for whether children learn.* It is precisely this personal responsibility--this sense of 
ownership-that the charter school concept seeks to build into public education, because each 
charter school would be created by teachers, parents, and other key stakeholders.

Six states have passed charter schools legislation, allowing a limited number of public schools to 
sweep away virtually all state rules and regulations-except civil rights, health and safety, and 
financial audit requirements-in exchange for developing and implementing a plan to achieve 

better results in student learning.

Our proposal calls for a new competitive grants program to demonstrate the concept of public 
charter schools. Specifically, our proposal for reauthorization:

• An^hnriTiM: for nlanning the public charter school and other start-up costs, including
developing new curriculum, refining desired educational outcomes, securing necessary 
training for teachers, and reach'mg out to parents and the community.

• Requires ^9-b application to describe the educational results the school will strive to 
produce. Applications will be judged on the basis of quality and such considerations as 
the degree of flexibility afforded by the state to the school, the amount of community 
support and involvement, and the likelihood that the school will meet its objecUves and 
improve educational results for students. The state will be required to sign off on the 
school’s application as evidence of its commitment to freeing the school from rules and 
regulations that would otherwise limit the flexible operation and management of the 

school.

• Reserves some fiinds for school support team review, for evaluating charter schools, and 
for bringing the srhools together to exchange information and learn from each other.



TITLE in—EXPANDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR LEARNING

PART E-ARTS IN EDUCATION
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

The U.S. Department of Education’s Arts in Education Program supports the John F. Kennedy
Center for the Performing Arts education programs and programs run by Very Special a
private nonprofit organization promoting arts for individuals with disabilities. The Fimd for
Innovation in Education has also funded efforts led by the Music Educators National Conference
on behalf of the Consortium of National Arts Education Associations to support the development
of national education standards for all aspects of the arts. Moreover, the Department and the
National Endowment for the Arts are collaborating with the arts education and research
communities to develop a national agenda for research in arts education.

Our proposal for reauthorization:

• gnnnnrt. thft arts integral to the elementary and secondary currlCMlum by providmg
support for states, school districts, and other public and private agencies to strengAen arts
education, develop new, better ways of teaching the arts, improve leanung through the
arts and improve pre-service and in-service professional development programs in ^
eduction. The Goals 2000: Educate America Act adds the arts to National Education
Goal Three.

fundinV of ai^ in education artivities. Tbe ^^Imemwill woric
with nation?’ orpaniratinns to develop a coordinated strategy for integrating arts into
education and enhancing students’ skill and familiarity in the arts. Although many federal
agencies support arts education programs, the efforts are small and often uncoordinated;
much more effort is needed.

• Continues Denartment sunnort for the John F. Kennedy Center for the Perfprming Arts
and for e^nratinn programs offered bv Very Special Arts.



TITLE m-EXPANDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR LEARNING

PART F—INEXPENSIVE BOOK DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM 
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

The Inexpensive Book Distribution program is designed to motivate children (age 3 through high 
school) to read by providing free books and activities that encourage reading. Reading Is 
Fundamental, Inc. (RIF), a national nonprofit organization, is the sole contractor for this program 
and the vehicle through which the program purchases and distributes books.

RIF consists of a national organization and local projects, 2,939 of which are partially federally 
funded and 1,052 of which receive funds from private sources. Local projects are administered 
by schools, public agencies, and nonprofit organizations such as PTAs. The National Literacy 
Act of 1991 requires that in funding new projects, RIF give priority to those serving special 
populations, including low-income children and children with special needs.

In the future, federal funding should be targeted more effectively to projects that serve children 
with special needs. Under current law, these include projects that serve a substantial number or 
percentage of children who are from low-income families (particularly those in high-poverty 
areas); have disabilities; are at risk of school failure; are in foster care; are homeless; are 
migrant; have no access to libraries; are institutionalized or incarcerated; or have parents who are 

institutionalized or incarcerated.

Our proposal for reauthorization:

• prftatfT priority to projects serving children with special needs by phasing out 
funding of projects that do not serve those children.

• Rnmiirapes loral canacitv-bnildinp hv limitine the number of years projects can receiye 
funding unless they can show financial hardship.



TITLE IV—SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

The Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act is the federal government’s major effort in the area
of drug education and prevention. The program provides funds to governors, state and local
education agencies (SEAs and LEAs), institutions of higher education, and nonprofit
organizations to develop and operate of a range of drug and alcohol prevention programs. Every
state and at least 96 percent of LEAs receive funds under the Act. In FY 1993, almost $600
million was appropriated for this program.

Goal Six states that all schools will be free of drugs and violence by the year 2000 and will
maintain disciplined environments conducive to learning. This Goal recognizes that violence
prevention is a key to the success of educational reform. The current Act focuses exclusively on
drug education and prevention. Consequently, our proposal for reauthorization:

• Adds violence prevention as a kev element of programs. The reauthorized ESEA will
create a comprehoisive federal effort in support of National Education Goal Sbc by
expanding audiorized program activities to include violence prevention.

• Links schools and communities. LEAs will be required to develop their drug and
violence prevention plans in cooperation with local governments, businesses, parents,
medical and law enforcement professionals, and community-based organizations.

• Promotes comprehensive prevention strategies. All LEAs will be required to submit
comprehensive plans for drug and violence prevention programs. Those that have
adopted and implemented basic prevention activities will be able engage in a broader
range of activities such as opening before- and after-school Safe Haven programs.

• Targets resources to where they are most needed. For the first time, SEAs will
determine criteria for selecting high-need LEAs and may designate up to five LEAs or 10
percent of the LEAs in the state, whichever is greater, as high-need. LEAs will have the
flexibility to target funds on students in schools with the greatest need for additional drug
and violence prevention services.

• Increases accountability. States and LEAs will be required to assess needs and measure
program outcomes, such as decreased drug use, violent behavior, and gang activity,
publicly report on their progress . ?ward meeting their goals, and use this information to
formulate policies and program initiatives.



title V—promoting equity

PART A-MAGNET SCHOOLS ASSISTANCE 
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

The Magnet Schools Assistance Program (MSAP) provides two-year competitive grants to LEAs 
for magnet schools that are intended to reduce, eliminate, or prevent minority group isolauon m 
elementary and secondary schools and to strengthen students’ knowledge of academic or 
vocational subjects. The Magnet Schools Assistance Program had an appropriation of $108 

million in 1993.

In addition to providing funds to operate magnet programs designed to promote desegregation and 
student achievement, the MSAP can provide leverage to school districts in buildmg local ^acity 
to continue and expand the programs. However. MSAP currently restricts the use of funds for 
planning, the two-year grant period provides insufficient time for grantees to develop and 
implement innovative programs. The statute implicitly promotes the use of funds for 
maintenance of programs rather than giving priority to new or significantly revised prog^ that 
are consistent with state or local systemic reforms. Moreover, some critics of magnet schools 
have charged that racial segregation in some programs-within-sdiools undermines Ae goal of 
maximizing contact between students of different social, economic, ethnic, and racial 
backgrounds.
To promote innovative, long-lasting magnet programs that are more responsive to desegregation 
demands and eduction reforms, our proposal for reauthorization:

• Strengthens the focus on reducing minority group isolation bv providing more flexibility 
for use of binds to promote more interaction between students participating in magnet 
school programs and other students in the buildings in which magnet programs operate.

• Enhances support for magnrt school programs that serve a wide range of students, rather 

than an elite group of students.

• Targets magnet school program funds to projects that develop new magnet Schools and 

programs and innovative educational approaches.

• Ensures th^t magnet schools will contribute to state and local efforts to help all students 

reach high standards of achievement.

• Promotes loc^l c.apacitv building to heln ensure continuation of magnet programs after 
federal funding ends.



TITLE V—PROMOTING EQUITY

PART B-EQUALIZATION ASSISTANCE
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

The purpose of equalization assistance is to help states achieve greater equity in the distribution
of education resources among school districts through a threei)art strategy of technical assistance,
research, and development of model school finance systems.

Disparities in education resources among rich and poor school districts have been a longstanding
barrier to equal educational opportunity. In the past two decades, 12 state courts have ruled their
states’ systems unconstitutional due to funding inequities; litigation is pending in half of all states.
Continuing disparities in the quantity and quality of education resources across school districts
have aroused considerable concern about the potential effectiveness of Chapter 1 for closmg the
achievement gap between high- and low-poverty schools. Whwe state school finance systems are
inequitable, the federal funds may simply buy services and resources in poor districts that
wealthier districts routinely provide to all students through state and local funds.

We propose to promote greater equity in the distribution of state and local education resources
through equalization assistance for states and school districts. A previous federal program of
equalization assistance (Section 842) was funded for only one year, but school finance experts
believe it made a significant contribution to the equity reform efforts of the 1970s by developing
expertise in school finance equity issues within states. A more sustained commitment to
supporting state reform efforts through technical assistance and research and development could
have an even stronger impact. Our proposal for reauthorization:

Supports tf^hnirai fli^sistance to states to improve the equity of school funding through
grants and contracts for SEAs and other public and private institutions.

Supports r***!*^^**^ on wavs to achieve greater equity in the distribution of educational
resources and opportunities.

Encourages the development and dissemination of models and materials to help states
construct more equitable school funding systems.



TITLE V—PROMOTING EQUITY

PART C-WOMEN’S EDUCATIONAL EQUITY ACT 
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

The Women’s Educational Equity Act (WEEA) was enacted in 1974 to promote educational 
equity for girls and women, including those who suffer multiple discrunination based on gender 
and on race, ethnicity, national origin, disability, or age. WEEA also provides funds to help 
educational agencies and institutions meet the requirements of Title K of the Education 

Amendments of 1972.

WEEA supports demonstration and model programs designed to help women and girls become 
active participants in academic fields and careers in which they have historically been 
underrepresented. It also supports research and development of teacher training programs, 
gender-equitable curricula, and other educational materials.

Under current law, WEEA funds can be used for local implementation projects only when 
WEEA’s appropriation exceeds $4.5 million. In recent years, WEEA’s total appropriation has 
not been sufficient to trigger this part of the program. While WEEA’s appropriation reached a 
high of $10 million in 1980, its funding level dropped to $500,000 in 1992. The funding level 
for FY 1993 is $2 million.

Because WEEA funds have focused more on producing gender-equitable materials rather than on 
providing the training and support needed in order to use them effectively, the Department is 
proposing to strengthen WEEA to assist in providing high-quality, challenging learning 

experiences to all students.

Our proposal for reauthorization:

• Expands WP-P-A’s scope bv allowing the Secretary to support implementation activities .as 
well as the development and dissemination of materials. WEEA would support 
implementation programs, including programs to: prevwit sexual harassment; tmn 
teachers and school administrators in gender-equitable instruaional techniques; increase 
opportunities for women and girls in non-traditional fields through leadership training and 
school-to-work programs; and help pregnant and parenting teens remain in school, 
graduate, and prepare their children for preschool.

s; study and develop ways
to evaluate whether diverse educational settings are gender-equitable; and develop 
strategies for disseminating and replicating effective programs.

