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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

March 3, 1994

The Honorable Carroll A. Campbell JT.
Governor of South Carolina
Columbia, Socuth Carolina 295211

Dear Carroll:

Thank you very much for your letter of March 1. I want to take

this opportunity to restate my long-standing principles on education
reform and to reenergize the bipartisan spirit that has served us sc
well in the past.

You and I -- and many other elected public officials -- have long
beliaved that the key to meaningful long-tarm education reform

- lies in clearly stated natiocnal goals coupled with maximum feasible
flexibility for states and localities to devige and implement their
own plans for achieving thoase goals. Schools should be held account-
able for results -- not for complying with a discouraging maze of
micromanaged bureaucratic prescriptions. In addition, while states
have been providing the leadership on education reform for more than
a decade, you and I recognized that federal education programs must
also be overhaulaed if state education reforms are to succeed. It
was in the spirit of this sharad understanding that you and I worked
togather on education as governors several years ago. And it is in
that same gpirit that I am working =0 hard to promote the compre-
hensive aganda for lifelong learning that I prssantad to tha American
Council on Education last week.

All the laegislation my Administration hai sant to the Congress
raflects this understanding. For example, our proposed reauthori-
zation of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act places high
achievement standards for all children at the center of aducation
reform. Under our proposal, statas would be held responsible for
1mproving studant performance and would retain vary broad latitude
in framing their own plans. Our proposal deliberately makes no
mention whatever of "opportunity-to-learn® standards. Because I
balieve so strongly that every child can learn, I believe that actual
student performance is the beat measura of the extent to which equal
opportunity to receive a world-class education has in fact been
achieved.
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I certainly understand your concern and disappointment over

‘gome of the changes that have been made to cur ESEA legislation,
particularly in the area of opportunity-to-learn standards. Wwhile
some progress has been made in recent days regarding opportunity-to-
learn iassues, much more remains to be done. Let me assure you that
I remain committed to our proposal as initilally drafted. Both the
Department of Education and my staff here at the White House will
work vigorously at every stage of the legislative process to ensure
that when the ESEA reaches my desk, it does not contain opportunity-
to-learn standards.

The same principles have guided, and will continue to guide,

the Goals 2000 bill. As the House/Senate conference proceeds,
my representatives have been diracted to work hard for a final
bill that reflects our long-standing commitment to the National
Education Goals, to historic state and local prerogatives in
education, and to bipartisan cooperation. As a key element of
that effort, I have inatructed Administration representatives
to suppeort language on opportunity-to-learn issues in Goals 2000
consistent with the principles and framework of the Senate bill.
I also believe that it is critical for states to incorporate
challenging content and performance standards in their reform
plans, so that federal and state efforts together focus on
student performance.

As you noted in your letter, my Administration has listened

- carefully to the views of the Natiocnal Governors Asaociation
during the year-long congressional process that has brought us
to the brink of raesclving a host of complex and disputed issues.
I am pleased that the Goals 2000 bill has already passed both the
House and Senate with strong bipartisan support. If we continue to
work together and listen to one another with respect, I am confident
that the final version of Goals 2000 will continue to merit support
by leaders in both parties -- and by every American concerned about
our children and our future.

81ncer§ly,



NOTE TO MIKE COHEN:

I spoke with Tom W. this morning and I ran some ideas by him about this morning’s meeting.
he liked them and I wanted to pass them along:

1.

o——

You need to explain a little about the President’s relationship with Carroll Campbell. -
How they worked day and night together to hammer out the "results-oriented" goals and
bu1ld a umque relauonshlp/fnendshlp (Maybe share that the Secretary does not share this

You need to give some history as to why Clinton feels as he does about results vs.
inputs. Talk about Arkansas and the work he did there on education. Talk about how
the preSIdent s thinking evolved over time and the reform efforts he put in place for poor
children in AK.

Talk about the President’s commitment to education. Remind them that he has increased
the budget substantially for next year--when all the other agency are getting cut.

You need to finesse the question they will likely ask: "Did you review the letter before
it went out?" Yes, but you knew the history there (between the President and Campbell)
and that he felt strongly about his position.

We made a mistake by not briefing the President better on the compromise. The
Secretary has now done that and the President feels more comfortable.

The President has called Ford and the Secretary has spoken with Owens, Kildee, Reed,
and Mink. WE WANT THIS BILL!!!
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March 1, 1994

The President
The White House
-Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

I am writing to express my deep concern and disappointment about what is
happening with the education goals/standards initiative which we began in 1389.

