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00 

1995 
E:Qilc:ted System Components 1996 

Proposed 

. .lTPAadu.1t programa ......... ; .... : ................ ~........ 99'7 Skill and PeU 'grants to mdividua1$: 
· Dislocated worker programs ..; ........................... . 1,296 DiSlocated woric:en ........................... , ........... .. 582 . 

'. Pell grants .... ~..... ; .......................... ;.:..........;;..; ... ; 6,247 Low·income peX'liOIlB .............. : ........................ 3.059 
. Employment service .......... ~.".................... : ... , ... . . 912 Pell graD.ts for AA degrees and above ......... . 4,480 
· State postsecondary relleW program ................ . 20 
Research. evaluation and demonstrations : .•;:.. 48 SUbtotal. individual grants .............. _ ........ . 8,121 
Oue-Stop Career Centers ......... : ........................ . 120 
JTPA and other youth programs ...................... ;1.,630 St&ta-defi.o.ed services system~ 
$:bool·to·Wcirk (ED and DOL) ......................... . 250 Adults (including One-Stop) ........ : .... _ .. _ ..... .. 2,685 
Vocational education programs ............ :;........... . 1.178' . AdUlt and family literacy ............................. . 490 
Adult education and family literacy programs 488 Youth (includin~ Sd!ool·to-Worlt) ............... .. 2.906 

ToAtJ: Total:. 
Categorieal programs ....... : ..: .................... .. 13,186 Better Jobs aDd Skills System .. _....:_.... 14,202 

Loapa for education and training (in millions . Loans for eduCIltion and trai.a.ing (in. millions 
of dollars) ................................. , ... , .... '............. 25.,757 of dollars) .................. ; ................. :.:................. 28,356 
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L s:£:{AlUNG THE' BENEFITS OF ECONOMIC GROWTH 	 23 -

Table 1--4. THE G~ BD..L FOR AMER1CA'SWOBKERS COMBINES 70 PROGRAMS 

. INTO: ONE· WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM, ~ INCREASES FUND­
ING $1 BILLION OVER 1995. . .' . . 

<Discretionary budget authority. in millions of dollars) 

The new jobs 'and skills initiative will 
allow each' State to devise an integrated 
strategy that unifies all elements of the 
training and education system. The' building 
blocks are described separately below (though 
the Federal Government would no longer' 
require States to maintain separate programs). 

Helping Adults: The President's proposal 
. would create "Skill grants" for unemployed 

and .low-income workers and' job seekers. 
·Stataswould create systems to.give individuals 
the infOrmation they need. to make. informed 
,choices with these grants' and ensure that 
workers are' not defrauded by incompetent 
or unscrupulous providers. The proposal would 

". make .1.6 million more grants and loans 
:,<.' available in 1996 than in 1995. (See Chart 

..., 	 1-3.) It also would support State effortSl 
to design new. more flexible, integrated' sys­
tems that will provide information about 
jobs and training, counseling, plAcement as­
sistance, and other services. . 

. 
'. ':,: 

" :,~ 

[. Individuals would get Skill grants or Pell 
grants of up to $2,620 a year for training; 

• The bl1dgetproposes $3.6 billion inl996 
. for Skill grants for teclmical education and 
· $4.5 billion for associates'and bachelor'S 
'. degree. courses through Pell grants. The . 

student loan programs will provide an­
other $28 billion in loan capital to help 
finance training and higher education; 

• Low-income persons woo:ld get Skill grants 
based on family income and cost of edu­
cation. in the same way they dQ now under . 
Pell grants; and 

• 	Dislocated workers who need. training 
would qualify for skill grants without an 
income teSt. Adults who. lose their jobs and 
need skill training to· get a . new one would 
recejve income support~ 

The proposal would bttild upon progress. 
underway through "One..stop Career Centers" 
to encourage States and loealities to design 
and implement new systems of placement 
and ~ning';'related. services within five years. 

• 	It would provide $2.7 billion, most of it 
to States to design and operate the new 
system; and. some for Federal· activities 
such as oversight, research, evaluation, 
and response to multi-State' layoffs and 
natural disasters; and : . 

• 	It would pr9Vide$4~ million for adult 
and family literacy, which the States could . 

. USe as· they want for basic. skills instruc- . 



EDUCATION FUNDING: 

i1. General Education Funding: 

Figures on funding for major Administration education initiativh are provided 
in the attached material. 

·2. Title 1: 
" I 

Answers to specific Title 1 questions are included in the accompanying 
information. ~(lIot--< ~~ t.,..t ..s~v l~ !it cla.lV\\ tfc,1--- \ 

l"7 \t... .1- ("e.~ d~.r Sf ~ , 

'HIGHER EDUCATION: 

i1. Reforming the Student "Loan Program: 

The Student Loan Program helps millions of students to borrow for college. 
(The quote should be changed from "...making college more affordable for 
more than 5 million." Also,"... millions of students tomorrow.. .." should be 
changed to "students to borrow...")CEiscal Year 1997 Budget Supplement, 
pages 79-80., 

,2. Increased PellGrant support: . 

;A .oY'\)itudents can receive up to a $2,470 Pell Grant in addition to $2,625 in 
G~ ~subsidized loans for a total of almost $5,100 FY96. 'HIe figHr~ d~f}limds..on 

the y~ar. The Department of Education Student Loans Overvie~, page 2. 

A Summary of the Pell Grant Program is also included. Fiscal .year 1997 
Department of Education Budget, page 10. 

: 3. Direct Loans: 

The loan volume for 1997 is expected to be about $13 billion for both the 
FFEL and the Direct Loan Programs. 

The new Direct Student :Loan Program is a less bureaucratic way to borrow 
money. The Student Guide to Financial Aid from tQ.e U.S. Depat:tment of 

"Education," pages 11..:12. 

New Direct Loans with a Pay-As-You-Go-Option will account for 50% of 
"loans. Department of Education Student Loans Overview, Fiscal Year-1997 
Budget Request, page 3~ I 

The authorizing legislation for the New Student Loans Program is also included 



in the accompanying documents. Department of Education Student Loans 
Overview, Fiscal Year 1997 Budget Request, page 4. : 

'4. National Service/AmeriCorps: 
I 

AmeriCorps has 25,000 members earning up to $4,725 for theirseivice. 
Corporation for National Service Budget Estimate~ Fiscal Year 1,997. 

Legislation cOhcerning the amount of award fot seivil:e is induded. Public' 
Law 103-82. 

:5. Work-Study Expansion: 

The President proposed to expand the Work-Study Program to 1 million 
participants by Fiscal Year 2000. Fiscal Year 1997 Budget Supplement, pages. , . 
81'& 407. 

6. Honors Scholarships: 

The president proposed to provide a $1,000 scholarship for students in the top 
. 5% of each high school class. Fiscal Year 1997 Budget Supplement, pages 81 

& 410. 

'7. lRAs for Education: 

Penalty-free withdrawals would be allowed for education. General 
I 

Explanations of the Administration's Revenue Proposals, page 8: 
. ,', , ' . 

'8. Skill Grants: 

Skill Grants would be provided for low-income adults in addition to dislocated 
workers. Fiscal Year 1997 Budget Su~plement, pages 81-82 & 67l. 

A general description of the ,Skill Grant proposal is included alsb. Fiscal Year 
1996 Budget of the United States Government, page 23. 

I 

I 

"AMERICORPS 

Answers to specific AmeriCorps questions are included in the accompanying 
material. 

. : SAFE AND DRUG FREE SCHOOLS 

A funding chart for the Safe and Drug Free Schools Act is provided in the 



attached infonnation. 

Funding was reduced because initial costs of setting up were paid for with 
money from previous years. Maintaining existing programs is cheaper less 
costly than establishing them. Declining drug use among youth allowed 
resources to 'be shifted elsewhere. 1994 House Appropriations Committee 
Report. 1994 Senate Appropriations Committee Report. 

, , 

A state-by-state funding chart is in the attached material. 

A state-by-state description of how Safe and Drug Free Schpols Program 
funds are used is included the accompanying information. 

,GOALS 2000 

A chart listing Goals 2000 funding is attached. ' 

, 
Examples of State and Local Use of Goals 2000 funds are, included .. 

,HEAD START 

'1Funding Chart 

, A chart listing state.,..by-state Head Start funding and participation is included 
in the accompanying material. 

: SCHOOL LUNCHES 

Differences between previous and recent Congressional Welfare:Reform 
Proposals and the Administration's Work First and Personal Res'ponsibility' Act 
of 1996 are outlined in the attached information. ' 

.'
I 
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Goals 2000 . Title III 

state 

A~BAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALIFORNIA 
COL.ORADO· 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE· 
FLORIDA 
GEO'RGIA 
HAWAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
It·'DIANA 
IOWA." 
KANSAS" 
KENTUCKY"' 
LOUISIANA 
MAiNE . 
MARYLANo·, , 
MASSACHuseTTS· 
MICHIGAN" 
MINNESOTA" 
MISSIS'SIPPI 
MISS,OURI 
MONl"ANA+ 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA* 
NeW1HAMPSHIRE+ 
NEWlJERSEY 
NEW1MEXICO· 
NEWlYORK 
N6RTH.CAROLINA 
NORTH.DAKOTA* 
OHld" 
OKLAHOMA+ 
OREGON* 
PENNSYLVANIA 
RHODE.lSLANO 
SOUTH-CAROliNA 
sOutH.DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS· 
UTAH· 
V"ERMONi" 
VIRGiNIA 

, VVASI;t'NGl'ON" 
WEST.VIRGINIA* 
WISCPNSIN 
WYOMING 
DISTRICT.OF.COLUMBIA 
PUERTO.RICO 

ED/OUS/BS'5'202 401 

FY1994 ,FY 1995 
Allocation Allocation 

$1,601,966 . $0 
459,903 1,603,780 

1,362,358 5,649,307 
991,579 3,783,542 

10,524.929 43,646,844 
1.085,028 4,444,927 

960,721 3,586,972 
405,701 1,338,680 

4,026,309 16,439,307 
2.360,625' 9,286,084 

417,148 ,1,432.053 
457,565 1,625,598 

4,142,656 16,575,525 
1,734,498 6,796,298 

886,746 3,337,057 
864,615 3,310,395 

, 1,477,200 5,985,736 
2,066,082 8,258,441 
, 505,866 . 1,707,617 
1,448,309 5,576,162 
1,861,814 7,245,727 
3,626,515 14,895,257 
1.387,624 5,573,220 
1,359,516 5,280,585 
1,691,269 6,763,905 