Institutionalizes eender-eouitahle practices by engaging parents, teachers, students, 
community groups, and institutions of higher education in developing and implementing 
gender equity programs. The Secretary will give special consideration to applicants who 
plan to use local resources to develop and implement gender equity strategies and 

activities.



TITLE VI—INDIAN EDUCATION
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

The Department’s Indian education programs support the efforts of states, local education
agencies, and Indian tribes to improve educational opportunities for Indian children and adults.
The current Indian Education Act of 1988 includes a formula grant program and a variety of
discretionary grant programs. Appropriations totaled $80.6 million in FY 93.

The Department is proposing changes to the Indian Education Act that are designed to strengthen
its effectiveness. Our proposal for reauthorization:

• Sunnorts high standards for Indian students by assist'mg the efforts of state education
agencies (SEAs), local education agencies (LEAs), Indian tribes and organizations,
postsecondary institutions, and other entities to meet the unique educational needs of
American Indians and Alaska Natives, so that they can achieve to the high academic
standards expected of all students.

• Promotes co^rHinatPd planning and strengthens integration with other titles by requiring
each school district to submit with its formula grant application a comprehensive plan that
describes how federal, state, and local funds are being used to meet the needs of Indian
students. LEAs would be required to report to the communities on the progress they have
made in^achieving the academic content and performance goals.

• Strengthens the role and resnonsihilitv of states in providine quality education for Indian
students by requiring school districts to obtain the state education agencies’ conunents on
its formula grant applications. In addition, a new authority for grants to state education
agencies would be available to states that include adequate provisions for the education of
Indian children and adults, provisions for assessment of Indian students’ progress toward
stated goals, and provisions for technical assistance to school districts. These grants
would provide an incentive for states to develop comprehensive plans that include
strategies for providing Indian children and adults with greater opportunities to learn to
high academic standards.

• Responds to the critical need for Indian education research and evaluation by authorizing
the Secretary to conduct research, evaluate federally-assisted education programs from
which Indian children and adults benefit, and collect and analyze data on the education
status and needs of Indians.



TITLE Vn—BILINGUAL AND IMMIGRANT EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION FACT SHEET

Title VII, enacted in 1968, is a program to increase the capacity of LEAs and SEAs to provide 
programs of bilingual education to limited-English proficient (LJEP) students. Its purpose is 
development of full proficiency in English while building achievement in all curricular areas.
Title VII had an appropriation of $225.7 million in FY 1993.

The number of LEP students, especially immigrant students, is increasing rapidly. Many remain 
underserved and the educational gap is not closing. Many classrooms offer only limited 
opportunities for students to actively develop language skills; ESL services are most conunonly 
provided; there is a continuing shortage of qualified staff, with many teachers having only limited 
knowledge of effective instruction for LEP students. In FY 1992, Title VII served 
approximately 14 percent (350,000) of the nation’s 2.4 million LEP students.

•Consequently, we are proposing several new strategies that strengthen the comprehensiveness of 
funded programs; streamline program definitions for flexibility; strengthen the state 
administrative role; improve research and evaluation; and emphasize professional development. 
Our proposal for reauthorization:

• Substitutes three functional discretionary grant categories for the current six Miich focus 
largely on the amount of native language used in instruction, isolate programs from the 
overall school program and fail to adequately build local capacity to serve all LEP 
students. Yhe restructured programs are (1) two-year Enhancement grants to develop 
existing programs or initiate new programs, (2) five-year Whole School grants to develop 
projects integrated with the overall school program; and (3) five-year Whole District 
grants for district-wide projects that serve all or most LEP students.

• Improves local program p-valnatinns and research to promote the use of English and 
language proficiency assessments closely linked to high standards and integrate Title VII 
project evaluations with those of other federal, state and local programs. The current 
system is characterized by low-level standards, little attention to student language and 
academic achievement assessments; and little recognition of the needs of states and local 
programs.

• Strengthens the state rnlc! hv requiring SEAs to include services to LEP students as an 
integral part of their state reform plans and assist LEAs with program design, assessment 
of student performance, and project evaluation. Currently, many states limit their role to 
colleaing quantitative data on LEP students.

• Redesigns professional development programs and ensures their integration with broader 
school curricula and reform to improve staff quality.

• Incorporates the Emergency Immigrant Education Act in Title VII and replaces existing 
formula grant authority with discretionary grant authority.



title vra—impact aid
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

Impact Aid compensates school districts for the burden placed on their resources by federal
activities. The program covers burdens created by federal tax-exempt ownership of local real
property or by federal activities that increase the number of students that a school district must
educate without generating additional tax revenues to support their education. Impact Aid had an
£q)propriation of $770 million in 1993.

Congress, the Administration, and the Impact Aid community agree that the program needs major
reform. The current entitlement calculation and payment formulas are excessively complex.
Moreover, the provisions governing the distribution of funds are riddled with equity problems
relating to differential payment rates, inaccurate assumptions about the amount of education funds
provided from local sources, and payments for children >^dio do not rq>resent a real federal
burden on local school districts. To address these and other problems, our proposal:

• Simplifies the payment formula and improves eouitv bv targeting available funds to those
srhnnl districts most genuinely burdened bv federal activities and bv using real data on
the amount of p^nratinn fiinds provided from local sources in each state. The proposed
formula for Basic Support Payments considers only three factors: (1) the number of
federally connected children being served by a local school district; (2) the cost of
educating those children, as measured by the state’s average per-pupil expenditure; and
(3) the average share of education revenues that is provided from local sources in the
state. T^ese three factors are multiplied together to determine the maximum Basic
Support Payment a district can receive. If annual appropriations are insufficient to pay
this full amount to each school district, then all payments would be ratably reduced.

• p.liminaffts navments for federal pronertv and for children who either live on or whose
narente work on federal nroneitv (but not hothl. commonly referred to as 'b" children, in

w ■-t-tt f-tt -................... i ■ ------------------ ----------------------------------------order to focus available resources on payments for children i^o both live on and have
parents who work on federal property ("a" children). This proposal also eliminates the
eligibility threshold and differential payment rates for districts with different
concentrations of federally connected students (e.g., "super-a" payments).

Provides a one-time payment for students moving to a school district as a result of base
rpglipnment and closure activities.

Provides rapital improvement funds to school districts with 50 percent or more students
residing on Indian lands to help meet the school construction costs of those districts.

Continues to provide higher levels of compensation for children living on Indian lands
and children with disabilities.



TITLE K—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION FACT SHEET

Educators are state and local administrators have criticized the fragmented ^d inflexible structure 
of ESEA. While there are some provisions in the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) and 
the Department of Education Organization Act that address these concerns, they are limited and 
do not greatly reduce fragmentation or provide much flexibility.

The changes for individual programs in the reauthorization proposal are beneficial and provide 
additional flexibility. But crosscutting provisions also are needed to address fragmentation, 
ensure coordination, promote equal educational opportunity, provide broader flexibility and 
discretion to SEAs and LEAs, enhance efficient and effective uses of funds, and improve 
accountability. Our proposal for reauthorization;

• Allows for cnnsnlidation of set-asides for state administrative funds. SEAs would be 
allowed to consolidate their administrative funds under ESEA formula grant programs to 
administer all of the programs in question, as well as for broader purposes such as 
encouraging the use of program funds to establish peer review mechanisms, facilitating 
program coordination, disseminating information on model programs and practices, and 

providing technical assistance.

• Allows for the consolidation of local administrative funds and authorizes a study of 1(^1 
administrative practices. LEAs with the approval of their SEA, will be able to combine 
administrative funds under formula grant programs up to a percentage determined by the 
SEA. In addition, a study is authorized of the use of administrative funds by LEAs and 
by SEAs to report to Congress and the President.

• rnn^niirfafes RTA set-asides. The proposal merges BIA set-asides into a consolidated set- 
aside for all covered programs, and provides for a limitation on funds (1.5 percent) spent 
for administration.

• Establishes hmarf waiver authority. It is impossible to anticipate all of the particular 
situations in which federal program requirements might mhibit effective program 
operations. This waiver authority allows the Secretary to address these situations.

• thft maintenance of effort and related provisions uniform. The provision provides 
uniform standards for maintenance of effort (90 percent), broadens the waiver provision 
applying to maintenance of effort, and makes the sanction for noncompliance 
proportionate to the amount by which the recipient fails to meet the requirement.



AMENDMENTS TO THE GENERAL EDUCATION PROVISIONS ACT
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION FACT SHEET

The General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) governs crosscutting issues appUcable to the
U.S. Dq)artment of Education and its programs. It covers such areas as Department
organization and authority, availability of appropriations, program administration, regulations
procedures, advisory committee procedures, and enforcement. As part of the ESEA
reauthorization, we propose comprehensive amendments to GEPA.

GEPA has not been substantially revised since before the enactment of the Department of
Education Organization Act (DEOA) in 1979. Accordingly, GEPA contains many outdated,
obsolete, and overlapping provisions and references that need revision, as weU as provisions
that imp^e flexibility or impose a needless administrative burden. The revised GEPA
proposal also recognizes the responsibility to provide equal opportunity for all students and
teachers through our programs. Our proposal for reauthorization:

• Simplifies jctafiite to reduce confusion for grantee, staff, and public alike:
piyatPT fiftxihilitv in federal and grantee administration: and address

issues of mirm-management. Among the new provisions, authority for
carrying out GEPA functions is placed in the Secretary of Education;
rulemaking procedures are simplified by making Dqiartment rulemaking
subject to the provisions that apply to all government agencies, and by
repealing the special agency-specific rulemaking procedures; cooperative
arrangements between the Department and other agencies, and among ^tees
using multiple program authorities, are enhanced by joint funding provisions;
the frequency of evaluation reports is reduced, thus conserving administrative
resources and permitting them to be spent on performance and results-oriented
review; the authority is clarified to integrate and coordinate education
programs across agency lines and to work efficiently with other federal
agencies on education-related matters; and the grantback authority in section
459 of GEPA is repealed to put the Dqiartment on equal footing with other
agencies, and strengthen accountability.

• Includes a new provision to address equity for students and teachers. This provision
would seek to ensure equal opportunities for students and teachers to participate in
any program administered by the Department. Each applicant for funds under an
applicable program would be required to describe in its application the stqis it would
propose to take to ensure equitable access and participation by addressing the special
needs of students, teachers, and other program beneficiaries to overcome barriers to
equitable participation including barriers based on gender, race, color, national origin,
disability, and age. The Secretary would be authorized to establish criteria and
provide technical assistance under this provision.



amendments to other acts

AMEJTOMENTS to the individual VHTH DISABHjnES EDUCATION ACT 
ESEA reauthorization SUMMARY SHEET

ChUdren served under the Chapter 1 Handicapped progr^ revive *e of
services as those provided under Individuals with Disabihties Edition Act
programs and have the same rights and procedural safeguards. The Chapter 1 Han^^ped
program provides funds for services to chUdren with disabihties, ^
veaK who are in state-operated or supported schools or programs, and chUdren who were
formerly in such prograi^ or schools but who have transferred to LEA
distributed to states based on child counts weighted by each state s per pupU expenditure.
The program was funded at $126.4 million during FY 1993.