As co-chairs of the governors’ group which wrote the National Education Goals, you
and I talked a deal then about the dangers of the “slippery slope” we were
embarking on by inviting a set of national academic standards by which parents and
students could measure academic achievement. Yet we belisved the risk was
warranted because of the enormous potential benefits to students and parents, and
we believed that by careful vigilance, the rights and responsibilities of states,
localities and parents to design education systems that fit their needs would te
preserved.

Unfortunately, the reality of model national academic content standards is hardly
closer than it was five years ago; very little real progress has been made. Through a
combination of partisan bickering and real philosophical differences on issues ke
school choice, Congress has been stymied - even from endorsing the broa
education goals we established. :

But the states have continued to move ahead. Nearly all of us have embarked on
standards-based education and we are working toward better assessmnent tools that
will allow us to hald our systems accountable based on what kids actually learn
Somae states have made mistakes and have had to pull back because of legpamace
concern about the appropriate role of government at any level in our children's
education. But mostly we are making progress.

Now comes Goals 2000 and the reauthorization of the major federal education
program, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). When you
introduced Goals 2000, we had to practically go to war to convince your Deparrment
of Education to stand up to House Democrats on behalf of local control of schoo's
At that time, | wrote that [ believed that bill, by tying federal programs to
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“oppeortunity to learn” or school delivery standards, threatened to turn the clock
back on four years’ warth of bipartisan teamwork and focus once again on system
inputs instead of student performance. While the House bill was improved and the
Senate accepted amendments requested by the Governors’ Association, the outcome
of the conference is snll problcmatxc

But the Houu-pund version of the ESEA ruu:honzadon, a mu1n~bmxon doilar
federal aid program and the behemoth of federal education aid, is not problematic.
It is unacceptable. Though the compromise wording is fuzzy, the fact is it agan
directly ties inputs ~ “opportunity to learn” standards ~ to eligibility for
particdpation in Chapter 1, the most important elementary and secondary educanon
federal program there is and one in which states have little choice but to parucpate.

- So the House of Representatives and the Administration have now gone from
agreeing to the development of national model standards to requiring that states
must have standards - both content and input ~ to partidpate in Chapter 1. What is

. next?

Although I have becoma increasingly uncomfortable with the process, I have
worked in good faith with the Congress and two Administrations to advance the
vision you and I articulated. Through the Governors’ Assodation, we have helped
garner bipartisan support and, indeed, the House ESEA bill passed with
overwhelming bipartisan support.  But, Mr. President, [ am saying “enough” et
the federal government stay out of the goals/standards movement because the
federal govmmt cannot seem to contribute without wanting to control.

The fact is that mﬁoml standards, and especially opportunity to leamn or input
standards, should not be a part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
reauthorization at all. These yoluntary standards, to the extent they are federally
codified, should be defined in the clearly voluntary Goals 2000 legisiation.
Governaors and parents should not have to fight for their rights in a very
complicated subject area every time Congress passes an education bill. It's not nghe.

and it's dangerous to our system.

The issue hase is community control over education versus Washington control
over education. I know that you understand this, and [ am asking you to stand up
for parents and almnumlu (

Sinardy,

Q...m

Carroll A. Campbell, Jr.
- Governor of South Carolina

CACJr/nm
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

March 3, 1994

The Honorabla Carrocll A. Campbell, Jr.
Governor of South Carolina
Columbia, South Carolina 29211

Dear Carroll:

Thank you very much for your letter of March 1. I want to take

this opportunity to restate my long-standing principles on education
reform and to rasenergize the bipartisan spirit that has served us so
well in the past. A

You and I -- and many other elected public officials -- have long
beliaved that the key to meaningful long-term education raform

lies in clearly stated natiocnal goals coupled with maximum feasible
flaxibility for states and localities to devise and implement their
own plans for achieving those goals. Schools should be held account-
able for results -- not for complying with a discouraging maze of
micromanaged bureaucratic prescriptions. In addition, while states
have been providing the leadership on education reform for more than
a decade, you and I recognized that federal aeducation programs must
also be overhauled if state education reforms are to succeed. It

wag in the spirit of this shared understanding that you and I worked
togather on education ae governors sevaral years ago. And it is in
that same spirit that I am working so hard to promote the compre-
hensive agenda for lifelong learning that I presented to the American
Council on Education last weak.

