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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION N E W S 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact. David Frank (202) 401-3026 
October 10, 1997 Tom Lyon (202) 401-1220 

STATEMENT BY U.S. SECRETARY OF EDUCATION RICHARD W. RILEY 
regarding voucher proponent's memo that encourages weakening 

basic civil rights legislation for D.C. vouchers 

I have read the Oa. 10 USA TODAY [page D15] article regarding the effort of Clint Bolick, the 
litigation director of the Institute for Justice, to use the D.C. appropriations bill that authorizes 
vouchers for 2,000 school children to weaken basic civil rights protections. I have also read his 
memo in its entirety and it is quite clear to me that the Institute for Justice has something in mind 
other than helping all children get a good education. 

In his pursuit of vouchers, Mr.Bolick seems eager to gut some of the most fiindamental civil 
rights laws of this land -in particular, laws that have done so much to help disabled children and 
young wromen get the best education possible. I am stunned that anyone would willingly boast 
that they "argued strongly against those regulations." To its credit, the United States Catholic 
Conference vigorously tried to persuade Mr. Bolick to be more inclusive and include these 
fundamental civil rights laws in the D.C. bill. 

A careful reading of the proposed D.C, School Reform legislation tells us that Mr. Bolick was 
indeed successful in his efforts to weaken basic and fundamental civil rights protections. The bill 
would make Title VI, Title IX. and Section 504 inapplicable to participating schools. These laws 
include imponant substantive and procedural rights for parents. It is not clear that any of these 
protections would apply to the vague anti-discrimination language in this bill. Moreover, that 
language does not apply at all to discrimination based on disability and it affirmatively allows 
certain forms of sex discrimination. 

Also, because the full protections of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) do 
not apply to parents who choose to send their children to private schools, the voucher program 
would effectively deny the choice of using a voucher to send a disabled child to a private school. 
In his zealous effon to eliminate these basic civil rights laws, Mr. Bolick is creating a situation 
that invites confusion and an enormous amount of unnecessary litigation. 

The citizens of the District of Columbia and their children deserve the same basic protections 
when it comes to civil rights as all other .Americans. I urge the Congress to reject this legislation 
that goes against the grain of basic American fairness. The D,C. voucher legislation is deeply 
flawed in more ways than one. 

attachment 

Our mission Is to ensure seeess to education and to promote educational axeellenee throughout tha Nation. 
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TO: Mike Cohen 
Domestic Policy Council 
FAX PHONE: (202) 456-7431 VOICE: (202) 456-2216 

FROM: AAUW 
TERI BERNARDO 
PHONE: (202) 728-7633 FAX: (202) 872-1425 
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Support Existing Anti-Discrimination Laws: 
Oppose Cloture on S. 1156 

September 29,1997 

Dear Senator: 

On behalf of the American Association of University Women (AAUW), the Naiional Women's Uw 
Center (NWLC). and the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights (LCCR). we urge you to oppose 
cloture on the District ofColumbia Appropriations bill (S. 1156). We believe that the District of 
Columbia should not be a laboratory for exempting taxpayer-supported schools from federal civil 
rights laws. 

The District ofColumbia Student Opportunity Scholawhip Act of 1997. which is ejq)ected to be 
introduced by Senators Coats and Lieberman as an amendment during Senate floor consideration 
of to S 1156. erodes anti-discrimination laws (Title VI. TiUe DC. Section 504, and the Age 
Discrimination Act) and takes away from the children of D.C. the guarantee of equal educational 
opportunity that they deserve. The bill's anti-discrimination provision fiaUs far short ofthe anti­
discrimination requirements under federal law. Further, the biU expressly permits taxpayer dollars 
to support sex discrimination by fimding single-sex piograms, regardless of the justification for them 
and regardless of whether any programs are available to the excluded sex. 

Attached is more detailed information on why we oppose cloture on the District of Columbia 
Appropriations bill. If you have and questions, please contact Nancy Zirkin, AAUW. at 202/785-
7720 Debbie Brake, NWLC, at 202/588-5180, or Wade Henderson, LCCR, at 202/466-3311. 

Sincerely, 

Sandy Bernard 
AAUW, President 

Marcia Greenberger 
NWLC, Co-Prcsidcnt 

Wade Henderson 
LCCR, Executive Director 
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OFPOSE CLOTURE ON S.11S6; 
SUPPORT E X I S U N G I K D E R A L ANTI-DISCRIMINATION L A W S 

The District of Colunibii Student Opportunity Scholarship Act of I997.whieh is txpect«d 
to be introduotd by Soutort Cottt and Ud>enMn as m 
condd«fatloii of S.I 156, «rod«a cmsting trti-dMcrinuMtioa laws (Title VI, Title IX, ScctUm 904 
and the Age Diacrindnatioa Act) and takei away from the children of D.C. the guarantee of equal 
educational opportunity that they deserve. 