Our proposal;
. .w »i.Hiori.v fnr ,be. ChaDt.^r 1 Haodicapp^J rrofii<"' Wi"<

Tndividualg with Disahilities Education Act ODEAl in order to serve all children 

with disabihties under programs authorized by IDEA.

• To ensure that the proposal has no adverse effect:

Tt that for 1995. 1996 and 1997 states will receive np Ip^s ynder
the TTiPA nmtrrams than they had received, in total, under IDEA and the 

1 nroframs in 1994: for 1998 and 1999, should the
number of children counted decrease, the hold-harmless amount would be 
reduced based on the percentage by which the number of chU^n tod dechned 
the number of children tod declined from the number counted m 1994.

Tn IQQ*) and 1996. it nyiuires states to give state-operated and supported 
nmatams the saitiP amount oer rhild that they»- programs received in 1994 for 
each child they served under the Chapter 1 Handicapped prog^; allows 
states, at their discretion, to give this amount to LEAs for children who have 

transferred from state-operated and supported programs.

• Tiyats state-ooerated and supported programs that received Chapter 1 Handtcappgd
in lQQ4as LEAS, for the purpose of distributing IDEA ftinds withm states for 3

through 21 year olds.

• nktrihiites $34 noO.OQO of the roEA funds aPDfopriated in 199? 19 Stete? fgr infant 
and toddlers on the, basis of the actual number of chUdren bemg gervedi drstnbutes the
remainder on the basis of population.



amendments to other acts

EDUCATION FOR HOMELESS CHILDREN AND YOUTH (McKINNEY ACT)
ESEA REAUTHORIZATION SUMMARY SHEET

The Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act is intended to ensure the right of
homeless children and youth to have access to a free and appropriate pubUc education. The
McKinney Act calls on states to review and revise their laws and policies to eliminate
barriers to the enrollment, attendance, and success in school of homeless children and youth
and to include homeless students in the mainstream school environment.

The current law must be revised to better address the needs of homeless children. For
example, currenUy, the law does not deal adequately with a major barrier that homeless
children face—the cost or difficulty of transportation from their temporary residence to
school. Moreover, large numbers of homeless children are preschool age and the law does
not adequately address the needs of preschool children.

The Dqjartment proposes to clarify the legislation and increase state and local flexibility.
Our proposal for reauthorization;

• Focuses on enabl^*^P homeless children to achieve the same stanch^rd^ expected of all
rhilHren by making them eligible for Chapter 1 services regardless of where they
attend ^hool.

• Pffqiiimg that state, plans he reviewed through a peer review process.

• Rqrlaces ftip. Twguirement to report on counts of homeless children with a requirement
that states describe their activities id^nrify homeless children and the results of
these activities.

AHds a requirement that transportation be provided, to the extent possible, with no
cost to homeless children and youth.

Encourages extension of program services to preschool children, by clarifying that
activities for these children can be funded.

Requires sohnnl Histricts to abide bv a parent or guardian’s request to emoU a
homeless child in a particular school, unless there is a compelling reason not to do so.

Requires that all districts in which homeless children reside or attend school designate
a homeless liaison.

Provides flexibility in the use of subgrants to LEAs.



TITLE IV SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND 

COMMUNITIES

What’s New

Add violence prevention as a key element of the governors’ and state, local, and school- 

based programs.

Link schools and communities in development and implementation of comprehensive 

prevention strategies.

Promote comprehensive strategies that include both basic prevention activities and other 
efforts, such as reducing illegal gang activity and supporting conflict resolution programs.

Target resources to high-need schools and communities, based on state-specified criteria.

Link state and local prevention efforts to measurable goals and objectives, such as 
decreases in dnig use, violent behavior, and illegal gang activity. States and local 
educational agencies will be required to collect better data and report on progress toward 

mpffting their stated objectives.

The Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act, enacted in 1986, has been the federal 
government’s major effort in the area of drug education and prevention. The program 
provides funds to governors, state and local educational agencies (SEAs and LEAs), 
institutions of higher education, and nonprofit organizations to develop and operate a range 
of drug and alcohol prevention programs. Every state and at least 96 percent of LEAs 
receive funds under the Act. In FY 1993, almost $600 mUlion was appropriated for this

program.

What We’ve Learned

Alcohol, tobacco, and other drug use continues to be a serious problem for teens and young 

adults.*

• Use of alcohol and other drugs begins early. According to the annual national survey 
of smdent drug use, in 1992 many 8th graders regularly used alcohol (26 percent) and 
smoked cigarettes (16 percent). Many also had tried marijuana (11 percent) and 
inhalants (17 percent). Among 12th graders, 51 percent used alcohol and 28 percent
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smoked cigarettes regularly, and 41 percent had tried an illegal drug at some time
during their lives.

• While drug use generally has declined, alcohol and cigarette use remains high,
particularly among young adult populations. In addition, recent national surveys have
detected slight increases in the use of LSD by high school seniors and the use of
inhalants, cocaine, and marijuana by 8th graders.

• Many public secondary school teachers regard smdent alcohol and drug use as
serious or moderate problems in their schools (54 and 38 percent, respectively).^

Youth also are disproportionately the victims of crime and violence, particularly at or near
school. Furthermore, today’s school crimes are more violent than in past years, and involve
children at younger ages.^

• Among 8th, 10th, and 12th graders surveyed nationally, nearly 20 percent had been
threatened with a weapon and almost 10 percent were injured by a weapon at school.
One out of every five high school smdents regularly carries a gun, knife, club, or
other weapon. Many of these weapons are carried to school.* Students in central
cities are also more likely than suburban students to fear attack at school and to avoid
certain public places.*

• Nearly 3 million thefts and violent crimes occur on or near school campuses every
year—almost 16,000 incidents per day. Twelve percent of violent crimes in schools
involve weapons. Nearly 500,000 teens are victimized annually by a violent crime
occurring at or near school.®

National Education Goal Six-that all schools wiU be free of drugs and violence by the year
2000 and will maintain disciplined environments conducive to learning—recognizes that
violence prevention is a key to the success of education reform. Students cannot learn and
teachers cannot teach if students are dismptive or are threatened with violence.’ However,
the Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act currently addresses drug prevention exclusively,
and at the present time, the U.S. Department of Education does not support violence
prevention education and activities. We have learned that coordinated prevention efforts with
the community-parents, health care providers, civic leaders, and police are most effective.
For example, schools have opened parent centers that offer parent training, counseling, and
information about the school, including its drug programs. Other nei^borhoods have set up
"Safe Havens" that utilize a host of community services to provide children with alternatives
to the street. Building links to the community also permits schools to reach youth who have
dropped out of school and are not served by most schools’ drug prevention programs.

We have also identified the characteristics of promising violence’ and drug*® prevention
programs and have found that they are similar. The most promising prevention programs are
those that are designed to address multiple risk factors found in individuals, peer groups.
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schools, and communities. Examples of some of the types of these programs are those that 
enhance self-esteem, develop skills to resist using drugs and resolve conflict creatively, and 

improve decision-making and goal setting.

What We Propose

The proposed legislation takes a comprehensive, integrated approach to drug and violence 
prevention by recognizing the relationships between drug use and violent behavior (for 
example, they share many of the same risk factors and protective factors). It also builds on 
the success of schools working with larger communities in creating drug- and violence-free 
environments both within and outside schools. Communities with larger problems will 
receive larger shares of funding, based on criteria for high-need areas specified by each state.

Our proposal for reauthorization:

• Adds viojpnrp prevention as a key element of programs. The reauthorized ESEA will 
create a comprehensive federal effort in support of National Education Goal Six by 
expanding authorized program activities to include violence prevention. The bUl 
responds to the crisis of violence in our schools by authorizing activities designed to 
combat and prevent serious school crime, violence, and discipline problems. LEAs 
will have the flexibility to design their own programs, which could include 
compre'fiensive school safety strategies, coordination with community agencies, 
implementation of violence prevention activities such as conflict resolution and peer 
mediation, and the installation of metal detectors and hiring of security guards 

(subject to a 33 percent cap).

• T inks schools and communities. States, including the governors and the SEAs, and 
LEAs will continue to be required to show how they plan to use funds to support 
comprehensive drug prevention programs; in addition, they will also be required to 
show how funds will be used to implement violence prevention programs. To 
encourage community-wide strategies, LEAs will be required to develop their drug 
and violence prevention plans in cooperation with local governments, businesses, 
parents, medical and law enforcement professionals, and community-based 

organizations.

• Promotes comprehensive prevention strategies. All LEAs will be required to submit 
comprehensive plans for drug and violence prevention programs. Those that have 
adopted and implemented basic prevention activities will be able to engage m a 
broader range of dnig and violence prevention activities. These additional activities 
could include community service projects, development of a comprehensive 
community-wide strategy to prevent or reduce illegal gang activity, opening before- 
and after-school "safe-haven" programs that provide students with a range of activities 
in a safe and drug-free environment, and programs such as conflict resolution and
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peer counseling that provide students with skills necessary to address conflict in a
non-confrontational manner.

Targets resources to where they are most needed. States will receive 50 percent of
their funds based on the Tide I formula; the other 50 percent will be based on their
school-age population. For the first time, SEAs will determine criteria for selecting
high-need LEAs and target funds to those districts. Up to five LEAs or 10 percent of
the LEAs in the state, whichever is greater, could be designated as high-need, and
states wUl distribute 30 percent of their LEA funding to those LEAs with the greatest
needs. The remaining 70 percent will be distributed to LEAs based on enrollment.
LEAs will have the flexibility to target funds on smdents in schools with the greatest
need for additional drug and violence prevention services.

The set-aside for the governors’ programs would continue to support programs and
activities for children and youth not normally served by state or local educational
agencies or for populations needing special services (such as preschoolers, youth in
juvenile detention facilities, runaway or homeless children and youth, and dropouts).
Grants to institutions of higher education would also continue to be authorized for
drug and violence prevention programs.