All the legislation my Administration has saent to the Congress
reflects this understanding. For example, our proposed reauthori-
zation of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act places high
achievement standards for all children at the center of education
reform. Under our proposal, states would be held responsible for
improving studant performance and would retain very broad latitude
in framing their own plans. Our proposal deliberately makes no
mention whatever of "opportunity-to-learn® standards. Because I
believe so strongly that every child can learn, I believe that actual
student performance is the best measure of the extent to which equal
opportunity to receive a world-class education has in fact been
achieved. :
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I cercalnly undorstand your concern and disappointment cver

some of the changes that have been made to our ESEA legislation,
particularly in the area of opportunity-to-learn standards. While
some progrepgs has been made in recent days regarding opportunity-to-
learn issues, much more remains to be done. Let me assure you that
I remain committed to our proposal as initially drafted. Both the
Department of Education and my staff here at the White House will
work vigorously at every stage of the legislative process to engure
that when the ESEA raachas my desk, it does not contain opportunlty-
to-learn s:andards :

The same principla- have guided, and wzll ccncinue to guide,

the Goals 2000 bill. As the Housa/Senate conference proceeds,
my representatives have been diracted to work hard for a final
bill that reflects our long-gtanding commitment to the National
Education Geals, to historic state and local prercgatives in
education, and to bipartisan cooperation. As a key element of
that effort, I have inatructed Administration representatives
to suppert language on opportunity-to-learn issues in Goals 2000
consistent with the principles and framework of the Senate bill.
I also believe that it is critical for states to incorporate
challenging content and performance standards in their reform
plans, so that federal and state efforts togethar focus on
student p-rformance.

As you noted in your letter, my Administration has listened
carefully to the views of the National Governors Association
during the year-long congressional proceds that has brought us
to the brink of resclving a host of complex and disputed issues.
I am pleased that the Goals 2000 bill hae already passed both the
House and Senate with atrong bipartisan support. If we continue to
work together and listen to one another with respect, I am confident
that the final version of Goals 2000 will continue to merit support
by leaders in both parties -- and by every Amarican concarned about
our children and our future.

Sincerely,

R
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March 1, 1994

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

.Dear'Mr. President:

I am writing to express my deep concern and disappointment about what is
happening with the education goals/standards initiative which we began in 1989.

As co-chairs of the governors’ group which wrote the Natonal Education Goals, you
and I talked a good deal then about the dangers of the “slippery slope” we were
embarking on by inviting a set of national academic standards by which parents and
students could measure academic achievement. Yet we believed the risk was
warranted because of the enormous potential benefits to students and parents, and
we believed that by careful vigilance, the rights and responsibilities of states,
localities and puems to design education systems that ft their needs would te
preserved. ‘

Unfortunately, the reality of model national academic content standards is hardly
closer than it was five years ago; very little real progress has been made. Through a
combination of partisan bickering and real philosophical differences on issues .ike
school choice, Congress has been stymied - even from endorsing the broad
education goals we established.

But the states have continued to move ahead. Nearly all of us have embarked on
standards-based education and we are working toward better assessment tools that
will allow us to hold our systems accountable based on what kids actually learn
Some states have made mistakes and have had to pull back because of lepnmate
concern about the appropriate role of government at any level in our children s
education. But mostly we are making progress. |

Now comes Goals 2000 and the reauthorization of the major federal educaton
program, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). When you
introduced Goals 2000, we had to practically go to war to convince your Deparrment
of Education to stand up to House Democrats on behalf of local control of schools
At that time, I wrote that [ belleved that bill, by tying federal programs to
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“opportunity to learn” or school delivery standards, threatened to turn the clock
back on four years’ worth of bipartisan teamwork and focus once again on system
inputs instead of student performance. While the House bill was improved and the
Senate accepted amendments requested by the Governors’ Association, the outcome
of the conference is still problematic.

But the House-passed version of the ESEA reauthorization, a multi-billion doilar
federal aid program and the behemoth of federal education aid, is not problematic.
It is unacceptable. Though the compromise wording is fuzzy, the fact is it again
directly ties inputs - “opportunity to learn” standards ~ to eligibility for
participation in Chapter 1, the most important elementary and secondary educaton
federal program there is and one in which states have little choice but to parucpate.

So the House of Representatives and the Administration have now gone from
agreeing to the development of national model standards to requiring that states
must have standards - both content and input ~ to participate in Chapter 1. What is
next? , '

Although [ have become increasingly uncomfortable with the process, [ have
worked in good faith with the Congress and two Administrations to advance the
vision you and [ articulated. Through the Governors’ Association, we have helped
garner bipartisan support and, indeed, the House ESEA bill passed with
overwhelming bipartisan support. But, Mr. President, [ am saying “enough” et
the federal goverrunent stay out of the goals/standards movement because the
federal government cannot seem to contribute without wanting to control.