449,712 1,617,050 
567,422 2,058,543 
410,095 1,470,830 

0 1,337,386 
2,447,997 9,113,159 

741,603 2,883,664 
1,173,261 28,100,168 
2,062,239 8,027,556 

406,274 1.389.495 
3,715;308 15,374,440 
1.153.998 4,556,912, 
1,046,640 4,158,672 
4,074,763 16,095,253 

442,261 1,533,991 
1,274,631 . 4,882,089 

426,975 1,464,085 . 
1,677,460 6,620,697, 
7,293,999 30,293.528 

709,092 2,681,446 
406,722 1;319,304," " 

0 0 
1,581,128 6,559,793 

778.396 2,901,252 
1,682.771 6,822,104 

370,124 1,309,003 
476,600 1,578,973 

2,383,988 9,958,890 

OUTLYING AREAS, BIA, and 
ALASKA NATIVES 920,000 3,618,700 

PEER REVII:W SEt-ASIDE 0 'a 

iOTA,L $92,400.000 $'361,870,000 

f,_ .',' .'" • 
• - indicates State has received 1996 grarit award 

I@003 

'.' . 
~< 

23-Jul·96 

FY 1998 
Allocation 

$5,675,986 

1,437,296 

5,038,557 

3,434,819 


39.211,219 

,3.922,624 

3,149,595 

1,242,928 


14,713,635 , 

8,515.014 

1,307,668 

1,478,175 


15,050,826 

6,280,894 

3,077,877 

3,099.621 

5,549.490 

7.642,099 


' "1,535.403' 

5,016,113 

6,242.461 


13,653,547 

5,062,092 

4,864,881 

6,132,073 

1,459,914 

1,834,350 

1,303,042 


. 1,232,612 

7,904,169 

2,610,240 


25,358,328 

7,280,313 

1,259.984 


14,226,873 

4.176,732 


' 3,799,963 

14.464,447 

'1,359,668 

4,511,625 

1,309,917 

5,999,453 


27,187,479 

' 2,452,958 

:1.225,743, 
 '. , . 

6,200,305 

6,056,946 

2,788,423 

6,320,177 

1,224,150 

1,353,218 

9,064,078 i ' 


3,400,000 
, 

300,000 

$34'0,000,000 

, 
+ - in FY1995, funds are available for award directly to LEAs in the State' on a Competitive basis 
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How inanythrics has the Republican Congress'trled to eliminate or cut AmcrlCorps 
funding? 

In the FY 1996 appfopriatloru proc'ess, both the House and Senate bills did not proVide 
funding for AmeriCorps and the other national service pro~ams funded iIi the VA·HUD 

, . appropriations bill. Funding for these programs was restored on the floor during final 
debate on the conference bill, In the cmrent FY 1997 process, an amendrrient on the 
House floor eliminated funding for AmeriCoTpsarid othernational'seivice:progranis ill 

. the House VA-HUD bill. The Senate full committee bill provides funding ~for these 
programs at the FY 1996 level. , 

: 

How does the Administration respond to attacks on AmerlCorps? Sp~lf1cally" 
When the pro-gram Is dee'med Ineff(l(:fu'c, too expen'slve .... "According to GAO eath 
Amei'IC6rps participant cost Is SZ6,654. 

The GAO study fdwld tllat "resources available". ndt costs, per participant averaged 
$26,654. Oil..1y $17)600 came from the Corporation for National and Community SerVice 
and the rest carne from federal, state, nonprofit and private organiZations., Senator 
Grassley, one of AmeriCorps' critics challenged theCNCS to come up 'With a refonn plall 
to reduce the costS per participant. In late May ofthis year, Harris Wofford, the fOrIllet 
U.S, Senator fro~ Pennsylvania, and new CEO oftlle CNCS armounced a plan to reduce 
CNCS overall costs and, in particular, per participant costs, Through a variety of 
measures the CNCS ",rill reduce its cost share per pamcipantto $17,000 in 1997, $16,000 
in 1998 and $15,000 in 1999, . 

, " 

StatiStICally, how can we argue that the program is asuctess? How niaD)' students 
have partiCipated to date !lnd i,ow many servee.achye.ar?· " 

Since tllC begin.rti.J1g ofAineriCorpsin FY 1994, over 50,000 young people have had tllC 
oppottunity to serve their colilniwiities th!ough ArneriCotps to address Jitallocal heeds 
such as health care, crime prevention, arid education, while earning a mo~etary award to 
help pay for college or other post-sccondaiy education or tra.ii1ing, nlis year an 
additional 25,000 \vill serve their commUnities and the President's FY 1997 budget 
provides funding for another 30,000 to serve. 

A compatLion program to A:meriCofps, the Leam and Serve program, engage~ school age 
youtll (K-college age) in service learning projects within their communitY. Thus far) over 
800,000 young people have had the opportwtity to serve their communities and over 
700,000 will have opportUnities tIlis year. The President's FY 1997 budg'et request 
proVides funding to support neatly 850,000 school age youtll in 1997 alohe. 

I. 
I 

http:servee.achye.ar
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;Major Differences BetWeen fill Child Nutrition Provision's in Congressional Welfare Reform 
, ' , 	 , I 

:Ptoposals and in the Administration's Work First and Personal ResponsibilitY Act of 1996 
, 

i 

.. HR 4 -- the Personal Res'ponsibility Act of 1995. as originally introduced by the 
Republican leaderhip, would have block granted Child Nutrition programs imd cut them by 
about $6.6 billionovet five years over the Administrationbaseline. Block grants would 
have reduced food benefits for. children, eliminated national nutrition standards, and 
eliminated the program's responsiveness to periods ofrecessio'n or economic hardship. In 
addition, the bill ci>ntained burdensome immigrant provisions. . : 

the Conference-teported HR4 eliminated the nationaJ Child Nutrition bk>:ck grants and• 

replaced' them wit~ optional School Lunch block grant demonstration projects in seven 
USDA regions, While,an improveme'nt over the original HR4, the proposed block grants 
still threatened national nutrition standards and compromised the national nature ofthe 
program, AsWitti the earlier version ofHR 4. this bill imposed a citizenllegal resident 
eligibility test that would requires all children, including citizens, to fill out eligibility forms 
-- roughly doubling the number of school meal applications that would need to be filled. 

.] 
: 	 In addition, the bill made many other cuts in Child Nutrition programs. i

j 

.• 	 The Administration's Work First and Personal Responsibility Act of 1996 saves 53.2 
billion over six years and makes small adjustments to'Child Nutrition programs by . 
rounding down reimbursement rates, means"'testing family day care homes,and making 
other minor changes, It contains no block grants and no adri1ihistratiVely-b~rdensoine 
immigrant provisions. 

• 	 Currently; there are two Republican leadership weifare refonn bills under consideration by 
Congress: HR 3507 -- the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportu~ity Act of 
1996 .- and S 1795 •• the Agriculture Reconciliation Act of 1996. Neither bill includes 
any child nutrition block grants The Senate bill, in addition, has made significant 
improvemenls.It!prohibits conditioning child nutrition and certain commodity program 
assistance on citizenship or immigrant status. The House, on the other hand. retains the' 
iminigrant provisions for Child Nutrition programs. ~ 



How many students would the FY96 Republican budget proposals have cut from Pel! 

Cite and document that 

...... 


" Mll4( 

CHILDREN 


• 


. How many children have benefited from the President's increase of Head Start? 

The figure 130,000 is commonly used and is cited in the 82 reasons to veto the GOP 
budget? Is this number correct? The cite and documentation are needed for this 
figure and also for any additional figure which may apply. 

Can we get a copy of the DHHS press release from 10/25/95 on Head Start? It 
documents. the House/Gingrich cuts. Document that the FY96 S,enate Budget 
Resolution fro'ze Head Start funding and would have affected 150,000 children. 

How many students/schools would the GOP budget have cut from the Direct Student . 
Loan program? (The figure in use ranges from 2.5 million to 2.2 million students and 
1'350 to 1200 schools) Cite and document these numbers. 

Grants? 

Is this number consistent with figures uSyd in the past? 

number. ~-

5' Education De 1. 

Document: 

The House Labor, HHS Appropriafi~ns bill that would have denied Pel! Grants to 
380, 000 students compared (0 the President's plan and .198, 000 fewer students would 
receive Pell Grants compared to 1995. [Congressional Record, House Vote No. 626, 
8/4/95, p. H-8420; Education Department, Budget Service] . . 

t· • 	 How many states are participating in Goals 2000? How much funding has each state 
received? Anecdotally, how have these states put this' funding to. work.: e.g. 
Kentucky's homework hotline? 



MAJOR EDUCATION FUNDING INITIATIVES 


GOA~S 2000 


President's 
Fiscal;Year Request 

I 

:1993 
, 

1994 420,000,000 
1995 708,000,000 . 
1996 750,000;000 
.1997 491,000,000 

House Action 

0 
388,400,000 

0 
0 

SCHOOL;.TO-WORK OPPORTUNITIES 


Fiscal Year 
President's 

Request 

;1993 
1994 
:1995 
1996 
,1997 

135,000,000 
150,000,000 . 
200,000,000 
200,000,000 . 

I 

House ACtion 

f' 

33,750,000 
140,000,000 
95,000,000 

175,000,000 

Senate Action 

116,000,000 . 
428,400,000 . 

. 350,000,000 

'­

Senate" Action 

50,000,000 
100,000,000 
186,000,000 

SAFE:AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES 


Fiscal Year 
President's 

Request 

1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 

"~997 

653,963,000 
673,227,000 
659,209,000 
500,000,000 . 

" 540,000,000 

House Action 

612,472,000 
467,162,000 
481,962,000 
200,000,000 
440,978,000 . 