n C AmiM not he a lahoratQiy for enanpting tccpayef-ftipported sehooli ftom federal 
riwl rigWfUw* Under cufTtnt Uw, schools that rcccive fbdcral flmds lo the fbim of 
federal aid to students must abide by federal laws prohibiting discrimination in federally-
fiinded education prognms.' These laws protect students, and others, iroin discrimtaation 
on the baus of seic. rac^ color, ostioBal mjpn and disability in federal̂ funded educadon 
programs. The Coats bill, however, rewrites the law to permit schools to receive 
t8}q>iyer-funded voudien uncondhionally, without ai^ correqxxiding ot̂ ation to 
comply with fisderal anti-diseriroination laws. D.C. students attending taxpayer-supported 
schools should not have less protection from discrimination than students in all other parts 
ofthe countiy. 

The bill'M anri.<n«erimin«tion pntyviripn ftr ihort of thft anti-discrimination 
requirgments under federal hw snd IK not adequate la an apparent attempt tO compensate 
for withhol(£ng federal civil rights protections from the federaOy-supported voudier 
program created in the biU, the biU indudes a acctioa prohibiting panicipating fChoolS 
from discriminating on the basis of race, color, national orig^ or sex. However, the bill's 
substitute anti-discrimination provision is fiv from adequate: 

(1) The bill docs not include disability as a prohibited basis for discrimination;' 

(2) There is no indication that the types ofdiscrifflination that it does cover would be 
construed as broadly as the requirements of federal law; and 

'GTOV^ City Cftflgy- v Bell 46i U.S. 555.563-70 (19M). While Coqgresa subsequentb̂  
overturned other aspects ofthe Court's decision in firnveCitv restrietiî  tbe scope of federal 
civi] rights laws, it left intact the Coun's niUng that a private college that did aot otherwise 
receive federal aid had to comply whh federal dvil rigjiu laws because it indirectly received such 
aid by enrolling students who paid their tuition with federal education grants. 

'Although a separate section of the bill preserves the existing obligatioas of D.C. public 
schoois under the Indî aduals with DisabiUties Education Act. it does not address D C. piivate 
schools, nor does it pcesenv the general prohibhion of disability-based discrimination applicable 
to federally-funded programs under Section S04 of the RdabUiutum Act. 
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(3) The bill affiirds no means fbr enfbrdnghs non-discrimination provision otiier than 
by pemdttiug a newly-created private corporation to revoke an institutioa's 
eligibility if it finds the institution violated the civil rights provision. By contrast, 
the federal antiwiiscrimixiation lava are enfbroed by the government ageacy that 
awarded the federal fiinds or by the counŝ  and persons harmed by discrimination 
are entitled to a conq)lete remedy. 

The btU eraress^ riennits taxnaver doDsrs to mppoit «e>t diarimlnation hy fimding BT^!^ 
sex programs. reaardleM of tha niiitififaitioH fnr them mnd neprdlen of wherhef ary 
nrograms are avaflable to thn atelud̂  t«t The biU cacplidtly pcnaitt panidpatiag 
schools to be slnglo-iex or to offer lingle-sex classes or activitieŝ  without any 
requirement that they offer any program fer the eaduded sex, much less an equal 
program. As htstoiy has shown, single*sex education has often left girls and women with 
the shon end of the stidc, and tiie hHl providea no safeguards to keep history fhnn 
repeating itself Moreover. Title DC already provides adequate flexibility fbr appropriate 
stngle-sex programs. 

For additiond infomation, contact: 

Deborah Brake 
Nationd Women's Law Center 
(202)588-3180 

Nancy Zirkin 
American Assodation of Udversity Women 
(202) 745-7700 

September 29.1997 
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E X E C U T I V E O F F I C E O F T H E P R E S I D E N T 
O F F J C E O F M A N A G E M E N T A N D B U D G E T 

W A S H I N G T O N , O . C ZOSOS 

September 29, 1997 
T H E DIRECTOR 

The Honorable Bob Livdngston 
Chairman 
Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The purpose of this letter is to provide the Administration's views on the District of 
Columbia Appropriations Bill, FY 1998, as reported by the Subcommittee. As you develop the 
Committee version ofthe bill, your consideration of the Administration's views would be 
appreciated. 

The Administration strongly opposes a provision of the Subcommittee bill that would 
provide for the use of Federal taxpayer funds for private school vouchers. Instead of investing 
additional resources in public schools, vouchers would allow a few seleaed students to attend 
private schools, and would draw attention away from the hard work of reforming public schools 
that serve the overwhelming majority of D.C. students. Establishing a private school voucher 
system in the Nation's Capital would set a dangerous precedent for using Federal taxpayer fimds 
for schools that are not accountable to the public. If this language is included in the bill presented 
to the President, the President's senior advisers would reconrunend that the President veto the bill. 