The fact is that national standards, and espedially opportunity to learn or input
standards, should not be a part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
reauthorization at all. These yoluntary standards, to the extent they are federally
codified, should be defined in the clearly voluntary Goals 2000 legislation.
Governors and parents should not have to fight for their rights in a very
complicated subject area every time Congress passes an education bill. It's not nght,

and it's dangerous to our system.

The issue hese s community control over education versus Washington conrrol
over education. Ilmow that you understand this, and [am uklng you to stand up
for parents and communities.

Carroll A. Campbel, Jr.
Governor of South Carolina

CAC}r/nm
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

March 3, 1994

The Honorable Carreoll A. Campbell, Jr.
Governor of South Carolina

Columbia, South Carolina 29211

Dear Carroll:

Thank you very much for your letter of March 1. I want to take

this opportunity to restate my long-standing principles on education

reform and to reanergize the bipartisan spirit that has served us so
well in the past. . ’

You and I ~-- and many other elected public officials -- have long

- beliaved that the key to meaningful long-term aducation reform

lies in clearly stated national goals coupled with maximum feagible
flexibility for states and localities to devise and implement their
own plans for achieving those goals. Schools should be held account-
able for results -- not for complying with a discouraging maze of
micromanaged bureaucratic prescriptions. In addition, while statasa
have been providing the leadership on education rsaform for more than
a decade, you and I recognized that faderal education programs must
also be overhauled if state education reforms are to succeed. It

was in the spirit of this shared understanding that you and I worked
together on education as governors several years ago. And it is in
that same gpirit that I am working so hard to promote the compre-
hensive agenda for lifelong learning that I prasented to the Amarican
Council on Education last week.

All the legislation my Administration has sent to the Congress
raflects this understanding. For example, our proposed reauthori-
zation of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act places high
achievement standards for all children at the center of educaticn
reform. Under ocur proposal, states would be held responsible for
improving studant performance and would retain very broad latitude
in framing their own plans. Our proposal deliberately makes no
mention whatavaer of "opportunity-to-learn®” standards. Because
believe 80 strongly that every child can learn, I believe that actual
student performance is the best measure of the extent to which equal
opportunity to receive a world-class education has in fact been

achiaeved.

[4
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I certainly understand your concern and disappointment over

some <¢f the changes that have been made to ocur ESEA legislation,
particularly in the area of opportunity-to-learn standarxds. While
some progress has been made in recent days regarding opportunity-to-
learn iseues, much more remains to be done. Let me assure you that
I remain committed to our proposal as initially drafted. Both the
Department of Education and my staff here at the White House will
work vigorougly at every stage of the legislative process to ensure
that whan the ESEA reaches my desk, it does not contain opportunity-
to-learn standards. : '

The same principles have guided, and will continue to guide,
the Goals 2000 bill. As the House/Senate conference proceeds,
my representatives have been directed to work hard for a final
bill that reflects our long-standing commitment to the National
Education Goals, to historic state and local prerogatives in
education, and to bipartisan cooperation. As a key element cf
that effort, I have instructed Administration representatives
to support language on opportunity-to-learn issues in Goals 2000
consistent with the principles and framework of the Senate bill.
I also believe that it is critical for statee to incorporate

. challenging content and performance standards in their reform
plans, so that federal and state efforts together focus on
student performance.

As you noted in your letter, my Administration has listened
carefully to the views of the National Governoras Associaticn

during the year-long congressional process that has brought us

to the brink of resclving a host of complex and disputed lssues..

I am pleased that the Goals 2000 bill has already passed both the
House and Senate with strong bipartisan support. If we continue to
work together and listen to one another with respect, I am confident
that the final version of Goals 2000 will continue to merit support
by leaders in both parties -- and by every American concermned about
our children and our future.

Sincerely,

T e
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PURPOSE:

BACKGROUND:

DISCUSSION TOPICS:

RECOMMENDED TELEPHONE CALL
FROM THE PRESIDENT

Congressman Bill Ford
Wednesday, March 8
Secretary Riley

To address concerns expressed by Mr. Ford, Mr.
Kildee and other Democrats on . the House
Education and Labor, Committee regarding the
President’s letter to Carroll Campbell on
opportunity-to-learn standards. f

On March 3, President Clinton sent a letter to
Gov. Campbell in which he indicated his strong
opposition to the inclusion of opportunity-to-
learn standards in Title 1 of ESEA, and his
preference for the Senate opportunity-to-learn
provisions in Goals 2000.

While this letter allayed the concerns of Gov.
Campbell and other Governors, it has seriously
angered House Democrats. In their view, the
President has needlessly favored a Republican
Governor and abandoned House:  Members of his
own party. ‘He has, in their view, also
undermined a bipartisan compromise on OTL in
ESEA in order to placate a Republican
governor .