. Senate Action 

608,659,000 
500,000,000 
481,962,000 
400,000,000 

TITLE I GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES 

President's 
Fiscal ~ear Request House Action Senate Action 

Final 
Appropriation 

105,000,000 
371,870,000 
350,000,000 

Final 
Appropriation 

"' 

50,000,000 
122,500,000 
180,000,000 

Final 
Appropriation 

598,227,399 
487,162,000 
465,981,000 
465,971,000 

Final 
Appropriation 

, 
I 

1993 6,235,000,000 6,172,650,000 6,178,000,000 6,125,922,400 
1994 6,500,000,000 " 6,291,000,000 6,381,000,000 6,336,000,000 
1995 7,000,000,000 6,698,356,000 6,698,356,000 6,698,356,000 
1996 7,000,000,000 5,555,000,000 6,833,887,000 6,730,348,000 
1997 7,165,000,000 6,751,348,000 i 



EISENHOWER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT STATE GRANTS 


Fiscal Year 
President's 

Request 

:1993 
'1994 
,1995 
·:1996, 
:1997 

248,000,000 
252,658,000 
752,000,000 
735,000,000 
610,000,000 

CHARTER SCHOOLS 

President's 
Fiscal: Year Request 

:1993 
;1994 
1995 15,000,000 
:1996 20,000,000 
:1997 40,000,000 

EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY 
[ 

President's 
Fiscal;Year Request 

,1993 
1994 
'1995 50,000,000 
'1996 83,000,000 
1997 325,000,000 

House Action 

245,520,000 
246,016,000 

.. 667,548,000 
275,000,000 

0 

House Action 

6,000,000 
8,000,000 

. 18,000,000 

House Action 

20,000,000 
25,000,000 
48,000,000 

Senate Action 

248,000,000 
252,658,000 
667,548,000 
275,000,000 

Senate Action 

6,000,000 
16,000,000 

Senate Action 

50,000,000 
35,000,000 

Final 
Appropriation 

246,016,000 

250,998,000 

251,298,000 

275,000,000 


Final 
Appropriation 

.. 

6,000,000 
18,000,000 . 

Final 
Appropriation 

22,500,000 
48,000,000 



·\ ... , ..... 

• 1/' ; 

I Question: 

Answer: 

Question: 

: Answer: 

I Question: 

; Answer: 

How has the Administration used Title I funding to reduce class size? (Is Title I 
even the program that affects class size -- if not which one does and what have we 
done?) 

None of the Department's programs, including Title I, has the specific objective of 
reducing class size. The overall purpose of Title I is to improve the educational 
attainment of educationally disadvantaged children by helping them master 
challenging curricula and learn to the same high standards as other children. The 
program provides the extra academic support and learning opportunities that are 
often required to help low-achieving students catch up with their Classmates or 
make significant academic progress. ·With Title I, these children have the benefit 
of, for example, extended-day kindergarten programs, learning laboratories in 
mathematics, science, and computers, and summer-school programs. 

The Administration has supported the expansion of Title I schoolwide programs, a 
feature in the Title I statute that gives schools enrolling at least 50 percent poor 
children the flexibility to use Title I funds for improvements that benefit all 
children in the school, instead of singling children out for services. School wide 
programs upgrade the entire instructional program in a school to hdp improve the 
achievement ofall students. In many cases, as part of their schoolwide programs, 
schools choose to reduce class.size. In addition, schools that do not establish 
schoolwide programs and, instead, pull out disadvantaged children for special 
services could be said to be reducing class size (because the regular class is 
smaller when some children are pulled out). However. to reiterat~ an earlier 
point. reduction of class size is not the statutory purpose of Title lor of any other 
Department ?f Education program. 

What statistics would support our efforts to reduce class size through this 
program? Is any of this information on class size. available by Sta,te? 

Because the Administration has not made an effort to reduce class size through 
Title I. there are no statistics that would "support" that effort. ' 

The Department's National Center for Education Statistics reports'data, by State, 
on pupil-teacher ratios, but not on average class size. 

If our Title I efforts were legislative, what action did the Administration take to 
ensure Congress fulfilled our request? 

. The Administration did not pursue a strategy to use Title I as a vehicle for 
reducing class size, and we did not propose legislation in that area. 

The Senate's ESEA reauthorization bill included a provision requiring local 
educational agencies (LEAs), where appropriate, to use funds to reduce class size 
to 15. The Department recommended that this provision be dropped, partly 

1 



: Question: 

, Answer: 

because it sent a message that reducing class-size would be the "silver bullet" for 

improving achievement, even though research showed that reducing class size 

was very costly and unlikely, by itself, to result in tangible benefits for students. 


How can the Administration demonstrate that it has effectively used Title I money 

to improve poorer school districts? 


./ 

In the past three years, the Administration has laid the groundwork for 
demonstrating effective use ofTitle I money to improve poorer school districts. 

The reauthorized ESEA incorporates the Administration's proposal to transform 

Title I so that the redesigned program will have more significant impact on low­

achieving students and on narrowing the achievement gap betwee,n high-poverty 

and low-poverty schools. The program was reauthorized with the entirely new 

objective of helping disadvantaged children, especially in high-poverty schools, 

learn to the same challenging standards and meet the same expectations that other 

children are expected to meet. 


Also, the Department's budget requests support the Administration's commitment 
to invest additional funding in restructured Title I programs stressing high 
standards and providing new operating flexibility for schools in r~turn for a 
commitment to improved student performance. As part of this commitment, the 

, Administration advocates concentrating a sig:n:ificantly larger share of Title I 
funds on the poorest counties and districts. The President's FY 1997 budget 
would increase targeting by overriding the statutory distribution qf funds and 
allocating $1 billion ofTitle I funds (14 percent of the total Title I request) 
through the Targeted Grants formula. This formula, authorized for the first time' 
in 1996, provides higher per-child amounts to counties and distri9t~ with high 
poverty. 

In 1995, States, school districts, and schools began implementin~ major 

reauthorization reforms to serve disadvantaged children more eff~ctively through 

school restructuring, by merging Title I programs with the regular school 

curriculum and instituting new learning arrangements to educate the lowest 

achieving children to challenging standards. Reforms will, over time, transform 

Title I teaching, curriculum, and assessment to help students, especially in high­

poverty communities and schools, make more progress and reach high standards. 

These reforms take time to implement, and significant overall gains in student 

performance may take several years to achieve. 
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AAfERlCA'S HOPE SCHOLARSHIPS 
A TAX CUT TO MAKE 14 YEARS OF EDUCATION THE STANDARD FOR ALL 

" 
June 4, 1996 

PRESIDENT CLINTON ANNOUNCES THE HOPE SCHOLARSHlP PLAN TO MAKE 14 
YEARS OF EDUCATION - AT LEAST TWO YEARS OF COLLEGE! - THE STANDARD 
FOR ALL AMERICANS. President Clinton's HOPE Scholarship Tax Cut'makes clear that 2 years 
of college should be as universal as high school and builds on his comprehensive program to guarantee 
that a college education is both accessible and affordable to all Americans at any time in their life. To 
further this guarantee, the President announced the following proposals; , 

I 
• 	 NEW AMERICA'S HOPE SCHOLARSHIP TAX CUT - Guarai:ltees 2 Ye2r3 of Tuition 

at the Average Community College for Any Student Who Earns a B Average. Modeled on 
the successful Georgia HOPE Scholarship program. this ne;.v proposal, provides all students with 
a S 1.500 refundable tax credit for full-time tuition in their flfst year ~$750 for half-time), and 
another S 1.500 in their second year if they work hard, stay off drugs.' and earn at least a B 
average in their first year, This $ 1.500 tax credit will pay for more than the full cost of tuition 
at the national average-priced community colleges -- and a downpayment at more expensive 
four-year schools. ! 

S10,000 Tax Deduction for AU Education and Training. The President maintains his 
$10,000 tax deduction for tuition for college, graduate school, commUnity college, certifie~ 
training and technical programs. This encourages lifetime investment in higber education. 

I 

• 	 Scholarship Increases (pell Grants) for Lower~IncoD1e Students: ~ The President announced 
that his balanced budget plan increases Pell Grants each year. Indeed, the maxim~ Pell Grant 
award will increase by 33% from fiscal 1995 to fiscal 2002. The proposed increase in fiscal 
1997 is the largest in the program's 25-year history .. 

BUILDS ON PRESIDENT'S PLAN FOR GUARANTEED ACCESS T@ COLLEGE. The above 
initiatives build on the President's plan to guarantee that college is both acqessible and affordable to 
every person - through loans with pay-as-you-can repayment, grants, scholarships, and work study. 

With the increased Pell Grant program support, studeuts ,have access to up to $5,100 in Pell 
'Grants and student loans for their fJist year in coUege, and much more in future years. 

• 	 The new Direct Student Loan program enacted as part of the Pr~dent's 1993 Economic 
Plan is allowing millions of students to borrow in a simpler, less bureaucratic way, and. to pay 
back their loans as a share of their income, and part of the savings from Direct Lending will be 
returned to. students in the fonn of lower interest payments on their ,loans. 

t 

• New 	Direct Loans With Pay-As-You-Can Option: Will account: for 50% of loans 
• National Service - AmeriCorps: 30,000 ~dents earning up to !$4,725 for service 
• Pell 	Gnnts: Provides for 7-year expansion, increasing maximUInaward to $3,128 in 2002 
• S10,000 Education Deduction: 16.5 million students get deduction for their tuition 
• Work Study Expansion: Proposes expansion to 1 million participants by FY2002 
• Honors Scholanhips: Proposes S 1,000 scholarship for top 5% of every high school class 
• IRA! for Education: Proposal allows penalty-free withdrawals ~or education ' . 
• Skill 	Grants: Proposed $2,600 Skill Grants to enable dislocated ,workers to get needed skills 
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BACKGROUND ON HOPE SCHOLARSHIPS 


Overview. Currently, millions of Americans hav,e access to college throJgh Pel! Grants 
and the federal student loan program. including the President's Direct Student Loan 

.. 	 I 

program, but the average student with. loans now graduates S10,OOO in debt and many more 
may not go on to college because they are reluctant to borrow so much money, The annual 
cost of a public college increased from 9% of the typical family's income! in 1979 to 14% 
in 1994. [Education Department. 19961 The President's HOPE Scholarship Plpn makes it clear 
that two years ofcollege should be as universal as high school. and builds on his 
comprehensive program to guarantee rhat a college education is both acc~ssible and 
affordable to all Americans at any time in their life. : 

i 
• 	 Guaranteed Average Tuition For Two Years of Community College: The HOPE 

Scholarship Plan will ensure that students can get up to a SI ,500 r~fundable ta."<. 
credit, a Pell Grant, or a combination for tuition in their flfst year after high school, 
and another S 1 ,500 in \heir second year if they work hard, stay offl drugs, and eam 
at least a "B" average. This $1,500 credit is $300 above the' national average 
community college tuition and would make tuition free for 67% ofi all community 
college students. It would enable states that set tuition within $300 of the national 
average to make community college tuition free for every student. The credit would 
be indexed to inflation each year to protect its value, . 