Tncrcases accountability. States and LEAs will be required to assess needs and
measui^ program outcomes (for example, by coUecting data on drag use and violence
in schools and communities) and to use this mformation to formulate policies and
program initiatives. They also wUl be requited to report publicly on progress toward
meeting their stated measurable goals and objectives. A new national evaluation
system wUl be established to assess the impact of the Safe and Drag-Free Schools and
Communities Act on youth, schools, and communities.
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ESEA, TITLE IV—SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES

proposed Title IV of the ESEA would reauttorize, simplify,
and expand the Drug-Free Schools and communities Act of 1986,which*is Title V of the current ESEA. Current law fosses
exclusively on the prevention of illegal drug use, while proposed
Title IV would widen the scope of the program to include toe
prevention of violence and toe establishment in our schools of a
disciplined environment that is conducive to learning, in support
of National Education Goal Six.

section 4001- Findings. Pro^sed section 4001 of
would set forth congressional findings as follows: (1) National
Education Goal Six provides that by toe year 2000, all schools in
America will be free of drugs and violence ^d offer a
disciplined environment that is conducive to the
widespread use of alcohol and other drugs among toe Nation s
secondary school students, and increasingly by elements^ student?^as well, constitutes a grave threat to their physical
and mental well-being, and significantly impedes toe learning
nrocess; (3) our Nation's schools and communities are 
increasingly plagued with crime; (4) toe tragic consequences of
violence and toe illegal use of alcohol and other drugs by
students are felt not only by students and their families, but by
their communities and toe Nation; (5) alcohol and tobacco
(nicotine)^re toe most widely used drugs among yorag people
today, and both of these drugs can, and do,
consequences for users, their families, communities, schools, and
colleges; (6) drug and violence prevention programs are essential
components of a comprehensive strategy to promote school safety
and to reduce toe demand for and use of drugs 
Nation; and (7) students must take greater responsibility for
their own well-being, health, and safety if schools and
commxinities are to achieve their goals of providing a safe,
disciplined, and drug-free learning environment.

iino?.. Purpose. Proposed section 4002 of toe ESEA
would set forth toe purpose of Title IV as supporting programs to
meet National Education Goal Six by preventing violence inland
around schools and by strengthening programs that Prevent toe
illegal use of alcohol and other drugs, involve parents, and are
coordinated with related Federal, State, and community efforts
and resources.

Section 4003- Authorization of appropriations. Proposed
section 4003 of the ESEA would authorize such sums as may be
necessary for each of the fiscal years 1995 through 1999 for
Part A (State grants), Part B (postsecondary programs), and
Part C (National programs), respectively.



PART A--STATE GRANTS FOR DRUG AND VIOLENCE PREVENTION PROGRAMS
Section A1Q1. Reservations and allotments. Proposed 

section 4101(a) of the ESEA would provide for the 
funds for drug and violence prevention programs under Part A for 
the Insular Areas (no more than one-half of one percent of the 
amount appropriated) and for such programs formore than one percent of the amount appropriated and carried out 
Sr?hrsecretaiy of the Interior). The reservation of funds for 
Native Hawaiians in current law would be el^inated be^uM tois 
population is served through the State Mdprogram. Section 4101(a) would also authorize the Secreta^ to reHrve each fiscal year no more than $1 million from the Mount 
appropriated for Part A to conduct the national impact evaluation
required by section 4108(a).

Section 4101(b) of the Act would provide for much simplified 
State allotments of funds appropriated for State programs under 
Part A From one half of the remainder of each year s appropriation for Part A~the amount remaining after tte various 
reservations of funds under subsection (a)—the Secretary would 
allocate to each State an amount based on the ratio between ^at 
State's school-aged population and the school-aged population in 15 Ihl iStes,ind frSn the refining one-half of each year-s 

appropriation for Part A, the Secretary would ^State^an amount based on the ratio between the amount toat State
S section 1122 of the ESa ‘J? Pf?f|tStes5“ 

vear and the sum of such amoxmts received by all the States (or,
for fiscal year 1995, sections 1005 and 1006 of the Act 
its amendment by the bill). However, no State could be allotted 
an amount for Part A that is less than one-half of one percent of 
the total amount allotted to all the States for that jear.
In addition, the Secretary would be authorized to reallot any 
amotmt of a State's allotment that he or she determines that 
State will be unable to use within two years, and such 
reallotments would be based on whatever basis the Secretary 
determines best serves the purposes of Title IV.

gd>fH-<rtn AT 02. State Druo and violence Prevention 
ffoQrdlnat<nq CouncilT Proceed section 4102 of the ESEA would 
remlre^thechiS executive officer of each State that receives 
M^llotment under Part A to establish a State Drug and VioO^ce 

Prevention Coordinating Council (orperform the ftinctions of such a council), to advise him or her 
and the chief State school officer on the development and 
implementation of the State's application under 
Current law does not require a State-level togprevention coordinating council. This provision has ^®®" ^f®<^ 
to promote the development of comprehensive tog and violence 
programs that draw on the resources and e^rtise of a variety of 
individuals engaged in related efforts. The membership of the 
Council would have to include the chief executive officer, the



g=sfimi-eip?'
or o«ices as

members of the Council.
The functions of the Coimcil would be to: (1) review and

comment on the development of the State's aplication under
section 4103; (2) chiefprevention programs funded under Part A; advise tte chief
executive officer and the SEA on how to coordinate their
respective programs under Part A with other available resources;
and (4) advise the chief executive officer and toe SEA on toe
planning and implementation of evaluation activities as well as
make recommendations on how to improve toe State's program.

SAr-tlon Ainr^. anplications. Proposed section 4103 of
the ESEA contains toe requirements for State applications for
Part A funds.

Section 4103(a) would provide that in order to receive its
allotment for any fiscal year, toe State must submit to toe
secretary (at such time as toe Secretary may require) an applicaSon that is integrated into toe State's Pjan, either
approved ot being developed, under Title III of toe Goals 2000.
Educate America Act, and satisfies toe requirements of tois
section that are not already addressed by that plan, and is
submitted, if necessary, as an amendment to toe State s plan, or,
if toe State does not have an approved plan under Title III of
that Act and is not developing one, is integrated with other
State plans under tois Act and satisfies toe requirements of this
section. The application would also be required to:
(1) contain toe results of toe State's needs assessment for drug
and violence prevention progr2uns; (2) contain a list of toe
members, and their representational interests, on toe
and Violence Prevention Coorxiinating Council; (3) describe toe
procedures toe SEA will use to review local applications imder
section 4106; (4) contain an assurance that toe State will
cooperate with, and assist, toe Secretary in conducting toe
national impact evaluation; and (5) contain such other
information as toe Secretary may require.

Section 4103(b) would contain State application requirements
specifically applicable to programs administered by toe chief
executive officer. With respect to funds rese^ed under
section 4104(a) of toe Act for use by toe chief executive
officer, toe State application must contain: (1) a statement of
that officer's measurtole goals and objectives for drug and
violence prevention and a description of toe procedures b®
used for assessing and publicly reporting progress toward those



ifSSii*dropouts and youth in detention centers; (4) a description of how 
the chief executive officer will award funds and monitor, and 
provide technical assistance with respect to, their use; and (5) 
describe how funds will be used to support community-wide 
comprehensive drug and violence prevention planning.

Section 4103(c) would contain State application requirements 

specifically applicable to programsWith respect to funds reserved tinder section 4105(a) of the Act 
for use by the SEA, the State application must contain; (1) a 
statement of the SEA's measurable goals and objectives for 
and violence prevention and a description of the procedures to be 
used for assessing and publicly reporting pr^ress toward those 
goals and objectives; (2) a plan for monitoring the drug and 
violence prevention programs conducted byand for providing technical assistance to them; (3) a description 
of how the SEA will use funds reserved for its own use under^ 
section 4105(b); (4) a description of how the SEA will coordinate its activities^ under Part A with programs of the chief exe^tive 
officer under the seune Part as well as the prevention 
other State agencies; (5) an explanation of toe criteria toe SEA 
will use to identify which LEAs receive supplemental funding 
under proposed section 4105(d)(2)(A)(ii) and how toe supplemental 
funds will be allocated among those LEAs.

Section 4103(d) would require toe Secretary to use ® P®®^ 
review process in reviewing State applications. Section 4104(e) 
would authorize States, for fiscal year 1995 only, to submit a 
one-year interim application and plan. The pu^ose of fuch an 
interim application and plan would be to afford toe State toe 
opportunity to fully develop and review its application, 
particularly with respect to violence prevention progr^s.
The interim application and plan would contain information 
specified by toe Secretary in regulations.

Section 4104. Governor's programs. Proposed section 4104 
of toe ESEA would authorize toe chief executive officer of toe 
State to carry out drug and violence prevention programs, 
current law requires chief executive officers to reserve funds 
for specific populations, programs, and acti^ties, such as high- 
risk youth, DARE programs, and replication activities. These reservations have b2n deleted in order to give chief exe^tive 
officers toe flexibility they need to address toe needs of their 

particular State.



Violence Prevention Coordinating Council.
Section 4104(b) would authorize the chief executive officer

to use his or her funds for grants to, or contracts with, ^rent
groups, coamunity action and job training agencies, commwity-
Lised organizations, and other public entities and private non- 
profit manizations. Such awards would be used for programs and
activities for children and youth who are not normally served by
State or LEAs, for populations that need special services or
additional resources, or both.

Section 4104(c) would list the programs and activities that
chief executive officers may support. These include:
(1) disseminating information about drug and violence prevention;
(2) training parents, law enforcement officials, judicial
officials, social and health service providers and community
leaders about drug and violence prevention, education, early
intervention, counseling, or rehabilitation referral;
f3) comprehensive community-based drug and violence prevention
programs that link community resources with schools and integrate
services; M) drug and violence prevention activities that coordinate^e efforts of State agencies with those of toe SEA
and its LEAs; (5) activities to protect students traveling to and
from school; (6) strategies to prevent illegal gang activity;
(7) community-wide violence and safety assessments and su^eys;
and (8) evaluating progr€uns and activities under this section.

Section 4105. State and local educational aaencv programs.
Proposed section 4105 of the ESEA would authorize drug and
violence prevention programs carried out by toe SEA and its LEAs
with Part A funds. Section 4105(a) would provide that 80 percent
of toe State's Part A grant for any fiscal year shall be used by
toe SEA for drug and violence prevention programs.

Section 4105(b) would provide that of toe funds reserved
under section 4105(a), no more than five percent may ^ used for
State-level programs such as; (1) training and technical
assistance for local and intermediate educational agencies,
including teachers, administrators, coaches and atoletic
directors, parents, students, community leaders, healto service
providers, local law enforcement officials, and judicial
officials; (2) the development, identification, dissemination and
evaluation of curriculum materials for consideration by LEAs;
(3) demonstration projects in drug and violence prevention;
(4) financial assistance to enhance resources available for drug
and violence prevention in areas serving large numbers of
economically disadvantaged children or sparsely populated areas.



or to meet other special needs; and (5)An SEA would be authorized to carry out its activities directly, 

or through grants and contracts.
Section 4105(c) would require an SEA to use no more than 

five percent of the amount reserved under sec^on 4105(a) for the 
administrative costs of the SEA under this Part.

Section 4105(d) would require States to distribute not less than 9o1;?Seit ^ihe asount’^served
each fiscal year to LEAs. Seventy percent of the amountdiSributed would be allocated among °”,^®}fhin^their
enrollments in public and private non-profit schools witoin their
boundaries and 30 percent would be distributedthe SEA determines have the greatest need for additional funds, ^ct to exSed te“percent of the LEAs in the State, or five such 
SSLcie^ Shicheveris greater. In determining which LEAs have 
the areatest need for additional funds, the SEA must consider SctlS su^ Ss! (1) high rates of alcohol or other dwg use 
fSoSryoSthV (2) high rates of victimization of youth by violence 
and crime; (3) high rates of arrests and convictions of youto for 
violent or drug- or alcohol-related crime; (4) the e^ent of 
illegal gang activity; (5) high rates of referrals of youths to drug^and^lcohol abuse treatment and rehabilitation p^r^;
(6) high rates of referrals of youths to juvenile court, and
(7) high rates of expulsions and suspensions of students from
schools. Current law does not retire States to ^
LEAS with the greatest needs. This ®
LEAS have greater drug and violence problems than others.

