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account includes compensatory education programs authorized
lluglgser title I of the Ele ment.ary and Secondary Education Act of

Grants to local educational agencies

Of the amounts provided for Title I programs, 86 191,350,000 is
available for basic grants to local education agencies and state ad-
ministration. This i1s $81,862,000 below the amount for the 1997-
98 school year and the same as the est. Funding for concentra-
tion grants, which targets funds to Education Agencies in
counties with high levels of disadvantaged children, is
$949 249,000, $72, 771 ,000 below last year and $50,000,000 helow

uest level. The Committee provided $400,000,000 under Tar-
geted hrants which focuses even more funding on the most dis-
advantaged local educational agéncies. This level is $50,000,000
above the request level and $400,000,000 above last year.

Financial assistance flows to schooi districts by formula, based in
art on the number of school-aged children from low-income fami-
ies. Within districts, local school officials target funds on school at-

tendance areas with the greatest number or percentage of children
from poor families. school districts develop and implement
their ‘own &0 grams to meet the needs of disadvantaged students.
About 14, local school districts participate in the program,
which served an estimated 6.2 to 6.5 million pupils in 1995.

Funds under this account will also be used to pay the Federal
share of state administrative costs for title I programs. The maxi-
mum state administration grant is equal to 1 pereent of title I local
educational agency ﬁus state agency grants to the state, or
$400,000, whichever ese funds are included in the

parate line item

gants to local educational agencles account, rather than being a

Demonstrations of imwpatwc pmcaces

The bill includes $160,000,000 for demonstrations of innovaﬁve .
practices; this is’ 8150000000 more than provided in 1997 and in
the budget request. The Committee provides these funds to acceler-

te the wide-scale apfliuﬁon of eﬂ'ective ap roaches to whole

achool reform in Title th $50,000 rovided under
the fund for the improvement of edneation for demonstra- .
tions ntnon-ﬁtlelochooh.thebmprovidesatotalofszoooooooo .

.for whole school reform initiatives.

'IheComm!weehubeeomeawanofeuiﬁngmrkthatisunder- '
wayina:oumberofuhoo&:mthe&nn wrueanihbued
methods to transform.entire schools high-performing learning
.'ee:mthathawchaﬂmﬁmdemicmdnds teach: -

and strong parental eommunity mpport. ve whole
odels .uch the School Development Program develo
S ﬁg{o}l‘muw .;Whtrlst James &nn Sueeees forp:ﬁ, 3
and

Roots evalgped ohns Hopkins Uni-
- versity, the Moidern mlhom eveloped by the Hudson In- -

stitute are demo that com T who_le school reform .
ban,leadtoincrund t. ,éachofthese ap- .
charactcrisﬁ t are intm thdr meeen
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they are based on solid research,

they are known to be replicable in schools with diverse
acteristics, o

t.he{. have a comprehensive vision for transformmg entire

they have _high academic standards,
they require the active engagement of the entire school com
munity, including teachers and parents, and
they involve intensive and ongoing teacher and staffl develop-
ment and training. &
The recent Special Strategies L"or Educatmg Disadvantaged CHil-
dren evaluation sponsored e Department of Education docu-
mented that several whole school models, properly implemented
and adapted to local communities, can make dramatic differences
in student academic achievement. The study also concluded that:
“s * ¢ after a third of a century of research on school change, we
still have not provided adec‘uate human and fiscal resources, appro-
riately targeted, to make -gcale program improvements a re-/7
iably consistent reality.” The Committee believes that the time is" |
- right for a significant ederal investment focused on applying these |
innovative schoolwide reform approaches on a broad scale in a
large number of schools. :
Aeeordmgl ‘the bill includes language allocating $150,000,000 to
support the mxtxal investment costs for Title I schools that wish to
ap y research-based, whole school models to increase student

_ evement. The Committaee _that the Somhq.d.mk
catlon make these funds av. le to SEAs that apply for the fund- .
- ing based on the formula f under section-

1124. In cases where an SEA declines to a&ply for its formula
based allocation, the Committee directs that the Secretary use th
funds to make discretionary grants to other SEAs that have a need
% for addihonal funding for whole school reform in Title I schools.

N Y petitive subgrants to school districts on behalf of individual schoo
that require additional fun “to.implement eomprehensxve.
\lumh-based reform models, SEAs should . eonsid
ation to district applications that include w: -deﬁned udnﬁ :
ﬂgomus methodological designs and techniques inclu contro
and random assignment to the extent practicable, to evalu-
results achieved with this fundi.ng ‘The Committee intends
t.hat school districts shall use their ts to provide awards
individual schools on a competitive ; such awards be of suﬁ':
o andseopetompporttheiniﬁalstnrt- costsoftha
euhr peform mode'lchombythewboolvbutnot
; and that ‘awards be renewable for two -additional years
tial award, subjéct to the availability ¢f appro riat\ons
'l‘he Committee also’ intends that 'l‘itle l*schools v&g

underthb initiative: " by e
I(i:f an effective, mearch—based whole school model the

o adqpt that provldu e blueprlnt for‘teform of the en-

2 peAe -'-r

00
be how tralni and exeerna.l expert technical assist-
ance to facilitate implementauon of reform’ activlties will be se-

| a .ma/vu,uﬁku&

The Committee intends that SEAs use these funds to make com- <
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etc.);

Identify how other federal/state/local resources provided to
the school will be utilized to provide coordinated eervices to
‘support the reform effort; and

V\//ﬂ./ Demonstrate support from teachers and staff, and parents;
VQ/L M

.ahovclutyear the same as the request. Even Start

‘school attendance areas, &“& tg:i:

~ At appropriations levels above
- m“s. s )

B

clude a plan for eval
(Q ienibs an ¢ L

€ Committee the Secretary of Education to make avail-
able to SEAs, school districts and schools information about proven
and promising whole school reform model: and their implementa-
tion costs so that schools can make an informed choice about what
will work best in their jurisdiction. The Committee directs the Sec-
retary to issue program guidance, after consultation with the Com-
mittee, no later than 60 days after enactment of the bill to assist

SEAs, school districts and schools in implementing this new initia-
tive.

cured (e.g. from regional laboratories, external developers,

implementation of the re=—
1S e avior .

\'4

a—
Capital expenses for private school students —_—

The Committee provides $41,119,000 for capital expenses grants
for private schools. This amount is the same as both the Adminis-
tration's request and the fiscal year 1997 amount. -

Capital expenses ts are authorized to pay some of the addi-
tional costs of providing title I services to children who attend non-
public schools. As a result of a decision of the U.S. Supreme Court
in 1985, in the case of ilar v. Felton, public echool teachers or
other employees can not be sent to sectarian nonpublic schools for
the purpose of providing title I services. The capital expenses
grants are allocated to states in proportion to the number of non-

‘public school pupils they serve. Purposes ‘for which these funds

may be used include rental of classroom space in neutral sites (i.e.,
locations other than private or public schools), rental of mobile

vans used for title I instruction, or transportation of nonpublic pu-
pils to public schools or neutral sites. -

- The Gnited States Supreme Court recently reconsidered, and re-
versed, its decision in the

: Aguilar .
Department to provide it with an estimate of the impact of this de-
on on the need, and level of funding for this account prior to the
conference on the yearl998bill. . - - -
Even Start : -
The Committee provides $108,000,000 for Even Start, $6,008,000

and _ provides
demonsmﬁo:hﬁnnh for model programs of joint education of dis-

advantaged aged 1-7 years,.-who in title I t
parents who ‘are eligible to
served ‘under the Adult 1 ) These parents are not in
school, are above the state’s co pnhoriy .school_ attendance age
limit, and have not earned c%ochogdglglm éor equivalent).

val
allocated :to the states, }gﬂp;pporﬁoh to title. I basic

L ‘ e
T e -"

LT ¢

case. The Committee ¢ the .
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Assistant Secretary is authorized to support activities to increase
the participation of minority researchers and institutions as well as
research and development centers, in order to support the objec-
tives of the national research institutes. A new national education
dissemination system is established to coordinate various dissemi-
- natién activities, including an electronic network linking various of-
fices and activities at the Department of Education; maintain the
16 Educational Resources Information Center Clearinghouses
(ERIC); identify successful educational pro s and disseminate
information about them; provide contracts for the operation of re-
gional educational laboratories to conduct research and develop-
ment, provide technical assistance, promote education reform, and
assist rural education; including learning grant institutions and
district education agents; support a teacher research dissemination .
demonstration program; and operate the National Library of Edu-
cation. . —_—

The Committee has included $58,500,000 for the regional edu- l OZC
cational laboratories. This amount is $7,600,000 over the 1997 level \2 (2
and $5,000,000 over the budget request.. The Committee believes ' i

that the regional educational laboratories are well suited to help -
schools in each of their regions to implement the whole schoo) re-
form initiative for which the Committee has provided $200,000,000
under the title 1 program and under the Funs for the Improvement -
of Education. Research sponsored by the Department of Education \
indicates that effective implementation of schoolwide reform is erit- \
ical to achieving imx':ro_ved student performance. The laboratories
. are the Department’s primary agent for translating ‘sound edu-
cational research into effective practice in the field.'
. Accordingly, the bill includes an additional $5,000,000 to expand, - ‘ﬁ
within "the laf)oratories, a support, system of technical experts for
schools that elect to implement research-based, whole school reform
models. The additional funds shall be made available to the ten re-
ional laboratories according to each laboratory’s share of 1997
ding. The funds shall be used to provide schools with expertise
to assist them in choosing, implementing and evaluating whole
school reform strategies. Services the laboratories can include, but
are not limited to, are providing research-based expert advice to
support a school iniﬁacrzf m«% schoolwide reform,
training school personn i ormation on whole
school reform and establishing -partn: with non-labomtaz
developers of whole school models. The Committee also -inten:
that the laboratories work with schools tb. assist them in designing
an appropriate, long-term and - rigorous evaluation of their
schoolwide reform ttmteﬁtlut will assist the school during its im-
plementation -to obtain : levels of student success. and
measure the results achieved. ITQ, e extent practicable, these eval-
uations should include control groups and random 4 nent. To
g; ixten:othg a la?iorsgary deﬁest & accept the additional ﬁl;lg :
g due to other priorities se .its 'local ‘governing bo She |
Committee .intends that. such fun :_be.disu'lbuted.to,othb:r_.ﬁaﬁ« '?
tories to support piloting of new research-based approacheés to
. whole school restructuring. The Committee intends that all:labora-
tory funds provided be released no later than December 1, 1999.

et — —
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education has a broad portfolio of activities related to the national
education goals and systemic education reform. Under the fund,
the Secretary of Education supports activities that identify and dis-
seminate innovative educational approaches.

—
The Committee has included $50,000,000 for a new whole school

reform initiative under the Fund for the Improvement of Education
(FIE). Together with $150,000,000 distributed under the Title 1
rogram, a total of $200,000,000 is provided for whole school re-
orm initiatives.
The Committee strongly believes that all schools, not just Title
1 schools, can benefit from these comprehensive, research-tested
models that allow schools to set and achieve their own school re-

form goals. Therefore, the Committee intends that $50,000,000 be

awarded by the Secreta?' on a competitive basis to local edu-
cational agencies (LEAs) for schools that are not eligible for Title
1 funding but could benefit from comprehensive s‘iﬁooiwiae reform.
The Secre should give s‘recial consideration to LEA aYplica-
tions that include well-defined plans, using rigorous methodological
designs and techniques including control groups and random as-
signment to the extent practicable, to evaluate the results achieved
with this funding. The Committee directs that the Secretary an-
nounce a competition, after consultation with the Committee, that

rovides discretionary awards based on criteria similar to that out-

ined by the Committee under Title 1 demonstrations of innovative
practices.

The Committee is aware of a promising school-based program,
Jump Start) designed to maintain gains made by students and par-
ents mvolved in Head Start programs. These gains include higher
levels of parental involvement in schools and improved student
readiness to deal with their school responsibilities. The Committee
encourages the Department to fund the evaluation, expansion and
dissemination of information on the Jump Start program.

The Committee is also aware that the women in Natural
Sciences program provides science enrichment for talented minority
and underserved female high school students. The Committee en-
courages the Department to support the evaluation, expansion and
dissemination of this program.

The Committee is aware of concerns that have been raised about
the President’s proposals for WM of reading in
English at the tourth dgra(le mathematics at the eighth grade.
These concerns include questions about the Administration pro-
ceeding with the testing initiative without adequate Congressional
oversight and review, concerns that the Administration has not
planned sufficient time to develop high qualitx' tests, concerns
about the impact of the national tests on standards and accom-
panying assessments that many states have recently developed,
and concerns that not all students will have an equa.ly opportunity
to be successful on these tests. Given the fact that United States
has never before had national tests that yield results for individual
students, the Committee believes that many of these concerns are
justified. In order to provide a better base of information on which
the Congress can consider this Presidential initiative, the Commit-
tee has included bill language requiring the Department of Edu-
cation to contract with National Academy of Sciences to conduct a

i
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS SUBMITTED BY THE HONORABLE
DAVID OBEY AND THE HONORABLE JOHN PORTER

THE ROAD TO BETTER AMERICAN SCHOOLS

No topic has more consistently been the focus of public debate
over the last two decades than the reform or our educational sys-
tem. Parents know that the competition for jobs and pay which
their children will face will be quite different from what they them-
selves faced only a few years ago. How they fare will be determined
not just by how their skills stack up against other workers in their
own community but how those skills compare with those of workers
around the globe. The relationship between living standards and
work skills will become increasingly direct.

As a result improvement has been a central agenda item at local
school board meetings across the country. It absorbs much of the
deliberative time of each state legislature. It is a frequent topic of

debate here in Congress and it is a matter of great concern to not

only parents and students but corporate leaders and tax payers as
well.

Yet the road to school reform has proven elusive. Teachers in
many schools complain with apparent justification that students
are spending s0 much time taking newly mandated standardized
tests that it has i cantly cut back the time available for in-
struction. In some srooms, computers purchased with the prom-
ise of revoluﬁoniﬁ instruction sit idle &y after day setvi.nionly
as icons of the difficulty of ing the fundamental problems
which face our schools. Some thoughtful school board members
have reluctantly concluded that the only two things that will really

briﬁ positive to our secl 0ols is an infugion of more talented
teachers and an infusion of more disciplined and motivated stu-
dents—two that they ultimately feel powerless to

change.
But in the midst of this debate and the many failed efforts to
revolutionize public instruction, a promising set of ideas about
school organization has taken hold and begun to produce extremely
fromising regults. There is no single father to these new ideas. In
act, they include more than half a dozen detailed models developed
separa by educators at universities in different parts of the
cop::ﬁy. ach of these models for reforming schools its own
special set of characteristics, but all of the models would signifi-
cantly change the way that the overwhelming majority of American
schools now operate. 8 , all of these models have a great

e mong theee who have brought forth proposals for change
o ose who have orth pro or are
James Comer at Yale, Henry Levin at Stanford, Ted Sizer at
Brown and Robert Slavin at Johns Hopkins. Each has his own spe-
cial area of emphasis. The Comer School Development Program for
instance focuses on the organization of school decision making. Lev-

) (275) .

A
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in's Accelerated Schools puts forth a curriculum l'prwg_al. for chal-
lenging students identified for remediation. Sizer'’s ition of Es-
sential Schools focuses on the “triangle of 1 ing,” the relation-
ship between students, teachers and curriculum. Slavin's Success
for All and Roots and Wings call for reallocating resources into the
most essential elements for school success, curriculum, instruction
and family support.

e the area of emphasis differs from one model to the next,
all of these models are %ased on the concept that effective reform
is a school wide proposition. In other words, you can't make suffi-
cient progress by working on one classroom or one teacher or the
curriculum for one subject area at a time, the whole school has to

be the target for . All share the concept that parents have
to be centrally e at every step of the decision making and
evaluation gnmeees concur that a great deal of autonomy is
needed for individual schools and that the current top down au-

o cae o requires prindpela to slouiRcantly redetine their
of these concep princip y e their
roles. The%-llinust become consensus builders rather than autocratic
directors. They must learn to bring teachers and parents into the
decision making process and create a community wide commitment
to the behavioral and academic standards of the school.

All argue that the school boards, superintendents and other ad-
ministrators in the School system have to be aware of the need for
these changes and acﬁveli support schools attempting change. All
are supported by an outside set of experts who are available to ad-
vise and help the schools, teachers and principals to successfully
retoo] their school. Finally, each of these concepts is far more than
an academic treatise on what geople living in the real world should
be doing. Each of these models has been developed into real func-
tioning programs bu:ﬁ used in a cross section of communities with
very specific and detailed guidelines for approaching the real life—
every day problems of and 1 A '

Over the last three decades the principal tool for raising edu-
cational ormance nationwide has been the Elemen and Sec-

rough Titla 1. the foderal goverarent has foeused substantal ad:
itle e governmen stanti -
ditional resources on unde ing children in lower income
schools. What we have learned from these new “whole school” mod-
. els is that the improvements in academic performance of Title I
- children can be more broadly based and more long lasting if the
fog:h on inii.vic.l:sl children takes place ti;e an ex:_vimnmen:h in
W paren teachers are wo ther for goals they
both agree with and played a role in d - ,

The most le fact about these models is the extent to
which they have succeeded in improving school and student per-
" formance without becoming better known to the public or even to
many in the education community. Among the organizations that
have recognized the potential such models hold for improving the
effectiveness of American schools are the oundation,
the Edison Project and New American Schools. New American
Schools was created by business leaders from a number of the na-
tion’s largest corporations and began w with local school dis-
* tricts in 1992 to help certain selected schools adapt to one or an-
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other of seven selected school reform models—each representing a
different version of “whole school” reform. More than 500 schools
in 25 states have participated for much of that period and another
200 schools have been added recently. While that is a tiny fraction
of the more than 100,000 elementary and secondary schools across
the country, it is &Mdgf a solid information base for examining
" the potential of these reforms. The Rand Corporation has been
to evaluate this information. While understanding the long
term impact of alternate education :ﬁpmaches on student achieve- -
ment necessarily takes many years, the early results from thesc ex-
periments have in many instances been dramatic.

A number of schools in Prince Georges County land using
the ATLAS model (a variation on the Comer School evelopment
Program) raised their reading scores by 30% on the Maryland Per-
formance Assessment Program. The proportion of students scoring
satisfactory or excellent on the exam tripled within a three year pe-
riod beginning in 1992. Most schools experienced a dramatic de-
cline in discipline problems and a dramatic increase in levels of
school attendance.