. i 
• 	 S1,500 For The First Two Years At Any College For Students Who Earn At 

Lust a B Average: While the HOPE Scholarship tax credit is pri~cd to pay for the 
full cost of two years of community college tuition for studen~ who earn at least a 
"B" average in their freshman year, the SI,500 credit can be applied to tuition at any 
college, from a two-year public communitY college to a four-year private college. 
This $1500 tax credit will be a substantial down payment for parents sending their 
children to colleges with higher tuition. 

• 	 S750 for Half-Time Students: The HOPE Scholarship Tax Cut is designed to assist 
parents and current workers who want to further their edU:cation. Those who can 
only go to school half-time because of their job or parenting obligations, are eligible 
for a $750 refundable credit per y~ar until they have completed two full years of 
college. The "B" average requirement also applies to half-time students. 

I 
I 

• 	 Includes I-Year Certificate Programs: Students at training'and technical . 
programs eligible for Pell Grants under Title tv of the HEA are also eligible HOPE 
Scholarships. ! 

• 	 Interaction with the S10,000 Education Tax Deduction: Students would receive 
either the HOPE scholarship or the S10,000 tax deduction in any Yfar. Eligible 
students in their first two years or their parents can choose between either the Hope 
Scholarship or the deduction. The deduction is up to SIO,OOO a year per family. 
The credit is $1,500 per student. . . 	 , 

1
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; • 	 Costs: The HOPE Scholarship Plan is fully paid for within the President's balanced 
budget plan. The President's initial proposal for a S I 0,000 deduction :cost $35 billion 
over six years. The new proposal, with the $1,500 tax credit, costs $12.9 billion over 

, 6 years. To offset this increase, the Administtation proposes to reduce sales source 
rule benefits, apply an international departure fee, and auction radio OARS spectrum. 

In addition, the $10,000 deduction is also more targeted by conforinmg the income 
limits to match the income limits for the proposed expanded lRAs. The deduction had 
been phased out for joint filers with income between S 100,000 and S 120,000. and for 
single filers with income between $70,000 and $90,000. It will 'now:be phased out for 
joint filcrs with income between S80,000 and $100,000, and for single fLIers with 
incomes between S50,000 and $70,000. . 

"8" Average: To remain eligible for the credit, students must earn 'at least a liB" 
average or a 2.75 grade point average in their flist year of college or post-secondary 
school. Based on the National Post-Secondary Student Aid study • more than half of 

I 

students carn a 2.75 average or better. 
I. 

I . • Students Must Stay Drug-Free: A student'is ineligible if. in accoidance with the 
Drug-Free Post-Secondary Education' Act of 1990, he or she has been convicted of 
committing certain felony offenses involving marijuana, controlled substances, or 
dangerous drugs. - ' 

• Administration: Administrative issues such as the timing and delivery of the tax 
credit will require consultation with colleges to ensure t:Qat the plan: provides 

". maximum flexibility and efficiency rather than top-down admjnistr~tion. The Treasury 
Department and Department of Education will work. with Members' of Congress, 
Governors, and college presidents and. financial aid administrators to design the most 
flexible and efficient system. and to ensure against excessive and a~usive tuition 
increases. 

• 	 Challenge to States. The President is challenging states to build on the HOPE 
Scholarship Plan by following Georgia's lead and making scholarships available for 
four years of college for students who maintain a "Btl average. nie President is also 
challenging the 17 States that set tuition above S~,SOO to reduce costs so that with the 
HOPE Scholarship tax cut, community coUege will be free for every student 
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Paying For America's HOPE Scbolarsbip Tax :Cut 

Balanced Budget Framework.. The President's new America's HOPE Scliolarship Tax Cut 
proposal is completely paid for \Vith specific budget savings so that the PreSident's overall plan 
continues to reach balance in fiscal year 2002. . 

Current Education Tax Deduction: S35 Billion FY 1997-2002. The President's 'current 
education tax cut - S10,000 deduction -- costs $35 billion over 6 years (F't! 1997-2002) and is 
paid for Within the balanced budg,et plan that has been certified as reaching: balance in 2002 by 
the Congressional Budget Office. ! 

New Proposal: $42.9 Billion FY 1997-2002. The new combined proposal's would be $42.9 
billion. The breakout of these costs are as follows: I 

\ 
FY 1997-20q2 Cost 

America's HOPE Scholarship Tax Cut $25.1 tBillion 

$10,000 Education Ta.x Deduction $17.8 1Billion 

TOTAL COST S42.9 ;Billion 

~. I 

The additional $7.9 billion in net new costs are paid for witb specific savings listed below: 

FY1997-2002 Savings 

Reduction of Sales Source Rule Benefits . $3.5 iBillion 

International Departure Fee 
I 

S2.3 Billion 

Auction'Radio OARS Spectrum S2.1 ! Billion 

TOTAL SAVINGS 
, 

S7.9 Billion , 

NOTE: 	 While the President's new America's HOPE Schol~hip Tax Cut has gross costs of $25.1 
billion over FY 1997 to 2002. the net increase in the President's overall' education tax cut is 
only $7.9 billion because of savings that take place in the President's .$~O,OOO education tax 
deduction. . 

• 	 Most of those savings (S10.7 billion) come from families choosi,ng the HOPE taX credit 
over the $10,000 education tax deduction. . 

The remaining savings (.$6.5 billion) come from lowering the pfiase out income limits 
for joint filers from S120,000 to S100,OOO to conform to the Ad,ministration'! expanded 
IRA proposal. 	 ! 4 
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BACKGROUND ON NEW SAVINGS MEASURES 
, I 

SAVINGS 

REDUCTION OF SALES SOURCE RULE BENEFITS $3.5 Billion 
(FY 1997 - 2(02) 

,Description: The proposal would limit the ability of multinational corporations to decrease 
th~ir U.S. tax liability inappropriately, by reducing the amount of export sales income that 
they may treat as derived from foreign sources. Under current law, the sales source rule 
generally permits multinational corporations that also exports U.S. products to treat half of 
their export profits as income from sales activities, and therefore as foreign source income, 
even though the economic activity that produced rhe export profits may have occurred 
entirely within the United States. The source of income is relevant to' the determination of a 
U.S. taxpayer's foreign tax credit. By increasing the amount of incon;te treated as foreign 
source, a taxpayer with "excess" foreign tax credits can increase its ut~lization of foreign tax 
credits and therefore pay less U.S. tax on the same income. The sales source rule of present 
law provides generous tax benefits to U.S. exports that also conduct f~reign manufacturing or 
other high-taxed foreign operations, but provides no benefit at all to U.S. exporters that 

. ! 
conduct aU their business activities within the United States. The proposal would reduce the 
percentage of export profits that generally is treated as sales (and thuS foreign) income from 

. I 

50 percent to 25 percent. . . : 

The provision would be effective for taxable years beginning after the date of enactment. 
, I 

SAYINGS 

AU:criON RADIO DARS SPECfRUM $2.1 Billion 
(IT 1997 - 2002) 

Description: This sav.ings proposal would auction 25Mhz of spectrurri currently reserved for 
digital audio radio services (OARS) for subscription based wireless s~ices. The FCC had 
originally allocated 50 MhZ for OARS, which would provide 4 channels of a national, 

. subscription-based radio service. Due to interference problems with Canada, DARS would 
be allocated 2 channels instead of 4, freeing up 25 Mhz for auction. The revenues of 
auctioning 25 Mhz of spectrum are estimated at S2.1B by CBO and OM8. These auctions 
could be done in any year. . 

SAVINGS 

INTERNATIONAL DEPARTURE FEE 52.3 Billion 
(IT 1997 - 2(02) 

, Description: The President's FY '97 Budget assumes that the currently expired aviation 
excise taxes, including the $6 per passenger international departure f~e, will be reinstated in 
Au.gust, 1996. TI¥s offset proposal would increase the per passenger: tax form $6 to $16. 

I 
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BACKGROUND ON PELL GRANT [NCREASE' 

. . 	 l 
Overview. The Pell Grant is the main feaeral grant that aUows millions of low. income and 
middle class families to have access to college. Despite the fact that the ~resident's budget 
contains well over .$200 billion in discretionary cuts over 7 years, the Presidenfs balanced 
budg~t builds in a 33% increase in the maximum· Pell Grant award from FiY1995 to 
FY2002. 

• 	 S2 Billion Program Deficit EUminated. The projected $2 billion Pell Grant 
I 

program deficit was eliminated within the first t:vIr·o years of the Cliilton 
Administration. 

.. Record Increase in FY1997: The President's fiscal year 1997 budget calls for 
funding to support a $2,700 maximum Pell Grant •• nearly a 10% increase over the 
current level - which would provide more than J.7 million studen~ with Pell Grants 
averaging $ 1,106 in 1997. This proposed' increase' in the maximum Pell Grant 

, \ 
Award would be the largest increase in the program's 25-year history. 

• 	 President Announces Yearly Pell Grant Increases: The President's balanced 
budget contains the following seven· year increase in the maximum iPell Grant 
awards. 

Fiscal Year Maximum A ward 
~ 

1995 $2,340 
1996 .$2,470 
1997 $2,700 
199'8 $2,780 
1999 $2,863 
2000 $2,949 
2001 $3,037 ,i· 
2002 $3,128 

• 	 Presideatts '·Yesr Pell Gnat Iacreue Could Provide 1.1 MiUioa More Graaa Than 
Republicaa Budget Resolutions: Both the House and Senate FYl997 S;udget Resolutions 
freeze the budget authority for the Pelt Grant program from FY1997 .FY2002. This means 
that Republicans wou Id provide 2.7 million fewer Pell grants over 6 yearS, and deny 191,000 
students Pell grants in FY1997 alone compared to the President's balanced budget plan. 
Under the funding freeze assumed in the Republican resolutions, the max,mum Pell grant 
award would decrease 17%, from $2,470 in FY1996 to $2,055 in FY2002. 

Last year, House Republicans tried to cut the Pell Grant program by S4~O million, denying 
Pell Grants to 380,000 students in 1996 alone. 
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S10,000 EDUCATION DEDUCTION 

, . 
• 	 Breadth of Application: The $10,000 Education Deduction would' be for every 

taxpayer for the tUition at any education or training program that is jat least half-time 
or related to a worker's career. 

• 	 Supplements Hope Scholarship Tax Cut: In any year, students ~ the 13th and 
14th grades would receive either the HOPE Scholarship or the $10,000 tax 
deduction., Eligible students in their first two years or their parents: can choose 
between either the HOPE, Scholarship or the deduction. Students ~at relied on the 

. S 1,500 tax credit 	in the first two years of college would still be eligible for the 
S 10,000 deduction in the remaining years of college or graduate school or for 
qualified lifelong learning. Students not eligible for the tax credit ,.vould still be 
eligibl.e for the $10,000 deduction. The deduction is up to $10,000 ,a year per family. 
The credit is S 1,500 per student. 

i 

Iocome Limits: For joint filers, the deduction would be phased o~t at incomes 
between $80,000 and $100,000. F or single filers, the deduction w9u1d be phased 
out between $50,000 and $70,000. 