Section 4105(e) would provide that if an LEA does not aply 
for the amount allotted to it under section 
application under section 4106 is ^®
shall reallocate that amount to one ®°''®SEA determines have the greatest need for additional funds.

Ainft, T^cai applications. Proposed section 4106 of 
the ESEA would set f^ ap^ication requir^ents for such
applications would be submitted to the S]^ for
time as that agency requires, and would ‘»®^®®®;J®2' S™ioS^' 
to reflect changes in the LEA'S program. An LEA would develop 
its application in consultation with a local or substate regional 
advisory council that represents a broad spectrum of persons and 
groups with expertise in drug and violence prevention. In 
addition to assisting the LEA to develop its application, the 
advisory cotincil would also, on an on-going basis,(1) disseminate information about drug and violence P^^®vention 
programs within the boundaries of tte LEA; (?) ^J^®® 
how^best to coordinate its activities under ^*»^® 
related programs; and (3) review program evaluations and otter 
relevant materials and make recommendations to the LEA on how to 
improve its drug and violence prevention programs.



Local applications tinder this section would be required to
contain: (1) a needs assessment of the current alcohol, tobacco,
and other drug problems as well as the violence, safety, and 
discipline problems among students who attend the spools of tte
applicant (including private school students who participate in

of the LEA'S comprehensive plan for drug and violence prevention,
and (3) such other information and assurances as the SEA may
reasonably require. As part of the explanation of its
comprehensive plan, the LEA would be required to explain:
(1) how that plan in consistent with, and promotes the goals of,
the State application under section 4103 and the LEA'S plan rader
^£^Xe III of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, and, if the
LEA does not have such a plan, with its application under section
1112; (2) the LEA'S measurable goals for drug and violence
prevention (never required before) and a description of how it
will assess and publicly report its progress; (3) and an
explanation of how that agency is already meeting the 
requirements of a basic drug and violence prevention pr^rM,
under section 4107(b) of the Act, if it intends to use funds
under this Part to implement an expanded drug Md 
prevention program under section 4107(c); (4) how ^e L^ 
use its regular allocation under section 4105(d)(2)(A)(i) and its
supplemental allocation, if any, under section 4105(d)(2)(a)(ii);
fsT how the LEA will coordinate its programs and projects wi^ 
community-^ide efforts to achieve its goals for drug and violence
prevention; and (6) how the LEA will coordinate its program and
projects with other Federal, State and local programs for drug- 
ed>use prevention, including health programs.

Section 4106(c) would require an SEA to use a peer review
process in reviewing local applications and, in determining
whether to evaluate such an application, to consider the cpaality
of the LEA'S comprehensive plan under section 4106(b)(2) and the
extent to which that plan in consistent with, and supports the
State's application under this Part and the State's i»PJ^fvement
plan under the Goals 2000: Educate America Act (and, if the State
does not have such a plan, its plan under section 1111 of toe
Act). An SEA could not permit an LEA to use funds under this
Part to implement an expanded drug and violence program under
section 4107(c) unless it determines that toe LEA is already
meeting (regardless of toe source of funds) toe requirements of a
basic drug and violence prevention program under 
section 4107(b). Finally, an SEA would be authorized to
disapprove an LEA's application in whole or in part and to 
withhold, limit, or place restrictions on its use of funds in a 
manner toe SEA determines will best promote toe purposes of this
Part or toe State's plan under toe Goals 2000: Educate ^erica
Act, and, if toe State does not have such a plan, its plan under
section 1111 of toe ESEA.



imdS Part A by LEAs. These agencies would be required to use 
under this Part to adopt and inplement a basic drug and 

violence orevention progreun unless the SEA permits it to use such
funds to carry out are expanded drug and violence

A.1 TP&fi as vsXl fts SEASe would no lon^oir do«I‘S).der^^«nt law, to certify that they have adopted 
re^i # prevention programs for students and employees,Se ^S!S^??oS'S;^irSeS?^- been deleted because it has 

served its purpose.
section 4107(b) would include the requirements of a basic 

druo and violence program. Such programs would be desired, for S?%?SLnif Sir^p?2yees, to: (1) prevent the illegal^use,
oossession, and distribution of alcohol, tobacco, and other 
drugs; (2) prevent violence and promote school /'ll create a disciplined environment conducive to learning. wlif^Ls Sould include nandatory standards of conduct for 
^dMtnSdlmployees that describe the sanctions for violations

tosir«l“atio; prograns for all students! p) professional
developnent prograns for school personnel who ^/3? ^tivities to promote the involvement of Parents

resources for drug and alcohol coxinseling, rehabilitation, ^d 
prograas! with respect to violence prevention, basic 

program would also include; (1) age-approprxate,

isr?dvS;Ln?'^rSSsrsrr4ii^iiofwis^|i^^^^
SSd^?S »S’eS^?o^els^2t ««S^es SlSS:iun|, «-entry, 

mS «n?liS ^Jition. in inplenenting its basic drug and 
5iol^ pwention prograa or its expanded program 
«nVtseci:lon fc) an LEA would be permitted to use no more than 33^^rcent of^ the funds it receives under this Part 
fisSl year for minor remodeling to promote security and reduce 
the risk of violence and acquiring and installing metal detectors 

and hiring security personnel.
Section 4107(c) would authorize an LEA that ^^“s^'strates to 

1-he satisfaction of its SEA that it has adopted and implemented a

its basic program, to carry out one or more elements of an



respect to drug prevention, programs of drug prevention, health
education, early intervention, counseling, mentoring, or
reh2d)ilitation referral, which emphasize students sense of
individual responsibility and may include: (1) the dissemination
of information; (2) the training of school personnel, parents,
law enforcement and judicial officials, and heal^ service 
providers and community leaders; and (3) the implementation of
strategies to combat illegal alcohol and other d^g use,
including the integration of services from * .
providers, family counseling, early intervention activities, and
activities (such as community service projects) that are designed
to increase students' sense of commimity. With respect to
violence prevention for school-aged youth, section 4107(c) would
authoriz^ programs that emphasize students' sense of including.
(1) the disseSnation of information; (2)
personnel, parents, law enforcement and judicial officials, MdCommunity llSders; (3) the implementation of
conflict resolution and peer mediation and mentoring pr^r^s, to
combat school violence and other forms of disruptive behavior, 
sSS as sexual harassment; and (4) comprehensive coimmity-vxde
strategies to prevent illegal gang activity. Expanded programscould^lso include the promotion of
recreational, institutional, cultural, and artistic progr^s in
supervised community settings and the evaluation of activities
authorized by section 4107(c).

Aina, i^raluation and reporting. Proposed
section 4108 of the ESEA would require the Secretary, in
consultation with the Secretary of Health and
Director of National Drug Control Policy, and the Attorney
General, to conduct an independent *^^unial evaj^uation of ^e
national impact of programs under Part A and subjit ® f®P°^
the findings to the President and Congress. Section 4108 would
also require the chief executive officer ^ J bv
cooperation with an SEA) to submit a report to the Secretary, by
October 1, 1997, and every third year thereafter, on the
implementation and outcomes of State and local programs under
this Part, along with an assessment of their effectiveness, as
well as the State's progress towards attaining, its goals for
drug and violence prevention. The report would *^®y®^® ^ fjj®
form specified by the Secretary and based on the State s on-going
evaluation activities; the report would also include data on tte
prevalence of drug use and violence by youth and ^®ylj be m^e
readily available to the public. Finally, ®®®^^®"
Act would also require LEAs receiving funds under Part A to
submit to the SEA whatever information, and at whatever
intervals, the State requires to complete the State re^rt,
including information on the prevalence of drug use and violence
by youth in the schools and community.
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PART B—POSTSECONDARY DRUG AND VIOLENCE PREVENTION
PROGRAMS

ProposSi’’~2tion

iSSt^iSr^rSf L.2‘«2'p?ev»uo„
programs under this section. Such awards would be used for toe 
development, implementation, validation, ^d ^iss^ination of 
model programs and strategies to promote toeattending IHEs by preventing violent behavior and illegal use of 
alcohol and other drugs. In making awards under 
the Secretary would be required to make every reasonable to ensure tS equitable participation
fincluding commimity and junior colleges), institutions o 
limited enrollment, and institutions in different geographic
regions.

ser-tion 4?n^- National center. Proposed section 4202 of 
toe ESEA would authorize the Secretary to support, through a 
grant to, or a contract with, an IK, a public or
profit organization, or a for-profit organization, a national
center to provide training and technical assistance to 
postsecondary institutions in developing, implementing, 
evaluating, replicating, and disseminating model programs to 
prevent violence and toe use of illegal drugs by institutions? Current law does not provide for such a center.

PART C—NATIONAL PROGRAMS
4301- Federal activities. Proposed section 4301 Of 

toe EsS would authorize toe Secreto^, in consultation

educational levels, prekindergarten through postsecondary. The 
Secretary would be authorized to carry out such pro^ams directly? or through grants, contracts, or cooperative a^e^ents 
with public and private non-profit organizations
or through agreements with other P®d®ral agencies. Such programs 
could include: (1) the development and demonstration of,
innovative strategies for training school persoMel, parents, and 
members of toe community; (2) demonstrations and rigorous 
evaluations of innovative approaches to drug and violence Sevention; (3) research that is coordinated with other 
Lencies and that is directed to improving programs 
Title; (4) program evaluations that address issues not addressed SiSer sectiSHlOSCa); (5) direct services to schools and school 
systems affected with especially severe drug and violence 
problems; (6) activities in communities designated as empowerment



The Secretary would use a peer review process in reviewing
applications under this section.

Current law does not provide the Secretary with the
flexibility needed to address the most pressing needs in the
field of drug and violence prevention. For example, current law
does not authorize research and demonstration activities related
to school-based prevention programs.

PART D—GENERAL PROVISIONS
4401. Definitions. Proposed section 4401 of the

ESEA would define certain terms used in this Title. "Drug and
violence prevention" would mean: (1) with respect to drugs,
prevention, early intervention, rehabilitation referral, or
education related to the illegal use of alcohol and tobacco
(nicotine) and the use of controlled, illegal, addictive, or
harmful substances, including inhalants and anabolic steroids;
and (2) with respect to violence, the promotion of school safety,
such that students and school personnel are free from violent and
disruptive'acts, including sexual harassment, on school premises,
going to and from school, and at school-sponsored activities,
through the creation and maintenance of a school
is free of weapons and fosters individual responsibility and
respect for the rights of others. The term "school personnel
would include teachers, administrators, guidance counselors,
social workers, psychologists, nurses, librarians, and other
support staff who perform services for the school on a
contractual basis.