The John F. Kennedy Elementary School in Louisville, Kentucky
increased its scores on the Kentucky statewide assessment by 43%
in reading and 48% in math using the National Alliance reform

model. In three years, the school rose from among the lowest-scor-
ing schools in the state to the top 10%. _

e Success for All model developed at Johns Hopkins University

appears to have been particularly successful in boosting achieve-
ment among hn% minority students. In six schools located in
Baltimore and delphia, first grade students were three
months shead of their counterparts in other elementary schools by
the end of their first . By the end of second grade they were
almost a year ahead of their counterparts.

The Hansberry Elementary School in the Bronx increased the
percentage of student who passed the New York State essential
smtlgit:stﬂm:ou% to 60% in rei; 3tmd from 47% to 82%&“{
ha only years beginning . Hansberry used a mode
develomd by the Hudson Institute known as the Modern Red

use. :
The Rand Corporation noted that “By any number of measures,
g;rwAmedsn hhasé_mplishedagrtutdealinitseg?;
m-ﬁ number ofgum:ilng designs for schools has ex-
panded to a comprehensive strategy to reform education.”

While these new approaches to schools may represent
fundamental change?om the way u‘:o':t%mh now operate, it is
e e dr o oroanizatione] thobmes betng. brought sbout It

o
numerous other institutions in soclety. Just as American business
has learned that enhancing the role and input of workers and sup-
pliers creates a common commitment that improves the product
and boosts productivity, the full ment of teachers and par-
ents in the pmmsunmdﬁpmdudngdmﬂarmults

in schools. In fact, one might well argue that the standard struc- -
ture of American schools has changed so little.in the last half cen-

tury that these types of institutional reforms can have an even
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greater impact on the classroom than businesses have managed to
produce in factories or offices. .
We do not know all that we would like to know or should know
in order to fully revolutionize the nation’s schools. We do not know
: gor certain which of thfe::h mogels vtr:rks btest or which is bestfsuit%di
or particular types o 00ls or to meet particular types of pro
lems. But we certainly do know enough to know that we should
begin. We have sufficient experience to know that many more
schools should be participating—that we should not only be experi-
menting with these ar:sroaches in all of the states instead of ogltj{
‘half, but that we should have a number of schools working wi
these reforms in reach region of every state.

That is why we encouraged the A?aropriaﬁons Subcommittee on
Labor-Health, Human Services and Education to provide $200 mil-
lion to start such a whole school reform effort in the education a:
propriation bill for the coming school year. These funds would
Epdporﬁoned by state education officials and the Department of

ucation to school districts interested in making a serious com-
mitment to school improvement. Schools with di eri.:f ethnic and
socioeconomic backgrounds would be selected at would schools fac-
ing differing problems in improving academic performance. Each
particirating school would receive a grant of at least $50,000 a year
to implement a research tested model for whole school reform. The
funds would be used to help the school get the necessary outside
expertise, hire the stafl necessaz;ﬁ) facilitate change and train ex-
isting personnel to meet the enges of making fundamental
dmnges in the manner in which the schools operate. The effort
would provide a large number of school districts across the country
with first hand rience and information to determine whether
they wish to provide additional schools with the resources nec-
essary to make the proposed changes.

We have had an extended debate in this country about school re-
form and that debate will no doubt continue. But it is time to do
more than debate. We now have proposals to reform our schools
that are not just academic theories but are Yamducing real results
in ‘real classrooms across America. With a relatively small amount
of outside resources, communities can restructure schools in ways
that make them significantly more effective. We should now move
to insure that a broader spectrum of our nation’s schools have a
chance to move forward with these reforms and determine for

themselves the impact these changes have on student learning and
school effectiveness.

EXAMPLES OF WHOLE SCHOOL REFORM MODELS
Accelerated schools

Accelerated Schools, developed at Stanford University, is a whole
school reform model that focuses on an accelerated curriculum that
emphasizes chall and exciting learning activities for students
who normally are identified for remediation.-One of the key ideas
behind Accelerated Schools is that rather than remedia stu-
dents’ deficits, students who are placed at risk -of school tailure
must be accelerated—given the kind of high-expectations curricu-
lum typical of programs for gifted and talented students. The pro-
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gram's social goals include reducing the dropout rate, drug use, and
teen pregnancies.

The Accelerated Schools model is built around three central prin-
ciples. One is unity of purpose, a common vision of what the school
should become, ngreecr to and worked toward by all school staff,
parents, students and community. A second is empowerment cou-
pled with responsibility, which means that staff, parents 'and stu-
g:xlxlts find their g\;& way to md form thiuh:se‘lmm:'d' x ele&nent,

ilding on stre ,. means i enh.fymg’ i e of students,
of stafl and of the school, and then using these as a basis for re-
form. School staff’ are enco ed to search for methods that hel
them to realize their vision. There is an emphasis on reducing all
uses of remedial activities and on adopting e ing teaching strat-
egies, such as project-based learning. The schools implement these
principles by establishing a set of cadres which include a steering
committee and work groups focused on particular areas of concern.

Accelerated schools are located in 39 states, including Colorado,
Texas and California. E . : R

ATLgeS (¢)1u¢hentic teaching, learning and assessment of all stu-
nts.

The ATLAS Program, builds on concepts embodied in the School
Development Program and the Coalition of Essential Schools, but
adds other unique elements. One of these is a focus on pathways—
groups of schools made up of high schools and the elementary and
middle schools that feed into them—whose staff work with each
other to create coordinated and continuous experiences for stu-
dents. Teams of teachers from each pathway work together to de-
sign curriculum and assessments based on locally defined stand-
ards. Teachers collaborate with parents and administrators to form
a learning community that works together to set and maintain
sound management policies. .

The intent of the model is to the culture of the school to
promote high institutional and individual ormance. The empha-
sis of the design is on helping school s create classroom envi-
ronments in which students are active participants in their own -
learning. Project-based learning is extensively used. Assessment in
ATLAS schools emphasize portfolios, performance examinations,
and exhibitions. Community members are active participants on

t.heschoolgwu-nlngteamsandthe ools develop programs to en-
tal lvement. A’ schools ?ug o ting in
Norfoﬁ. slgﬁnh. Prince Geo County, Maryland; Gorham,
Maine; Seattle, Washington; and delphia, Pennsylvania.
Audrey Cohen College of System of Education
Audrey Cohen College of System of Education is based on the
wachlﬁ methods at the Am Cohen Co in New York
City. whole school reform - focuses ent learning on
the study and achievement of m “purposes” for each se-
mester’s academic . A holistic and purpose-driven curriculum
| eied arouad & singie. develovmentally appropFiste. purpose fo
opmen a or
each semester, cumulating to zé’““p:pm a2 systom, Bm.
bedded in each purpose are content areas such as and
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math, and essential skills such as critical thinking and researching.
Each purpose culminates in a “constructive action” undertaken by
the class to serve the community. For example, in fourth grade, one
purpose is “we work for good health.” Students achieve their pur-

- pose by using their knowledge and skills to plan, carry out, and
evaluate a “constructive action” to benefit the community and larg-
er world. Leadership is emphasized. These fundamental chanfes n
the curriculum and instruction become the organizing principles for
all other school activities. The total effect is intended to make the
school and its programs more coherent and focused.

The purposes help the school and its officials identify key com-.
munity resources to involve in the educational enterprise. The con-
structive actions help to bring the community into the school and
the school into the community—making-schools, parents and chil-
dren active partners in im&roving the communitESchools are im-
Blemegﬁng the Audrey Cohen model in San Diego, California;

hoenix, Arizona; Miami, Florida; Hollandale, Mississippi; Seattle,.
Washington; and Dade County, Florida.

Coalition of essential schools

The Coalition of Essential Schools is based at Brown University.
The Cualition is not a reform model per se, but an organization
dedicated to “Nine Common Principles of Essential Schools”. The
Nine Principles involve certain ideas about school reform that in-
clude bailding suplport and collaboration among teachers, students
and the families of those students in the community. The Coalition
Jocuses on the relationshif between students, teachers and the cur--
Ticulum—the “triangle of learning”.

. In order to become a member of the Coalition of Essential
Schools. a school submits a statement of its long-term goals and an
mq:ufhn. The action plan must state how structures, 0gY,
Sarriculom and assessment will change, and it must include a
Znent. Comeuinty Sapport tust b senidocd thasughot the prscces
ty support must be so. out the process
and a school-site coorsi(;mtor is identified to work as a liaison be-
Tween the school, and regional or state coordinator, and the Coali-
Son. Membership in the Coalition includes a responsibility to par-
Jmipate in a network with other Coalition Schools, and to meet ex-
xctatioms that include commitment, whole-school involvement,
. ahcumensation and assessment ot;ipmgress, and funds to support
=<hool redorm activities over a mul -year period.

<¥-NECT schools

Co-NECT schools focus on complex interdisciplinary projects that

% 3 incorporate techn:ll}gy and connect students with ongo-

< i ormation resources, and other stu-

hamce evary s ?we:achmgllc"' fessional d 't"'{
every aspect o s , pro 0! opmen

amd echowi] management. Cross-discip 4 teaching teams work

with clusaers of students. Most students stay in the same cluster

waith the same teachers for at least two years. Teaching and learn-

tenger of interdisciplinary projects that promote critical skills

acacesmic understanding. Teams of educators and parents-set
&sals. Perfnrmance-based assessments are extensively used. In ad-
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dition to understanding key subject areas, graduates of the Co-
NECT schools demonstrate the acquisition of specific critical skills,
identified as sense-maker, designer, problem-solver, decisionmaker,
communicator, team worker, product-oriented worker, and respon-
sible, knowledgeable citizen.

A school governance council, which includes teachers, parents,
business/community representatives, and administratives, runs the
school. In addition, the school design team provides local input con-

- cerning the implementation, performance assessment, and account-

ability of the Co-NECT aptpronch at that particular school. The
Community Support Board fosters access to the local community to
support the Council and design team. Mentoring and volunteers
are enooun&ed and community input sought for standard-setting.
Co-NECT schools are operaﬁngli‘nhCincinnati, Ohio; Dade County,
Florida; Memphis, Tennessee; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; San An-
tonio, Texas; and Worcester, Massachusetts.

Expeditionary Learning Outward Bound (ELOB)

Expeditionary Learning Outward Bound (ELOB) is built on ten
design principles and operates on the belief that learning is an ex-
pedition into the unknown. Expeditionary Learning draws on the
power of purposeful, intell investigatio ed learning ex-

ditions—to improve student achievement and build character.

ing expeditions are longotenn. academically rigorous, inter-

'd.iszipth studies that require students to work inside and out-
si

e classroom. In Expeditionary Learning schools, students
and teachers stay together for more than one year, teachers work
3llabci)smﬁvely hrough team teaching and shared p , and

ere is no . . :

Schools using this whole school reform model are in Baltimore
County, Maryland; Boston, Massachusetts; Cincinnati, Ohio; Dade
County, Florida; Decatur, Georgia; Denver, Colorado; Dufmque,
TIowa; Memphis, Tennessee; New York City, New York; San Anto-
nio, Texas; and Portland, Oregon.

Modern Red Schoolhouse

The Modern Red Schoolhouse whole school reform model helps
all students achieve high standards through the construction of a
standards-driven curriculum; employment of traditional and per-
formance-based assessments; effective organizational patterns and
professional-development programs; and implementation of effec-
tive eommui:ity-involvement mtegiesg'l‘he model focu;;s on high
standards in core academic ects—English, , history,
mathematics and science. Students master a r m curriculum
designed to transmit common culture, develop ¢ , and pro-
mote the principles of democratic rnment. Modern Red School-
houses are divided into three divisions, rather than 12 dfmde's: pri-
mary, intermediate and upper. To advance to the next division, stu-
dents must meet dqﬁneJ standards and pass “watershed assess-
ments”. Students complete investigations, give oral rts, answer

* essay questions and take mu},?fh choicé exams. Student progmm;c‘sl

is monitored thro an Indi Education Compact, tia
by the student, pa“r‘::t and teacher. This compact establiﬁxegsogoals. '
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details parent and teacher responsibilities, and lists services the-
school, parents or eommuni? should provide. '

Schoo this model are in Indianapolis, Columbus, and
Beech Grove, Indiana; Franklin and Lawrence, M usetts;
New York City, New ‘fork; Philadelphia, Penmyivania; Memphis,
Tennessee, and San Antonio, Texas.

National Alliance for Restructuring Education (NA)

The National Alliance for Restructuring Education is a partner-
ship of states, districts, schools and expert organizations created to
change the educational system thro a five-point set of priorities
called “design tasks™: the design are standards and assess-
ments, learning environments, high-serformanee management,
community services and atl:rports, and public engagement. The
model uses results-based, high performance management at the
school and district levels with decentralized decisipnmaking to re-
structure the learning environment to support student achievement
and provide professional support to teachers and schools.

Alﬂn.n' ce sites adapt for education the principles and techniques
developed by American business known a high-performance man-
agement. These include strategic management, total quality man- -
agement, decentralized decisionmaking and empowerment, and ac- -
countability and incentive systems. At the school level, principals
are trained in these areas to better support the integration and im-
plementation of design tasks. Alliance sites at the state, district
and school levels are.tasked with developing methods for informing
and involvi arents and the public in the school and restructur-
ing process. Schools in the National Alliance are in Arkansas; Ken-
tucky; Vermont; Rochester, New York; San Diego, California; and
Chicago, Illinois.

Roots and Wings '

. Roots and Wings is a comprehensive, whole school reform model
for elemenha ools to ensure that all children leave elementary
school with the skills required for success. It is based on the Suc-
cess For All reading program developed at Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity and incorporates science, history, and math to achieve a com-
prehensive academic -program. The premise of the model is that
schools must do whatever it takes to make sure all students suc-
ceed. Roots and Wings schools Frovide at-risk students with tutors,
family support, and a variety of other services aimed at eliminating
obstacles to success.

The Roots component of the model is aimed at preventing failure.
It em&l:lmzes working with children and their es to ensure
that children develop the basic skills and habits they need to suc-
ceed. The Wing’ component emphasizes a highly motivating cur-
riculum with instructional strategies that encounﬁ: children to
%’ow to their full potential and aspire to higher levels of learning.

e design reallocates resources into a system of curriculum, in-
struction and family support designed to eliminate special edu-
cation and low achievement. ' :

Roots and Win&a rovides schools with innovative curricula and

instructional me in reading, writing, language arts, mathe-
-matics, social studies, and science. The curriculum emphasizes the
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use of cooperative learning throughout the grades. In each activity,
students work in cooperative groups, do extensive writing, and use
reading, mathematics, and fine arts gkills learned in other parts of
the program. Schools using this model are in Anson County, North
Carolina; Memphis, Dade County, Cincinnati, Elyria and Dowson-
Bryant, Ohio; Columbus, Indiana; Everett, Washington, Flint,
Michigan; Modesto, Pasadena and Riverside, CA; Rockford, Tllinois,
St. Mary’s, Baltimore and Baltimore County, Maryland.

School Development Program

The School Development Program is a comprehensive, whole
school approach to reform based on Yrinciples of child development
and the importance of parental involvement. The program was de-
veloped at Yale and implemented initially at two elementary
schools in New Haven, Connecticut.

Each school creates three teams that take particular responsibil-
ity for moving the whole school reform agenda forward. A School
Planning and Management Team, made up of teachers, parents
and administration, develops and monitors implementation of a
comprehensive school improvement plan. A Mental Health Team,
composed of school s concerned with mental health such as
school psychologists, social workers, counselors and teachers, plans
programs focusing on prevention, imilding sitive child develop-
ment, positive perso relations, etc. The'(g:rd' major component
of the model is a Parent Program designed to build a sense of com-
munity among school staff, parents, and students. The Parent Pro-
gram incorporates existing parent participation activities (such as
the PTA) and implements additional activities to draw parents into
the school, to increase opportunities for parents to provide volun-
teer services, and to design ways for havﬂ:g the school respect the
ethnic backgrounds of its students. '

The three teams in School Development Program schools work
together to create comprehensive plans for school reform. Schools

e a holistic :rpmach in looking for ways to serve children’s aca-
demic. and social needs. The School Devef;spment Pro, is oper-
aﬁx:lg in -schools in 25 states, including Connecticut, Illinois, Mary-
land, Michigan, New York, North Caroli , and Pennsylvania.

Talent Development Model for High Schools

The Talent Development Model for High Schools was developed
at Johns Hopkins University to fill a or current void in Amer-
ican education—a dearth of proven models of high school effective-
package of specific high nchool changes Tor st ik stidsnts based
pa of 8 c 00 or a en
on the proposition that all students can succeed in school given ap-
propriate school organization, curriculum, instmction‘_ and assist-
ance a8 needed to assure their success, The model focuses on a
common core curriculum of standards for all students and em-
phasizes the creation of learning communities thro the
:gab{ahment of career-focused academies as schools-within-the-

Essential components include (1) making schoolwork relevant by
providing a career focus, (2) provi _increased opportunities for
academic success, (3) providing a and supportive learning
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environment through enhanced teacher-student interactions, and
(4) providing help with student problems, including academic, fam-
ily problems, tance abuse, &su cip gx&blem. and employ-
ment needs. The Talent Development Hi ool provides assist-
ance to students from social workers and mental health profes-
gionals on the school staff and by referrals to an alternative after-
hours school in the building designed to meet the needs of students
who present the most difficuilt- dmdpl.imr{‘:hmblem. The first Tal-
ent velo%ment High School was established at Patterson High
School in Baltimore, Maryland. Additional Talent Development
sites are being evaluated in Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, Chi-
cago and Los eles.
: Davip OBEY -
JOHN PORTER
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Act. Funds are distributed to local education agencies on the basis
of competitive sub-grants. States receive funding on_the basis of a
state plan describing its long term strategies %or financing tech-
nology education in the State, involving the private sector and as-
sisting school districts with the greatest needs.

The Committee has consolidated funding for several small tech-
-nology programs funded in the Office of Education Research and
Improvement into this account. Total amounts available for tech-
nology (in ‘accounts where technology expenditures are known) are
the same as the President’s request, al ough they are dlstﬂb“,ted
into larger accounts to provide maximum impact for the funding
and maximum discretion to the Secretary. ) L.