As -a result, House Democrats are in an
-‘uncompromising mood with regard to Goals 2000.
They are 1in a position to delay a final
conference report until the FY 94 appropriate
is lost, or to kill the bill entirely.

1. . It is important to indicate that the
Administration views the principles underlying

. the OTL compromise on ESEA in the House as an

appropriate basis for an OTL compromise on
Goals. :

2. It will be easier to sell these principles
to the Senate and to Governors if they were

cast’ as OTL ‘"strategies" rather than
"standards."
3. It is imperative to convince Bill Ford to

move the Goals bill within the next week.
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State of South Caralina
@ffice of the Governor
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March 1, 1954

 The President
The White House
W ashington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Presidenir.

I am writing to express my deep concern and disappointment about what is
happening with the education goals/standards initiative which we began in 1589.

As co-chairs of the governors’ group which wrote the Nadonal Education Goals, you
and I talked a deal then about the dangers of the “slippery slope” we were
embarking ongy inviting a set of national academic standards by which parents and
students could measure academic achievement. Yet we believed the risk was
warranted because of the enormous potential benefits to students and parents, and
we believed that by careful vigilance, the rights and responsibilities of states,
localities and parents to design education systems that {it their needs would te
preserved. : ‘ :

Unfortunately, the reality of model national academic content standards is hardly
closer than it was five years ago; very little real progress has been made. Th:ough a
combination of partisan bickering and real philosophical differences on issues .ike
school choice, Congress has been stymied - even h'om endorsing the broad
education goals we establishad.

But the states have continued to move ahead. Nearly all of us have embarkad on
standards-based education and we are working toward better assessmaent tools that
will allow us t0 hold our systems accountable based an what kids actually learn
Some states have made mistakes and have had to pull back because of leppomace
concern about the appropriate role of government at any level in our children's
education. But mostly we are making progress.

Now comes Goals 2000 and the reauthonzation of the major federal educanon
program, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). When you
introduced Goals 2000, we had to practically go to war to convince your Depm:nm
of Education to stand up to House Democrats on behalf of local control of schools

At that time, I wrote that [ belleved that bill, by tying federal prog-m to-

L34
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The President
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March 1, 1994

“opportunity to learn” or school delivery standards, threatened to turn the clock
back on four years’ worth of bipartisan teamwork and focus once again on system
inputs instead of student performance. While the Housa bill was improved and the
Senate accepted amendments requested by the Governors’ Association, the cutcome
of the conference is stll problematic.

But the House-passed version of the ESEA reauthorization, a multi-billion doilar
federal aid program and the behemoth of federal education aid, is not problematc.
It is unacceptable. Though the compromise wording is fuzzy, the fact is it agan
directly ties inputs — “opportunity to learn” standards - to eligibility for
‘participation in Chapter 1, the most important elementary and secondary educanon
federal program there is and one in which states have little choice but to parucpate.

So the House of Representatives and the Administration have now gone from
agreeing to the development of national model standards to requiring that states
must have standards - both content and input — to participate in Chapter 1. What 1s
. next? . o

Although [ have become increasingly uncomfortable with the process, [ have
worked in good faith with the Congress and two Administrations to advance the
vision you and I articulated. Through the Governors’ Association, we have helped
garner bipartisan support and, indeed, the House ESEA bill passed with
overwhelming bipartisan support. But, Mr. President, I am saying “enough” et
the federal government stay out of the goals/standards movement because the
federal government cannot seem to contribute without wanting to control.

The fact is that national standards, and especially opportunity to learn or input
standards, should not be a part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
reauthorization at all. These yoluntary standards, to the extent they are federally
codified, should be defined in the clearly voluntary Goals 2000 legislation.
Governors and parents should not have to fight for their rights in a very
complicated subject area every time Congress passes an education bill. It's not nght,

and it's dangerous to our system.

The issue hese s community control over education versus Washington control
over education. 1 lknow that you understand this, and I am asking you to stand up
for parents and communities. |

Sincerely,

Q.0

Carroll A. Campbell, Jr.
Governor of South Carolina

CACJr/nm
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

March 3, 1994

Tha Honorable Carroll A. Campbell, Jr.
Governor of South Carolina '
Columbia, South Carolina 25211

Dear Carroll:

Thank you very much for your letter of March 1. I want to take

this opportunity to restata my long-standing principles on education
reform and to reenergize tha bipartigan spirit that has served us so
well in the past.