While the Administration appreciates the suppon of the Subcommittee in developing a bill 
that provides sufficient Federal funding to implement the National Capital Revitalization and Self-
Govemment Improvement Art of 1997 (the Revitalization Act), we strongly oppose a number of 
the provisions ofthe Subcommittee bill, as described bdow. Even if the. provision concerning 
school vouchers were to be stricken, the Subcommittee bill would remain unacceptable. Unless 
the Administration's concems are satisfactorily resolved, the President's senior advisers would 
recommend that the President veto the bill. 

Abortion 

The Administration strongly opposes the abortion language of the Subcommittee bill, 
which would prohibit the use of both Federal and District funds to pay for abonions except in 
those cases where the life ofthe mother is endangered or in situations involving'rape or incest. 
Further, the Department of Justice has advised that the language would be unconstitutional 
regarding fiinds provided to the Dislrict of Columbia Corrections Trustee, to the extent the 
language places an undue burden on a woman's right to obtain an abortion. The Administration 
continues to view the prohibition on the use of local ftinds as an unwarranted intrusion into the 
affairs of the District and would support an amendment, if offered, to strike this prohibition. 



Davis-Bacon Act 

The Administration strongly opposes section 363 ofthe Subcommittee bill. As drafted, 
this provision would permit w^ver of the application of the Davis-Bacon Act to construction and 
repair wotk for the District of Columbia schools. Waiving these protections would deny payment 
of locally prevailing wages to workers on Federally fimded construrtion ates. The language must 
be revised to eliminate the waiver of the Davis-Bacon Act. 

Pennsylvania Avenue 

The Administration strongly opposes section 159 ofthe bill, which would require thar 
Pennsylvania Avenue in front ofthe White House be opened on January 1, 1998. On May 20, 
1995, the Department ofthe Treasury implemented the security artion to prohibit vehicular trafSc 
on Pennsylvania Avenue between 15th and 17th Streets. A White House Security Review 
concluded that there was no altemative to prohibiting vehicular traffic on Pennsylvania Avenue 
that would ensure the protection of the President of the United States, the first family, and those 
working in or visiting the White House Complex from explosive devices carried in vehicles near 
the perimeter. The Subcommittee's action would jeopardize the safety of those inside the White 
House Complex. 

Micromanagement 

The Administration opposes the provisions of the Subcommittee bill that would further 
restria or otherwise condition management ofthe District Government, thereby undercutting the 
Financial Responsibility and Management Assistance Authority's (the Authority's) oversight role 
and responsibility for the District's annual budget. 

Specifically, the Administration opposes provisions ofthe bill that would require the 
District to place a ceiling on FY 1998 fiill-time equivalents (FTEs) at ninety percent ofthe level as 
of September 30, 1997, and language placing a cap on general fiind expenditures in order to 
provide $500 million for debt reduction and a taxpayer relief fund. Congress has given to the 
Authority the responsibiiity to guide the District toward long-term financial health and that role 
should not be undercut by unnecessary micromanagement. 

Other provisions ofthe bill that undermine functions ofthe Authority and the District 
Council include; a provision requiring District Government employees to reside in the District; a 
provision to close the Universily of the District of Columbia Law School; and, the prohibition of 
helicopter tours over the District. 

Treasure Borrowing Authoritv 

The Subcommittee bill includes language thai would prchibii the District from borrowing 
to finance its accumulated general fimd deficit. It is not uncommon for cities recovering from 
severe cash flow problems to finance accumulated deficits through long-term borrowing. The 
Revitalization Act allows the District to borrow up to $300 million from Treasury for deficit 



financing if the District can show that it does not have private market access. The Distrirt needs 
the flewbility to use the Treasury window for long-term borrowing in case the private markets are 
not accessible. 

D C Courts and Offender Services Funding 

The Administration strongly opposes language in the Subcommittee bill that provides for 
fijnding the District of Columbia Courts and Offender Services through the Office of Management 
and Budget. The Administration urges the Committee to consider passing funding through the 
Authority or through stand-alone accounts. The original proposal was to pass funding through 
the State Justice Institute and not require the Institute to review these expenditures. 

Additionally, the Administration would recommend that the House include language that 
would make available fimds colierted by the District of Columbia Courts for necessary expenses, 
including the funding of pension costs. 

The Administration is committed to working with the House to produce a bill that will 
assist the District in its continued efforts toward financial recovery. We look forward to working 
with the House to address our mutual concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Franklin D. Raines 
Director 

Identical Letter Sent to The Honorable Bob Livingston, 
The Honorable David R. Obey, The Honorable Charies H. Taylor, 

and The Honorable James P. Moran 



Press Guidance on DC Vouchers 
September 17, 1997 

General Points: 

The Administration strongly opposes any legislation allowing the use of Federal taxpayer 
fijnds for vouchers, including in D.C. 

We need to focus on strengthening the public schools that serve the vast majority of 
students and expanding choice within the public education system, such as through charter 
schools that only stay open as long as they do a good job. 

Vouchers would siphon critical dollars from neighborhood public schools that are already 
short on resources in order to send a few selected students to private schools, and would 
distract attention from the hard work of reform needed to change failing schools into good 
schools and good schools into outstanding schools. 