The Committee i# concerned by the rapid increase in funding in
this program in addition to other funding provided in title I, title
V1, Special Education, and other programs of the Department of
Education as well as funding made available to elementary and
secondary schools from the l-‘igelecomrnunications Act of 1994 (P.L.
104-104). This concern is enhanced by the fact that the Depart-
ment still cannot provide the Committee with a statement of obli-
fations of the amounts of Departmental funds spent on bechnoloa.
n testimony before the Committee, the Administration could only
estimate that Federal spending for technology was $825 million. As
a result, the Committee expects that the Department will continue
to abide by, and supply the data required by the conference report
on P.L. 104-208. ' : -

There still seems little overall direction as to the Federal com-
mitment to improving the use of technology in elementary and sec-

- ondary education. It is unclear whether the Department views the
Federal role as establishing the infrastructure for using technology
and training teachers to employ it; purchasing the initial hardware
and software; or purchasing and maintaining software and hard-
ware— a ‘policy requiring replacement of ware and upgrading
software every two to four years. Neither policy statements by the
Administration nor the Department’s strategic plan address this
policy vacuum. The Committee, therefore, directs the Secretary to
provide the Committee with an overall plan for education tech-
nology, including all funds for technology available from the De-

". partment and giving tion to other Federal funds and fund-
m%_. disz:nts and subsidies available under the Telecommuni-
cations : o - o

_ -.The Committee urges the Secretary, when.awarding educational
" technology grants, to give consideration to school districts around
the country that exemplify: (1) high concentrations of at-risk youth;
(2) empowerment zones and enhanced enterprise communities; an .
(8) cant investment to establish infrastructure with aggres-
sive gch to utilize educational teehnobﬁ The Houston Independ-
ent School District in - jton, Texas &mmpleofsunha
school that has made a substantial effort in area.
B S o ¥ LT S S .
., ' EDUCATION FOR THE DISADVANTAGED
- The bill includes $8,204;217,000  for education for the disadvan-
mrogmmsm amount is' $126,951,000 more than the Ad-
e tion's fiscal year 1998 ’-bndget*..‘reguut and $404,644,000
- 'more than the fiscal year 1997 appropriation. This appropriation

, » ' "
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account includes compensatory education programs authorized

llxgélgr title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of

Grants to local educational agencies _

Of the amounts provided for Title I programs, $6,191,350,000 is
available for basic grants to local education agencies and state ad-
ministration. This 1s $81,862,000 below the amount for the 1997-
98 school year and the same as the rem Funding for concentra-

- tion grants, which targets funds to Education Agencies in
counties with high levels of disadvantaged children, is
$949,249,000, $72,771,000 below last year and $50,000,000 below
the request level. The Committee provided $400,000,000 under Tar-
geted Grants which focuses even more funding on the most dis-
advantaged local educational agéncies. This level is $50,000,000
above the request level and $400,000,000 above last year.

Financial assistance flows to school districts by formula, based in
art on the number of school-aged children from low-income fami-
ies. Within districts, local school officials target funds on school at-

tendance areas with the jreatest number or percentage of children
from poor families. Local school districts develop and implement
their own programs to meet the needs of disadvantaged students.
About 14,000 local school districts participate in the program,
which served an estimated 6.2 to 6.5 million pupils in 1995.

Funds under this account will also be used to pay the Federal
share of state administrative costs for title I programs. The maxi-
mum state administration grant is equal to 1 percent of title I local
educational agency plus state ﬁency grants to the state, or
$400,000, whichever is greater. These funds are included in the

____;gmts to local educational agencies account, rather than being a (De
parate. line item. - , . -
Demonstrations of innovative practices i ]
The bill includes $150,000,000 for demonstrations of innovative .
_ practices; this is $160,000,000 more than provided in 1997 and in
\/ the budget request. The Committee provides these funds to acceler-
ate the wide-scale application of effective approaches to whole
school reform in Title I schools. With $50,000,000 provided under
the fund for the improvement of education for demonstra- .
. . tions at non-Title I schools, the bill provides a total of $200,000,000 -
: - for whole school reform initiatives. == .- =~
. The Committee has become aware of exciting work that is under-~
way in a number of schools across the country regearch-based
methods to transform entire schools into high-performing learning.
. centers that have dmllangﬂ academic standards, teach-
+ ers, and strong parental community support. ve whole
school models such as the School Development Program developed
- by Yale University’s psychiatrist James Comer, the Success for All
and Roots and: programs developed by Johns Hopkins Uni- .
- versity, the Modern Red thouse developed by the Hudson In- -
stitute are demonstrating that comprehensiye, wholé school reform
i : - .. can lead to increased mntpqhiemenfémﬂe éach of these ap- .
< .. .. proaches is unique, these reform initiatives’share geveral common "
. characteristics that are integral to their success: * " | s

ey L ST ML R T : ¢
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they are based on solid research,

they are known to be replicable in schools with diverse char/ /(
acteristics, :

l’.he{'s have a comprehensive vision for transformmg entire |

they have high academic standards,
they require the active engagement of the entire school com
munity, including teachers and parents, and
they involve intensive and ongoing teacher and staff develop-
ment and training. a
The recent Special Stra.teites J"or Educating Disadvantaged C zl S
dren evaluation sponsored e Department of Education docu- / 2 -
mented that several whole school models, properly implemented l " :
and adapted to local communities, can make dramatic differences T o
in student academic achievement. The study also concluded that: - o e
“s = * after a third of a century of research on school change, we i
still have not provided adequate human and fiscal resources, appro- v 45
rnately targeted, to make arge-scale program improvements a re-. /7 7 AJL
iably consistent reality.” The Committee believes that the time is I s f’*
- right for a significant ederal investment focused on applying these . -t 7
innovative schoolwide reform approaches on a broad scale in a @ _
large number of schools. - ,.{/\//7 .
Accordingly, the bill includes language allocating $150,000,000 to /
support the initial investment costs for Title I schools that wish to :
aggl research-based, whole school models to increase student
jevement. The Comrmttee intends. that the Secretary of Edu-- . .
cation make these funds av le to SEAs that a p&y for the fund-_,. e
itle gran

ing based on the formula fi o

1124. In cases where an SEA dechnes to apply for its formula- )

based allocation, the Committee directs that the Secretary use the

funds to make dxscretxonary grants to other SEAs that have a need

for additional funding for whole school reform in Title I schools.
The Committee intends that SEAs use these funds to make com-

N {Y Ppetitive subgrants to school districts on behalf of individual schoo

that require additional funding to. i.mplement comprehensive,
im&m reform models. SEAs sh eﬁl i eonsxde

ation to district a {)plieaﬂons that include well-defined
ngorous met.hodo ogical designs and techniques inclu SI.ng contro
grou and random mxgnment to the extent practicable, to evalu-
results achieved with this funding. The Committee intends

that school districts shall use their sl;mtnts to provide awards to

individual schools on a competitive such awards be of sufﬁ

Tt mdseopetosupportthemiﬁalstart- p costs of the .

reform model ‘chosen by the wchool:but not less

; and that ‘awardj ‘be renewable for two -additional years

, 'initial award, subjéct to the availability of appropriations.

3 The Committee also’ intends that 'l‘it.le 1%eckiools reeeivzng funds

§ under t.hisinitiaﬁve oo CMy e

" Ide effective reeeamh-based whole school model the
T g ndqpt that pmvides 8 bluepﬂnt for‘reform of the en-

w ek \"-‘r

ibe how tra.ining and external expert technical assist-

ance to facilitate implementation of reform actmties wull be ge-

'9}‘/ il A*-‘ Liﬁwd

6 y e \-/é »
‘ZNQ/V‘/C‘S\L Z




141

cun;d (e.g. from regional laboratories, external developers,
etc.);
Demonstrate support from teachers and staff, and parents;
/jl/ Identify how other federal/state/local resources provided to
A _, the school will be utilized to provide coordinated services to
f}« % support the reform effort; and

N Include a plan for evduahngthe implemenutton—of‘thew\
e fom;muaﬁve‘and sults achieved. . .. _.

& Commi ts the Secretary of Educauon to make avail-

i} able to SEAs, school districts and schools information about proven
and promising whole school reform model and their implementa-

tion costs so that schools can make an informed choice about what

. will work best in their jurisdiction. The Committee directs the Sec-
retary to issue program guidance, after consultation with the Com-
mittee, no later than 60 days after enactment of the bill to assist

SEAs, school districts and schools in implementing this new initia- \/
tive.

J—
Capital expenses for private school students —

The Committee provides $41,119,000 for capital expenses grants
for private schools. This amount is the same as both the Adminis-
tration's request and the fiscal year 1997 amount.

Capital expenses ts are authorized to pay some of the addi-

naf costs of providing title I services to children who attend non-
publxc schools. As a result of a decision of the U.S. Supreme Court
in 1985, in the case of ilar v. Felton, public echool teachers or
other employees can not be sent to sectarian nonpublic schools for
the purpose of providing title I services. The capital expenses
grants are allocated to states in proportion to the number of non-
public school pupils they serve. Purpases for which these funds
may be used include rental of classroom space in neutral sites (i.e.,
locations other than private or public schools), rental of mobile
vans used for title I instruction, or transportation of nonpublic pu-
ptls to public schools or neutral sites. . '

Bmwd States Supreme Court reeently reeonsxdexed and re-
med.ihdecisionintbe&uihrme The Committee ¢ the .
Department to provide it with an estimate of the impact of this de-
" . cision on the need, and level of funding for this account prior to the
conference on the fiscal year 1998 bill. .

Even Start

. - The Committee pnmdes $108,000,000 for Even Start, $6, 008,000
above last year and the same as the request. Even Start provides
demonstration grants for model programs of joint education of dis-
advantaged dren, aged 1-7 years, who live in title I target
school. awend;nec areas, Eim their arents who are eligible to be

“served under the Adult These parents are not in

school, are above the state’s pnlaoziy _school attendance age

limit, and have not earned & sloma {or equivalent).

At appropriations levels above 000, Start funds are
-.allocated to the states, generally ‘!n pmporﬁon to title. I basxc
" grants.’ ‘ |

. . .t
"



142

State agency programs: migrant
- The hill includes $305,473,000 for the migrant education pro-
am, $14,027,000 below 'the bu et request and the same as the
scal year 1997 appropriation. is program supports formula
grants to state agencies for the support of special educational and
related services to children of mxgrat.ory agricultural workers and
fishermen. The p se of this program is to provide supple-
mentary academic education, remedial or compensatory instruction,

English for limited English proficient students, testing, plus guid-
ance and counseling.

State agency programs: neglected and delinquent -

For the state agency program for neglected and delinquent chil-
dren, the bill includes $39,311,000; this is $1,022,000 less than the
budget request and the same as the fiscal year 1997 appropriation.
This formula grant program provides services to participants in in-
stitutions for juvenile delinquents, adult correctional mstxtutxons,
or institutions for the neglected.

State school improvement

The Committee provides no funding for state school improve-
ment, the same as fiscal year 1997 and $8,000,000 below the re-
quest. Provisions of the underlying statute rmit State and local

education agencies to use their title I funds or school improvement
activities.

Evaluatwn

The Committee provides $10,000,000 for evaluation, the same as
the budget request and $3 023 000 above the 1997 appropriation.
Title I evaluation supports i scale national evaluations that ex-
amine how title I is eontribuhng to improved student performance
at the state, local education agency, and school levels; short term
studies that document“rrommng models; and other activities to
hel states and local education agencies implement reqmrements

e title [ statute. ' .
e Committee is concerned that there remains little ﬁnn em-
pmcal data on the effectiveness of the ﬁt{{;mem. arhcularly

since reauthorization. The C:ﬁrew Service noted in
'a recent analysis of title I tions that “There are numerous.

substantial limitations to the significance of evaluations o mﬁgre-
té impact of title I that are currently available.” The Co
tends that these funds be used to support the development of
evaluation techni and dat.e on the impact of title I on both a

local and national
) Mtgrant educatwn, lugh school equwa.lcncy pmgrum.

The bill includes 7,634,000 for the high gchool ‘squivalenicy pro-
..gram. This amount is slés 000 above the. year 1997 ach:unt
- and the same as’ the requect. e

College assistarite migrant pmM L e _
The bill includes $2,081,000 for the colle assistance migrant
nrograms. This amount is $53,000 above the fiscal year 1997 and

LR
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IMPACT AID

The bill provides $796,000,000 for Federal impact aid programs
in fiscal year 1998, an increase of $66,000,000 above the com-
garable fiscal year 1997 appropriation and $138,000,000 above the

udget request. The appropriation funds the impact aid program at
the same level as it was funded in fiscal year 1994. This account
supports payments to school districts affected by Federal activities
and is autho:ized under title VIII of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act. During the most recent school year, payments were
magie to approximately 1,800 school districts on behalf of 1,400,000
children..

The bill does not adopt the President's proposal to amend the au-
thorizing statute to reduce by 800 the number of school districts re-
ceiving payments and to reduce by 1,000,000 the number of chil-
dren on behalf of whom payments are made. The Committee re-
gards impact aid as an obligation of the Federal Government and
has included funds sufficient to adequately reimburse school dis-
tricts adversely impacted by Federal activities. C

The Committee notes that the President proposes to substan-
tially increase funding for general Federal assistance to school dis-
tricts at the same time it proposes to dramatically reduce impact
aid payments which represent an obligation of the Federal govern-
g;:nt to mitigate the adverse effects of its activities on local school

istricts.

The Committee notes that in addition to the funding provided in
this bill, the House Committee version of the National Security Ap-
propriations bill includes $35,000,000 for payments to school dis-
tricts experiencing heavy military impact. '

- The bill includes $667,000,000 for basic support payments to
local educational agencies, an increase of $51,500,000 over the com-

arable fiscal year 1997 appropriation and $83,000,000 over the

udget request. This amount is estimated to be sufficient to fully
fund learning opportunia threshold payments for the first time
The Committee dl;ei{m e Administration proposal to eliminate
over 1,000,000 dren and 800 school districts from the impacs
aid program. Basic support payments com te school district:
for lost tax revenue and are made on of Federally-connectec
children such as children of members of the uniformed service:
who live on Federal property. :

Payments for children with disabilities
' 7 “The bill provides $40,000,000 for payments on behalf of Feder

ally-coninected children with disabilities, the same as the budget re

. 'quest and the fiscal year 1997 .appropriation. These payments com
B gemte school districts for the increased costs of serving Federally

SXR deins oSldren with digabilities. = - 3

The Gommittes refects the. Administration proposal to reduc
fmmeﬁgoﬂoo in fiscal 1997 to 81,000 in fiscal year 1998 th
number of children vr{ti“ disabilities on behalf of whom payment
are made. »
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HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY CAPITAL AND
FINANCING PROGRAM

Federal administration

The bill provides $104,000 for the administration of the histori-
caellc{ black college and university capital financing program author-
ized under part B of title VII of the Higher Education Act, the
same as the budget request and the comparable fiscal year 1997
appropriation. The program is intended to make capital available
for repair and renovation of facilities at historically black colleges
and universities. In exceptional circumstances, capital provided
mlxlder the program can be used for construction or acquisition of fa-
cilities :

Bond subsidies :

Under the HBCU capital program, a private, for-profit “des-
ignated bonding authority” issues construction bonds to raise cap-
ital for loans to historically black colleges and universities for con-
struction projects. The Department provides insurance for these
bonds, guaranteeing full anment of principal and interest to bond
holders. Federally insured bonds and unpaid interest are limited by
statute to $357,000,000. The letter of credit limitation establishes
the total amount of bonds which can be issued by the designated
bonding authority. The credit limitation must be explicitly stated
in an appropriation Act according to the authorizing legislation.

EDUCATION RESEARCH, STATISTICS, AND IMPROVEMENT

The bill includes $508,762,000 for education research, statistics,
and improvement programs. This amount is $1,941,000 less than
the bucfget request, and $110,626,000 above the fiscal year 1997
level. This account supports education research authorized under
the Educational R.eeean:la Develogment, Dissemination, and Im-
provement Act of 1994, title IX of P.L. 108-227; the National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics and the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress authorized bsv the National Education Statistics
Act of 1994, title VI of P.L. 108- 382; titles II, III, VIII, and X of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act; and title IV of Goals
2000: Educate America Act. L

taae of $5,000.000 ovar the badget requcet snd S1E068.000 over
crease of $5,000,000 over the budget request an over
the fiscal year 1997 amount. The Office of Educational keseamh
and Improvement conducts research and development activities,
which’ are authorized under the Educational E
ment, Dissemination, and Improvement Act of title X of P.L.
103-227. The 1994 Act established a National Educational Re-
search Policy and Priorities Board within the Office of Educational
Research and Improvement, and authorizes five new national re-
search "institutes for the following subject areas: (1) student
achievement, ¢curriculum, and ‘assessment; (2) education of at-risk
students; (3) _educaﬁOnai‘!fwemuee.- finance, - policymaking, and
management; (4) early childhood development and education; and
(6) 'posts,ecqt}dary ‘education, ‘libraries, and “lifelong learning..The
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Assistant Secretary is authorized to support activiies to increase
the participation of minority researchers and institutions as well as
research and development centers, in order to support the obj.ec-
tives of the national research institutes. A new national education
dissemination system is established to coordinate various dissemi-
nation activities, including an electronic network linking various of-
fices and activities at the Department of Education; maintain the
16 Educational Resources Information Center Clearinghouses
(ERIC); identify successful educational programs and disseminate
information about them; provide contracts for the operation of re-
gio.al educational laboratories to conduct research and develop-
ment, provide technical assistance, promote education reform, and
assist rural education; including learning grant institutions and
district education agents; support a teacher research dissemination . .
demonstration program; and operate the National Library of Edu-
cation. . o

The Committee has included $58,500,000 for the regional edu- J (d:/)(
cational laboratories. This amount is $7,500,000 over the 1997 level \Y/ ?

and $5,000,000 over the budget request. The Committee believes
that the regional educational laboratories are well suited to help -
schools in each of their regions to implement the whole school re-
form initiative for which the Committee has grovided $200,000,000
under the title 1 program and under the Fund for the Improvement -
of Education. Research sponsored by the Department of Education \
indicates that effective implementation of schoolwide reform is crit-
ical to achieving im?ro_ved student performance. The laboratories ‘
. are the Department’s gnmary agent for translating ‘sound edu- //
cational research into effective practice in the field.’ Vs
. Accordingly, the bill includes an additional $5,000,000 to expand, ™\
within the laboratories, a support, system of technical experts for =
schools that elect to implement . , whole school reform /
models. The additional funds ghall be made available to the ten re- )
onal laboratories according to each laboratory’s share of 1997
ding. The funds shall be used to provide schools with expertise |
to assist them in choosing, implementing and evaluating whole
school reform strategies. Services the laboratories can include, but
are not limited to, are providing research-based expert advice to
support a. school initia and implementing schoolwide reform,
training school personnel, dmelnlgm d{:ﬁl ormation on whole
school reform and establishing -partne s with non-laboratory
developers of whole school models. The Committee also-intends '
that the laboratories work with schools tb assist them in designing
an a‘ppmpriate. long-term and rigorous evaluation of their
schoolwide reform strategy that will assist the school during its im-

plementation to obtain in ing levels of student success and
measure the results achieved. To the extent practicable, these eval-
uations should include eont_t_pi' ups and random assignment. To
the extent that a laboratory d to accept the additional fund-

ing due to othér priorities set by .its ‘local governing bo e
Committee intends that such funds be distributed to _othm-n
tories to support piloting of new research-based approaches to
. whole school restructuring. The Committee intends that all:labora-
tory funds provided be released no later than December 1, 199Y.