You and I ~-- and many othar elactad public officials -- have lecng
beliaved that the key to meaningful long-term aducation reform

lies in clearly stated national goals coupled with maximum feasible
flaxibility for states and localities to devise and implement their
own plans for achieving those goals. Schools should be held account-
able for results -- not for complying with a discouraging maze of
micromanaged buraaucratic prescriptions. In addition, while statas
have been providing the leadership on education reform for more than
a decade, you and I recognized that federal education programs must
also be overhauled if state education reforms are to succesd. It

was in the spirit of this shared understanding that you and I worked
togethar on education as governors several years age. And it is in
that same gpirit that I am working so hard to promote the compre-
hensive agenda for lifelong learning that I prasented to the American
Council on Education last waeek.

All the legislation my Administration has sent to the Congress
raflects this understanding. For exampls, our proposed reauthori-
zation of the Rlementary and Secondary Education Act places high
achievement standards for all children at the center of education
reform. Undear our proposal, states would be held responasible for
improving studant performance and would retain vary broad latitude
in framing their own plans. Our proposal deliberately makes no
mantion whatever of "opportunity-to-learn® standards. Because I
balieve so strongly that every child can learn, I believe that actual
student performance is the best measures of the extent to which equal
opportunity to receive a world-class education has in fact been
achieved.
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I certainly understand your concern and disappointment over

some of the changes that have been made to our ESEA legislation,
particularly in the area of opportunity-to-learn standards. While
some progress has been made in recent days regarding opportunity-to-
learn issues, much more remains to be done. Let me assure you that
I remain committed to ocur proposal as initially drafted. Both the
Department of Education and my staff here at the White House will
work vigorously at every stage of the legislative process to ensure
that when the ESEA reaches my desk, it does not contain opportunity-
to-learn standards.

The same principlas have guided, and will continue to guide,
the Goals 2000 bill. As the Housa/Senate confarence proceeds,
my representatives have bean directed to work hard for a final
bill that reflects our long-standing commitment to the National
Education Goals, to historic state and local prerogatives in
education, and to bipartisan cooperation. As a key element of
that effort, I have lnstructed Administration representatives
to support language on opportunity-to-learn issues in Goals 2000
consistent with the principles and framework of the Senate bill.
I also believe that it is critical for states to incorporata
challenging content and performance standards in their reform
plans, so that federal and state efforts together focus on
student performance.

As you noted in your letter, my Administration has listened
carefully to the views of the National Governors Association

during the year-long congressional process that has brought us

to the brink of resolving a host of complex and digputed lssues.

I am pleased that tha Goals 2000 bill has already passed both the
House and Senate with atrong bipartisan support. If we continue to
work together and listen to one another with respact, I am confident
that the final version of Goals 2000 will continue to merit support
by leaders in both parties -- and by every American concarned about
our children and our future.

Sincerely,
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
' OF‘FICE OF 'rm-: SECRETARY

L May 12,-1993 . Lah

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SEGgEfZ;M .
. THE DEPUTY SECRETARY
'THE CHIEF OF -STAFF

FROM: - 1p Llnk Dlrectorz
fflce of Executlve Secretarlat
SUBJECT: Imgo:tant_Correspogdence Summary '

Needs - Personal AttentlonXSpec1al Handllnq L

Carroll Campbell vice- chalrman of the Natlonal Governors L eeRuwR
Association and governor of South Carolina, expresses strong . r
concerns about GOALS 2000, particularly that. House Democrats are
trying to derail emphasis on student achievement. He wurges ‘
improvement of the bill and offers assistance. To- Exec Sec for
appropriate handllng Copy to Madelelne Kunln, Mike Cohen, OIIA,

OLCA, Pattl Pearson L . .

Dennis Fischer of GSA 1nv1tes 'ED staff to partlclpate in a

training conference to, clarify pollc1es and provide technical

assistance to child care centers in GSA- controlled buildings. To

OHRA for approprlate handllng :

400 MARYLAND AVE., SW. WASHINGTON, D€, 20202
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State of Sontly Carolinae - SRRt
o . ffice of the Governor o
CARROLL A. CAMPBELL, JR. ' ) ) ‘PosT Orrice Box 11369
GOVERNOR o ‘ : - COLUMBIA 28211

May 6, 1993

‘ VHonorabIe Rschard Fmey

Secretary ~ e
U.S. Department of Educatlon : » |
400 Maryland Avenue . : : ' ' x
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Today in my capacsty as VICG Chairman of the National Governors’ Assocaatnon l
signed a letter expressing the organization’s views on the Administration’s Goals
2000: Educate America Act. There is much in the bill that governors obviously like,
but we also expressed a very real concern about provisions of the bill that threaten the
goals’ focus on outputs to measure progress, rather than lnputs