Doesn't the failure of the DC schools to manage so basic a task as to open their schools 
on time call into question the capacity of the school system here to improve? Shouldn't 
vouchers be allowed here at least? 

The delay in opening the DC schools has been very unfortunate. However, vouchers 
would do nothing to speed the process of repairing DC schools, and would accomplish 
nothing for the vast majority of students who will continue to attend these schools. In 
fact, vouchers would divert attention and resources away from the public schools and the 
hard task of reforming them. We need to confront the real problems that the DC school 
system has ~ by raising standards, putting into place effective reform strategies, and 
holding students, teachers and schools accountable for their performance. Establishing 
vouchers in DC would set a dangerous precedent for using taxpayer funds to support 
schools that are unaccountable to the public. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

September 18, l 997 
(Senate floor) 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
(THIS STATEMENT Hl\S BEEN COORDlNATED BY OMB WITH THE CONCERNED l\GENCIES.) 

S. 1156 - DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRTA TIONS BILL. FY 1998 
(Sponsors: Stevens (R), Alaska~ Faircloth (R). North Carolina) 

This Statement of Administration Policy provides the Administration's views on S. 1156, 
the District of Columbia Appropriations Bill, FY 1998, as reported by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. 

The Administration commends the Committee for developing a bill that provides sufficient 
funding to implement the National Capital Revitalization and Self-Government Improvement Act 
of 1997 successfully. The Senate is urged to approve a bill that is free of extraneous provisions. 

The Administration strongly supports charter schools which provide parents and students 
more choice within the public education system. However, the Administration understands that 
an amendment may be offered that would provide for the use ofschool vouchers in the District. 
The Administration would strongly oppose any legislation allowing the use of Federal taxpayer 
funds for private school vouchers. Instead ofinvesting additional resources in public schools, 
vouchers would allow a few selected students to attend private schools, and would draw ath.~ntion 
away from the hard work of reforming public schools that serve the overwhelming majority of 
D.C. students. Establishing a private school voucher system in the Nation's Capital would set a 
dangerous precedent for using Federal taxpayer funds for schools that are not accountable to the 
public. If such an amendment were adopted and included in the bill presented to the President, his 
senior advisers would recommend that the President veto the bill. 

The Administration strongly opposes the abortion language of the Committee bill, which 
would prohibit the use of both Federal and District funds to pay for abonions except in those 
cases where the life of the mother is endangered or in situations of rape or incest. The 
Administration continues to view this prohibition on the use oflocal funds as an unwarranted 
intrusion into the affairs of the District and would support an amendment, if offered, to strike this 
prohibition. 

The Administration understands that an amendment may be offered that would limit the 
use of a ponion of the D.C. prison construction funds for housing inmates in private contract 
facilities. The Administration strongly opposes such a restriction on the use of these funds as it 
would hinder the Bureau of Prisons' ability to house serious violent offenders in a timely and cost 
effective manner. The amendment is not needed since the Revitalization Act already requires that 
fifty percent of D.C. inmates be housed in private contract facilities. 

The Administration urges the Senate to consider an amendment that would make fonds 
collected by the D.C. Courts available to the Couns for necessary expenses, including the fonding 

of pension costs. 

.• 
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General Pomts: 

Talking Points on DC Vouchers 
DRAFT -- September 17, 1997 

• The Administration strongly opposes any legislation allo...,.ing the use of Federal tai'Cpayer 
fw1ds for vouchers, including in D.C. 

• lftstca&J'we need to focus on strengtht:ning the public schools that serve the vast majority 
of students and expanding choice \\ithin the public education system, such ac; through 
charter schools that only stay open as long as they do a good job. 

• Vouchers would siphon critical dollars from neighborhood public school!'i that are already 
sho1t on resources in order lo send a few selected students to private schools, and would 
distract attention from the hard work of reform needed lu 1,;ha11ge fai Ii ng schools into 
good schools and good schools into outstanding school~. 

Q: Doesn't the failure of the DC schools to manage so basic a task as to open their schools 
on time call into question the capacity of the school system here lo improve? Shouldn't 
vouchers be allowed here at least? 

A· The di:by in opening Lhe DC sc!H".lols has been very w1fortunate. However, vouchers 
would JL1 nothing to 5peed th~ process of repairing DC schools. and would accompli~h 
nothing for the vast majority of stud~nts who will continue to attend these schools. 
IH~d. we need t.o eoflfr6Ht the-real poelems that DC !lftEi--m.any et:luir-t1:rba:a sehool 
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William R. Kincaid 
09/15/97 06:23:11 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Mary I. Cassell/OMB/EOP 

cc: Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP, Jonathan H. Schnur/OVP @ OVP 
Subject: DC Language l 

'I 

We recommend insertingilanguage along the lines of the following at the beginning of the paragraph on 
private school vouchers: ~I 

i 

"The Administration strongly supports charter schools which provide parents and students more 
choice within the public education system. However, ... " 

Thanks. 