4 ]
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The Committee has also included $2,500,000, as requested, for the
le%ilatwely mandated third-year evaluation of the laboratories.

e Committee reiterates its intent, expressed in the Conference
Report on the fiscal year 1996 bill (Report No. 104-537) that all
work of the Regional Education Laboratories be based on the prior-
ities established by their regional governing boards. -

As noted elsewhere in this report, the Committee is concerned by
the lack of data on the effectiveness of programs within the Depart-
ment of Education and encourages the Office to include within its
planning process activities that will develop evaluation techniques
for Federally funded education tﬁro%'ams and to begin to develop
and fund %rojects to evaluate the Department's programs. These
activities should be carried out in conjunction with the performance

measures being developed under the Government Performance and
Results Act. ' .

Statistics

This bill includes $66,250,000 for the activities of the National
Center for Education Statistics, exclusive of the National Assess-
ment of Educational Progress. This amount is $16,250,000 above
the fiscal year 1997 amount, and the same as the budget request.
Statistics activities are authorized under the National Education
Statistics Act of 1994, title VI of P.L. 103-382. The Center collects,
analyzes, and reports statistics on all levels of education in the
United States. Activities are carried out d.irectl-ﬁ‘ and through

ts and contracts. Major publications include e Condition of
ducation” and “Digest of Education Statistics.” Other products in-
clude projections. of enroliments, teacher supply and demand, and
educational expenditures. Technical assistance to state and local
education agencies and postsecondary institutions is provided.
International comparisons are authorized. - : o
Assessment

This bill includes $38,367,000 for the National Assessment of
Educational ngo'rgss. $5,750,000 above. the fiscal year 1997
amount, and $6, below the budget request. The Assessment is
authorized under section 411 of the National Education Statistics
Act of 1994, and is the only"nadonalznrepmenuﬁve survey of -
educational ability and achievement of American students. The pri- .
mary goal of the Assessment is to determine and report the status
and trends of the mﬁe and gkills of students, subject by sub-
ject. Subject areas asse in the have included reading, writ-
ing, mathematics, science, and social studies, as well as citizenship,
literature; 'art, and music. The Assessment {s operated contrac-
tors through competitive awards made by the National ter for

i s P R Gy s
mulates the policy guidelines for the pix _ e.amounts E
provided, sz’.’gesc.yot%‘.'.ie;?ér_;&he Nitional Assessment Governing ;-

* K ‘_(l' T ~:: 3 u,-,'l_!)'-‘.'ﬂ'- N '.'f'.. '. "v.-. .' “' : - .-'. v"..l'
Fund for tl;c;imprpvenientofcdué'tion Coeuds pas o rn

The bill ‘inclydes’ eo,ooo.ooo for the fiind 'for" the improvement
of -education which 1is:$40,000,000 above both the budget request -~
and the fiscal year 1997 amount. The fund for the improvement of

] ] « '
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education has a broad portfolio of activities related to the national
education goals and systemic education reform. Under the fund,
the Secretary of Education supports activities that identify and dis-
seminate innovative educational approaches. =

The Committee has included $50,000,000 for a new whole school

reform initiative under the Fund for the Improvement of Education
(FIE). Together with $150,000,000 distributed under the Title 1
rogram, a total of $200,000,000 is provided for whole school re-
orm initiatives.
The Committee stronfly believes that all schools, not just Title
1 schools, can benefit from these comprehensive, research-tested
models that allow schools to set and achieve their own school re-

form goals. Therefore, the Committee intends that $50,000,000 be '

awarded by the Secre on a competitive basis to local edu-
cational agencies (LEAs) for schools that are not eligible for Title
1 funding but could benefit from comprehensive schoolwide reform.
The Secre should give special consideration to LEA applica-
tions that include well-defined plans, using rigorous methodological
designs and techniques including control groups and random as-
signment to the extent practicable, to evaluate the results achieved
with this funding. The Committee directs that the Secretary an-
nounce a competition, after consultation with the Committee, that
Frovides discretionary awards based on criteria similar to that out-
1

l

ned by the Committee under Title 1 demonstrations of innovative l

practices.

The Committee is aware of a promising school-based program,

ump Start) designed to maintain gains made by students and par-
en volved in Head Start programs. These gains include higher
levels of parental involvement in schools and improved student
readiness to deal with their school responsibilities. The Committee
encourages the Department to fund the evaluation, expansion and
dissemination of information on the Jump Start program.

The Committee is also aware that the women in Natural

Sciences program provides science enrichment for talented minority
and underserved female high school students. The Committee en-

courages the Department to support the evaluation, expansion and

dissemination of this program.

The Committee is aware of concerns that have been raised about
the President’s proposals for v%uﬂég_@@_xg;_mm of reading in
English at the fourth grade arid mathematics at the eighth grade.
These concerns include questions about the Administration pro-
ceedinghwit.h the testing initiative without adequate Congressional
oversight and review, concerns that the Administration has not
planned sufficient time to develop high quality tests, concerns
about the impact of the national tests on standards and accom-
panying assessments that many states have recently developed,
and concerns that not all students will have an equal opportunity
to be successful on these tests. Given the fact that United States
has never before had national tests that yield results for individual
students, the Committee believes that many of these concerns are
justified. In order to provide a better base of information on which
the Congress can consider this Presidential initiative, the Commit-
tee has included bill language requiring the Department of Edu-
cation to contract with National Academy of Sciences to conduct a




study and report to the Committee on the voluntary national test-
ing initiative. The Committee directs that the National Academy of
Sciences evaluate:

1. The technical quality of the work performed under the test
development contracts, based on an examination of the item
specifications, frameworks and test content; linking activities;
and contracts for providing the tests to states and school dis-
tricts;

2. The adequacy of the administration of the field tests,
based on the contractors’ administration plans and observation
of selected field test administrations;

3. The validity and reliability of the data produced by the
field tests, based on examination and analysis of the contrac-
tors’ validity studies;

4. The reasonableness and validity of the contractors’ design
for linking test results to student performance levels, based on-
data from the field tests; and

5. The degree to which the tests can be expected to provide
valid and useful information to the public.

The Committee also would like the study to suggest other options
to provide national comparisons of achievement in reading in Eng-
lish at the fourth grade and mathematics at the eighth grade based
on lexisting achievement tests or other appropriate assessment
tools.

The Committee has included bill languatie directing that a pre-
liminary report be completed by no later than June 30, 1998 and
a final report by August 31, 1998, and prohibiting the administra-
tion of the tests on a national basis until the final report is com-
pleted. The Committee directs the Secretary of Education to make
available information to the National Academy of Sciences as the
voluntary testing initiative progresses in order to expedite the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences review.

The Committee is aware of a $500,000 proposal for enhanced
teacher training for the Foorman, Frances, and Fletcher NICHD
approved longitudinal Emject “Early Interventions for Children
with Reading Problems” involving nine public elementary schools
in the Dmtnct of Columbia. Such a project will focus. upon re-
search-based components critical to success in learning to read and
spell-phonemic awareness, alphabetic and orthographic knowledge,
and comprehension st.rat.egy instruction-all within a literature rich
environment. The teacher training will involve five activities: gen-
eral coordination/training, generic teacher training, comprehension
training, teacher processes and curriculum-based assessment. The
Secretary is instructed to give careful consideration to applications
for funds for this activity.

The Committee has included within the funds available in this
account, $125,000 for the national student and parent mock elec-
tion.

The Committee believes that the Empire State Coll Inter-
national Center for Educational Technology and Distance Learning
is a particularly worthwhile project and urges the Department to

give careful consideration to any applications submitted to fund
this project.
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Similarly, the Committee is aware that the Woman in Natural

Sciences programs provides science enrichment for talented minor-

ity and under-served female high school students. The Committee
encourages the Department to support the evaluation, expansion,
and dissemination of this program. .

The Committee encourages the Office of Education Research and
Improvement ‘to support a model youth concert demonstration pro-
gram to provide additional information on the contribution of music
to learning. o )

The Committee understands the unique and difficult challenges
faced by urban school systems as they attempt to effectively edu-
cate Hispanic students in areas of science and mathematics. The
Committee notes that, in the face of these challenges, there are
Hispanic Serving Institutions of Higher Education that have devel-
oped model curricula and programs that have improved the per-
formance of Hispanic students in these disciplines. The Committee
recoT'n.izes, however, that these resources have not been made
available to relevant public school systems with a large Hispanic
enrollment, like those found in New York City, Chicago, Miami,
San Antonio and E] Paso. The Committee believes that support for
institutions which have developed successful models should be a
high priority for the Fund and urges the Secretary to give applica-
tions from such institutions a high priority. :

International education exchange

This bill includes no funding for the international education ex-
change program authorized under title VI of the Goals 2000: Edu-
cate America Act, which is $5,000,000 below both the budget re-
quest and the fiscal year 1997 amount. This program provides to
educators in eligible countries overseas selected curricula and
teacher training programs in civics and economic education that
have been developed in the United States. o '

The United States Information Asency reports that there are 130
programs in ‘38 Departments and Agencies that provide inter-
national exchange and training opportunities. .o

21st century community learning centers

ing centers $30,0001000.sbave the bl reguier and 545.000:500
ing centers, » » est an ’ D
ab%;etheﬁs:alymmmlevel. o i :dthls -
1e President profosed to vastly expand ‘program:_es-
sentially to create new demonstration grant program to stimulate

and exl:plmdl i cant aﬁier-schdol lean:_i.tng progx_-tnms, avaél;blefto
young people. est would su a com on for
200-308exgew lear mgenters'l'beee : ppom school 1 centers

muld help rural and inner<city public_achools to stay open after

ool hours and serve as safe, borhood “learning - centers

where students can do their homework :and obtain “tuto and

mentoring services. The centers wotild provide learning activities in -

safe and constructive environments, under adult supérvisioni. ” ~~

While the Committee supports the development of these pro-

'mms. it is concerned about the ability of the.Committee to sus
ding in-future years for this new .initiative in light of

elementary and secondary enrollments; which may generate add-. o

N
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tional funding requirements for core education programs like com-
pensatory education for the disadvantaged and education for chil-
dren with disabilities. It is in the intent of the Committee to dis-
continue funding after fiscal year 1999 in the absence of a new au-
thorization specifically addressing after-school learning centers.

The Committee believes that this program could best.achieve its
goals if schools are given the om to develop consortia with
public libraries. Accordingly, the Committee encourages the Sec-
retary to give favorable consideration to consortia that involve the
innovative pro 8 of libraries. In addition, the Committee be-
lieves that applicants that propose to use community learning cen-
ters as a place where extra readiug and literacy help can be pro-
vided to children who are at risk of falling behind in their reading
skills should have a high priority for funding, consistent with the
goals of the President’s reading initiative.

While the Committee recognizes that consistent with the author-
ization of the 21st Century Community Learning Centers, it is the
intention of the Departiment to award grants to rural and inner-city
public schools, the Committee urges the Secretary to consider, in
addition, applicants from non-rural or inner city schools that will
use these funds to serve at-risk communities.

Civic education

This bill includes $4,500,000 for the civic education program, the
same as both the budget request and the fiscal year 1997 level.
Under this program, a sole source award is made to the Center for

- Civic Education for its “We the People” program.
- Eisenhower professional development national activities

This bill includes $21,000,000 for the Eisenhower professional de-
velopment national activities, which is $9,000,000 below the budget
request and $7,658,000 above the fiscal year 1997 amount. Funds
made available in this account are solely for the spurpose of funding
the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards to carry
out activities outlined .in the budget justification which accom-
panied the President’s fiscal year 1998 request. ' -

Eisenhower regional mathematics and science education consortia
This bill includes $16,000,000 for the Eisenhower regional math-
ematics and science education consortia, the same as the budget re-
quest and the fiscal year 1997 amount. The purpose of the consor-
tia is to disseminate exemplary mathemastics and science instruc-
tional materials and provide technical assistance in the use of im-
proved teaching methods and assessment tools.
Javits gifted and talented education =~

 This bill includes $6,000,000 for.the Jacob K. Javits Gifted and
.Talented Students Education. Act,.$1,000,000 below the budget re-

quest and the $1,000,000 abovethe ' -1997 amount. This

m providés nce to state and ocd?educaMcies,
, --‘mucaﬂon institutions, and other agencies for dem-

VIS

onstration,’: and other activities {o identify and meet the

‘educational needs of ‘and talented students.
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National Writing Project

The bill provides $3,100,000 for the National Writing Project
which is the $3,100,000 above the budget request and the same as
the fiscal year 1997 level. These funds are awarded to the national
writing project which, in turn, funds projects in 45 States to train
teachers of all subjects how to teach effective writing.

Educational technology: innovative challenge grants

This bill includes $75,000,000 for the innovative challenge
grants, the same as the budget request and $18,035,000 above the
1997 amount. Funding under this account provides support for
partnerships among educators, business and industry, and other
organizations in the community to develop innovative new applica-
tions of technology and community plans for fully integrating tech-
nology into schools.

The Committee is aware of a public-private partnership which is
developing maritime history learner-based software and teacher
training. The Committee encourages the Department to continue to
place a high priority on this initiative within the funds provided.

When the Secretary is awarding local innovation challenge
grants, considerations should be given to projects relating to core
academic. areas such as mathematics and reading. In light of the
findings of the Third International Math and Science Study
(TIMSS), The Committee urges the Secretary to place a high prior-
ity on improving the mathematics gkills of our nation’s youth
through the effective use of educational technology. In pursuit of
this goal, the Committee directs the Secretary to fund an effort at
a level of $7,300,000 to integrate technology into eighth grade alge-
bra classrooms, the “I Can Learn” project which the Committee
feels would be ideally suited to recejve funding. :

- Educational technology: regional technology in education consortia

_ The bill includes $10,000,000 for retgional technology in education
consortia, the same as the President’s request and the fiscal year
1997 amount. These regional consortia provide regional pro,

grams
of information and resource dissemination, professional develop-
ment, and technical assistance. .
~The bill includes no funding for the star schools program,
$26,000,000 leas than the budget request and $30,000,000 ress than
the fiscal year 1997 amount. This program-supports the develop-
ment of statewide or multi-state telecommunications partnerships.
Among other activities, these partnerships have sought to increase
the availability of courses in mathematics, science andtore?n lan-
s; serve educationally’ diudvanmd_"'sm:ients; and train
teachers in the use of telecommunications equipthent. - ... -
. The $26,000,000 requested for this sccount has been used to pro-
. wvide increased funding above the ‘President’s nqﬁt for the Tech-
. nology tf..item:y Challenge';lﬁx?d, funded in“the Education Reform
acconn T e e A :
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Educational technology: ready to learn television

The bill includes no funding for ready to learn t.elewsxon
$7,000,000 less than the budget request and the 1997 amount. Pro-
gram objechves include the development and distribution of edu-
cational and instructional video programming for preschool and ele-
ment.aréo school children and their parents. :

mmittee believes that this activity can be carried out by
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting with the Federal payment
it receives in_this bill. The $7,000,000 requested for this account
has been re-allocated to provxde incre re?\.mdmg above the Presi-

dent’s request for the Technology Literacy Challenge Fu.1d, funded
in the Education Reform account.

Telecommunications demonstration projects for mathematics

The Committee has provided no funding for this demonstration
program. This amount is $1,035,000 below the fiscal year 1997
amount and $2,035,000 below the bu a.lfet request. The funds re-

uested for this account have been re-allocated to provide increased

ding above the President’s request for the Technology Literacy
.Challenge Fund, funded in the Education Reform account

LIBRARIES

The bill includes $142,000,000 for library programs, an increase

of $5,631,000 above the budget request and the comparable fiscal

~ year 1997 appropriation. Pursuant to the 1996 reauthonzauon of
. the library programs, the bill provides a consolidated appropriation
~ for libraries which will be transferred from the Department of Edu-

" cation to the independent Institute of Museum and Library Serv-
ices. The authorization provides that a minimum of 91.5 percent of

. t.he app .ﬁmhon is allocated for grants to States, up to 3 pereent
. ocatéd for administration, 4 percent is allocated for dis-

"crehonuy national grants and 1.6 pereent is allocated for Indian
libraries.

Departmental mauagement

" The bill includes $415,170,000 for depart.mental management
(salaries and expenses) at the De ent of Edueation. This
amount is $4,110,000 above the year 1997 ap ropriation and

~ $19,369,000 less than the Administration's 1998 request.
. These activities are authorized by the Deparl:ment of caﬁon Or-
_ganization Act, P.L. 96-88, and include costs associated with the

management and o tions of the De ent as well as geparate
ccets Seatcintod with the Office for cf vil Rights and the Office of

the Inspector General.

. The bill includes $329479000 for p administration, an
amount 33{262 ,000 above.the fiscal : appropriation and a
demaseo OOOﬁ'omthe 8budgetmquest.'l‘heeefunds

and other costs of administering programs and ac-
ﬁgﬂt at the Deépartment. Items include. peuongel compensation

th, retirement and other benefits as.well as' travel, rent,
"i ', telephones. uﬁliﬁes. postage feee. ‘data Pmsinz printing, equip-
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ment, supplies, technology training, consultants and other contrac-
tual services. iy . .
The Department is instructed to continue to provide information
on revenues resulting from the actions of the inspector general as
re%uired in last year's House report. e
ach of the departments under the Committee’s jurisdiction is
statutorily required to have audited financial statements covering
all the department’s accounts and activities. Congress enacted this
requirement in the Government Management Reform Act of 1994
after having observed the benefits of the pilot program of audited
financial statements that had been required by the Chief Financial
Officers (CFO) Act of 1990. An audited financial statement is like
a “scorecard” that reflects a department’s progress in achieving the
significant financial management reforms required by the CFO Act,
and in providing effective stewardship and mana&ement of govern-
ment funds. Accordingly, the Committee expects the Department to
work vigorously towards obtaining a clean opinion on its financial
statements. The transfer and reprogramming authority the Com-
mittee has granted provides substantial flexibility to the Depart-
ment and is particularly valuable during periods of increasing fis-
cal constraints. However, the Committee questions the extent to
which agencies can gro rly exercise such authority and accurately
account for affecte ds if they have not made substantial
progress towards achievi.n% the CFO Act’s financial management
reforms. Accordingly, in subsequent years, the Committee will con-
sider the Department’s progress in making such reforms and in ob-
taining a clean opinion on its financial statements when scrutiniz-
ing requests for current appropriations and in deciding whether to
continue, expand or limit transfer and reprogramming mxt.hox'it{l..s
The Committee is impressed with the important accompli hf")
ments reﬂ):vr:ed from the National Institute of Child Health and
Human lopment (NICHD) research pro on reading devel-
opment and disability, and is eager to have this ipformation
brought to the attention of educators, policy makers, and parents.
Noting the fact that the Department of Education is already col-
laborating with the NICHD, the Committee urges the Secretary to
work with the Director ¢f the NICHD in convening a national panel
uy

the effectiveness of various approaches to teaching to r?:f
Based on its fin , the panel ghall present a report to the Sec-
re of Health and Human Services, the Secretary of Educatio
Education, Appropiations . Subcommittess. ans the - apperis

ucation ons - ttees, an appropriate
House and Serg&pauthoﬁzing committees. The re clul:ﬁ ptl"esent
the panel's conclusions, indica the readiness for application in
the classroom of the results of this research, and, ifap&ro riate, a
strategy for rapidly ating this information to tate ef-
fective reading instruction in-schools.” " " i ~ .. .o

" ".." The Committee is:€oricernedi b; the seemingla 6f coordination
- .. of programs among‘the Depa: e B

; aesits of Labor, Health and Human
, and Education:"The' Departments havé no forum in place

for, continuous>*intsrdegastinental - collsboration. The *Wo

.Group on Comprehensive‘Eérg Childhood Family 'C'exitéi's'.'head:ﬁ
by the Department of Education, recommended that: the Depart-
- ' :
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ments create such a forum, and this has yet to occur. Therefore,
the Committee urges the Departments to institutionalize inter-
disciplinary collaboration at all levels, and requests a progress re-
port on steps taken to accomplish such departmental collaboration
and program coordination no later than March of 1998.