~ I 

• 	 Unlimited Number of Years: While the HOPE Scholarship is for the ftrst two 
years of college, the $10,000 tax deduction is available any year a, family had 
education expenses. For example, a family of four with an income of $40,000 and 

I 

five years of tuition expenses totaling $10,000 would receive a $7;500 tax cut over 
that five-year period. 

,, . 
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Tuition 31"!d Fees at Publ,ic Two-Year Institutions 

Average Share of Average' 
(1994-95' Tuition Covered 

S1af.g I.u.i.fuln By $1.500 Credit 

AK $1,320 100% 
AL $621 100% 
AR $865 100% , 
AZ $727 100% 
CA $363 100% 
CO $1.227 100% 
CT. $1,520 99% 
DE $1.266 100% 
FL $1.064 100% 
GA $1.019 100% 
HI $,499 100% 
IA $1,696 88% 
10 $990 100% 
IL $1,188 100% 
IN $1.797 83% 
KS $1,014 100% 
KY $1,009 100% 
LA $769 100% 
MA $2.435 62% 
Mo $1,857 81% 
ME $2,188 69% 
MI $1.411 100% 
MN $1,965 76% 
MO $1,227 100% 
MS $934 100% ' 

,! 
MT $1.414 100%~ 
NC' $581 100% 
NO $1,666 90% 
NE $1.083 100% 
NH $2,315 65% 
NJ $1,762 85% 
NM $601 100% 
NV $835 100% 
NY $2.142 70% 
OH $2.105 71% 
OK $1,123 100% 
OR $1,328 100% 
PA $1.751 86% 
RI $1,686 89% 
SC $1.022 100% 
SO $2.379 63% 
TN $907 100% 
TX $672 100% 
UT $1.358 100% 
VA $1.382 100% 
VT $2,196 68% 
WA $1,334 100% 
WI $1.721 87% 
WV $1,372 100% 
WY $894 100% 

Soun:::e:·U. S. Department of Education. Estimate of share of hJilion and fe1?s 
covered by the HOPE Sctlolaf'$hip if it has been available in 1994-1995. 
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America's HOPE Scholarship Tiax Cut 
. Background Materials 

I' 

2-Page Background on the Georgia HOPE Scholarships 

• I-Page Background on the Arkansas A~ademic Challenge Sc~olarships 

• Census Report: "More Education Means Higher Career Earnings" 

• 2-Page Summary' on the Returns of Education Investments 

• I 
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GEORGIA HOPE SCHOLARSHIPS 
i . 

"The most Jar-reaching s.cholarship program in the nation"! 
-- Los Angeles Times, April 5, 1994 

PROGRAM DESCRlPTlON: The Georgia HOPE program, established by Gov~rnor ZeU Miller in 

April 1993. provides full tuition, fees. and books at any in-state public college to ¥1y Georgia student 

who graduates. from high school and maintains ,a B average or better in college. . 


, 

A TRULY UNIQUE PROGRAM THAT PROVIDES HOPE FOR GEORGIA' STUDENTS:' , . 

, .i 


~ 	 Governor ZeU Miller. "Of all the things that I've' ever been involved wit~, It's the one thing that 
I'm most proud of. We are making college accessible in a way it never has been before in 

. If 	 IGeorgla. [February (2, 1995] '. 

I 
• 	 Atlanta Journal Constitution. "Where else in America can children know, from elementary school 

on, that, if they work hard and earn a 3.0 average by graduation from high ;school, they can fulfill 
the dream of going to college whether their family has money or not? That's the opportunity 
created by Georgia's HOPE scholarship program ....It's a marvelous thing, ~d it is a solemn 
promise from the state to its young residents. It is not, however, an entitlement requiring no effort. 
Students must meet the standards to get the scholarships, and they must kJep up the struggle to hold 
onto them once they enter college." [Atlanta Journal Constitucion, September 7, ti~941 

,, 
Barry Fullerton, Vice Chancellor, University of Georgia. "It's an inge~ous program. It's a 
great public policy, and it has benefited thousands of students." rn~(lUrier-Joumal, April 9. 19951 

. • j 
, orlando SentineL "Imagine a state where' every student with a B averag~ gets a full college 

scholarship....Don't-have that fanciful an imagination? You don't need one. You just need to look 
north, to Georgia." (Orlando Sentinel. April 8, 1996] I 

• j , 
: . Atlanta Journal Constitution. "It is, quite simply, an effort to help Georgia's yotmg people become 

well-educated, productive citizens." (Atlanta Journal Constitution, December 16; 1994] 

EUGmlLITY REQUIREMENTS: Students· must meet the following requirexhents: 

I-Year and 4-Year Public Colle2eslUnivenities I 

• 	 For a HOPE Scholarship to a 4;year public college, graduating high school students must have 
a 3.0 cUmulative grade point average on a 4.0 scale or an 80 num~ric average and obtain a 
diploma with a State of Georgia College Preparatory Seat (In ordbr to obtain the college preparator: 
seal. students must meet and graduate from the required core college preparatory curriculum.) 

. ! 

• 	 For a HOPE Scholarship to a public college, graduating high school students who do not 
meet the 3.0 grade in the core curriculum, must have a 3.2 cumulative grade average on a, 
4.0 scale or an 8S numeric average in other curriculum tracks. ' 

• 	 Students who maintain a B average in a, 4-year . public college an~ stay off drugs can 
continue to receive the same level of support for up to foUr year~. 

I 

I ..,. 
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'. 	
Students whose college grades fall below 3.0 'can requalify a year later if they bring their 
grades back up above 3.0. i 

I 

Students who are not eligible for HOPE scholarships upon graduati~n of high school, or 
who enter college later in life, can obtain HOPE scholarships after !their sophomore year if 
they obtain a cumulative 3.0 grade average. I 

2·Year and 4-Year Private Colle:eslUniversities 
Students receive $3,000 ayear in HOPE money, but only if they Have and maintain a B 
grade average. . 

Technical Schools and Adult EducatioD Institutes 	 I 

• 	 All students in a diploma or certificate program at a Georgia technical institute are eligible fOJ 

HOPE. . 

Universal Requirements 
• 	 All students must stay drug free. A Student is ineligible if, in accordance with the Drug­

Free Postsecondary Education Act of 1990, be/she has been convi~ted for committing 
certain felony offenses involving marijuana.. controlled'substanCesi or dangerous drugs. 

I 

KEY FACTS: 
• 	 During the fIrst 3 years of the program (1993-1995), nearly 200,000 Georgia students 

qualifIed for and received some form of HOPE scholarship. 

HOPE Scholarship Stud~ 1993-1996 
University System . 60,682 I 

Technical InstitUtes 	 74,830 : ~ 
i

Private Colleges 45,423 "I 
GED Recipients 9,066 
TOTAL 190,001 

I 

• 	 In the 1995-1996 school year, 70 percent of University of Georg~a freshman students 
received a Georgia HOPE scholarship. 

• 	 The racial cmnposition of those receiving HOPE scholarships mirrors that of the overall 
university system (75% white, 20010 black), 

• 	 84% of HOPE students who emolled in public colleges in Fall 1994 were still in college in 
Fall 	1995, versus 74% of all students. I 

I 

• 	 A 1995 poll by Georgia State University found that 77 percent Of Georgia residents who 
were aware of the program thought it would lead parents to tak~ a more active interest in 
their children's education. i 

, 
• 	 Since the start of the program, enrollment in Georgia's techni9I and adult education 

institutions has increased 24 percent. Enrollment. increased 8 PFcent in 1995, alone. 

11 
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ARKANSAS ACADEMIC CHALLENGESCHOLARSIfllJS 

"We need more of our young people going to college and we need them (0 

succeed and stay in college. This program will help them accomplish: that goal. II 

- Governor Bill Clinton, July 12,~ 1991 

P'ROGRAM DESCRIPTION: Governor Bill Clinton signed the Arkansas Acadenllc Challenge Scholarships 
into law on May 5, 1991, creating a guaranteed scholarship plan to promote acadei:n~c achievement and 
encourage academically prepared Arkansas hlgh school graduates to enroll in the state's colleges and 
universities.. Through the 1993-1994 school year, the scholarship provided the lesser of $1000 or the annual 
tuition. For the 1994-199,5 school year, the scholarship was increased to provide anpually the lesser of $1560 
or, the annual tuition. The scholarship is renewable for up to 3 more years, provide9 the student meets the 
continuing eligibility standards established by the Arkansas Department of Higher Education. 

REQUIREMENTS: 
e Income R~quirement. For families with one dependent child, income cannot 'exceed $30,000 per year. 

An extra $5,000 of family income is allowed per child.; 

I 
e Grade-Based Awards. Awards are based on the 'applicant's meeting minimum standards with regard 

to the ACT composite score, grade point average (GPA) in the pre-collegiate core curriculum. 
, : 

• Applicants must have a composite ACT score of 19 and a grade point a~erage of 2.50, on a 4.00 
scale, in the precollegiate core curriculum. I 

, • 	 Applicants not meeting either the grade point average or ACT req~emepts may stilJ qualify for 
the Academic Challenge Scholarship if their combined ACT score and glade point average meet 
satisfactory levels when applied to a selection index (i.e. a student with a 15 ACT would have to 
achieve a minimum 3.25 GPA; a student with a 26 ACT would only haye to have a 2.0 GPA.) 

j 

e, All students must stay drug free. A student is ineligible if, in accordance ~ththe Drug-Free 
Postsecondary Education Actof 1990, he/she has been convicted for committing certain felony offenses 
involving marijuan~ controlled substances, or dangerous drugs. 

, I 

Students must maintain their grades once in college. In order t~ retain their scholarship for an , 
additional year, students keep their grades above state-specified levels. 1 

KEY 	FACTS: 
• 	 In 1981, 32 percent of Arkansas students who took the ACT had completed high school 

pre-college core curriculum. By 1992, the ftrst year of the Academic Scholarships Program, that 
percentage rose to 48. I 

The number of hlgh school students qualifying for and receiving the Aikansas Achievement 
ScholarshiP. has increased dramatically each year. In the 1991-1992 sc~ool year, there were 1,024 
recipients. In the 1994-1995 school year, 5,383 students received awarp.s. 