Section 4402. Materials. Proposed section 4402 of the ESEA
would require that drug prevention programs under this Title must
convey a clear €Uid consistent message that the illegal yse of
alcohol and other drugs in wrong and harmful. Section 4402 would
also prohibit the Secretary from prescribing the use of specific
curriOTla for programs under this Title, but would pepit him or
her to evaluate the effectiveness of curricula and other
strategies.

s<»etlon 440!^. Prohibited uses of funds. Proposed
section 4403 of the ESEA would prohibit the use of f^ds under
this Title for: (1) construction; (2) drug treatment or
rehabilitation; and (3) psychiatric, psychol^ical, or other
medical treatment or rehabilitation, other than school-based
counseling for students or school personnel who are victims or
witnesses of school-related crime.



"TITLE IV--SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES
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"FINDINGS
"SEC. 4001. The Congress finds as follows:

"(1) National Education Goal Six provides that by the

year 2000, all schools in America will be free of drugs and 

violence and offer a disciplined environment that is conducive to

learning.
"(2) The widespread use of alcohol and other drugs 

among the Nation's secondary school students, and increasingly by 

students in elementary schools as well, constitutes a grave 

threat to their physical and mental well-being, and significantly 

impedes the learning process. For example, data show that 

students who drink tend to receive lower grades and are more 

likely to miss school because of illness than students who do not

drink.
"(3) Our Nation's schools and communities are 

increasingly plagued by violence and crime. Approximately three 

million thefts and violent crimes occur in or near our Nation's 

schools every year, the equivalent of more than 16,000 incidents 

per school day. Approximately one of every five high school 

students now carries a firearm, knife, or club on a regular

basis.
"(4) The tragic consequences of violence and the 

illegal use of alcohol and other drugs by students are felt not 

only by students and their families, but by their communities and
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the Nation, which can ill afford to lose their skills, talents, 

and vitality.
"(5) Alcohol and tobacco (nicotine) are the most widely 

used drugs among young people today. Both of these drugs can, 
and do, have adverse consequences for users, their families, 

communities, schools, and colleges. Drug prevention programs 

for youth that address only controlled drugs send an erroneous 

message that alcohol and tobacco do not present significant 

problems, or that sooiety is willing to overloo)c their use. To 

be credible, messages opposing illegal drug use by youth should 

address all drugs.
"(6) Drug and violence prevention programs are 

essential components of a comprehensive strategy to promote 

school safety and to reduce the demand for and use of drugs 

throughout the Nation. Schools and local organizations in 

communities throughout the Nation have a special responsibility 

to work together to combat the growing epidemic of violence and 

illegal drug use and should measure the success of their programs

against clearly defined goals and objectives.
"(7) Students must take greater responsibility for 

their own well-being, health, and safety if schools and 

communities are to achieve their goals of providing a safe, 

disciplined, and drug-free learning environment.
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^ "PURPOSE
2 "SEC. 4002. The purpose of this title is to support

3 programs to meet Goal Six of the National Educational Goals by

4 preventing violence in and around schools and by strengthening

5 programs that prevent the illegal use of alcohol and other drugs,

6 involve parents, and are coordinated with related Federal, State,

7 and community efforts and resources, through the provision of

8 Federal assistance to—
9 "(1) States for grants to local and intermediate

10 educational agencies and consortia to establish, operate, and

11 improve local programs of school drug and violence prevention,

12 early intervention, rehabilitation referral, and education in

13 elementary and secondary schools (including intermediate and

14 junior high schools);
25 "(2) States for grants to, and contracts with,

16 comm\inity-based organizations and other public and private non-

17 profit agencies and organizations for programs of drug and

18 violence prevention, early intervention, rehabilitation referral,

19 and education;
20 "(3) States for development, training, technical

21 assistance, and coordination activities;
22 **(4) institutions of higher education to establish,

23 operate, expand, and improve programs of school drug and violence

24 prevention, education, and rehabilitation referral for students

25 enrolled in colleges and universities;
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••(5) a national center to provide training and

technical assistance to institutions providing postsecondary

education in developing and implementing model programs and

strategies to prevent violence and illegal drug use by students

at such institutions; and
"(6) public and private non-profit organizations to

conduct training, demonstrations, research, and evaluation, and

to provide supplementary services for the prevention of drug use

and violence among students and youth.

"AXJTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
"SEC. 4003. There are authorized to be appropriated

"(1) for State grants under part A, such sums as may

necessary-^or each of fiscal years 1995 through 1999;
"(2) for postsecondary programs under part B, such sums

as may be necessary for each of fiscal years 1995 through 1999;

and
"(3) for national programs under part C, such sums as

may be necessary for each of fiscal years 1995 through 1999.

"PART A--STATE GRANTS FOR
DRUG AND VIOLENCE PREVENTION PROGRAMS

"RESERVATIONS AND ALI/)TMENTS
"SEC. 4101. (a) RESERVATIONS. From the amount appropriated

for each fiscal year under section 4003(1), the Secretary—
"(1) shall reserve no more than one-half of one percent

of such amount for grants under this part to Guam, American
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Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth of the Northern 

Mariana Islands, and Palau (until the effective date of the 

compact of Free Association with the Government of Palau), to be 

allotted in accordance with the Secretary's determination of 

their respective needs;
11(2) shall reserve no more than one percent of such 

amount for the Secretary of the Interior to carry out programs

vinder this part for Indian youth; and
••(3) may reserve no more than $1 million for the

national impact evaluation required by section 4108(a).

«(b) gTATT: ai.I0TMENTS^-~(1) Except as provided under 

paragraph (2), the Secretary shall, for each fiscal year,

allocate sunong the States—
"(A) one-half of the remainder not reserved under

subsection (a) according to the ratio between the school-aged

population of each State and the school-aged population of all

the States; and
"(B) one-half of such remainder according to the 

ratio between the amount each State received under section 1122 

of this Act for the preceding year (or, for fiscal year 1995 

only, sections 1005 and 1006 of this Act as in effect on the day 

before enactment of the Improving America's Schools Act of 1993) 

and the sum of such amounts received by all the States.
"(2) For any fiscal year, no State shall be allotted

under this subsection an amount that is less than one-half of
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one percent of the total amount allotted to all the States under

this subsection.
"(3) The Secretary may reallot any amount of any

allotment to a State if the Secretary determines that the State

will be unable to use such amount within two years of such

allotment. Such reallotments may be made on whatever basis the

Secretary determines would best serve the purposes of this title.

"(4) For the purpose of this subsection, the term

•State* means each of the 50 States, the District of Columbia,

and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

"STATE DRUG AND VIOLENCE PREVENTION COORDINATING COUNCIL

"SEC. 4102. (a) T^STARLTSHMENT OF COUNCIL. No State may
receive its allotment under section 4101 unless its chief

executive officer establishes a State Drug and Violence

Prevention Coordinating Council (or designates an existing body

to perform the functions of such a Council) to advise him or her

and the chief State school officer on the development and

implementation of the State's application under section 4103.
"(b) ifEWRERgRTP. — (1) The chief executive officer, the chief

State school officer, the head of the State alcohol and drug

abuse agency, the heads of the State health and mental health

agencies, and the head of the State criminal justice planning

agency, or their designees, shall be members of the Council.

"(2) The chief executive officer shall also appoint

representatives of other appropriate State agencies or offices as

members of the Council.
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11(c) |T^TTj(rrTONf=: of roTmciii. The Council established or

designated under this section shall—
"(1) review and comment on the development of the

State's application under section 4103, including the chief 

executive officer's and State education agency's comprehensive

plans under sections 4103(b) and (c);
"(2) disseminate information about drug and violence

prevention initiatives within the State, including programs

funded tinder sections 4104 and 4105;
"(3) advise the chief executive officer and the State

educational agency on how to coordinate the State's activities 

under this part with other available resources; and

••(4) advise the chief executive officer and the State 

educational agency on the planning and implementation of program 

evaluation activities and make recommendations on how to improve 

the State's program, including the formulation of measurable

goals.

"STATE APPLICATIONS
"SEC. 4103. (a) IN GENERAL. In order to receive its 

allotment under section 4101 for any fiscal year, a State shall 

submit to the Secretary, at such time as the Secretary may

require, an application that
"(l)(A)(i) is integrated into the State's plan,

either approved or being developed, under title III of the 

Goals 2000: Educate America Act, and satisfies the requirements 

of this section that are not already addressed by that plan; and
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(ii) is submitted, if necessary, as an
amendment to the State's plan under title III of the Goals 2000:

Education America Act; or
(B) if the State does not have an approved

plan under title III of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act and

is not developing such a plan, is integrated with other State

plans under this Act and satisfies the requirements of this

section;
"(2) contains the results of the State's needs

assessment for drug and violence prevention programs, which shall

be based on the results of on-going State evaluation activities,

including data on the prevalence of drug use and violence by

youth in schools and communities;
"(3) contains a list of the members, and the

interests or organizations they represent, of the State Drug and

Violence Prevention Coordinating Council;
"(4) contains a description of the procedures the

State educational agency will use to review applications from

local educational agencies under section 4106;
"(5) contains an assurance that the State will

cooperate with, and assist, the Secretary in conducting a

national impact evaluation of programs required by

section 4108(a); and
"(6) includes any other information the Secretary

may require.



1 11(b) flf>vRRNOP*s FUNDS. A State’s application under this

2 section shall also contain a comprehensive plan for the use of

3 funds under section 4104(a) by the chief executive officer that

4 includes—
5 "(1) a statement of the chief executive officer's

6 measurable goals and objectives for drug and violence prevention

7 and a description of the procedures to be used for assessing and

8 pxiblicly reporting progress toward meeting those goals and

9 objectives;
10 "(2) a description of how the chief executive officer

11 will coordinate his or her activities under this part with the

12 State educational agency and other State agencies and

13 organizations involved with drug and violence prevention efforts;
14 '^"(3) a description of how funds reserved under

15 section 4104(a) will be used so as not to duplicate the efforts

16 of the State educational agency and local educational agencies

17 with regard to the provision of school-based prevention efforts

18 and services and how those funds will be used to serve

19 populations not normally served by the State educational agency,

20 such as school dropouts and youth in detention centers;
21 "(4) u description of how the chief executive officer

22 will award funds under section 4104(a) and a plan for monitoring

23 the performance of, and providing technical assistance to,

24 recipients of such funds; and
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••(5) a description of how funds will be used to support

community-wide comprehensive drug and violence prevention

planning.
«(c) STATE EnncATlONAL AGENCY FUNDS«_ A State's application

under this section shall also contain a comprehensive plan for

the use of funds under section 4105(a) by the State educational

agency that includes—
"(1) a statement of the State educational agency's

measurable goals and objectives for drug and violence prevention

and a description of the procedures it will use for assessing and

publicly reporting progress toward meeting those goals and

objectives;
"(2) a plan for monitoring the implementation of, and

providing technical assistance regarding, the drug and violence

prevention programs conducted by local educational agencies in

accordance with section 4107;
"(3) a description of how the State educational agency

vlll use funds it reserves under section 4105(b);
"(4) a description of how the State educational agency

will coordinate its activities under this part with the chief

executive officer's drug and violence prevention programs under

this part and with the prevention efforts of other State

agencies; and
"(5) an explanation of the criteria the State

educational agency will use to identify which local
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educational agencies receive supplemental funds under
section 4105(d)(2)(A)(ii) and how the supplemental funds will be

allocated among those local educational agencies.
H(d) PEER REVIEW. The Secretary shall use a peer review 

process in reviewing State applications under this section.