Office for Civil Rights

The bill includes $55,449,000 for the salaries and expenses of the
Office for Civil Rights, an amou1it $549,000 above the fiscal year
1997 appropriation and $6,051,000 below the budget request. Con-
sistent with the policy carried out in many of the salary and ex-
pense accounts in the bill, the account has been increased by 1%
over last year’s funding level. This Office is responsible for enforc-
ing laws that prohibit discrimination on the basis of race, color, na-
tional origin, sex, handicap, and age in all programs and institu-
tions that receive funds from the Department. These laws extend
to 50 State educational agencies, 16,000 local educational agencies,
3,500 institutions of higher education, as well as to proprietary
schools, State rehabilitation agencies, libraries, and other institu-
tions receiving Federal funds. These institutions and agencies gen-
erated over 5,000 discrimination complaints in 1993, .according to
the Office for Civil Rights. In addressing these complaints, the Of-
fice’s duties include monitoring and performing compliance reviews,
investigat:i.nﬁ allegations, offering advice on corrective and remedial
actions, and providi technical assistance to help recipients
achieve voluntary compliance. - .
Office of the Inspector General

The bill includes $30,242,000 for the Office of the Inspector Gen-

© eral, an amount $299,000 above the fiscal year 1997 appropriation

. and $1,768,000 less than the fiscal year 1998 budget request. This

Office has authority to inquire into all program and administrative

activities of the Departments as well as into related activities of
grant and contract recipients. It conducts audits and investigations

to determine compliance with az&}iable laws and regulations, to

check all fraud and abuse, efficiency of operations, and effec--
tiveness of results. ' ' . .

The Committee instructs the Inspector General to continue re-
porting to the Committee on actual collections made as a result of
the Office’s actions and investigations and the specific uses to
which “funds put to better use” were put.

TITLE IV—RELATED AGENCIES
" .ARMED FORCES RETIREMENT HOME

The .bill provides _authority ‘to expend-:871.'i77.000 from the’
~ Armed’ Forces -Retirement ‘Home Trust Fund for: operations and

" " 7 capital activities at the United States Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home

. and the United States Naval Home, an increase of $16,682,000:
‘above the comparsble fiscal year 1997 authority and $8,200,000°
below the budget request. o

v
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NATIONAL COMMISSION ON LIBRARIES AND INFORMATION SCIENCE

The bill J:rovides' $1,000,000 for the National Commission on Li-
braries and Information Science, an increase of $103,000 above the
comparable fiscal year 1997 _appropriaﬁon and $123,000 below the

uest.

l‘eq’he' Commission is charged with advising the President and Con-
gress on national policy in the library and information fields, devel- .
oping overall plans for meeting national library and information
needs, and coordinating activittes at the Federal, State and local
levels. Pursuant to the 1996 reauthorization of Federal library pro-
grams, the Conimission advises the Institute on Museum and Li-
brary Services regarding implementation of the new library legisla-
tion. .

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON DISABILITY:

The bill provides $1,793,000 for the National Council on Disabil-
ity (NCD), the same as the request and an increase of $2,000 above
the coné%arable fiscal year 1997 appropriation.

The Council monitors implementation of the Americans with Dis-
abilities Act and makes recommendations to the President, the
Congress, the Rehabilitation Services Administration, and the Na-
tional Institute on Disability and Rehabilitation Research on public
policy issues of concern to individuals with disabilities.

The Committee continues to encourage NCD to augment its ap-
propriation with other sources of Federal and non-Federal revenues
including grants and contracts. -

NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL

The bill d:rovides $2,000,000 for the National Education Goals
Panel (NEGP), the same as the budget request and $505,000 above
the comparable fiscal year 1997 appropriation. The NEGP was es-
. tablished in 1990 following the National Education Summit held in
September 1989 and is with rl?omﬁ on National and
State progress toward achievi the Natio education goals,
working with states to develop high academic standards and as-
sessments, identifying promising and effective practices at the local
levgli":ﬁdsdng states and communities with their progress reports,
and ding a bipartisan consensus for education improvement.

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

The bill provides $174,661,000 for the National Labor Relations
Board, the same as the comparable fiscal year 1997 appropriation
m‘f‘h $11,773,000 beilow thi: bu requesg. ] .
° receives, tes, and prosecutes unfair labor
Ymcﬂee charges filed by businesses, labor unions, and individuals.
t also schedules and conducts representation elections. The five-
. member Board considers cases in which administrative.law judge

. deddomm.ppe‘ld" B Ao . YA e T ’
- The Committee is concerned about the potential impact on small
.- .. employers of the NLRB proposed rule ¢ ng the appropriate:
' ‘ness of ‘si!ﬁle location b:rdgalnlngunits : y, ‘the bill con
tains a limitation included in each of the last two Appropriation:

. LN .".'\. - t. . B
+
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS SUBMITTED BY THE HONORABLE
DAVID OBEY AND THE HONORABLE JOHN PORTER

THE ROAD TO BETTER AMERICAN SCHOOLS

No topic has more consistently been the focus of public debate
over the last two decades than the reform or our educational sys-
tem. Parents know that the competition for jobs and pay which
their children will face will be quite different from what they them-
selves faced only a few years ago. How they fare will be determined
not just by how their skills stack up against other workers in their
own community but how those skills compare with those of workers
around the globe. The relationship between living standards and
work skills will become increasingly direct.

As a result improvement has been a central agenda item at local
school board meetings across the country. It absorbs much of the

deliberative time of each state legislature. It is a frequent topic of

debate here in Congress and it is a matter of great concern to not
onllylr parents and students but corporate leaders and tax payers as
well.

Yet the road to school reform has proven elusive. Teachers in
many schools complain with apparent justification that students
are spending so much time taking newly mandated standardized
tests that it has significantly cut back the time available for in-
struction. In some classrooms, computers with the prom-
ise of revolutionizing instruction sit idle &y after day servini only
as icons of the difficulty of changing the fundamental problems
which face our schools. Some t.houﬁtful school board members
have reluctantly concluded that the only two things that will really

briz:ﬁ positive e to our sci-ools is an infugion of more talented
teachers and an infusion of more disciplined and motivated stu-
dents—two things that they ultimately feel powerless to

change.

But in the midst of this debate and the many failed efforts to
revolutionize public instruction, a promising set of ideas about
schoo] organization has taken hold and begun to produce. extremely
fromising results. There is no single father to these new ideas. In

act, they include more than half a dozen detailed models developed

separa lx educators at universities in different parts of the
coun?. Ea of these models for reforming schools its own
special set of characteristics, but all of the models would signifi-
cantly change the way that the overwhelming majority of American
schools now operate. Strikingly, all of these models have a great
deal in common with one another,

Among those who have brought forth proposals for change are
James Comer at Yale, Henry Levin at Stanford, Ted Sizer at
Brown and Robert Slavin at Johns Hopkins. Each has his own spe-
cial area of emphasis. The Comer School Development Program for
instance focuses on the organization of school decision making. Lev-

' (276)
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in's Accelerated Schools puts forth a curriculum r}:%al for chal-
lenging students identified for remediation. Sizer'’s ition of Es-
sential Schools focuses on the “triangle of 1 ing” the relation-
ship between students, teachers and curriculum. Slavin's Success
for All and Roots and Wings call for reallocating resources into the
most essential elements for school success, curriculum, instruction
and family support. -

While the area of emphasis differs from one model to the next,
all of these models are based on the concept that effective reform
is a school wide proposition. In other words, you can’'t make suffi-
cient progress by working on one classroom or one teacher or the
curriculum for one subject area at a time, the whole school has to
be the target for . All share the concept that parents have
to be centrally e at every step of the decision making and
evaluation process. concur that a great deal of autonomy is
needed for individual schools and that the current top down au-
thority structure existing within most schools has got to g Each
of these concepts requires principals to significantly redefine their
roles. They must become consensus builders rather than autocratic
directors. They must learn to bring teachers and parents into the
decision making process and create a community wide commitment
to the behavioral and academic standards of the school.

All argue that the school boards, superintendents and other ad-
ministrators in the School system have to be aware of the need for
these changes- and activeli support schools attempting change. All
are aupgorted by an outside set of experts who are available to ad-
vise and help the schools, teachers and principals to successfully
retool their school. Finally, each of these concepts is far more than
an academic treatise on what people living in the real world should
be doing. Each of these models has been developed into real func-

tioning programs used in a cross section of communities with
very sg:ciﬁc and detailed guidelines for approaching the real life—
every day problems of tea and learning. .

Over the last three decades the principal tool for raising edu-
cational performance nationwide has been the Elemen and Sec-
.ondary Education Act of 1966 and specifically Title I of that Act.
Through Title I, the federal government has focused substantial ad-
ditional resources on underachieving children in lower income
schools. What we have learned from these new “whole school” mod-
_ els is that the improvements in academic performance of Title I
- children can be more broadly based and more long lasting if the
Whieh pasents and teachars. aze- working together Tor goals.they
W, parents ers are working together for ey
both agree with and played a role in d ing. _

The most lefactaboutt.hesemehistheexuntto

which they have succeeded in improving school and student per-
" formance without becoming better known to the public or even to
many in the education community. Among the organizations that
have recognized the potential such models hold for imgmvmg the
effectiveness of American schools are the Anne oundation,
the Edison Project and New American Schools. New American
Schools was created by business leaders from a number of the na-
tion's largest corporations and began wo with local school dis-
tricts in 1992 to help certain selected schools adapt to one or an-
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other of seven selected school reform models—each representing a
different version of “whole school” reform. More than 500 schools
in 26 states have participated for much of that period and another
200 schools have been added recently. While that is a tiny fraction
of the more than 100,000 elementary and secondary schools across
the country, it is &rovid::f a solid information base for examining
' mwnﬁd of these reforms. The Rand Corporation has been

i to evaluate this information. While understanding the long
term impact of alternate education approaches on student achieve- -
ment necessarily takes many years, the early results from thesc ex-
periments have in many instances been dramatic.

A number of schools in Prince Georges County, Maryland using
the ATLAS model (a variation on the Comer School Development
Program) raised their reading scores by 30% on the Maryland Per-
formance Assessment Program. The proportion of students scoring
satisfactory or excellent on the exam tripled within a three year pe-
riod beginning in 1992. Most schools experienced a dramatic de-
cline in discipline problems and a dramatic increase in levels of
school attendance.

The John F. Kennedy Elementary School in Louisville, Kentucky
increased its scores on the Kentucky statewide assessment by 43%
in reading and 48% in math using the National Alliance reform
model. In three years, the school rose from among the lowest-scor-
ing schools in the state to the top 10%.

e Success for All model developed at Johns Hopkins University
appears to have been particularly successful in boost:i.nﬁ achieve-
ment among h.ngxhaie minority students. In six schools located in
Baltimore and iladelphia, first grade students were three
months ahead of their counterparts in other elementary schools by
the end of their first {year By the end of second grade they were
almost a year ahead of their counterparts.

The Hansberry Elementary School in the Bronx increased the
percentage of student who passed the New York State essential
skills test from 22% to 6 inreadiggand&omﬂ%to%%in
math in only two years beginning in 1993. Hansberry used a model
develomd by the Hudson Institute known as the Modern Red
Schoolhouse.

The Rand Corporation noted that “By any number of measures,
New American ls has accomplished a great deal in its first
four years of programmatic activity . . . What began as an effort
to create number of outstan designs for schools has ex-
panded to a comprehensive strategy to reform education.”

While these new apgomachu to mpmvi:i schools may represent
fundamental change from the way most schools now operate, it is
important to rea;gniu that these approaches are consistent
with the kinds o organiuﬁonalchangeobdngbr::ghtnboutin
numerous other institutions in society. Just as American business
has learned that enhancing the role and input of workers and sup-
pliers creates a common commitment that improves the product
and boosts productivity, the full engagement of teachers and par-
ents in the learning process can and is producing similar results
in schools. In fact, one might well argue that the standard struc- -
ture of American schools has so little.in the last half cen-
tury that these types of institutional reforms can have an even
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greater impact on the classroom than businesses have managed to
produce in factories or offices. .

We do not know all that we would like to know or should know
in order to fully revolutionize the nation’s schools. We do not know
for certain which of these models works best or which is best suited
for particular types of schools or to meet particular types of prob-
lems. But we certainly do know enough to know that we should
begin. We have sufficient experience to know that many more
schools should be participating—that we should not only be experi-
menting with these alzsroaches in all of the states instead of onl
half, but that we should have a number of schools working wi
these reforms in reach region of every state.

That is why we encouraged the A?ropriations Subcommittee on
Labor-Health, Human Services and Education to provide $200 mil-
lion to start such a whole school reform effort in the education ap-
propriation bill for the coming school year. These funds would
a%portioned by state education officials and the Department of
Education to school districts interested in making a serious com-
mitment to school improvement. Schools with differing ethnic and
socioeconomic backgrounds would be selected at would schools fac-
ing differing problems in improving academic performance. Each
parﬁcirating school would receive a grant of at least $50,000 a year
to implement a research tested model for whole school reform. The
funds would be used to help the school get the necessary outside

rtise, hire the staff neces to facilitate change and train ex-

isting personnel to meet the enges of making fundamental

es in the manner in which the schools operate. The effort

would provide a large number of schoo) districts across the country

with first hand experience and information to determine whether

they wish to provide additional schools with the resources nec-
essary to make the proposed changes.

We have had an extended debate in this country about school re-
form and that debate will no doubt continue. But it is time to do
more than debate. We now have proposals to reform our schools
that are not just academic theories but are producing real results
in ‘real classrooms across America. With a relatively small amount
of outside resources, communities can restructure schools in ways
that make them significantly more effective. We should now move
to insure that a broader spectrum of our nation’s schools have a
chance to move forward with these reforms and determine for

themselves the impact these changes have on student learning and
school effectiveness.

EXAMPLES OF WHOLE SCHOOL REFORM MODELS
Ac_celerated schools .

Accelerated Schools, developed at Stanford University, is a whole
school reform model that focuses on an accelerated curriculum that
emphasizes challenging and exciting learning activities for students
who normally are identified for remediation.-One of the key ideas
behind Accelerated Schools is that rather than remediating stu-
dents’ deficits, students who are placed at risk -of school failure
must be accelerated—given the kind of high-expectations curricu-
lum typical of programs for gifted and talented students. The pro-
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gram'’s social goals include reducing the dropout rate, drug use, and
teen pregnancies.

The Accelerated Schools model is built around three central prin-
ciples. One is unity of purpose, a common vision of what the school
should become, agreecf to and worked toward by all school staff,
parents, students and community. A second is empowerment cou-
pled with responsibility, which means that staff, parents ‘and stu-
genlt.s find their ggw& way to transd form t.hixﬁxsemthud' f ele;nent,

uilding on stre ,. means i enhfymg' i e of students,
of 8 and of the school, and then using these as a basis for re-
form. School staff are encouraged to search for methods that hel
them to realize their vision. There is an emphasis on reducing all
uses of remedial activities and on adopting engaﬁng teaching strat-
egies, such as project-based learning. The schools implement these
principles by establishing a set of cadres which include a steering
committee and work groups focused on particular areas of concern.
Accelerated schools are located in 39 states, including Colorado,
Texas and California. - :

ATL‘?;S (t)zuthentic teaching, learning and assessment of all stu-
nts

The ATLAS Program, builds on concepts embodied in the School
Development Program and the Coalition of Essential Schools, but
adds other unique elements. One of these is a focus on pathways—
groups of schools made up of high schools and the elementary and
middle schools that feed into them—whose staff work with each
other to create coordinated and continuous experiences for stu-
dents. Teams of teachers from each pathway work together to de-
sign curriculum and assessments based on locally defined stand-
ards. Teachers collaborate with parents and administrators to form
a learning community that works together to set and maintain
sound management policies. :

The intent of the model is to e the culture of the school to
promote high institutional and individual performance. The empha-
sis of the design is on helping school s create classroom envi-
ronments in which students are active participants in their own -
learning. Project-based learning is extensively used. Assessment in
ATLAS schools emphasize portfolios, performance examinations,
and exhibitions. Community members are active participants on
the school govum%team and the schools develop programs to en-
co tal involvement. ATLAS schools are ogenﬁng in
Norfoﬁ e?:ﬁ‘inh; Prince Georﬁnfounty, Maryland; Gorham,
Maine; Seattle, Washington; and delphia, Pennsylvania.
Audrey Cohen College of System of Education

Audrey Cohen College of System of Education is based on the
w%methods at the Audrey Cohen Co in New York
City. whole school reform model focuses ent learning on
the study and achievement of mea::i:gﬁﬂ “purposes” for each se-
mester's academic %oala A holistic purpose-driven curriculum

| Gunised aroad s single. developmentally appropriste. purpose for
around a e, opmen! Appro purpose for

each semester, cumulating to 2€ purposes inpa &-12 system. Em-
bedded in each purpose are content areas such as English and
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math, and essential skills such as critical thinking and researching.
Each purpose culminates in a “constructive action” undertaken by
the class to serve the community. For example, in fourth grade, one
purpose is “we work for good health.” Students achieve their pur-
poee by using their knowledge and skills to plan, carry out, and
evaluate a “constructive action” to benefit the community and larg-
er world. Leadership is emphasized. These fundamental changes 1n
the curriculum and instruction become the organizing principles for
all other school activities. The total effect is intended to make the
school and its programs more coherent and focused.