My own personal view about thrs Iegnslanon isa good deal stronger than that

~ expressed in the NGA letter. As you know, | have been involved in the goals process

since 1989 when | was appointed co-chair with then Governor Bill Clinton of the task
force which wrote the goals. | have served on the National Education Goals Panel
since its creation, and was chair last year. | was co-chair with Roy Romer:of the
National Council on Education Standards and Testing. Throughout the process, the
pressure has always been to prescribe more and more federal reqwrements and to
switch performance based accountablhty to accountabrhty based on inputs.

| have got to say that the way | see lt the Admumstrat:on S educatzon reform bill, as
revised at the insistence of House Democrats, comes dangerously close to derailing
our hard-won emphasis on student achievement. By tying federal programs to

“opportunity-to-learn” or school delivery standards, the bill threatens to turn the clock
back on four years’ worth of bipartisan teamwork and focus once again on system
inputs instead of student outcomes. And, by providing for certification by a federally-
appointed board of state content and “opportunity-to-learn” standards -- even on a
voluntary basis - it leads us inevitably toward a federalization of what has been, until
‘now, a pact that reoogmzed and respected the preemment role of states in educatnon
reform. : :
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- Honorable Richard Riley
‘May 6, 1993 s

Page 2

- In particular, it leads us in the direction of a national curriculum, 'sdm'ethm'g | have

strenuously resisted. While | feel strongly that content and student performance
standards can and should be set at the national level, | also believe that states and
communities and ultimately parents should have the power to decade what and how

- our children are taught.

As a former gbvemor yourself who promotéd performance- bés’ed accountability in

South Carolina through the Education Improvement Act, | urge you to work to improve

the excellent framework of H.R. 1804 as the bill works its way through the legislative
process. If | can help in any way, please do not hesnate to call on me.

Sincerely,

Qo

- Carroll A. Campbell, Jr. -
- Governor of Squth Carolina

CACJr/inm




" Administrator -
~ General Services Administration -
- -Washington, DC 20405
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- The Honorable chhard w. erey
- Secretary of Education
Washmgton DC 20202-0100

- Dear- Mr Secretary

' The General Services Admlmstratlon (GSA) has estabhshed 91 child care centers ,
currently located in GSA-controlled space. As a service to our client agencies, GSA
convenes an annual training conference to clarify policies and provrde technical

- assistance to child care center governing boards, agency representatives, center staff,
providers, and buildings managers. This year's conference (brochure enclosed) will be
- held in Portland, Oregon from May 26-28, 1993, and we cordially invite the
pamcrpatron of any of your employees who would beneﬁt from these sessrons

Dunng his recent visit to an Atlanta consortium child care center in which GSA

. participates, the President announced that child care was a major domestic policy issue. .
We fully expect considerable Administration emphasis on and attention to a broad’

range of issues related to child care, e.g., quality and affordability Both of these are
among the issues that GSA targeted several years ago in our SHAPE initiative '
(program brochure enclosed). :

Our collectlve goal has been to ensure that Federal famrhes receive qualrty care for
their young children. Through agencywrde collaboration, this goal can be met.

If you have any questions about the child care program or the conference, please direct
~ them to Dr. Patricia F. Kinney, Office of Child Care and Development Programs at

B (202) 501- 3965

Sincerely, -

'Dennis J Fischer
Acting Administrator

Enclosures

Federal Recycling Program ‘p Printed on Recycled Paper
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Dear Conforee:

March 14, 1994

On behalf of the nation's govemnors, we write to express our views regarding the

conference on HR 1804 and § 1150, the Goals 2000 Educate America Act. Both -

versions of this bill codify the national education goals, set into place a process to
develop national voluntary content and student performance standards and a system of

~ assessments; creatcs a program to support state-based systemic reform; and provides the

states with extensive waiver authority. If enacted, this legislation would remove many of
the barriers to reform experienced by states in the past and would provide the framework
under which all education related programs funded by the federal government would be

coordinated. Instead of addressing the problems through categorical programs, the

Federal government would be providing states and localities with support and technical
assistance on a systemic basis. The states and federal government would be working in
tandem to improve the nation’s schools and achieve the national educauon goals in a way
never seen before.

.NGA has worked with the Administration, the Congress and others {in the education

community to help craft this legislation in a manner that recognizes the true diversity of
states and their gystemic reform efforts. In order to ¢nsure that this legislation achieves

_its. goal) of true system-wids systemic reform, we recommend that the Committee

incorporate the following recommendations into the conference agreement
Title I: National Education Goals |

~ oPreserve the existing goals and objectives language and modify any new Goals

. language to be results oriented. During the historic Charlottesville summit, the

President and the Governors agreed to set challenging goals for the niation’s students.
Parents and teachers should also be held to high standards. As with the original

_ goals, any new goals should be results oriented sothatwecanmeaxum Our progress

in achieving them.