• 	 While Bill Clinton was governor of Arkansas, the percentage of hlgh school' students going on to 
coilege increased by 50% (from 38.2% in 1982 to 57.3% in 1992). The Arkansas "going rate" has 
remained steady since 1992. ! 

( 

, If.. 
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Bureau Statisticalof the 
Census Brief 

More Education Means 

Higher Career Earnings 

Is it worth it to stay in school and 
earn a higher degree? As data 
from the Census Bureau's Cum:nt 
Population Swvey show. the an­
swer is a resounding yes! 

11lis Brief examines the relation­
ship between education and earn­
ings during the 1992 calendar year; 
it also demonstrates how the rela­
tionship has changed over the last 
two decades. Additionally, it pro­
vides estimates (by level of educa­
tion) of the total earnings adults 
are likely to accumulate over the 
course of their working life. 

You'D see that more education 
meaos greater earnings over a 
year's time; over the length oC 
one's working life, these differ­

Professional de~t' huhJers 

h~"e Ihe hi~cSI (,>al'ling~. 


Adults aged 18 and over who . 
\\"Qrlced sometime during 1992 
earned an average of $23.227 that 

. year. But this average masked the 
. fact that the more education they 

received, the more money they 
made. (See graph below.) Eainings 
ranged from SI2,809 for high 
school dropouts to $74,560 for 
those with professional degrees 
(such as M.D:s and lD's). 

Earnin~!'i dilft:nmcc~ C'Ompnllud 

Iwtr one's Iirelim~. 


Using 1992 data.. we estimated the 
earnings a person would ao:rue 
over a typical '''worldife.'' Here's 

I 

how we did iL First. we defined a 
worklife as lasting from ages 2S to 
64 - a 4O-year period. Then we 
began our calculations. 

i 
We started with high school 
dropouts. We took the 1992 
mean earnings~ figure for persons 
of this group v.;ho were aged 25 to 
34 and multiplied it by 10. The 
same thing was done for tbose 
aged 35-44, 45rS4, and 55-64. Then. 
the four to-year totals were added 
up. The result [was an estimated 
lifetime earnirigs total for high 
school dropouts. 1bis process was 
then repeated:for each of the 
other seven educational levels. 
~ 

These estimates draniaticaily illus- . 
trate the large earnings differences 

ences become enormous. More­
oveT, this relationship between 
earnings and education is now 
even stronger than it was back 
in the 1970's. 

We're moreeduca~ than e .. er. 

In 1993, about four-fifths of 
American adults aged 2S and oveT 

had at least completed high schoo~ 
over one in five had a Bachelors 
degree or higher. Both figures are 
aD·time highs. 

S8194-11 
bsued August 1994 

U.S. Department of Commerce 
Economics lnd StltiSlic:s Adminislr:atioo 
BUR.£AU OF TIffi C"El'/S1.;S . 

Education Continues to be the ,TIcket 
to HIgher Earnings ' 

I 

Mean annual earnings for per.;om aged 18 
and over, by level at education: 1992 

$74,560 

Badletor's 

Associate _ $24,398 


Some College. _ 

no degree $19.666 

High school _ 

graduate only $18,731 


Not 011 high •
school graduate 512,809 

13 
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BUREAU OF THE CENSUS STATlST7CAL BRIEF 1994 

that devc:lop between educational 
levels over the long tcnn. As the 
graph below shows ­

• High school dropouts would 

make (in 1992 doUa~) a.round 

S6OO,OOO during their lifetime. 


• Completing high school would 
mean about another $200,000. 

• Persons who attended some col­
lege (but did nO[ earn a degree) 

: might expect lifetime earnings in 
: the S 1 million range. 

• You could tack on nearly anoth­
er one-half million dollars for bold­
ers of a Bachelor's degtee. 

.• Doctorate and professional de­
gree holde~ would do even better. 

'at just over $2 million and $3 mil· 
lion. respectively. 

· Ufetime diffl.'f'CIICCS may hccomc 
('Yen more ~(rikil\l; in the fnOlre. 

These estimates of lifetime earn· 
ings assume that 1992 earnings lev­
els will stay in effect throughout 
one's worldife. But the reality is 
that the value of the doUar contin­
ually changes. And recent history 

· shows that tht; value of higher lev· . 

tion. and high school graduates just 
barely managed 10 keep pace. Real 
wages rose only for persons with 
education beyond the high school 
level. U these patterns continue, 
lifetime earnings differences be· 
tween low and high levels of educa­
tion will become even more dra­
matic than current levels indicate. 

!'Itlln! infonnatif)n: 

Several Census Bureau reports 
have information on the relation· 
ship between earnings and educa. 
tion. These include ­

• Educational Anain.mmt in the 
Unittd States: March 1993 and 
1992. Current Population Reports, 
Series P20-476. Stock No. 803­

, oo5...00rr7.o. $850. 

• What's II Warth? Educational 
Background and Economic Status:, 
Spring 1990, Current Population 
Reports, Series P7l).32 Stock No. 
803.Q44..00020·L SJ.SO. 

• Monq Income ofHousduJlds. 
Ft:Imilit!s, and PmOIU in the United 
Stau:s: 1992. Oment Population 
Reports, Series P60-184. Stock No. 
803-005-30031·5. $19. 

• Education in the Unl1~d States, 
Series 199<\ CP·)-4. SIock No, 

I 

oo3-024-08742{ S41. 

To order any of these publications. 
call the U.S. GOvefTlItleDt Printing 
Office (202·512-1800). 

Conllln,>: 

Earnings and ~ducation ­
Robert Komin.h:i 
301·763--1154 : 

I 
I 

Statistical Briefs­
Robert Bernstein 
301.763-1584 i 

I 
This Brief is on~ ofa st:rie:1 t/wt 
presmts information ofC1JTTU(t 

policy inttreSt, II may inclu.tk 
dIlta from bIlSii(.esse:r, housdrolds, or 
otht:r sources. All statistics art! sub· 
ject to sampling variability, as ~O 
as su,,..ty ~ flaws. rt!S[J07Ul.ent 
classification e1rors, and data proc­
essing mistakes, The Ceruus Bun:au 
has taken stepi to minimize errors. 
and analytiazl statemmts havt! b«n 
te:stt!d and mea statistical standards. 
HOWtM!1'; bc:au.sl! ofmerhodologicaJ 
difft!f'O!Cl!S, us~ caution whim 
comparing that! data with data 
from o~ SOIU"Ces. 

els of education has risen faster 
than that of lower levels. When we 
cOmpare 1975 and 1992 figures, we 
see that average earnings­

.• Doubled for high sehool drop­
~ outs (from S6,014 to $12,809). 

! • Rose 2.5 tiines for those who 
i were high school graduates only . 
! (from $7.536 to $18,737). 

I • Nearly tripled fur holders of 
· Bachelor's degrees (from $11,574 

to $32,629). 

• 'Uipled for those who held ad· 
vanced degrees (from $15.619 to 
$48.653). 

Keep in mind that in 1992 the con­
sumer price index (which measures 
yearly changes in the value of the 
dollar) was 140.2.5 times what it 
was in 1975. This means that the 
earnings of high school dropouts 
did not even keep up with infla· 

Go to College, Make a SMillion i 
Estimates dwoMm, earnings. by level of education: :1992 
(In ttlousands of dollars) 

14. 
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ECONOMIC RETURNS TO INVESTlVIENTS 
IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING . . I 

• Empirical studies indicate that each additional year of formal schooling; is associated 
wjth a 6 to 12 percent increase in annual earnings later in life. [Kane anc;f Rouse, 1995; 
Ashenfelter and Krueger 1994; Angrist· and Krueger, 19911 ! 

• This earnings benefit is not limited to education at four-year colleges; it also accrues 
from attendance at commui:lity colleges. (Thomas Kane ~d Cecilia Rouse, Lllbor Market Returns 
to Two and Four-Year College: Is a Credit a Credit and Do Degrees Matter American Economic Review, 
Vol. 85. No.3, 1995.] : 

• The wage premium for better-educated workers bas expanded dramatic31ly over the past 
fifteen years. In 1979, full-time male workers aged 25 and over with ~t least a 
bachelors degree earned on average 49 percent more per year than comparable workers 
'With only a high school degree. By 1993. the difference had nearly d~ubled, to 89 
percent. [Economic Report of the President 1996, page 191.] 

• Economists have long argued over whether education causes hi~ eaIrungs, or whether 
those with better earnings prospects - for example, because of greater, innate ability -­
simply consume more education. Recent analyses of compulsory schooling laws (which 
force students to coosume more education regardless of their innate ability) and wage 
differentials between twins (who should have similar levels of innate ~bility) strongly 
suggest that schooling actually leads to higher earnings. [Joshua Angrist and Alan Krueger, 
Does Compulsory School Attendance Affect Schooling and Earnings; Quarterly Journal of Economics, 
November 1991; Orley AshenfeltCT and Alan Krueger. Estimates of the Economic ~etums to Schooling 
from a New Sample of Twins, American Economic Review, December 1994.} 

• A college graduate is 43 percent more likely to be working in a job With a pension plan 
than a high school graduate and a coUege graduate is 27 percent more likely to have a 
job with health care coverage than a high school graduate. [Based on data from the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. various years, Cum:nt Population Survey.1 I 

• Since the early 1980s, high skill jobs are growing the fastest. Jobs ~uiring high skill 
levels grew by 32% over the period 1984-1994 while jobs requiring l!Jw skill levels 
grew by only 7%. (Based on data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics,various ~ears, Current 
Popu larion Survey.] I 

IS 



·. .. 
:;. 

I 
I 

Job displacement studies show that better-educated workers are less likely to lose their 
jobs than less-educated workers, although this advantage has declined oyer time. If 
better-educated workers do lose thdr jobs, they are more likely to find new jobs (which 
are more likely to be full-time), and they tend to suffer smaller proportional earnings 
losses than less-educated workers. {Henry S. Farber. The Changing Face of Job Loss in the United 

I 

States. 	1981-1993, Department of Economics. Princeton University. March 12. 1996.11 

Training workers also has significant payoffs. According to academic research 
conducted by Lisa Lynch before she became Chief Economist at the La,bor Department, 
a year of either on-the-job training or fonnal training for workers raises, wages by about 
as much as a year of college education. [Lisa Lynch. Private Sector Training land the Earnings of 
Young Workers. American Economic Review, Vol. 82, No. I, 1992.1' ; 

• 	 Other studies conclude that flI11l-provided training seems most effective' when combined 
with other iIUlovative workplace practices. [U.S. Department of Labor, HighPerfonmmce Work 
Practices and Finn Perfonnance, 1993; David Levine, Reinventing the Workplace: How Business and 
Employees Can Both Win (Washington: Brookings. 1993).} 

I 

Education and training boost economic growth. Data from the Bureau: of Labor . 
Statistics suggest that the rise in the average educational attainment of the workforce 
accounted for one-fifth of the annual growth in productivity between 1963 and 1992. 
[Economic Report of the President 1996. pages 191-2.1 ~. 