The purposes help the school and its officials identify key com-.
munity resources to involve in the educational enterprise. The con-
structive actions help to bring the community into the school and
the school into the community—making schools, parents and chil-
dren active partners in improving the community. Schools are im-
Blemex_:ting the Audrey Cghen model in San Diego, California;

hoenix, Arizona; Miami, Florida; Hollandale, Mississippi; Seattle,
Washington; and Dade County, Florida.

Coalition of essential schools

The Coalition of Essential Schools is based at Brown University.
The Cualition is not a reform model per se, but an organization
de_du:ate_d to “Nine Common Principles of Essential Schools”. The
Nine Principles involve certain ideas about school reform that in-
<lude bailding support and collaboration among teachers, students
and the families of those students in the community. The Coalition
Jocuses on the relationship between students, teachers and the cur-
Ticulum—the “triangle of rea.ming".

- In order to become a member of the Coalition of Essential
Schools. a school submits a statement of its long-term goals and an
action urhn The action plan must state how structures, pedagogy,
“arriculom and assessment will change, and it must include a
Ratement of faculty commitment to student learning and engage-
Ient. Cammunity support must be solicited throughout the process
and a school-site m&a tor is identified to work as a liaison be-
Tween the school, and regional or state coordinator, and the Coali-
3on. Membership in the Coalition includes a responsibility to par-
Jopate in a network with other Coalition Schools, and to meet ex-
?xctatioms that include commitment, whole-school involvement,

. @hcumengation and assessment of progress, and funds to support
&hoal redorm activities over a multi-year period.

-NECT" schools

COu‘g'ECT schools focus on complex interdisciplinary projects that
=xensively incorporate technology and connect students with ongo-
Inr scienmific investigations, information resources, and other stu-
iﬂncem bewnond their ct»_wn chinogOLI Co-NECT useefe“it.echnnal dol . to en-

evury aspect of tea s earning, pro 0 evelopment,

amd schowl management. Cross-disciplinary teaching teams work
with cluszers of students. Most students stay in the same cluster
waizh the same teachers for at least two years. Teaching and learn-
ﬁum-:: of interdisciplinary 'lProjects t promote critical skills
acade=mic understanding. Teams of educators and parents set
&nmls. Perdnrmance-based assessments are extensively used. In ad-
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' essay questions and take multiple choicé exams. Stu
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dition to understanding key subject areas, graduates of the Co-
NECT schools demonstrate the acquisition of specific critical skills,
identified as sense-maker, degigner, problem-solver, decisionmaker,
communicator, team worker, product-oriented worker, and respon-
sible, knowledgeable citizen.

A school governance council, which includes teachers, parents,
business/community representatives, and administratives, runs the
school. In addition, the school design team provides local input con-
cerning the implementation, performance assessment, and account-
ability of the Co-NECT approach at that particular school. The
Community Support Board fosters access to the local community to
support the Council and design team. Mentoring and volunteers
are encouragd and community input sought for standard-setting.
Co-NECT schools are operating in Cincinnati, Ohio; Dade County,
Florida; Memphis, Tennessee; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; San An-
tonio, Texas; and Worcester, Massachusetts.

Expeditionary Learning Outward Bound (ELOB)

Expeditionary Learning Outward Bound (ELOB) is built on ten
design principles and operates on the belief that learning is an ex-
pedition into the unknown. Expeditionary Ig_nmcx:if draws on the
power of purposeful, intell investigatio ed learning ex-
E:ditions——bo improve student achievement and build character.

arning itions are long-term, academically rigorous, inter-
disciplinary studies that require students to work inside and out-
side the classroom. In Expeditionary Learning schools, students
and teachers stay together for more than one year, teachers work
collaboratively through team teaching and shared planning, and
there is no tracking. T

Schools using this whole school reform model are in Baltimore
County, Maryland; Boston, Massachusetts; Cincinnati, Ohio; Dade
County, Florida; Decatur, Georgia; Denver, Colorado; Dubuque,
Iowa; Memphis, Tennessee; New York City, New York; San Anto-
nio, Texas; and Portland, Oregon.

Modern Red Schoolhouse

The Modern Red Schoolhouse whole school reform model helps
all students achieve high standards through the construction of a
standards-driven curriculum; employment of traditional and per-
formance-based assessments; effective organizational patterns and
professional-development programs; and implementation of effec-
e e s wradetats Scjocts Engrian. cooirai, Wistoss
atan core aca c graphy, history,
mathematics and science. Students master a rigorous curriculum
designed to transmit common culture, develop ¢ , and pro-
mote the principles of demmﬁ:igwamment. Modern Red School-
houses are divided into three divisions, rather than 12 dfrndes pri-
mary, intermediate and upper:. To advance to the next division, stu-
dents must meet defined standards and pass “watershed assess-
ments”. Students complete investigations, give oral regom, answer

t ent progress
is monitored through an Individual Education Compact, negotiated
by the student, parent and teacher. This compact establishes goals,
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details parent and teacher responsibilities, and lists services the
school, q:rents or community should provide. :

Schoo ing this model are in Indianapolis, Columbus, and
Beech Grove, Indiana; Franklin and Lawrence, Massachusetts;
New York City, New York; Philadelphia, Pennsyivania; Memphis,
Tennessee, and San Antonio, Texas.

National Alliance for Restructuring Education (NA)

The National Alliance for Restructuring Education is a partner-
ship of states, districts, schools and expert organizations created to
change the educational system thro a five-point set of priorities
called “design tasks”: the design tasks are standards and assess-
ments, learning environments, high-performance management,
community services and supports, and public engagement. The
model uses results-based, high performance management at the
school and district levels with decentralized decisipnmaking to re-
structure the learning environment to support student achievement
and provide professional support to teachers and schools. -

iance sites adapt for education the principles and techniques
developed by American business known a high-performance man-
agement. These include strategic management, total quality man-
agement, decentralized decisionmaking and empowerment, and ac-
countabili?' and incentive systems. At the school level, principals
are trained in these areas to better support the integration and im-
plementation of design tasks. Alliance sites at the state, district
and school levels are tasked with developing methods for informing
and involvi arents and the public in the school and restructur-
ing process. ools in the National Alliance are in Arkansas; Ken-
tucky; Vermont; Rochester, New York; San Diego, California; and
Chicago, Illinois.
Roots and Wings ’

. Roots and Wings is a comprehensive, whole school reform model
for elemen ools to ensure that all children leave elementary
school with the skills required for success. It is based on the Suc-
cess For All reading program developed at Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity and incorporates science, history, and math to achieve a com-
prehensive academic program. The premise of the model is that
schools must do whatever it takes to make sure all students suc-
ceed. Roots and Wings schools ?rovide at-risk students with tutors,
family support, and a variety of other services aimed at eliminating
obstacles to success.

The Roots component of the model is aimed at preventing failure.
It em&llmsizes working with children and their ilies to ensure
that children develop the basic skills and habits they need to suc-
ceed. The Wings component emphasizes a highly motivating cur-
riculum with instructional strategies that enco children to
%r:)w to their full potential and aspire to higher levels of learning.

e design reallocates resources into a system of curriculum, in-
struction and family support designed to eliminate special edu-
cation and low achievement. ' :

Roots and Win&s gsrovides schools with innovative curricula and
instructional methods in reading, writing, language arts, mathe-
-matics, social studies, and science. The curriculum emphasizes the
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use of cooperative learning throughout the grades. In each activity,
students work in cooperative groups, do extensive writing, and use
reading, mathematics, and fine arts skills learned in other parts of
the program. Schools using this model are in Anson County, North
Carolina; Memphis, Dade County, Cincinnati, Elyria and Dowson-
Bryant, Ohio; Columbus, Indiana; Everett, Washington, Flint,
Michigan; Modesto, Pasadena and Riverside, CA; Rockford, Illinois,
St. Mary’s, Baltimore and Baltimore County, Maryland.

School Development Program

The School Development Program is a comprehensive, whole
school approach to reform based on principles of child development
and the importance of parental involvement. The program was de-
veloped at Yale and implemented initially at two elen:entary
schools in New Haven, Connecticut.

Each school creates three teams that take particular responsibil-
itf’ for moving the whole school reform agenda forward. A School
Planning and Management Team, made up of teachers, parents
and administration, develops and monitors implementation of a
comprehensive school improvement plan. A Mental Health Team,
composed of school s concerned with mental health such as
school psychologists, social workers, counselors and teachers, plans
programs focusing on prevention, building positive child develop-
ment, positive perso relations, etc. The third major component
of the model is a Parent Program designed to build a sense of com-
munity among school staff, parents, and students. The Parent Pro-
gram incorporates existing arenmarﬁcipation activities (such as .
the PTA) and implements additional activities to draw parents into
the school, to increase opportunities for parents to provide volun-
teer services, and to design ways for having the school respect the
ethnic backgrounds of its students. :

The three teams in School Development Program schools work
together to create comprehensive plans for school reform. Schools

e a holistic approach in looking for ways to serve children’s aca-
demic. and social needs. The School Devef;pment Prolﬁ!;:m is oper-
aﬁ.lag in -schools in 25 states, includ.inﬁucx:nnecticut, inois, Mary-
land, Michigan, New York, North Carolina, and Pennsylvania.
Talent Development Model for High Schools

The Talent Development Model for High Schools was developed
at Johns Hopkins University to fill a or current void in Amer-
ican education—a dearth of proven models of high school effective-
Dackage of spocibe Mgh eheol changes Toe at sk soadonts based
pa e of specific hi 00 or at-risk students
on the proposition that all students can succeed in school given ap-
propriate school organization, curriculum, instruction, and assist-
ance as needed to assure their success. The model focuses on a
common core curriculum of standards for all students and em-
phasizes the creation of small learning communities through the
::t;bhshml: ent of career-focused academies as schools-within-the-

00 .

Essential components include (1) making schoolwork relevant by
providing a career focus, (2) providing increased opportunities for
academic success, (3) providing a caring and supportive learning
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environment through enhanced teacher-student interactions, and
(4) providing help with student problems, including academic, fam-
ily problems, tance abuse, SJ.SCX cipli grccl»::lems. and employ-
ment needs. The Talent Development Hi ool provides assist-
ance to students from social workers and mental health profes-
sionals on the school staff and by referrals to an alternative after-
hours school in the building designed to meet the needs of students
who lger-esent. the most difﬁmﬂt-dasciplinnr{l&roblem. The first Tal-
ent velo%ment High School was established at Patterson High
School in Baltimore, Maryland. Additional Talent Development
sites are beinxnevaluated in Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, Chi-
cago and Los Angeles.
DAvD OBEY
JOHN PORTER
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Mr. SPECTER, from the Committee on Appropriations,
submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany S. 1061)

The Committee on Appropriations reports the bill (S. 1061) mak-
ing appropriations for Departments of Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1998, and for other purposes, reports favor-
" ably thereon and recommends that the bill do pass.

Amount of budget authority

Total bill as reported to Senate ..............cceeevennnee $269,050,387,000
Amount of adjusted appropriations, 1997 .............. 279,398,355,000
Budget estimates, 1998 ..............cocooiiiiiiieeeceeeeae 268,405,783,000

The bill as reported to the Senate:
Under the adjusted appropriations for 1997 . 10,347,968,000
Over the budget estimates for 1998 ................. 644,604,000
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Jeast one local education agency, at least one college of education,
private sector education technology firms, and nonprofit education
organizations. Each State should be allowed to submit no more
than one proposal. In forming the consortium for inclusion in its
application, each State department of education should select those
programs of preservice teacher preparation and professional devel-
opment for educators that has been proven most effective and inno-
vative. The review of proposals should consider: explicit evidence of
innovation and effectiveness; the extent to which the members of
the applicant consortium have sought to establish high standards
for training in education technology and its use in schools; and spe-
cific efforts by applicant State and local education agencies to be
publicly accountable for improving education through the use of
technology. Awardees should use grant funds to improve, expand,
and disseminate these successful models throughout the State and
Nation. Recipients of the awards shall be required to share in the
cost of the supported activities, from non-Federal sources, in an
amount equal to twice the amount of the Federal share awarded.

EDUCATION FOR THE DISADVANTAGED
$7,799,573,000

Appropriations, 1997
Budget estimate, 1998 8,077,266,000
'Committee recommendation 7.807,349,000

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $7,807,349,000
for education for the disadvantaged. This is $7,776,000 more than
the fiscal year 1997 appropriation and $269,917,000 less than the
administration request. In fiscal year 1997, $1,298,386,000 was
made available for this account in the fiscal year 1998 funds. This
year, the Committee forward funded this same amount for fiscal

ear 1999. The Committee took this action because of the severe
ﬁudget constraints facing the Committee in fiscal year 1958.

Programs financed under this account are authorized under title
I (formerly chapter 1) of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA) ang section 418A of the Higher Education Act. ESEA
title I programs provide financial assistance to State and local edu-
cational agencies [LEA’s) to meet the special educational needs of
educationally disadvantaged children, migrant children, neglected
and delinquent’ children in State institutions, and juveniles in
adult correctional institutions. In addition, the Even Start Program
supports projects that integrate early childhood education with
‘parenting and adult literacy traininf. Funds for each of these pro-

, except for Even Start, are allocated through formulas that
include the number of eligibie children and each State’s average
per-pupil expenditure. Even Start funds are allocated according to
each State’s proportion of title I grants to LEA’s.

Grunts to local educational agencies

Title I grants to local educational agencies provide supplemental
education funding to LEA's and schools, especiall{ in high-poverty
areas, to help low-income, low-achieving students learn to the same
high standards as other children. The program currently lprowdes
services to more than 9 million children. The formula for basic

ts is based on the number of children from low-income families
in each county, weighted by per-pupil expenditures for education in

QLD
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the State. States in turn make suballocations from the county to
the LEA level using the best data available on the number of poor
children. States are also required to reserve funds generated by
counts of children in correctional institutions to make awards to
LEA’s for dropout prevention programs involving youth from cor-
rectional facilities and other at-risk children. By law, 1 percent of
the total LEA grant appropriation is set aside for the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs and the outlying areas.

For title I basic grants, including the amount transferred to the
Census Bureau for poverty updates, the Committee recommends an
appropnriation of $6,273,712,000. This amount is $500,000 more
than appropriated in fiscal year 1997 and $82,362,000 more than
the budget request.

The Committee has provided no funding for the targeted grants
program. The administration requested $350,000,000 for this pro-
gram which distributes funds in a manner that provides higher
per-children amounts for counties with the highest percentage of
poor children.

The Committee recommends $1,022,020,000 for concentration
grants, the same amount appropriated in fiscal year 1997 and

22,771,000 more than the budget uest. Funds under this pro-
gram are distributed according to the basic grants formula, except
that they only go to counties and LEA’s where the number of poor
children equals at least 6,500, or 15 percent, of the total school-
aged population. Approximately 66 percent of counties nationally
receive funds.

The Committee has included bill language which provides that in
allocating the 1998 appropriations l%\:' iasic and concentration
grants under title I, part A of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, the Secretary shall apply a 100-percent hold harmless
based on total 1997 grants under this part, including supplemental
1997 appropristions provided under Public Law 105-18. The Com-
mittee has taken this action because it is very concerned about the
accuracy of updated estimates of school-age children in poor fami-
lies that were released by the Census Bureau in March 1997. In
accordance with recommendations in an interim report by an advi-
sory panel of the National Academy of Sciences, these updated pop-
ulation estimates were combined with 1990 population estimates in
the allocation of most 1997 appropriations lgr title I, part A. How-
ever, the Committee has been, and remains, concerned about the
accuracy of these updated population estimates, in part because the
National Academy of Sciences advisory panel has not yet completed
its full analysis and report on the estimation process, and in part
because of a consistent pattern whereby use of the updates reduces
the share of title I, part A funds that is allocated to States with
the highest school-age child poverty rates. The Committee under-
stands that the full National Academy of Sciences advisory panel
report on the population estimation methods will be made available
during the next several months. The Committee directs that when
this report is completed, the Secretary shall consult with the Com-
mittee on the panel's findings, and on possible ways to use more
up-to-date population estimates without reducing the share of title
1 funds that is allocated to States and local educational agencies
with high rates of poverty among school-age children. The Commit-



's recomme....ation of a 100-percent hold harmless for 1998
;er:;ts will avoid further shifting of title I funds away from high
poverty States while the Committee considers further steps to bet-
ter target title I aid on States and local educational agencies in

greatest need. .
Capital expenses for private school students

Cormimittee recommends $41,119,000 for the Capital Ex-
pe'lla"s‘:s Program, the same as the 1997 appropriation and the budg-
et request. . . bitead

The Supreme Court’s 1985 Aguilar v. Felton decision prohibite
districts from sending public schoolteachers or other employees to
private sectarian schools for the purpose of providing title I serv-
ices. The Capital Expenses Program has helped districts comply
with Felton by paying a portion of the additional cggltal costs asso-
ciated with serving religious school students outside school prem-
ises. Funds are used by districts for noninstructional goods and
services such as renting classroom space in ngutral sites, renting
or purthasing mobile vans for title I instruction, or transporting
private schoolchildren to the place of title I instruction. ‘

On June 23, 1997, the Court reversed its earlier ruling, and dis-
tricts may now provide title I instruction in private schools. How-
ever, many school districts will continue, over the short term, to
incur costs as a result of the original 1985 decision. For example,
some may have entered into multiyear leases for vans, portable
clagsrooms, or other neutral instructional sites. The Committee,
therefore, has recommended continuation of this program until an
assessment has been made as to what the final costs are for Felton
compliance. ‘

Funds are ailocated to States according to the proportion of non-
public school students werved under the title I LEA Grants Pro-
gram in the most recent year for which satisfactory data are avail-
able,

Even Start

For the Even Start Program, the Committee recommends
$108,000,000, an increase of $6,008,000 more than the fiscal year
1997 appropriation and the same as the budget request.

The Even Start Program provides grants for family literacy pro-
grams that serve disadvantaged families with children under 8
years of age and adults eligibfe for services under the Adult Edu-
cation Act. Programs combine early childhood education, adult lit-
eracy, and parenting education. ) o

States receive funds on the basis of their proportion of title I
LEA grant allocations and make competitive 4-year grants to part-
nerships of local educational agencies and community-based organi-
zations.” Grant funds must be equitably distributed among urban
and rural areas and the local share of program costs increases from
10 percent in the first year to 40 percent in the fourth year.

Migrant
For the State Agency Migrant Program, the Committee rec-
ommends $305,473,000, the same amount appropriated in fiscal
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year 1997. The administcation requested $319,500,000 tor this pro-
gram.