-- Bill 
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Alice Shuffield .jg 
September 15, 1997 

FOR YOUR CLEARANCE -­
DC Appropriations Senate SAP 

Attached is our draft Senate floor SAP regarding S, I 156 the District of Columbia 
Appropriations Bill. The bill will likely go to the floor on Tuesday. 

Position: 

Timing: 

We need to resolve the level of objection for school vouchers: 
strongly oppose, Secretary of Education veto threat, or Senior 
Advisors veto threat. In the 1996 DC SAPs (the last time the issue 
was debated on the DC bill), the voucher provision fell under a 
blanket senior advisors veto threat. In this SAP, the voucher 
provision is not in the Committee bill, so we are commenting on a 
potential stand-alone Coats/Lieberman amendment. Director Raines 
prefers language strongly 01>posing the provision, but just short of a 
veto threat. 

We aim to send the letter up by the end of the day on Monday. 

Please contact Alice Sh1!ffle/J at 5-47'.JO hy 5:0Upm 011 Mo11day with your comme11ts. 



September , 1997 . -
(Senate Floor) 

S. 1156 -- DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS BILL. FY 1998 
(Sponsors: Stevens (R), Alaska; Faircloth (R), North Carolina) 

This Statement of Administration Policy provides the Administration's views on S. 1156, 
the District of Columbia Appropriations Bill, FY 1998, as reported by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. 

The Administration commends the Committee for developing a bill that provides sufficient 
funding to implement the National Capital Revitalization and Self-Government Improvement Act 
of 1997 successfully. The Senate is urged to approve a bill that is free of extraneous provisions. 

The Administration strongly opposes the abortion language of the Committee bill, which 
would prohibit the use of both Federal and District funds to pay for abortions except in those 
cases where the life of the mother is endangered or in situations of rape or incest. The 
Administration continues to view this prohibition on the use of local funds as an unwarranted 
intrusion into the affairs of the District and would support an amendment, if offered, to strike this 
prohibition. 

DECISION NEEDED -- LEVEL OF OBJECTION TO VOUCHER PROVISION: 
(I) 
(2) 
(3) 

Strongly oppose 
Secretary of Education recommends veto 
Senior Advisors recommend veto 

The Administration understands that an amendment may be offered that would provide for 
the use of school vouchers in the District. The Administration would strongly oppose any 
legislation allowing the use of Federal taxpayer funds for private school vouchers. The use 
of public funds for private schools undermines one of the foundations of the public school system 
-- to build a strong and diverse democracy. Establishing a private school voucher system in the 
Nation's Capital would set a dangerous precedent for using Federal taxpayer funds for schools 
that are not accountable to the public. [If such an amendment were adopted and included in 
the bill presented to the President, (the Secretary of Education I his senior advisers I would 
recommend that the President veto the bill.] 

The Administration understands that an amendment may be offered that would limit the 
use of a portion of the D.C. prison construction funds for housing inmates in private contract 
facilities. The Administration strongly opposes such a restriction on the use of these funds as it 
would hinder the Bureau of Prisons' ability to house serious violent offenders in a timely and cost 
effective manner. The amendment is not needed since the Revitalization Act already requires that 



fifty percent of D.C. inmates be housed in private contract facilities. 

The Administration urges the Senate to consider an amendment that would make funds 
collected by the D.C. Courts available to the Courts for necessary expenses, including the funding 
of pension costs. 

2 
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GOP Wants Vouchers for D.C. Schools 

ByDARLENESUPERVILLE 
Associated Press Writer 

WASHINGTON (AP) Republican congressional leaders said Tuesday they would 
act within the next few weeks on a controversial plan to make school-choice 
vouchers available to pupils attending District of Columbia public schools. 

"We believe public schools should be a magnet and not a trap," House Speaker 
Newt Gingrich told an outdoor crowd of about 50 children, their parents and 
local religious leaders who support the proposal. 

The youngsters were free to go to the Capitol building because the start of the 
district school year has been delayed three weeks, until Sept. 22, by ongoing 
repairs at city schools . 

They wore oversized red and white T-shirts with the words "Save the Kids, 
Now!" and gave Gingrich, R-Ga., and Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott, 
R-Miss., a petition favoring vouchers signed by more than 2,000 residents. 

"Congress will answer this petition," Lott declared. 

Democratic Sens. Joseph Lieberman of Connecticut and Mary Landrieu of 
Louisiana joined Republicans in support of the plan, under which about $7 
million would be used to pay for the school vouchers. 

Some 2,000 low-income pupils could then qualify for up to $3,200 to attend the 
public, private or religious school of their choice. 

Congress plans to include the proposal in the city's 1998 budget, which it must 
approve. A similar effort failed in 1995. 

Rep. Eleanor Holmes Norton, a Democrat and the district's nonvoting delegate in 
Congress, chided lawmakers for revisiting the issue. 