«(e) TNTERTM APPT.TCATION. Notwithstanding any other 

provisions of this section, a State may submit for fiscal 

year 1995 a one-year interim application and plan for the use of 

funds under this part that are consistent with the requirements 

of this section and contain such information as the Secretary may 

specify in regulations. The purpose of such interim application 

and plan shall be to afford the State the opportunity to fully 

develop and review its application and comprehensive plan 

otherwise required by this section. A State may not receive a 

grant under this part for a fiscal year subsequent to fiscal 

year 1995 tmless the Secretary has approved its application and 

comprehensive plan.

"GOVERNOR'S PROGRAMS
"SEC. 4104. (a) nsE of FUNDS. — (1) An amount equal to 

20 percent of the total amount allocated to a State under 

section 4101 for each fiscal year shall be used by the chief 

executive officer of such State for drug and violence prevention 

programs and activities in accordance with this section.

"(2) A chief executive officer may use no more than 

five percent of the amotint reserved under subsection (a) (1) for 

the administrative costs incurred in carrying out the duties of
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such officer under this section, including the cost of the State

Drug and Violence Prevention Coordinating Council under

section 4102(a).
H(b) ppofiRAMS AUTHORIZED.—(1) A chief executive officer

shall use funds reserved under subsection (a)(1) for grants to or

contracts with parent groups, community action and job training

agencies, community-based organizations, and other public

entities and private nonprofit organizations. Such grants or

contracts shall support programs and activities described in

subsection (c) for children and youth who are not normally served

by state or local educational agencies, for populations that need

special services or additional resources (such as preschoolers,

youth in juvenile detention facilities, runaway or homeless

children and youth, and dropouts), or both.
"(2) Grants or contracts awarded under this subsection

shall be subject to a peer review process.
•t(c) attthortzep activities. Grants and contracts under

subsection (b) shall be used for programs and activities such

as—
"(1) disseminating information about drug and violence

prevention;
"(2) training parents, law enforcement officials,

judicial officials, social service providers, health service

providers and community leaders about drug and violence

prevention, education, early intervention, counseling, or

rehabilitation referral;
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"(3) developing and implementing comprehensive, 

community-based drug and violence prevention programs that link 

community resources with schools and integrate services involving 

education, vocational and job skills training, law enforcement, 

health, mental health, and other appropriate services;

"(4) planning and implementing drug and violence 

prevention activities that coordinate the efforts of State 

agencies with those of the State educational agency and its local

educational agencies;
"(5) activities to protect students traveling to and 

from school;
"(6) developing and implementing strategies to prevent 

illegal gang activity;
«(7) coordinating and conducting community-wide

violence and safety assessments and surveys; and
••(8) evaluating programs and activities under this

section.

"STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY PROGRAMS 

SEC. 4105. (a) OF FUNDS. An amount equal to 80 percent

of the total amount allocated to a State under section 4101 for 

each fiscal year shall be used by the State educational agency 

and its local educational agencies for drug and violence 

prevention activities in accordance with this section.

•1(b) STATE LEVET. PROGRAMS. —(1) A State educational agency 

shall use no more than five percent of the amount reserved under

subsection (a) for activities such as—
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"(A) training and technical assistance concerning

drug and violence prevention for local and intermediate
educational agencies, including teachers, administrators, coaches

and athletic directors, other educational personnel, parents,

students, community leaders, health service providers, local law

enforcement officials, and judicial officials;

"(B) the development, identification,

dissemination and evaluation of the most readily available,
accurate, and up-to-date curriculum materials, for consideration

by local educational agencies;
«(C) demonstration projects in drug and violence

prevention;
"(D) financial assistance to enhance resources

available for drug and violence prevention in areas serving large

numbers of economically disadvantaged children or sparsely
populated areas, or to meet other special needs consistent with

the purposes of this part; and
"(E) evaluation activities required by this

subpart.
"(2) A State educational agency may carry out

activities under this subsection directly, or through grants or

contracts.
H(c) ADMiNTSTnATlON. A State educational agency may

use no more than five percent of the amount reserved under
subsection (a) for the administrative costs of carrying out its

responsibilities under this part.
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M (d) EDUCATIONAL AGENCY PROGRAMS. — (1) A State

educational agency shall distribute not less than 90 percent of 

the amount reserved under subsection (a) for each fiscal year to 

local educational agencies in accordance with this subsection.

"(2)(A) Of the amount distributed under 

subsection (d)(1), a State educational agency shall distribute—

"(i) 70 percent of such amount to local 

educational agencies, based on the relative enrollments in public 

and private non-profit schools within their boundaries; and

"(ii) 30 percent of such amount to local 

educational agencies that the State educational agency determines 

have the greatest need for additional funds to carry out drug and 

violence prevention programs authorized by this part.

"(B)(i) A State educational agency shall 

distribute funds under subparagraph (A)(ii) to no more than 

ten percent of its local educational agencies, or five such

agencies, whichever is greater.
"(ii) In determining which local educational

agencies have the greatest need for additional funds, the State

educational agency shall consider factors such as—
"(I) high rates of alcohol or other drug

use eunong youth;
"(II) high rates of victimization of 

youth by violence and crime;
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"(III) high rates of arrests and

convictions of youth for violent or drug- or alcohol-related

crime;
"(IV) the extent of illegal gang

activity;
"(V) high rates of referrals of youths

to drug and alcohol abuse treatment and rehabilitation programs;

"(VI) high rates of referrals of youths

to juvenile court; and
"(VII) high rates of expulsions and

suspensions of students from schools.
M(e) pTj’&T.TncATTDM OF FUNDS. If a local educational agency

chooses not to apply to receive the amount allocated to it under

subsection "(d), or if its application under section 4106 is

disapproved by the State educational agency, the State
educational agency shall reallocate such amount to one or more of

the local education agencies determined by the State educational

agency under subsection (d)(2)(B) to have the greatest need for

additional funds.

"LOCAL APPLICATIONS
"SEC. 4106. (a) TN GENERAL. —(D In order to be eligible to

receive an allocation under section 4105(d) for any fiscal year,

a local educational agency shall submit, at such time as the

State educational agency requires, an application to the State

educational agency for approval. Such an application shall be
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amended, as necessary, to reflect changes in the local

educational agency's program.
"(2)(A) A local educational agency shall develop its

application under subsection (a)(1) in consultation with a local 

or substate regional advisory council that includes, to the 

extent possible, representatives of local government, business, 

parents, students, teachers, appropriate state agencies, private 

schools, the medical profession, law enforcement, community-based 

organizations, and other groups with interest and expertise in

drug and violence prevention.
"(B) In addition to assisting the local

educational agency to develop its application under this section, 

the advisory council established or designated under 

paragraph (2) (A) shall, on an on-going basis—
"(i) disseminate information about dzrug and

violence prevention programs, projects, and activities conducted 

within the boundaries of the local educational agency;

"(ii) advise the local educational agency on 

how best to coordinate its activities under this part with other 

related programs, projects, and activities and the agencies that 

administer them; and
review program evaluations and other 

relevant material and make recommendations to the local 

educational agency on how to improve its drug and violence 

prevention progreuns.
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I.(b) OF appt.tcatiONS^ An application under this

section shall contain
"(1) a needs assessment of the current alcohol,

tobacco, and other drug problems as veil as the violence, safety,

and discipline problems among students who attend the schools of

the applicant (including private school students who participate

in the applicant's drug and violence prevention program) that is

based on on-going local assessment or evaluation activities;

"(2) a detailed explanation of the local educational

agency's comprehensive plan for drug and violence prevention.

Which shall include a description of~
"(A) how that plan is consistent with, and

promotes the goals in, the State's application under section 4103
and the local educational agency's plan, either approved or being

developed, under title III of the Goals 2000: Educate hmerica

Act, or, if the local educational agency does not have such an

approved plan and is not developing one, its plan under

section 1112 of this Act;
"(B) the local educational agency's measurable

goals for drug and violence prevention, and a description of how

it will assess and publicly report progress toward attaining

these goals;
"(C) if the local educational agency intends to

use funds under this part to implement an expanded drug and

violence prevention program under section 4107(c), an explanation

of how the local educational agency is already meeting the
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requirements of a basic drug and violence prevention program 

under section 4107(b), regardless of the source of funds used;

"(D) how the local educational agency will use its

regular allocation under section 4105(d)(2)(A)(i) and its 

supplemental allocation, if any, under section 4105(d)(2)(A)(ii);

"(E) how the local educational agency will 

coordinate its programs and projects with community-wide efforts 

to achieve its goals for drug and violence prevention; and

"(F) how the local education agency will 

coordinate its programs and projects with other Federal, State, 

and local programs for drug-abuse prevention, including health

progreuns; and
"(3) such other information and assurances as the State

educational agency may reasonably require.
H(c) pFVTRW OF APPT.TCATION. —m A State educational agency

shall use a peer review process in reviewing local applications

under this section.
"(2)(A) In determining whether to approve the 

application of a local educational agency under this section, a 

State educational agency shall consider the quality of the local 

educational agency's comprehensive plan under subsection (b)(2) 

and the extent to which it is consistent with, and supports, the 

State's application under section 4103 and the State's plan under 

the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, and, if the State does not 

have such a plan, its plan under section 1111 of this Act.
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"(B) A State educational agency shall not permit a

local educational agency to use fiinds under this part to

implement an expanded drug and violence prevention program under

section 4107(c) xinless it determines that the local educational

agency is already meeting (regardless of the source of funds) the

requirements of a basic drug and violence prevention program

under section 4107(b).
"(C) A State educational agency may disapprove a local

agency application under this section in whole or in

part and nay withhold. Unit, or place restrictions on the use of

funds allotted to such a local educational agency in a nanner the

State educational agency detemines will best pronote the

purposes of this part or the State's plan under the Goals 2000:

Educate Ane'Uca Act, and, if the State does not have such a plan,

its plan under section 1111 of this Act.

"LOCAL DRUG AND VIOLENCE PREVENTION PROGRAMS

"SEC. 4107. (a) TTSF OF FUNDS. Except as permitted under

subsection (c), a local educational agency shall use funds

received under this part to adopt and implement a basic drug and

violence prevention program described under subsection (b).