The title I migrant program authorizes grants to State edu-
cational agencies for programs to meet the special educational
needs of the children of migrant agricultural workers and fisher-
men. Funds are allocated to the States through a statutory formula
based on each State’s average per-pupil expenditure for education
and counts of migratory children aged 3 through 21 residing within
the States. Only migratory children who have moved within the
last 3 years are generally eligible to be counted and served by the
program. Currently, this program serves approximately 610,000
migrant students. .

This appropriation also supports activities to improve interstate
and intrastate coordination of migrant education programs.

Neglected and delinquent

The Committee recommends $40,333,000 for the title I Neglected
and Delinquent Program, an increase of $1,022,000 over the
amount appropriated in 1997 and the same amount recommended
by the administration.

This program provides financial assistance to State educational
agencies for education services to neglected and delinquent chil-
dren and youth in State-run institutions and for juveniles in adult
correctional institutions.

Funds are allocated to individual States through a formula based
on the number of children in State-operated institutions and per-
pupil education expenditures for the State.

States are authorized to set aside up to 10 percent of their ne-
glected and delinquent funds to help students in State-operated in-
stitutions to make the transition into locally operated programs.
Transition activities are designed to address the high failure and
dropout rate of institutionalized students and may include alter-
native classes, counseling and supervisory services, or educational
activities in State-supported group homes.

State school improvement grants

The Committee recommends no funds for State school improve-
ment grants. The administration requested $8,000,000 for this pur-
pose. No funds were appropriated in fiscal year 1997 for this pro-
gram. Funds are used to help States stimulate school-based change
and hold local educational agencies accountable for making signifi-
cant progress in the education of disadvantaged children. Funds for
this purpose can be sustained through administrative set-asides in
the title I program and other State and local funding sources.

Fuvaluation

The Committee bill includes $6,977,000 for title I evaluation ac-
tivities, the same amount appropriated in fiscal year 1997. The
amount recommended is a decrease of $3,023,000 below the budget
request.

cIlilvaluat.ion funds are used to support large-scale national sur-
veys that examine how the title I program is contributing to stu-
dent performance. The recommended amount will provide sufficient
funds to design, implement, and produce multiyear evaluations



168

hat will assess the effects of the changes made in the reauthoriza-
ion of the title I program.

figh School Equivalency Program

The Committee bill includes $7,634,000 for the High School
Jquivalency Program (HEP). This amount is $193,000 above the
mount appropriated in fiscal year 1997 and is the same amount
equested by the administration. .

This program provides 5-year grants to institutions of higher
ducation and other nonprofit organizations to recruit migrant stu-
ents aged 16 and over and provide the academic and support serv-
ses needed to help them obtain a high school equivalency certifi-
ate and subsequently gain employment, win admission to a post-
econdary institution or a job-training program, or join the mili-
ary. Projects provide counseling, health services, stipends, and
wlgze;ment assistance. HEP will serve about 3,600 migrants in
ollege Assistance Migrant Program _

For the College Assiatance Migrant Program [CAMP), the Com-
iittee agrees with the House and the administration and rec-
mt%enda $2,081,000. The amount recommended is $53,000 above
1e fiscal year 1997 appropriation.

Funds provide 5-year grants to institutions of higher education
nd nonprofit organizations for projects that provide tutoring, coun-
rling, and financial assistance to mi t students during their
rst year of postsecondary education. jects also may use up to
D percent of their grants for followup services after students have
>mpleted their first year of college, including assistance in obtain-
!389 7student financial aid. CAMP will serve about 375 students in

IMPACT AID
PPropriations, 1997 .........cccocriniiininiinnnnntinenne e s $730,000,000
rdget estimate, 1998 rrernreaeser sttt st b s R E e s b e 658,000,000
yMMittes recOMMENdation .............cccvvimriiimisienneneesnieessnnen 794,500,000

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $794,500,000 for
apact aid for the Department of Education. This amount is
34,500,000 above the 1997 amount and $136,500,000 above the
iministration request. :

Impact aid provides financial assistance to school districts for the
sts of educating children when enrollments and the availability
' revenues from local sources have been adversely affected by the
resence of Federal activities. Children who reside on Federal or
'dian.lands generally constitute a financial burden on local school
rstems because these lands do not generate property taxes—a
1ajor revenue source for elementary and secondary education in
108t communities. In addition, realignments of U.S. military forces
t bases across the country often lead to influxes of children into
thool districts without producing the new revenues required to
aintain an appropriate level of education. During the current
thool year, approximately 2,000 school districts will receive pay-
ients on behalf of 1.2 million eligible children.
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The Committee has turned down the administration's language
as follows: Language specifying that payments shall be made only
for children living on Indian lands and children of members of the
uniformed services living on Federal property; language overriding
the eligibility requirements under section 8003; language specifying
the maximum basic support payment for which an LEA is eligible,
language overriding the learning opportunity threshold and lan-
guage overriding the hold-harmless provision of the statute so that
all payments would be distributed by formula.

It has come to the Committee’s attention that two school districts
in Texas and one in New Jersey which receive funding under this
subsection have been adversely affected by definitions used by the
Department of Education in determining the amount of revenue
available for general fund expenditure. The result of this definition
problem is that all three school districts will be required to pay
back a portion of the funds they have received under this sub-
section or its predecessor section 3(dX2)XB) of Public Law 81-874.
These are three of the neediest school districts in the impact aid
program and, if compelled to make repayment to the Department,
would be placed under a tremendous hardship. The Committee re-
quests that the Department review its actions with regard to sup-
plemental payments made to the Killeen Independent School Dis-
trict, the Copperas Cove Independent School District (Texas), and
the North Hanover Township public schools (New Jersey). )

The Committee is aware of the financial problems that the Cen-
tennial School District in Warminster, PA, is experiencing due to
the closure of the Warminster Naval Air Warfare Center. In addi-
tion, the school district is now responsible for educating children
whose pargents reside in naval housing, but are assigned to the
Naval Air Station Joint Reserves in Willow Grove, located in a
neighboring school district. The Committee requests that the De-
partment review its actions with regard to payments made to the
Centennial School District and take steps to ensure that the school
district is given adequate payments to provide a quality education
for all of the district's children, including the 300 children from the
Willow Grove Naval Air Station.

It has been brought to the Committee’s attention that the Ports-
mouth School District in Rhode Island has been unsuccessful in its
recent application for impact aid payments due to a misinterpreta-
tion of changes in the law. The Committee urges the Department
to work with the Portsmcuth School District to rectify the problem.

Basic  support payments.—The Committee recommends
$623,500,000 for basic support payments, the same amount appro-
priated in fiscal year 1996 and $39,500,000 above the amount rec-
ommended by the administration. Under statutory formula, pay-
ments are made on behalf of all categories of federally connected
children.

Payments for children with disabilities.—Under this program ad-
ditional payments are made for certain federally connected children
cligible for services under the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act. The Committee bill includes $80,000,000 for this pur-
pose, an increase of $40,000,000 above the 1997 level. The Commit-
tee has included this increase due to the rising costs of providing
educational services to special needs children.
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ided in fiscal year 1997 to conduct education, archival, and preser-
ation activities of the Foundation.

avits fellowships .

The Committee concurs with the administration in not rec-
nmending separate funding for Javits fellowships but provides
5,931,000 under the graduate assistance in areas of national need
3AANN] program to fund the Javits fellowships at the same level
s in fiscal year 1997. The funds will provide an estimated
2,656,000 for new awards and an estimated $3,375,000 for non-

mpeting continuation awards. ) .
? . m provides fellowships to students of superior ability

is
r doctoral study in the arts, humanities, and social sciences. The
:llowships are awarded through a national competition and recipi-
nts pursue graduate study at the institutions of their choice.

iraduate assistance in areas of national need

‘The Committee recommends $30,000,000 for graduate assistance
o areas of national need, the same as the budget request and
5,931,000 al:love the lmlezal. This prt:man awards at"mpt?tlllhve
rants to uate academic departments and programs for fellow-
hip su g'll:tain areas of national need as determined by the Sec-
etai-y. m rogram is currently supporting study in mathematics,
‘hysics, biclogy, chemistry, engineering, and computer and infor-
nation sciences. Recipients must demonstrate financial need and
cademic excellence, seek the highest degree in their fields, and

ilan teaching or- careers. . ,

The Committee: des $65,931,000 to fund the Javits fellow-
hips at:the same level as in fiscal {ear 1997 under the GAANN
: The Javits Program is of particular importance as a
1 for sup America’s next ﬁeneration of leaders in
he arts, humanities, and social studies and although the Commit-
ee has consolidated fut:kding within t{x‘; Graduate Ag:l.statgoe Cl:ro
ram, this action was taken to streamline p s. It is the Com-
aittee’s intention that the merit-based Javits ?Eellowshtps Program
emain an active and identifiable program.

HOWARD UNIVERSITY

tions, 1997 $196,000,000
Wmn, 1998 2 196,000,000
‘ommittee recommendation 198,000,000

The Committee recommends an a sropn'ation of $198,000,000 for
Joward University, which is $2 00({ 00 above the 1997 appropria-
ion, and the budget request. Howard University is located in the
Jigtrict of Columbia and offers undergraduate, graduate, and pro-
essional degrees through the 16 schools and colleges. The univer-
xi? also administers the Howard University Hospital, which pro-
rides both inpatient and outpatient care, as well as training in the
1ealth professions. Federal ds from this account support about
30 percent of the university’s pro{'ected educational and gereral ex-
renditures, excluding the hospital. . )
Undistributed.—The Committee bill provides $168,5611,000 in un-
listributed funds, which is $2,000,000 above the 1997 level and the
udministration request. Of the $168,511,000 in undistributed

201

funds, Howard must allocate at least $3,530,000 for the endowment
program. The Committee directs that Howard notify the Congress
of any transfer from the regular appropriation to the endowment
at least 15 days prior to execution of the transfer. The Committee
notes that the authority under which funds are appropriated for
Howard permits expenditures for, among other things, academic
services, financial support of students, contribution to the univer-
sity endowment, or construction.

Howard Untversity Hospital—~The Committee recommends
$29,489,000 for the Howard University Hospital, the same as the
1997 level and the budget request. The hospital serves as a major
acute and ambulatory care center for the District of Columbia and
functions as a major teaching facility attached to the university
that trains physicians in 17 sFecia]ty areas. The Federal appropria-
tion provides partial funding for the hospital’s operations.

COLLEGE HOUSING AND ACADEMIC FACILITIES LOANS

Appropriations, 1997 .. $698,000
Budget estimate, 1998 ....... 1,069,000
Committee recommendation 698,000

Federal administration.—The Committee bill includes $698,000
for Federal administration of the CHAFL program, the same as the
1997 level and $371,000 below the administration request.

These funds will be used to reimburse the Department for ex-
penses incurred in managing the existing C L loan portfolio
during fiscal year 1998. These expenses include salaries and bene-
fits, travel, printing, contracts (including contracted loan servicing
activities), and other expenses directly related to the administra-
tion of the CHAFL Program.

HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY CAPITAL FINANCING
PROGRAM

Appropriations, 1997 $104,000
Budget estimate, 1998 ..... 104,000
Committee recommendation RN 104,000

Federal administration.—The Committee recommends $104,000
for Federal administration of the Historically Black College and
University (HBCU] Capital Financing Program, the same as the
administration request and the 1997 level.

The HBCU Capital Financing Program makes capital available
to HBCU’s for construction, renovation, and repair of academic fa-
cilities by providing a Federal guarantee for private sector con-
struction bonds. Construction loans will be made from the proceeds
of the sale of the bonds.

EDUCATION RESEARCH, STATISTICS, AND IMPROVEMENT

Appropriations, 1997 ...........eciierrierrreineeeeeecreeene e $331,161,000
Budget estimate, 1998 ..........ccccoecrvvrennenn. 425,693,000
Committee recommendation 362,225,000

The bill includes $362,225,000 for educational research, statis-
tics, assessment, and improvement programs. This amount is
$31,064,000 above the 1997 appropriation and $63,468,000 below
the administration request. ’I&is account supports education re-
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seaml:i'statigties, and assessment activities, as well as a variety of
other discretionary programs for educational improvement.

Research

The Committee recommends $72,667,000 for educational re-
search, the same as the 1997 appropriation and $8,468,000 below
the budget est. Research activities are conducted by the Office
of Educatio Research and Improvement [OERI], which was re-
authorized by the Educational Research, Development, Dissemina-
taglt‘:},‘ and flmg.rovement Act of 1994&

ese funds support research, development, dissemination, and
technical assistance activities which are aimed at expanding fun-
damental knowledge of education and promoting the use of re-
m ::d development findings in the design of efforts to improve

The Committee has included $63,5600,000 for regional educational
laboratories, the same as the administrati
$2,600,000 above the 1997 appropriation. on request and
Statistics :

The Committee recommends $52,000,000 for data gatheri d
statistical anallgvuis activities of the National Center gf::r Eg\?cgafign
Statistics (NCES), the same as the fiscal year 1997 appropriation
and a decrease of $14,250,000 below the administration request.

NCE_S collects, annl}:zgq. and reports statistics on education in
the United States. Activities are carried out directly and through
grants and contracts. The Center collects data on educational insti-

tutions at all levels, longitudinal data on student progress, and
do?:l et:!fc?ttil:nw pughc pogcy. Techni:l:al aissiatanee to State and

_ agencies and postseco nstituti i -
vided by the Gomgen . ndary tutions is also pro

Assessment
The Committee recommends $29,762,000 for assessment, the

. same amount a riated in fiscal year 1997

low the admim%on est. y and 35,750,000

The National Center for Education Statistics uses these funds to
administer the national assessment of educational progress
[NAEP), a 20-year-old congressional‘l:i mandated assessment cre-
ated to measure the educational achievement of American stu-
dents. The primary goal of NAEP is to determine and report the
status and trends over time in educational achievement, subject by
subject. NAEP has been expanded in recent years to include State
representative assessments as welil.
. Also included is $2,871,000 for the National Assessment Govern-
ing Board, the same amount requested by the administration and
$6,000 more than the fiscal year 1997 appropriation.

Fund for the improvement of education

The Committee bill provides $50,000,000 for the fund for the im
provement of education {FIE], which is $10,000,000 more than the
1997 appropriation and the administration request. This program
thlges the Secretary with broad authority to support nationally

cant programs and projects to improve the quality of edu-

o
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cation, help all students meet high academic stanu...s, and con-
tribute to the achievement of the national education goals. The
statute alsa authorizes support for specific activities, such as coun-
seling and mentoring, comprehensive health education, and envi-
ronmental education.

The Committee encourages the Department to provide $750,000
for a demonstration project to assist second grade students who
need help with reading. This project should agzress the problems
of reading fluency and comprehension before a pattern of continued
long-term failure is established, and identify and eliminate the gap
between students with reading problems and skilled readers. The
reading together USA project has been training fifth grade tutors
to assist second grade students to improve their reading skills and
would be especially suited to carry out a demonstration in this
area.

The Committee recognizes that there continues to be a gap in the
reading and writing scores of African American -students and other
student populations. According to research at the University -of
Pennsylvania, no matter what teaching methods are used and even
when minority children from inner cities begin school at the same
level as all others, they do progressively worse until graduation.
For those who stay in school until graduation, the research has
found that the majority are in the lowest 16th percentile. This per-
formance differential is particularly pronounced for African Amer-
ican children. Preliminary findings suggest that this differential; in
part, may be explained by the langua'ie usage patterns of African
Americans. The Committee urges the Department to provide
$1,000,000 to support a university-based research project with an
emphasis on university consortium efforts which target inner:city,

ublic schools, that would evaluate the relationship between the

anguage usage patterns of African American students and their
ability to read and write standard English. The University of Penn-
sylvania would be especially suited to carry out such a project.

The Committee concurs with the administration request and has
included within the total provided $6,520,000 for character edu-
cation partnershir grants. These funds will continue the existing
12 grants as well as provide for approximately 16 new grants.
Funds are used for the design and implementation of programs
that incorporate the six elements of character identified in the stat.-
ute: caring, civic virtue and citizenship, justice and fairness, re-
spect, responsibility, and trustworthiness.

The Committee urges the Department to provide $1,000,000 fo:
a demonstration project designed for children in grades threc
through nine who are educationally and/or socially at risk, fo
school failure. The program should focus on students whose edu
cational success is impaired due to difficulties in peer and adult re
lationships, who lack self esteem or the ability to make decisions
The project should focus on a program which provides a challeng
ing educational environment including social, emotional, and aca
demic support which will enable students to take full advantage o
educational opportunities. A joint venture between the Newpor
News Public gchools System, the city of Newport News, the loca
business community and the nonprofit Achievable Dream Founda
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tion is currently operating a program and would serve as an excel-
lent model to demonstrate such a program. ) )

The Committee is aware that the Women in Natural Sciences
Program, developed and managed by the Academy of Natural
Sciences, provides science enrichment for talented minority and un-
derserved 9th and 10th grade female students. Participants must
be financially needy, be enrolled in a Philadelphia public school
and live in a household where one or both parents are absent. The
Committee encourages the Department to gro\pde $1,000,000 to
‘support an expansion of the program, which will permit the dis-
semination of information and an evaluation component.

The Committee urges the Secretary to provide $3,000,000 for ac-
tivities to extend the time for learning within or beyond the school

ear or day. Funds will be used to provide grants to schools and
ocal education agencies to conduct outreach to and consult with
parents, teachers, community leaders, and other stakeholders in-
clu students, where appropriate, to determine the feasibility of
. extending time for learning. The Committee notes that several
Jowa school districts, inclu the Sioux City Community School
District, the Creston Commumnity School District, and the Ankeny
Community School District, are looking at ways to extend the time
for learning and would be ideally suited to receive such grants.

The Committee the Department to provide $6,000,000 for
a demonstration project designed to improve student achievement
through curriculum improvement and the effective use of informa-
tion technology. Funds would be used to meet high levels of stand-
ards and assessments, and create multimedia courses and course
modules. The Committee understands that the State of Washington
Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction is currently oper-
ating a program in this area. The Committee urges the Secretary
to give consideration to projects such as the one described above.

It has been brought to the Committee’s attention that a recent
study offers documentation about the low level of average literacy
within State and Federal prisons, relative to the population at
large, and raises some questions about the effectiveness of prison
education pro s. The Committee notes that among the respon-
sibilities of the Institute on Postsecondary Education, Libraries,
and Lifelong Learning, is a study of instructional programs and
practices which are eflective in correctional settings. Such a study
would be of great importance to State and Federal prison officials,
as well as to educators and policymakers, when making decisions
regarding prison education pmg:nms. The Committee urges the De-
partment to use $500,000 to begin a national study of correction
education pro 8.