International evidence reveals that, all else equal, those nations with the highest school 
'.. enrollment rates in the early 1960s tended to enjoy the most robUst grC?wth in 

subsequent decades. [N. Gregory Mankiw, David Romer. and David Wei!., A Contribution to the 
Empirics of Economic Growth. Quarterly Journal of Economics. Volume 107, May 1992.] 

,. 
I 
I 
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For more information abo~t discharge or repay­
. ment assistance, Direct Stafford Loan borrowers 
can contact the Direct Loan Servicing Center; 
FFEL Stafford Loan borrowers should contact the 
lender or agency that holds their loan. 

Direct ~taffordfLoan~ .. 
The processes ofapplying for a loan and paying 
funds to the borrower; as well as the· methods of 
repayment, differ somewhat for Direct Stafford 
Loans and FFEL Stafford,Loans. 

How do I apply for a Direct 

Stafford Loan? 

First, complete the 1996-97 Free Application for 
Federal Student Aid (fAFSAj or Renewal FAFSA: 
(See page 3.) After your FAFSA is processed, your 
school will review the results and will inform you 
ofyour loan eligibility. 

Second, complete the promissory note* provided 
by your school or the Dir~t Loan Servicing' 
Center. Remember, the promissory note* is a 

I. . 
legal document requiring;you to repay the loan. 
Read it carefully before ydu sign. 

.. NOTE nur sch~ol can refose to certify 
your loan application, or c,kn certify a loan fpr an 
amount,less than you wou'/d otherwise be eligible 
for, ifthe school document} the .reason for its action 
and explains the reason to'ryou in writing. The 
school's decision is jinal a~d cannot be appealed to 
the u.s. Department ofEducation. 

. . 	 I 

I 


How willI receiv~ my Direct 
Stafford Loan? j 

The U.S. Department ofEducation will pay you 
through your school. In Imost caseS, your loan will 
be disbursed in at least rtvo installments; no 
installment can be grea~~r·than half the amount 
ofyour loan .. 

i 

, TotalDebt 

When 
Borrower 

Enten 

: &paymnrt 

$2,500 

5,000 

7,500 

10,000 

15,000 

Examples ofTypical Beginning Payments for Direct Loah Repayment Plans 

Note: Payments ar~ calculated using the maximum interest rate 0/8.25%. I 

'Assumes a 5% annual incomegrowth (Census Bureau). . : 

2Under the "Formula Amount'; the borrower always pays the formuln: amount; i.e. payback rate times income. 

.J Under the "Capped Amount'; the borrower never pays more than the standard 12-year amortization amount. 
, 	 11 

*See "Important Terms: » pages 30 to 32. 



","'-;;" .. ..#' 

. Your loan money must first be applied to your 
.. 	 school account (if your school has an account for 

you) to pay for tuition and fees, room and board, 
and other school charges. Ifloan money remains, 

I you'll receive the funds by check or in cash, unless 
1 you give the school written permission to hold the 

funds until later in the enrollment period. 

Ifyou're a first-year undergraduate student and a 
first-time borrower, your first paymenr may not be 
disbursed until 30 days after the first day ofyour 
enrollment period. This way, you won't have to 
repay the loan ifyou don't begin classes, or if you 
officially withdraw during the first 30 days of 

, 	 classes. 

, 	How do I pay back my Direct 
Stafford Loan?· 
The Direct Loan Program offers four repayment 
plans that are available to borrowers of Direct 
Stafford Loans. The repayment plans will be . 
explained in more detail during entrance and exit 
counseling sessions at your school. The chart on 
page 11 shows estimated monthly payments for 
various loan amounts under each of the plans. 

You may choose on.e of the following repayment 
plans­

• 	 The Standard Repayment Plan requires you 
to pay a fixed amount each month-at least 
$50-for up to 10 years. The length ofyour 
actual repayment period will depend on your 
loan amount. 

• 	 The Extended Repayment Plan allows you to 
extend loan repayment over a period that is 
generally 12 to 30 years, depending on your 
loan amount. Your monthly payment may be 
lower than it would be ifyou repaid the same 
total loan amount under the Standard Repay­
ment Plan, but you'll repay a: higher total 
amount of interest because the repayment· 
period is longer. The minimum monthly 
pay.ment is $50. 

12 

I 

I

II 	Under the Graduated RepaYIPent Plan, your 
I 

payments will be lower at first and then 
increase every two years over ~ period of time 
generally ranging from 12 to 60 years. The 
actual length ofyour repaym~nt period 
depends on your loan amourit. Your monthly 
payment may range from 50~,percenr to 150 
percent ofwhat it would be ifyou were 
repaying the same total loan iamount under 
the Standard Repayment PI;\n. However, 
you'll repay a higher total an:lount of interest. 
because the repayment periqd is longer than it 
is under the Standard Repaxment Plan. 

• 	 The Income Contingent R.bpayment Plan 
I 

bases your monthly paymerit on your yearly 
income and your loan amo~nt. As your 
income rises or falls, so do xour payments. 
After 25 years, any remaining balance on the 
loan will be forgiven, bur yOu may have to 
pay taxes on the amount f~rgiven. 

. 	 f 

Loan payments are made to the;U.S. Department 
ofEducation. For more information on repayment 
options, write for a copy of the pirect Loans 
Repayment Book at the followi1g address-

I 
Federal Student Aid Inforination Center 

. 	 I 

P.O. Box 84 

Washington, DCi20044 
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TAX CREDIT FOR DJ£ll'ENDENT CHllJ)REN I 
, 

1 
C~ntLaW . . 

Atax exemption, in the f~rm of a deduction, U allowed for eachtaxpa)er and for 
each dependent Df a taxpayer. A dePendent includes a child of the blxpa.yer who l'I''P.POrted 
by the taxpayer and is under age 19 at the close of the ca10ndar year or is a stUdent under . 
ago 24. The deduotion amount is $2,500 for tall year 1995, This' amount is ~ex.cd . 
annually for inflation," I 

. .' . i 
In addition to an exemption fDr eaoh child, three other tn. bew:fits m~ IOCIUe to 

taxpayers withdcpend611t or otberwlse qualif'yinJ chi.1dren: 

• the credit for child iml1 dependent care'expenses, . I 

• . the exclusion Cot ~llplu1ar-pwvldw chIld and dependent care ~efiU, and 
• the eam~ income tax cxedit (BITC). i. 
The ElTC is a refundable tax credit hued on the r.Aming~ of the tt\Xpayer. The BITe 

is restricted to lower-incomo caxpayc.rs and is phased out when earnings ex~ specified . 
levels. Although the Ene is ave.lJ.ablc (Ot· IMpa),cn witbaut dqx;nden~ oro~hcrwlse 
q\l3.Hfying childreD, the credit ute and income range of the credit are far gn::a,tcr whcu the 
taxpayer bas 0Jlb or maR qualif'Jinl children. In addition, the rate and incoute range are 
higha (or tal:payel1 with two oc more QuallCyini children than for taxpayers with only one 
qualifying chlld. .! 

! 

Beasons lor ChInle' I 

Tax relief for middle-class families has been and continues to be an J~pOnant ~oa1 of 
dus Adminbtration. In ~993~ the Administration faced a projection of ever-iA~ing 
tip-fir.its. Bringing the deficit undc:- conttOl and providing tax relief for the w~rkint poor 
through an expansion of the BITe were the first priOrities. Having achi~ved ~more favo.tablc 
than projected results from the. deficit teducUou pxu;nun 1ntnx1uced in 1993, [the 
'Administration QUl now tum to providing tax relief to middle-income families. 

. - I 
. ' Tax relief to taxpayers with children is needed to adjuat the· relative' tJx hllMP.nl; of 

smaller and larger families to reflect more accurately their relative abilities ~ pay ~es. 
Avwable resources MOuld be targeted to th03e 1n Jt'CAtIeSt noOd And at ~t rilik • 

. A nOl'lrefundable tax c.1:edit, w.hich .would be applied after·the ElTC; would be allowed . 
I 

for each dependent ehild under aae 13. n would be phased in, at 5300 per ~hlld for tax. 
years 1996. 1997. and 1998. and $~OO per child tor 1999 and theteafter. The credit would 
not reduce au} 1Il1\2'UlStiV~ ul.hdmvm tv. 11l:lbllity. The credit would. be pb~ out for 

I 
r, 

-1­

I 

I 
I 
I· 


http:hllMP.nl
http:caxpayc.rs


OM8. EDUCATI ON 	
i 

SEP 28' 95 15:07 No.002 P.05 
, . 	

[ 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
taXpayers with adjusted gross iIwome between $60,000 and $7S ,000. Beginning iin tho year 
2000, both the amount of tho credit and tho phase-out range would be indexed fqr the cffCCb 
of inflatIon.' 

Tupaycn claiming the dependent child credit wOuld be requ1red to provi~e vaUd 
social security numben for t.bernBelveti l their spouses, and their chlldml whO q~ for the 
crtVIit. 'The procedures that would apply for d~ the V2lidity ot cocial aelourlty 
numbcn under the EITe. discussed below, would apply for purposes of the d~t child 
.' .' 	 I

~d. 	 ; 
) 	 I 

I 

IKnaue Estimate lin bllDoDl or dQllars) 

Fi:ml Years i 
! 

l22l .122§ J.221 '1m '.l222 22QQ' Tmil 
i 

Tax credit {or depeDdent 0 -3~S -6.8 -6.6 -8.3 -H). 1 k3S.4 
tchildren ! 
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i 
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EDUCATION AND JOJJ·'llCAlNING TAX DEDUCTION 

ICurrent Law 
! 