"Go home. Go to your own town. Go to your own district. Get vouchers passed 
there," she said. Norton said Congress should use the $7 million to pay for 
additional repairs at school buildings instead of vouchers. 

(16 Sep 1997 15:22 EDT) 
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To: Kathryn B. Stack/OMB/EOP@EOP 

cc: Mark E. Miller/OMB/EOP@EOP, Barry White/OMB/EOP@EOP 
Subject: Draft SAP on the DC Appropriations Bill 

Following this paragraph is a draft SAP to the Senate Floor on the DC Appropriations Bill. Included 
in the SAP is a paragraph on the possibility of an amendment being offered to included funding for 
school vouchers and the Administration's objection this amendment. I need your approval on the 
paragraph ASAP. The SAP needs to go to the Senate tomorrow, Floor action on the bill is 
scheduled for Friday. Please note, this is the first SAP to the Hill. The Senate Subcommittee did 
not have a formal markup and the House will begin consideration of the bill sometime next week. 

September 11, 1997 
(Senate Floor) 

S. 1156 -- DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS BILL, FY 1998 
(Sponsors: Stevens (R),Alaska; Faircloth (R), North Carolina) 

This Statement of Administration Policy provides the Administration's views on S. 1156, 
the District of Columbia Appropriations Bill, FY 1998, as reported by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. 

The Administration commends the Committee for developing a bill that provides 
sufficient funding to implement the National Capital Revitalization and Self-Government 
Improvement Act of 1997 successfully. The Administration is pleased that the bill does not 
contain extraneous provisions that would impede its enactment. 

The Administration strongly opposes the abortion language of the Committee bill, which 
would prohibit the use of both Federal and District funds to pay for abortions except in those 
cases where the life of the mother is endangered or in situations of rape or incest. The 
Administration continues to view this prohibition on the use of local funds as an unwarranted 
intrusion into the affairs of the District and would support an amendment, if offered, to strike this 
prohibition. 

The Administration understands that an amendment may be offered that would provide 
for use of school vouchers in the District. The Administration would strongly oppose any 
legislation allowing the use of Federal taxpayer funds for private school vouchers. The use of 
public funds for private schools undermines one of the foundations of the public school system -­
to build a strong and diverse democracy. Establishing a private school voucher system in the 
Nation's Capital would set a dangerous precedent for using Federal taxpayer funds for schools 
that are not accountable to the public. If such an amendment were adopted and included in the 
final bill, the President's senior advisers would recommend that the President veto the bill. 



VI-I J.V JI J.£. •..JV l'tU ,uuL I .u.L 

UI IU L-nUUI"' uP..nl~\...11 

FAX COVER 

.Education Branch 
Executive Office of the President 

Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 20503 \V 
\~ . V\f\t\LL:' 

TO: ~ CJ? ttecJ 
FAXNUMBER: ~ &S-5:/il 

FROM: r:1~ Sda..J, 
) 

DATE: TIME: -------
NUMBER OF P ~GES: Cover+ 2-

Notes: 

Education Branch Fax Number: 202/395-4875 
Voice Confirmation: 202/395·5880 



L-nUUP.. Ul'n1'1'-11 J.U•£.U£. -.J;;;>J-J.J;;;IV -:>c.r J.V ;;;11 lL·~~ ~U.UUL r.UL 
unu ·-·------.. ---·-· 

_ 2.tll,9(9?. THU 01: SJ FAX 20f 401 1438 
---·-- ·-···-· --- ···---· ---· 

I>EPr OF EOUCATION/OLC.U 
'''I. 

'·.._ ..... · 

~ , ____ .. 

• .. ... .. 

liX~UTfV& OFFlOE OF TH!. PRESIOINT 
OFFJClii oi: ~Q!MEHT AHO IUCQ!T 

WAaHI~, P.C. 2lll5Cll P•bruary 26, 199' 
(Sena.te Floor) 

STATE~NT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
t 

Thi• scat•~•~t of Adminiaera~1o~ Policy provides Ch• 
Adminiatracion'• viowe on H.a. 2S4C, the District ot Colulnbia 
A;>propriaciona Bill, FY' tP!,, aa reportod ~y the Confe~nee 
Commictea. Th• ~mini•tration strgngly support• efforts of the 
Diat%ict of Columbia ~o b~ing fi•~ai atebiii~y. ;rowcb and 
opportunity eo1th• eity. The PresiQehC re~ains cowaitced to 
helping p~c ~h• Dietr£et baek on t~e ~ath to ~iftanai•l h•aith 
a~d we appreei•t• Con9ress' decieion to provtd• the ~~ll Pederal 
pay.nant ~o the ~iser1ct. . 

R.agreecebly, ebe confe~ee• ehc.•e c.o ira.clude ob1ection&ble ·. 
authoriE&tion ~d ~elated le,Lalati~n in Che Confar~ce ~eport. 
••••d on chase' provisi.onc, t.h• P:z:esi'dent' s senior aclviaare woul4 
reco'ftml.~nd. 1:.hat the President V•to t&.ic bill if it Ve1"e p::r9a=tec1 
to him in it• current foJ:111.. 