"(b) nagTP PROGRAM.—(1) A basic drug and violence

prevention program under this part shall”—
"(A) be designed, for all students and employees,

to—
"(i) prevent the illegal use, possession, and

distribution of alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs;
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"(ii) prevent violence and promote school

safety; and
"(iii) create a disciplined environment 

conducive to learning;
"(B) include mandatory standards of conduct for 

students and employees, which clearly describe the sanctions that 

will be imposed for violations of the standards and which are 

distributed to all students, parents, and employees;
"(C) include, with respect to drug prevention— 

"(i) age-appropriate, developmentally based 

education and prevention programs for all students, from the 

early childhood level through grade 12, that address the legal, 

social and health consequences of the use of illegal drugs, 

promote a sense of individual responsibility, and provide 

information about effective techniques for resisting peer

presstire to use illegal drugs;
"(ii) professional development programs for

school personnel who provide the education and prevention

programs required by subsection (b)(1)(C)(i);

"(iii) activities to promote the involvement

of parents and coordination with community groups and agencies, 

including the distribution of information about the local 

educational agency's needs assessments, goals, and programs under

subsection (b) (1) (C) (i); and
"(iv) the distribution of information to all

students and employees about resources for drug and alcohol
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counseling, rehabilitation, and re-entry prograns that are

available in the commiinity; and
"(D) include, with respect to violence

prevention—
"(i) age-appropriate, developmentally based

education and prevention programs for all students, from the

early childhood level through grade 12, that address the legal,

personal, and social consequences of violent and disruptive

behavior, including sexual harassment, and that include

activities designed to help students develop a sense of

individual responsibility and respect for the rights of others,

and to resolve conflicts without violence;
"(ii) professional development programs for

school personnel who provide the education and prevention

programs required by subsection (b)(1)(D)(i)»
"(iii) activities to promote the involvement

of parents and coordination with community groups and agencies,

including the distribution of information about the local

educational agency's needs assessment, goals and programs under

subsection (b)(1)(D)(i); and
"(iv) the distribution of information to all

students and employees about resources for counseling, re-entry,

and conflict resolution that are available in the community.

"(2) In implementing its basic drug and violence

prevention program under paragraph (1) or its expanded program

under subsection (c), a local educational agency may use no more



■ 1 

2

3

4

5

6

7

8 

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20 

21 

22

23

24

25

than 33 percent of the funds it receives under this part for any 

fiscal year for—
"(A) minor remodeling to promote security and 

reduce the risk of violence, such as removing lockers, installing

better lights, and upgrading locks; and
"(B) acquiring and installing metal detectors and

hiring security personnel.
"(c) FVPANDED PROGRAM. —fl) A local educational agency that 

demonstrates to the satisfaction of the State educational agency 

that it has adopted and implemented a basic drug and violence 

prevention program described under subsection (b) may use funds 

received under this subpart to supplement its basic program, to 

carry out one or more of the activities described in

paragraph (2), or both.
"(2) A local educational agency described in

paragraph (1) may use funds received under this subpart for

"(A) programs of drug prevention, health 

education, early intervention, counseling, mentoring, or 

rehabilitation referral, which emphasize students' sense of

individual responsibility and may include
"(i) the dissemination of information about

drug prevention;
"(ii) the training of school personnel, 

parents, students, law enforcement officials, judicial officials, 

health service providers, and community leaders in prevention.
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education, early intervention, counseling, or rehabilitation

referral; and
"(iii) the implementation of strategies,

including strategies to integrate the delivery of services fros a

variety of providers, to combat illegal alcohol and other drug

use, such as—
"(I) faunily counseling;
"(II) early intervention activities that

prevent family dysfunction, enhance school performance, and boost

attachment to school and family; and
"(III) activities, such as community

service projects, that are designed to increase students' sense

of community;
^ "(B) violence prevention programs for school-aged

youth, which emphasize students' sense of individual

responsibility and may include
"(i) the dissemination of information about

school safety and discipline;
"(ii) the training of school personnel,

parents, law enforcement officials, judicial officials, and

community leaders in designing and implementing strategies to

prevent school violence;
"(iii) the implementation of strategies, such

as conflict resolution and peer mediation and the use of

mentoring programs, to combat school violence and other forms of

disruptive behavior, such as sexual harassment; and
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"(iv) comprehensive, commxinity-wide

strategies to prevent or reduce illegal gang activity;

"(C) the promotion of before- and after-school 

recreational, instructional, cultural, and artistic programs in

supervised community settings; and
"(D) the evaluation of any of the activities

authorized by subsection (c).

"EVALUATION AND REPORTING
"SEC. 4108. (a) NATIONAL IfffPACT EVALUATION. The Secretary,

in consultation with the Secretary of Health and Human Services, 

the Director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy, and 

the Attorney General, shall conduct an independent biennial 

evaluation^of the national impact of programs under this part and 

submit a report of the findings of such evaluation to the 

President and the Congress.
11(b) fiT^TTi; REPORT. — (1) By October 1, 1997, and every third

year thereafter, the chief executive officer of the State, in

cooperation with the State educational agency, shall submit to

the Secretary a report—
"(A) on the implementation and outcomes of State

programs under section 4104 and section 4105(b) and local 
programs under section 4105(d), as well as an assessment of their

effectiveness; and
"(B) on the State's progress toward attaining its 

goals for drug and violence prevention under sections 4103(b)(1) 

and (c)(1).
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"(2) The report required by this subsection shall be—

"(A) in the form specified by the Secretary;
"(B) based on the State's on-going evaluation

activities, and shall include data on the prevalence of drug use

and violence by youth in schools and communities; and

"(C) made readily available to the public.

11(c) TnrAT. KDUPATTONAL AGENCY REPORT. Each local

educational agency receiving funds under this subpart shall

submit to the State educational agency whatever information, and

at whatever intervals, the State requires to complete the State

report required by subsection (b), including information on the

prevalence of drug use and violence by youth in the schools and

the community. Such information shall be made readily available

to the public.

"PART B—POSTSECONDARY DRUG AND VIOLENCE PREVENTION
PROGRAMS

"GRANTS TO INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

SEC. 4201. (a) TW GENERAL. From funds appropriated under

section 4003(2), the Secretary is authorized to make grants to,

or enter into contracts with, institutions of higher education,

or consortia of such institutions, for drug and violence

prevention programs under this section. Awards under this

section shall support the development, implementation,

validation, and dissemination of model programs and strategies to

promote the safety of students attending institutions of higher



1 education by preventing violent behavior and the illegal use of

2 alcohol and other drugs by such students.
3 »i(b) i^ppT.TCATTONS. An institution of higher education, or

4 consortium of such institutions, that desires to receive an award

5 under this section shall submit an application to the Secretary

6 at such time, in such manner, and containing such information as

7 the secretary may reasonably require. The Secretary shall use a

8 peer review process for reviewing applications for funds under

9 this section.
10 "(c) FOTTTTABU: PARTICIPATION. The Secretary shall make

11 every reasonable effort to enstire the equitable participation of

12 private and public institutions of higher education (including

13 commtinity and junior colleges), institutions of limited
14 enrollment," and institutions in different geographic regions.

15 "NATIONAL CENTER
Ig "SEC. 4202. From funds appropriated under section 4003(2),

17 the Secretary is authorized to support, through a grant to, or a

18 contract with, an institution of higher education, a public or

19 private non-profit organization, or a for-profit organization, a

20 national center to provide training and technical assistance to

21 institutions providing postsecondary education, including

22 for-profit institutions, in developing, implementing, evaluating,

23 validating, replicating, and disseminating model programs and

24 strategies to prevent violence and the use of illegal drugs by

25 students at such institutions.
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"FEDERAL ACTIVITIES
"SEC. 4301. (a) PPOGRAM AUTHORIZED. From fxinds appropriated

under section 4003(3), the Secretary of Education, in

consultation with the Secretary of Health and Human Services, the

Director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy, and the

Attorney General, shall carry out programs to prevent the illegal

use of drugs and violence among, and promote safety and

discipline for, students at all educational levels,

prekindergarten through postsecondary. The Secretary shall carry

out such programs directly, or through grants, contracts, or

cooperative agreements with public and private non-profit

organizations and individuals, or through agreements with other

Federal agencies, and shall coordinate such programs with other

appropriate Federal activities. Such programs may include—

"(1) the development and demonstration of innovative

strategies for training school personnel, parents, and members of

the community, including the demonstration of model preservicc

training programs for prospective school personnel;

"(2) demonstrations and rigorous evaluations of

innovative approaches to drug and violence prevention;

"(3) drug and violence prevention research that is

coordinated with other Federal agencies and is directed towards

improving programs and activities under this title;

"(4) program evaluations that address issues not

addressed under section 4108(a);
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•*(5) direct services to schools and school systems 

afflicted with especially severe drug and violence problems;

"(6) activities in communities designated as 

empowerment zones or enterprise communities that will connect 

schools to community-wide efforts to reduce drug and violence

problems;
"(7) developing and disseminating drug and violence 

prevention materials, including model curricula; and

"(8) other activities that meet unmet national needs

related to the purposes of this title.
H PEER REVIEW. The Secretary shall use a peer review

process in reviewing applications for funds under this section.

"PART D—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

"DEFINITIONS
"SEC. 4401. For the purposes of this title, the following

terms have the following meanings;
"(1) The term 'drug and violence prevention' means 

"(A) with respect to drugs, prevention, early 

intervention, rehabilitation referral, or education related to 

the illegal use of alcohol and tobacco (nicotine) and the use of 

controlled, illegal, addictive, or harmful substances, including

inhalants and an2d>olic steroids; and
"(B) with respect to violence, the promotion of

school safety, such that students and school personnel are free 

from violent and disruptive acts, including sexual harassment, on
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school premises, going to and from school, and at school- 

sponsored activities, through the creation and maintenance of a

school environment that is free of weapons and fosters individual

responsibility and respect for the rights of others.

••(2) The term 'nonprofit', as applied to a school,

agency, organization, or institution means a school, agency,

organization, or institution owned and operated by one or more

nonprofit corporations or associations, no part of the net

earnings of which inures, or may lawfully inure, to the benefit

of any private shareholder or individual.
"(3) The term 'school-aged population' means the

population aged five through 17, as determined by the Secretary

on the basis of the most recent satisfactory data available from

the Department of Commerce.
"(4) The term 'school personnel' includes teachers,

administrators, guidance counselors, social workers,
psychologists, nurses, librarians, and other support staff who

are employed by a school or who perform services for the school

on a contractual basis.

"MATERIALS
"SEC. 4402. (a) 'WRONG AND HARMFUL' MESSAGE. Drug

prevention programs supported under this title shall convey a
clear and consistent message that the illegal use of alcohol and

other drugs is wrong and harmful.
"(b) OTTPRTCTTIJJM. The Secretaiy shall not prescribe the use

of specific curricula for programs supported under this title,
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but may evaluate the effectiveness of such curricula and other

strategies in drug and violence prevention.

"PROHIBITED USES OF FUNDS
"SEC. 4403. No funds under this title may be used for—

"(1) construction (except for minor remodeling needed

to accomplish the purposes of this title);

"(2) drug treatment or rehedjilitation; and

"(3) psychiatric, psychological, or other medical

treatment or rehabilitation, other than school-based counseling

for students or school personnel who are victims or witnesses of

school-related crime.
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