The Cor‘x:mxttee was highly dismayed to learn of the Depart-
ment’s use of fiscal year 1997 funds to begin a new testing initia-
tive without securing prior approval through the regular appropria-
tions process. This initiative was not included in the I_)epaytment s
justification material, nor was it brought to the Committee’s atten-
tion during the fiscal year 1997 hearings. The Committee directs
the Department to contract with the National Academy of Sciences
to'do a study and report to the Committee on the voluntary na-
tional testing initiative. This study should include the technical
quality of the work performed under the test development con-
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tracts, the frameworks and test content, the adequacy of field tests,
the reliability of the data produced by the field tests, and the de-
gree in which the tests can be expected to provide valid and useful
information to the public. The Committee further directs that a
preliminary report be completed by no later than August 31, 1998,
and a final report be issued by September 15, 1998. The Committee
further prohibits the Department from administering national tests -
until the final report is completed.

The Committee has included $2,000,000 for a program to develop
a common infrastructure plan for multiple college campuses. The
plan will include the installation of a fiber-optic system which
would support voice, data, and video applications, a library auto-
mation program to improve access and facilitate use by the cam-
puses; implementation and improvement of intracampus network-
ing and remote access, and expanding access to the Internet to
members of the college community. The Pennsylvania Consortium
for Higher Education is in the process of carrying out a project
such as the one described above and could act as a model for other
projects around the nation. The Committee urges the Secretary to
give full and fair consideration to the Consortium when awarding
this project.

The Committee urges the Department to provide $1,000,000 to
conduct a demonstration. project using state-of-the-art technology to
help students learn English. The National Science Center Founda-
tion, in Augusta, GA, is developing a program such as the one de-
scribed above, and would be especially suited to develop such a
software program.

International education exchange

The Committee has provided $5,000,000 for the International
Education Exchange Program authorized by section 601(c) of Public
Law 103-227. These funds are the same amount recommended by
the administration and appropriated in fiscal year 1997. The pro-
gram provides funds to support democracy andy free market econo-
mies in Eastern Eurcpe, the Commonwealth of Independent States,
and other countries that formerly were part of the Soviet. Union,
by providing educators and other leaders from those countries cur-.
ricula and teacher training programs in civic and economic -edu-
cation, as well as the opportunity to exchange ideas and experi-
ences with teachers in the United States and other participating
countries. The 1998 funds would support continuation of -grants
awarded to two independent nonprofit organizations with  signifi-
cant expertise in civics education and economic education.

Civic education

The Committee recommends $4,500,000 for the Center for Civic
Education, the same amount as appropriated in fiscal year 1997
and the administration request. This program provides a course of
instruction at the elementary and secondary level on the basic
principles of our constitutional democracy and the history of the
Constitution and the Bill of Rights. Funds also may be used to pro-
vide advanced training for teachers concerning the Constitution
and the Bill of Rights.
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Eisenhower professional development Federal activities

The Committee recommends $25,000,000 for the Eisenhower Pro-
fessional Development Federal Activities Program, $5,000,000
below the budget request and $11,658,000 above the 1997 appro-

riation.

P This program supports activities of national significance contrib-
uting to the development and implementation of high-quality pro-
fessional development in the core academic subjects. Projects may
include development of teacher training programs, or dissemination
of informu:tion about exemplary programs of professional develop-
ment. :

The Committee has included $16,000,000 for the National Board
for Professional Teaching Standards, an increase of $11,000,000
above the fiscal year 1997 appropriation and $5,000,000 below the
administration request. The Committee has included this increase
for assessment development, but has included no funding for teach-
er subsidies.

Consistent with the budget requests, the Committee has included
$4,621,000 for the National Clearinghouse for Mathematics and
Science Education, the same amount appropriated for this purpose
in 1997. The clearinghouse maintains a permanent repository of
mathematics and science education instructional materials and
programs for elementary and secondary schools; disseminates infor-
mation, programs, and instructional materials to the public, infor-
mation networks, and regional consortiums; and coordinates with
existing data bases containing mathematics and science curriculum
and instructional materials.

Eisenhower regional mathematics and science education consortia

The Committee has included $15,000,000 for the Eisenhower re-
gional mathematics and science education consortia, the same
amount appropriated in fiscal 1997 and the same amount rec-
ommen'des by the administration. This program supports grants to
establish and operate regional consortia to disseminate exemplary
mathematics and science instructional materials and provide tech-
nical assistance in the use of improved teaching methods and as-
sessmient tools to benefit elementary and secondary school stu-
dents, teachers, and administrators. :

218t century community learning centers
. The Committee has included $1,000,000 for the 21st century
community learning centers, the same amount appropriated in fis-
cal year 1997. The administration requested no funding for this
urpose. This program supports grants to rural and inner-city pub-
Ec elementary or secondary schools, or consortia of such schools, to
enable them to plan, implement, or expand projects that benefit the
educational, health, social service, cultural, and recreational needs
of a rural or inner-city community.
jects that place schools at the center of the community are
contnbuting to rural renewal both culturally and economically.
They also bring the community into the school in the areas of cur-
riculum reform, school organization, planning, teacher and admin-
istrator education, and fiscal and tax policy. The Committee urges
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the Department to place a high priority on schools-at-the-center
projects. '

Javits gifted and talented students education

The Committee has included $7,000,000 for the Javits Gifted and
Talented Students Education Program, the same amount..rec-
ommended by the administration and $2,000,000 above the fiscal
year 1997 appropriation.

This program authorizes awards to State and local education
agencies, institutions of higher education, and public and private:
agencies for research, demonstration, and training activities: de-
signed to enhance the capability of elementary and secondary
schools to meet the special educational needs of gifted and talented
students. Priority is given to projects that identify and serve gifted
and talented students who may not be identified and served
through traditional assessment methods, including those who are
economically disadvantaged or limited English proficient, or have
disabilities. Some funds are set aside for a national center for re-
search and development in the education of gifted and talented
children and youth, which researches methods and techniques for
identifying and teaching gifted and talented students.

Star schools

For the Star Schools - Program, the Committee recommends
$30,000,000, an increase of $4,000,000 above the administration re-
quest and the same as the 1997 appropriation. _

The Committee has included sufficient funds to continue a state-
wide fiber optic demonstration project.

This program is designed to improve instruction in math, science,
foreign languages, and other subjects such as vocational education,
primarily by means of telecommunications technologies and to
serve underserved populations. The program supports eligible tele-
communications partnerships to develop and acquire telecommuni-
cations facilities and equipment, instructional programming teach-
er training programs and technical assistance.

The Committee is aware of the important work being carried out
by the National Center on Adult Literacy at the University of
Pennsylvania. The Center is currently operating a program entitled
“LiteracyLink” which provides online services to assist adults in ob-
taining a high school diploma or a general education diploma. The
Committee has included sufficient Emds to continue this program.

National writing project

The Committee bill provides $5,000,000 for the national writing
project, an increase of $1,900,000 above the 1997 appropriation.
The administration requested no funds for this program.

These funds are awarded to the national writing project in
Berkeley, CA, which in turn funds projects in 45 States to train
teachers of all subjects how to teach effective writing.

The Committee remains strongly supportive of the efforts of the
national writing project [NWP) to improve the skills of our Nation's
teachers. The NWP trained more than 166,000 teachers across the
country at a cost of less than $22 per teacher in Federal funds. The
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Committee believes that funds for the NWP represent an important
investment in our Nation’s teachers and students.

After school learning centers

The Committee bill includes no funding for this new initiative.
The administration requested $50,000,000 for this program. Funds
would supports nts to rural and inner-city public elementary
and seconc&ry schools, or consortia of such schools, to enable them
to plan, implement, or expand projects that benefit the educational,
health, social service, cultural, and recreational needs of a rural or
inner city community.

Ready to learn television

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $7,000,000 for
the Ready to Learn Television Program, the same amount appro-
priated in fiscal year 1997 and requested by the administration.

This pro supports the development and distribution of edu-
cational television programming designed to improve the readiness
of preschool children to enter kindergarten and elementary school,
consistent with the first national education goal that all children
should start school ready to learn. The program also supports the
development, production, and dissemination of educational mate-
rials designed to help parents, children, and care givers obtain the
maximum advantage from educational programming.

Telecommunications demonstration project for mathematics

The Committee recommends $2,035,000 for the telecommuni-
cations demonstration project for mathematics, the same amount
recommended by the mﬁni.nistmtion and an increase of $1,000,000
above: the fiscal year 1997 appropriation. Funds are used to carry
out a national telecommunication-based demonstration project de-
signed to train elementary and secondary school teachers in pre-
paring all students for achieving State content standards in mathe-
matics.

CHILD LITERACY INITIATIVE

APPropriations, 1997 ..........ccccciiiinisnimcsmieniesnissiisimemssssssessssssssssns srssassasasinatsrsesansenes
Budget estimate, 1998 $260,000,000
Committee recommendation 260,000,000

The Committee recommends $260,000,000 for a child literacy ini-
tiative. The administration requested $260,000,000 to begin the
new America reads challenge program which would train 30,000
reading specialists and eoorginators to mobilize 1 million volunteer
reading tutors over the next 5 years. The funds recommended have
been provided only if authorized by subsequent legislation enacted
by April 1, 1998. ds have been provided on an advance funded
basis and will not become available until October 1, 1998 and shall
remain available through September 30, 1999.

The Committee expects tKe Department to work with parents
and educators to complement and support other programs with lit-
eracy components, such as Head Start, Even Start, and title I, so
thgﬁ can be even more effective in helping children increase their

and achievement levels.

" children from
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The Committee recognizes that the national service programs, es-
pecially the Volunteers in Service to America, Foster Grandparent,
and the Retired Senior Volunteer Programs could serve as a valu-
able resources in accomplishing the goal of having all children read
well and independently by the thirs grade. The Committee urges
the Department to establish a comprehensive approach to imple-
ment the child literacy initiative.

The Committee urges the Department, when drafting legislation,
to give special consideration to a professional development initia-
tive designed to teach teachers and other education professionals
methods in instructing children how to read. The Committee fur-
ther encourages the Department to implement this initiative using
the 10-regional educational laboratories, which have particular ex-
pertise in the area of professional development.

INSTITUTE OF MUSEUM AND LIBRARY SERVICES

ApPropriations, 1997 ..........cvoiiriivveciereeernnnneinenseessessteeeeereereseenenns $136,369,000
Budget estimate, 1998 ...............ccoviieiiieiiiertiecnreeeseesee e et s e 136,369,000
Committee recommendation ..............oooieeieennevceeesveressinereesereeesesrnasns 146,369,000

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $146,369,000 for
the Institute of Museum and Library Services, an increase of
$10,000,000 above the budget request.

Office of Library Services State Grants

The Committee recommends $126,824,000 for State grants.
Funds are provided to States by formula to carry out 5-year State
plans. These plans must set goals and priorities for the State con-
sistent with the purpose of LE: act, describe activities to meet the
goals and priorities and describe the methods by which progress to-
ward the goals and priorities and the success of activities.will be
evaluated. States may apportion their funds between two activities,
technology and targeted services. For technology, States may.use.
funds for electronic linkages among libraries, linkages to edu-
cational, social and information services, accessing information
through electronic networks, or link different types of libraries or
share resources among libraries. For targeted services, States may
direct library and information services to persons having difficulty
using a library, underserved urban and rural communities, and

rf:)w income families. Within the total recommended,
$2,045,000 has been provided for services to Indian tribes.

National leadership projects

The Committee recommends $15,455,000 for national leadership
projects, an increase of $10,000,000 above the administration re-
quest. These funds support activities of national significance to en-
hance the quality of hbrary services nationwide and to provide co-
ordination between libraries and museums. Activities are carried
out through grants and contracts awarded on a competitive basis
to libraries, agencies, institutions of higher education and muse-
ums. Priority is given to projects that focus on education and train-
ing of library personnel, research and development for the improve-
ment of libraries, preservation, digitilization of library materials,
partnerships between libraries and museums and other activities
that enhance the quality of library services nationwide.
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Fund for the Improvement of Education

The Conferees have included $50,000,000 for a new whole school reform initiative under the
Fund for the Improvement of Education (FIE). The Conferees strongly believe that all schools,
including high schools, and not just Title I schools, can benefit from comprehensive schoolwide
reforms. The Secretary shall conduct a competition that provides discretionary awards consistent
with the criteria provided in House Report 105-205. The Secretary should give special
considerations to LEA applications that benefit high schools that set high academic standards,
link academics to real-world experiences, and successfully preparing students for college and

careers.
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Alternative 1--State Competition

In lieu of the intent expressed in House Report 105-205, the Conferees direct that: the Secretary
of Education make funds available to State educational agencies (SEAs) based on the formula for

Me oo Pl Sed Ui
disfrr*auﬁng—ﬁsea-l#ea: 1997 Title I grants under section 1124 to accelerate the wide-scale

application of effective approaches to whole school reform in ESEA Title I schools; the
Secretary also make funds available to local educational agencies (LEAs) consistent with section
304(¢) of Public Law 103-227, as amended ; SEAs notify the Secretary of their intent to request
the funds; SEAs , using peer review, make competitive subgrants using peer review to LEAs on
behalf of individual Title I schools identified for program improvement, SEAS give special
consideration to applications proposing to use well-defined models, such as those developed by
the New American Schools Development Corporation, in high-poverty and schoolwide schools;
the models address identified school-level needs; SEAs may reserve up to S percent of funds for
administration; applications to SEAS identify how LEAs will support model implementation in
addition to the school criteria in House Report 105-205. The Secretary also shall conduct a
national evaluation of the wide-scale application of effective approaches to whole school reform

on student achievement in Title I schools.



Draft Alternative 2 -- ED competition

In lieu of the intent expressed in House Report 105-205, the Conferees direct that: the Secretary
of Education make funds available to State educational agencies (SEAs) on a competitive basis,
using peer review, to accelerate the wide-scale application of effective approaches to whole
school reform in ESEATitle I schools; SEAs submit an application to the Secretary in
partnership with local educational agencies (LEAs) on behalf of individual Title I schools
identified for program improvement; the Secretary gives special consideration to applications
proposing to use well-defined models, such as those developed by the New American Schools
Development Corporation, in high-poverty and schoolwide schools; the models address
identified school-level needs; and the application describes how LEAs will support model
implementation in addition to the criteria in House Report 105-205. The Secretary also shall
conduct a national evaluation of the wide-scale application of effective approaches to whole

school reform on student achievement in Title I schools.
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Obey/Porter Report Language
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Alternative 1-State Competition

Alternative 2- ED Competition*

The Committee intends that the Secretary of
Education make these funds available to SEAs that
apply for the funding based on the formula for
distributing 1997 Title I grants under section 1124.

Clarifies that Secretary is to base SEA
allocations on the formula used to
distribute FY 1997 Title I funds instead
of FY 1998.

(States need advance notice of their
allocations in order to plan and run
State-level competitions under this
authority. Basing allocations on the FY
1998 Title I formula would delay
competitions since FY 1998 Title I
formula allocations will not be finalized
before May 15, 1998.

Secretary distributes funds on a
competitive basis using a peer
review process to States that
apply in partnership with
specified LEAs and Title I
schools identified for program
improvement.

( This approach could limit the
number of awards to 52 or fewer,
as opposed to a potential for
3,000 grant awards at $50,000
each to LEAs.)

In cases where an SEA declines to apply for its
formula-based allocation, the Committee directs
that the Secretary use the funds to make
discretionary grants to other SEAs. . . .

SEAs notify Secretary of intent to
request funds.

LEAs in States that decline to participate
apply to ED directly (same model as

Goals 2000 nonparticipating states)

SEA submits application to ED which
describes process to be used to run the
competition to LEAs including peer
review.

Not applicable




Obey/Porter Report Language

Alternative 1-State Competition

Alternative 2- ED Competition* 2

SEAs make competitive subgrants to school
districts on behalf of individual schools

SEAS give special consideration to district
applications that include well-defined plans, using
rigorous methodological designs and techniques
including control groups and random assignments
to the extent practicable, to evaluate the results
achieved with this funding.

School districts provide awards of at least $50,000
to school on a competitive basis to support the
initial start-up costs of the particular reform model
chosen by the school.

Awards may be renewable for two additional years
subject to appropriations.

SEAs make competitive grants to school
districts on behalf of (in consultation
with?) schools identified for program
improvement.

SEAs give special consideration to
district applications proposing to use
well-defined models, such as those
developed by the New American Schools
Development Corporation, in high-
poverty and schoolwide schools.

No separate LEA to school competition.

Up to 5% of funds reserved by SEA to
administer competition.

Reservation of funds for LEAs for TA?

Special consideration is given to
applications where high-poverty
and schoolwide schools have
identified well -defined models,
such as those developed by the
New American Schools
Development Corporation.




Obey/Porter Report Language

Alternative 1-State Competition

Alternative 2- ED Competition* 3

Title I schools receiving funds under this initiative:

--identify an effective, research-based whole
school model the school will adopt that provides a
blueprint for reform of the entire school;

--describe how training and external expert
technical assistance to facilitate implementation of
reform activities will be secured (e.g. from regional
labs, external developers, etc.)

--Demonstrate support from teachers and staff,
and parents;

--Identify how other federal/state/local resources
provided to the school will be utilized to provide
coordinated services to support the reform effort;

--Include a plan for evaluating the
implementation of the reform initiative and results
achieved.

In application, LEA identifies how the
district will provide technical assistance
to support implementation of the whole
school reform models the schools select.

Schools

--Identify an effective, researched-based
whole school model the school will
adopt that provides a blueprint for reform
of the entire school and addresses needs
identified through a school’s needs
assessment.

Same

Same

Same

Same

Same as first alternative

Secretary is directed to make available to SEAs,
school districts and schools information about
proven and promising whole school reform models
and their implementation costs. . .

No legislative authority needed for ED to
do this.

Same




Obey/Porter Report Language

Alternative 1-State Competition

Alternative 2- ED Competition* 4

Secretary is to issue program guidance, after
consultation with the committee, no later than 60
days after the date of enactment.

ED to issue nonregulatory guidance.
Regulations not necessary because of
detail in report language.

Use GEPA authority which
enabled ED to issue final
regulations without public
comment for first competition of
a new or substantially revised
grant authority.

(Note: Would still require
paperwork clearance.)

National evaluation of wide scale
application of effective approaches to
whole school reform on student
achievement in Title I schools.

Same as Alternative 1.

*Alterative 2 also could provide an alternative approach if the appropriation falls below a certain level. For example, at $50 million
(the level at which Even Start converted from a Federal discretionary to State formula program ) based on the FY 1007 Title I formula,
7 States, including Vermont, would receive $125,000 or less, and only 13 States would receive between $1 and %5.7 million
(Wisconsin’s share would be $906,000). With a $75 million appropriation, these 7 small States, including Vermont, would receive
between $1 - $8.6 million (Wisconsin’s share would be $1.36 million.) :