While the: Administra~ion su.pporc• ~y of cbe sehool·refo::r:m. 
endeavors ia the D1etr1ct ct Colu~ia app~opri•~lCUD bill, it 
reTri'lins atrong.ly oppo8ecl to tb languaga in th• legi.Glation 
allowing the ~e of F•4•r•l taxp~ywr funds tor private school 
vouchers. . 

The Admi~·i•trat.ion •trongly a~port• good ocbaol• 'botk 
public and p:ri.•ate, &:Id r•aopi%e• .. that p:-ivatc csczhool• are an 
imporc.•nt: part: of lUrlaricu ed.ucacion. SoweVel:', est-.blisb.in51 a. . 
p:r;ivate sc:hool voucher sy•tem in t~ Nacion ·.s Capital would ••t a. 
dang~rou• prec.aden~ for ueing Fe~•r~l caxpaye~ f\lllcl.8 fgr privat~ 
achool11 aero•• the country_ hiva.t:e echool t~i~ion vouche:-11 
would di~•rt badly needed ~lie fui\4• and cni~t ebe= to priv~te 
inBtitueicn• th.At would reeain taair ability ~o ax.elude •tv~enta 
on th• ba•ia of their ability to p~y er their acad•mic 
achi&vemene. and that ara noc accouncable to ~h• public. The 
Ad.rni~iscr&tion vould support provision• !h cne bill ~hat wo~~~ 
perm~e the us• of public funds for. public school ~hoice, &hd ~o~ 
•eholar•hiP• for afte~·sehool a~d &U1Ntlar aetivitiea at either 
public or private non-sectarian schoola. 

The Adminiac~etion aeron;ly opposes &ection 2SS1(bl (6) cf 
the bill vhic:n vould, in effec:t. wa'.ive the applicac.ion of l.abor . . 

··, 
.. 

),·:. 
·'· 

• • 
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protaction laws, ineluding the Davis·Baco~ Act and ·civil rights 
p2:."oviaions. toc:onstr:uction and. repair work for the Di•trict of 
Columbia aehocla. tn addition. the•Adm.inistracion recommends 
~h~ the provision for periniCting volunteer• ~ithih 25,l(~) (2) be 
cori..istent vith the provi•!on• Wlde·r. the F•1-r LGor St.andard.s Act 
for volunt••~ing ta State an4 local go~ermnent1. The 
Admini•tr.ation would also •ug~•t that the ••1'1"14 provision be 
clarified to exclude labor perfornie~ fo~ eont~ac~ors and 
auhcontra.ctors on vorJc co"•red 3-y th• Davi•-kccn Aec. 

Ill 003 

The Adm.iniatrac.ion atz-ongly oppoeea the ab~rtiC'.JD language of 
th• bill. which would prohibit th• use of both Federal aiid 
Di•trice funde to pay tor abortions exe~t in those case• where 
the lite of c.he mother ia enda.n.gere·11 or 1n 1it'-6ation• of ra.pli or 
incest. The Admini9tration objects· ta th• prehibition on the u1e 
of local fund.a a.e an unwarranted incru•ion into the af f a.1.rs of 
t.he Districc. ·.We urge repeal of a. :Bimila:r proviaion. in P.L. 
104,.92. . ,I 

Th• Ad~ini~cration i• eommiece~ co·workin~ v1ch th• 
Congress t:op~od.ucc an ac~ept~lcib~ll aa soon as po1111ible. Zn 
view o! th• ~ri~ical finaneial JWad~ of the D1•trict, ve ~rge che 
Con.gr••• to· be reepQnaive to theaa concern•. 

' 

, . 

• 1,· ... .. ~ . 
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UNJTED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCAnON 

'Jl{E UCRnARY 

Hencrabl• Bob Livin9•ton 
Cheiirman 
committee on Apprcpriations 
Houoo ot ~•praMant•tives 
Washington, OC 20519 

Dear Kr. Chairmanr 

I am writing to •xpr••s my views on Representative Gundar•on'a 
drat~ "D1st.riet ot Columbia School Reform Aot of 1995," which I 
und•r•tand may be ottered as an amendment to H.R. 2546, the 
t1soal ~ear 1996 appropriation• bill for th• District ot 
Columbia. Whil• I am a strong •upporter ot efforts to reform and 
improve eelucation in the District and find man~ ideas in the bill 
that could benef~t the District'• children, I am ~articularly 
opposed to lanquaqe in the laqislaticn that would authorize tha 
use of Federal taxpayer tunda to ~ay for private school vouchers. 