Add any new goals as goals seven and eight. States, local school districts, the
- business community and the National Education Goals Panel have spent millions of
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dollars dmlopmg materials and educating the nation about the gnals based on their
current order. Most states have adopted the goals and are using them as the basis of
systemic reform efforts in the states. To re-order the existing goals would require that all
of the legislation, executive crders, publications and education programs all be amended
to accommodate the change. Suchunwandresourceawouldbcbetterspentmeffomto
achieve the goals. ,

Title II: National Eﬁucaﬁon Reform Leadership, Standards and Assessments

slncorporate the Senate bill language on the codification of the National
Education Goals Panel and the creation and appointment of the National
Education Standards and Improvement Council. This Senate lariguage is very
similar to that proposed-by the Administration and reflects the current structure and
‘operations of the National Education Goals Pancl (NEGP).. Because of the
leadership role that Governors play in education policy in the states and because of
the historic role that Governors have played on the NEGP, we strongly believe that a
governor should chair the NEGP. We also urge the conferces to adopt the

. Administration’s original proposal regarding the appointment of NESIC. While we
understand the concerns raised by the Budget Committee, NGA urges the Conferees -
to work with the appropriate committees in the Congress to develop language that
would provide the NEGP with ths same gift authority provided to other federal
entities such ag the Corporation for National and Community Service or the National
Endowment for the Arts. We also urge the Conferess to minimize the prombmons on
the use of new assessment gystems for high mkeu purposes.

Title III State Grant Program

addopt the enate language on opporﬂmity-toJcam strategzes We believe that
states should be given the flexibility to develop their own strategies to assure that all
students have the opportunity to meet high standards and to use such strategies as
they deem most appropriate. Based a recent NGA report, it is clear that some states
will develop check lists, others intervention strategies and yet others total quality
managanmtwnattveswmurethatsmdmts havethaopportumtyto learn. States
must be smn this flexibility.

' quapr the Senarc language regarding the recognition of exl.mng state education
reform plans. Almost all states have already moved forward on a systemic reform
plan. We believe that existing state plans should be able to be recognized by the .
Secretary if the plan meets the “intent and purposes” laid out in the Senate bill.
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tSapporr the Senate language that permlt: the State 1o use up to 50 percent of its
allocation in the first year for technical assistance and statewtde leadership
activities and use up fo 15 percent in subsequent years to ensure that all schools

~ are support. Since most states have been engaged in systemic reform efforts, states

mugt have. sufficient resources to coordinate and implement the Goals 2000
legislation around current state efforts. For those states initiating new programs,
resources must be available at the state level for the oomprehensxvc planning and

outreach activities necessary to develop a reform plan

- sAdopt the Senate provisions on waivers and flexibility, including the.provision to

provide five year waivers, the ed-flex provisions and the flexibility demonstration
program in six states. Because states differ widely in the structure, finance and
accountability structures in education, maximum flexibility along with the
appropriate accountsbility measures shouldbepmdodtonatestoaeoomodate

" such dlﬂ'emnccs

‘We appreciate your consideration of our recommendations and urge you to incorporate

. them into the final canference agreement.  With these recommendations in mind, we urge
the conferees to swiftly resolve the differences in this legiglation such that it can be
enacted by April 1, 1994, This will permit $105 million in previously appropriated fund
to be drawn down fnr gtates and localities to begin implementing this legislation by July
1,1994,

s

~ Sincerely,
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(1) DoVélapIng or recommending TAStrUCTIONEl MEENATE ATV WTTTIVTOgY 1o ———-

assist and support local educational agencles and schoels to provide all
students an opportunity to meet state content and student performanco
Astandardc. . :

(2) improving the state’'s system of teacher and school administrator
preparation, llocensure, and continuing protessional development go that
all teachers develop the subject matter and pedagogical expertise needed

. to prepare all students to meet the chal|engmg state content and student
performance standards.

(3) developing an assessment system or set of locally based assessments
~ aligned with the state content and student performance standards which
~are valid , reluable, and non-dlscrlmmatory.

(4) developing the oapaclty and mprowng the performance of sohools o
provide an opportunity to learn for those students or groups of students
who are failing to achneve state content and student performanco
standards - :

(5) assisting schools which persistently fail to help all students or
subgroups of students achieve high academic. standards.

(6) other strategles deemed necessary by the state to ensure thati
students served are provided conditions of teaching and learning which
facilitate the achievement of content and student performance standards.
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