I appreciate the conscientioua effort• ot th• District ta•k forog 
and ot Representative aundBl'son in davaloping a prcc••• to craft 
leqialation to benefit the District'• aohoolg and th• ohild~•n 
they 1arva. As a result, tha~• is mueb in th• draft Reform Act 
that would &ddr••• the 9duoational needa of thoaa children. The 
development of ~omprahansive reform plans, the establi•hm•nt of 
challenging stan4ard• and eorreapondinv ••mem~monto fer all 
students, th• great1on of eha~t•r school&, increaaad parental 
involvement in their ohildron'• education, ;reatar uee gf family 
literacy p:o;~am1, access to state-of-the-art technology, 
•tfeativa work-to~c• pr•perati;n 1 and axpanaion ot sc.hcol• 
buaineaa partnerQhi~s[ all of whioh the Act would p~omota, ara 

.····ideas t.bat thi• .Aclmin1stratign has actively 11upportee1. 

I raqret that the Act would al&g create a proc;ram or t•d•rally­
tund•d vouchers tor low-income students to u1a at public or 
private •lementery and secon~ary •cnool&, w1t.h little or no 
pu.Dlio accounta~ility for how thosa fund• are used. While the 
Presiaent an4 I have lonq aupported cho1ce among !uplio schoole, 
we bave repeatedly expr••••d our oppcsition to us nq t&xpayar 
tunds to~ pr.1.YAt• school vouchers. W• need to focu• on 
a~proaches that will improv• education tor all children instead 
of drainin; muoh•neaded re1curces from th• public schools, ~hioh 
will continue to. ••rva the··overwhelming majority of •t~d•nta, 
leaving tha even var•• oft. Thi• a11pact or the draft Act is 
biqhly c~jectionable as a aatter ot ·qood pUhlic policy. Choroa 
amonq private schools should be paid tor with privat• tunds, with 
~ublie funds u1ed to provide oh~ica amon; public schools. 

·100 INDE'PENOEINC»hYI .. a.w. wA.e!JINO'rON. ~.c. aoaoi..ci100 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF' EDUCATION 

TH£ S&CNn'M'I' 

November ls, 1995 

Honorable Ja~•a M. Jeffords, Chairman 
Subcommitt•• on the District of Columbia Appropriations 
United States senate 
Washinqt.on, D- r.. 205'10 

Daar Jimr 

I.am writi"9 to •Mp~••• ~y views on th• Ho~gg and sona~e varsion~ 
ct H.R. 2546, the fiscal year 1996 appropriations bill. tor· the 
Diotrio~ of Colu=bia. ~h• T•apeotive ver•ion• of Title 1% ot ~he 
bi11 contain a variety o~ proviaiona deaiqnad to improve 
•l•m•ntD~y And secondary •d~cation for children in the Di&triot. 
I am a atronq supporter ot efforts to,retorm and i=prove 
•d~aation in tha Diatrlct. While % tind ~any ideas in tha two 
bills that could benefit the District's children, I am conc•rnad 
that a nWl\kler of th••• provisions intrude on the authoritr and 
responsibility of the parents, local oitizane, teachers, 
principals, ana local •l•ct•d otticiel• .to make their own 
deciaions on th••• iaauas, and are inconsistent with our long­
standing tradition of State and local oontrol or education. In 
addition! I am etronqly opposed to lanquaqe in the Houaa bill 
that woui4 authorize the use of Federal taxpayer funds to pay for 

_ ... Private school vouchers. 

llouchera 

I stronqly oppose Subti.tle J of Title II cf tha House bill, which 
would create • p?'oqr111 ot tederally tundad vouch•r11 for atudanta 
trOm lOW-ineome faniliaa to U88 at publie 0~ private elementary 
and secondary school~, with little or no public accountability 
for how thoao funds are uoed. While the PresidGJ'I~ aft4 I havo 
long •~pported choice amen; pu~lic schools and pu~licly 
aooowitable chsrter school•, ve have repeatedly ox-pressed our 
oppo•ition to usinq taxpayer funds for priv&te school vouchers, 
Wh•th•r or not they •re referred to in eorn~ oth~r way, sugh a& 
11 schol&X'•hips 11 • We need to focus on approach•• that will improve 
education tor all children in•t•ad ar draining much·n••d•d re­
sources from th• pu~lio schools, whigh will continue to serve the 
overwhellninq majority at students, l•avinq them •v•n wcr•• off. 

Under the Houso ~ill, Federal taxpayers would ~e asKe~ to provioe 
$3,ooo to each student with a voucher, nearly ai;ht times th• 
11mo1.1nt thia Ftt!deral Government now maki!s a.vailable tor public 
school children throu9hout the Nation, an extremely co•tly . 

\ venture that could be a first step towara a nationalized voucher 
\ proqra1D at public expenee that we do not n••d and cannot afford. 
',ehoica ainon; p~ivate schools ahould be paid for with private 

f-unda, with public tundA u•ed tQ provide choice amen; pUhlie · 
schools. 

BOO rNDtreNt>!NCS AV'& .. l.W. WASHINGTON. O.C 2020~100 