Taxpayen generally may not deduct the expenses of higher education and ~. 
1'htnt :;&re, howev., cpeci.al circunlttances ~ which deduction II for educational exPenJel are 
allowed, or in whlch the payment of eduauioDBl expense!l by others is excluded from 
lUOO11lo. I 

\ I 

E4Ucatiollal ~pe.nSt$ may be dA!!ductiblc, bUf only If the taXpayer ittml7.es, and only . 
to the extent thRt, the expenl'e."i, IIlmg with other mi~oe1laneous itemized deduction~. exeeed 
two percent of adjusted'&£OS$ income (AOl). A deduction for educational p~ses is 
.uow«J only if the educauOll'lita1ntains 0r'iroprova ... ,lWl roqui.red in the individual's 
employment or other trade or business, or i.t required by the individual's employbr, or by 
law or reiUlatioD tor the individual to retain his or ber C\irrent job. 

The interest trom qualified U,S. savinas bonds is excluded from a taxpa~'1 cross 
income to tho extent the in=- it \110<1 to pay·quallfied educati011al expenses. ~o be 
qualifwd •.1he savini. bonds must be purchued after lJccember 31, 1989, by a pUson_who 
has attained the age ot 24. Qua111ied cducad.onal. expenses consist of tultlon and ifccs tor 
enrollment of the taxpayer, the ta:xvaycr'. spousc, or the taxpayer's dependent I~ a public or 
non-profit institution of higher education, including two-year colleges and vocational schools. , i . 

I 

Reasous [(II' Cbange 

Deductions for educational expenses combine needed tax relief with p~tion for 
new economic imperatives. ·The expenses of biaher education place a significant burden on 

. many middJ.e..class fHInilies. Grants and 8ubsJdized Joani are available to studen~ from low­
and modc::mtc·.lneome fumilies; high income fomilies can afford the QOsts of higqer educatiOn, 

I 
I 

I . wlfJ..educated workers are essent1tl to an ttenomy experiencing'tcchnoIOglcal Change 
and faclnR Rlobal competition. The AdJllini!t:ration be1ieyes Ihat reduciDg the ~er-taX cost 
of education for individuals and families encourages investment in education ~ training 
whUe lowerin, tax burdenl for' middJ.e..i.nc:o,me tupayel'l. . .! ' 

I 

frgposaJ . 

. . A taxpaytr.would be allowed to deduct qualin.ed educational expenses paid during the 
taxable year for the l"dueation ('If tm1n1ne ~f the tilxpAyeT, the taxpR.yer'lI !lJlOU~, or the . 
taxpayer's dependent. The deduction· would be allowed in determining AGI. Therefore. 
taxpayers could claim the deduction evCl'l if they do not it<::miz:c and even if they do not mcct 
the two-percent AGI floor on iteIIliud deductions. i 

. f 

r 
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QuaJ..itie.d educational expenses woul~ be defio.ed u tuition 311d fees :chafeed by . 
, educational institutions tbat are diteody related to ali olipble student' s cour,,~ df'stUd), (e. g. I 

registration fees, laboratory fees, and extra. charges for particular OOUfse&).' C~es and 
expenses assOCiated with meals, lodging, mudent actiVities, atbletics, bealth care, , 
transportation, boob and similar personal, living or family cxpcn~ would Dot be included. 
1b cxpenses Of educatioo involving sports, games, or hobbies w()uld not be qUa1.m.cd ' 
. educational upetUel unlesl the educaUOIl h requited all part ola degroe pro~ or related 

to the student's current profesllon.. " . . ' , " 'I ' " 
Qualified educational ~ses'would· be deductible. in the year the CXpt?lSCS are paid,' 

subject to ,the requiren:a1t that the I!ldu.t8tlOD commences or continues during tJiat year or . 
during the first three months of the next year. , QualJ.fi.ed educational eq:ten!i&e.1i Pa1d with the 
proceeds of a loan generally will be deductible (rather than repayment of tbe l~an itself). 
Normnl but beneflt niles would apply to rd'unds (and l~uner"!llmta through insurance) of 

previou&ly deducted tuition and fees. ". , ' I ' , 
. ,In 1996. 1997, and 1998. the lllUimwn deduction would be $5i(X)(). In 1999 and 
thereafter, this ma:dmumwould increase to $10,000. The deduction would b~lpbued out 
ratably fQrtaxpayets with modified AOI between $70.000 1LIl4 $90,000 (SlOO.qo<> and 
$120,000 for joint returns). Modifled AOlwould include taxable Social Sc:curlty benefits 
. '.' Iand am()unl8 .UUu:srWi8tJ ew;lucJed with Icspect to lnoomc tamed abroad (or income tram , 

Puerto Rieo Of U.S. possessions). Beginning in 2000, the income ptwe-out rakge would be 
indexed for lnfiation.. ' , . '.'. . I' 

. '.' . I' 
, Any amount taken into account as B. qualified eduCational f!.Xpe!lse would be ~uced 

by educational Ilssi:rtaxu:.:c t.ha.t ianot n:quircd to be included ltt the ~~~1nwm~ or e1the.r the 
student or the taxpayer claiming the deduction. ThUI, qualified educational exPenses woUld 
be reduced by scholmhipor feJlowahlp granu excludable from gross Income uMer section 
117 of the Internal Revenue: Code (even if the vanta are used to pay expenses :other than 
qualified educational expenses) and any educational uaiatance. received as veterans' benefits. 
However, no reduction would be required fur a. gift, bequest, devl!JO or inhcri""'cc within the 

meaning of section 102(a). , ,. l. 

Ancligible'tudent would be one who Is enrolled or accepted for enrollment in a 
degroos certificate, or other pmgram (inQludlnl a PN,ram of study abroad approved for 
c.t'Cdit by the mstitution at which ncb ltudent is eMo1led) leadina to a reoo~ educational ' 
credendal at an elIgible institution. The StUdent must pursue a course of stuay ion at least. a 
half-lime tNlslti, Ctil1UU\ {)\:I t:tarull~ t.u WI demenWy or secondary school, ana ~not bea 
nonresident allen. Educational'institutions would determine what constitutes a h81f·time basis 
for individual programs. ' .' ", ' ,',' I' .. 

-I ' 
"Eligible institution" is defined by Jeference to section.481 of the Hiahc.rBducation , , . I . 

Act. Such institudons mUlt have cntcn::d Into anasrccmcnt with thc.De:partmmt of Edl.1cation 
to participate In the student loan program. ThIs definition includes certain proPrietary 
institutions. 

-4­
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This proposal would not affect deductions claimed under any othc;r section; of the 
Code., C'xetpt that any antount deducted under another section of the Code could nor also be 

. deducted under this provbion. All eligible student would not be eligible to claim 'a deduction 
l.m(!~ OW; pruvlslon 1f tlU!.t student could be claimed as a dependent of another ~. 

ReveDpe Jr&tima(e rm bUljoD5.of doUan) I 
I 

I 
I 

Education and job train.ing 
t.iu. ~~uct1on ' 

~' l226 
o'-O.? 

Fi&eal Years 

1m 1m ' 
-4.7 -4.9 

1m 
~S.7 

I 
I 
I 

I 
2000

I 
.7ls 

I 

lDI&l 
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,EJpANnED INDIVIDUAL 'RETIREMENT ACCOtJN:fS 
, ' , 

Curn;ntLaW 

Under CUttent law, an individual may make deductible COOtribUUoIU to b individual 
remin!ll1t aooount or individual retirement annuity (IRA) up to the lCSSCt of $2,000 or 
compensation (wages and aclf-employment income). If the individual(or the in~ividual'8 
q,oUBe) is DI1 active parti~t in III ~Dl'pJO)'••5pOD50red retirement plan. the $2,000 limit on 
deductible contributions II pbBsed out '(or couples fiIiog a j~t tetUm w.Uh adju;sted gIOSS ' 

inoome (AGI) betWeen $40,000 and SSO,OOO, and for 1Ilng1e ~yei'1 with AQI between 
$25,000 and $35.000. To the C!Xt.ea.t that III individual is nm e1i&ib1e for deduCtible IRA 
contributions, he Of she may make Dondeductlb1e IRA con.tributions (up to the ¢ontrlbution 

'limit). " I ' 
The earniul$Un IRA account balances 83 not included in income until ~ey are 

withdrawn. W'1thdD.waJa from BIl IRA (other than. withdrawals of nondeclllet\ble cOntribu­
tions) are includable in income. and must begin by ,'age 70'11. Amounts wirh~wn before 
aee S91h are generally subject to an ..dditiona110p~t :pcmelty tax. The penall)' ~ dues 
not apply to distributionS upon the death 01' disabili"Y of the taxpayer or withd.ntwalB in the ' 
form of substantially equal pcriodJc payments over Ule Ufe (or life expectancy) ~f the,IRA 
~:~:;;er the joint Uvea (or life ~tanciCs) of the,1RA owner and his oIlber ' . 
ReasON for CltlU11.C ' " 

'The nal.i.on's savings rate has declined dramatically since the IS/70s. The , 
Adnwwtrauon believes that iAcrca.!ln& the savings rate is essential if the United: States i$ to 
:;ustain a mfficicnt level of private Investment into the next century. Without a~uate ' 

, invesrment, the continued healthy erowth of the ecOnomy is at risk. The Admi.lil.stration i~ 
also concerned thAt many bousehold~ ;m,' Ao(saving enou,h to provide tar,lollgJtr::nn needs 
such as retirement and education. ' ' 

The Admioistrationbelievcs r11at individuals sbould be enwurqed to save, And tMj " 
tax polid.C8 can provide a'si,gnifu:ant incentive. Under current Jaw, however, Stivings 
incentivcsin the form or :dM'Ucrible IRAI are Dotavall.ble to aU mlddlc~incomc~ taxpayers. 
Punhennorc, the pICSent-law income threshold! ,for deducliblelRAs and them~mum 
oontribution amount ate J10t indexed Cur Inflation, so that fewer Americans arc eligible to 
make a de4uctibl.8 IRA oontributioD each ),car, and the 8J11()Unl of the nl8X1mum!contribution 
1s decJln1ng in Iea.I. tenmovcr time. 'l1Ie Administration also believes that providing , 
taJtpayeta with the apdon of mllkjol1RA contribution" thAt ate nondeduc:tibl('1 b~' can be 

.' wi.thdrawn bt1C me will provide'an altcrnatlve lavinis vcbiclelhat &orne middl~income 
tBlCpAyers may find MOte suitable for thcir'sav;ngs n.e:odl. ,. .' I, 

. , 

I 
I 
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Indi.\1duals save for many purposes besides retirement. Broadening·tbd taJ( incentives 
for non-retirement savina can b. 8ft impcrtant clement in any proposallO incre!aae the 
nationt& savinlS rate. Bxpandina; the fie.Ubility of IRA! to meet 8 wider variety of sav1nes 
needs, such ad 1lrb,-t!.mc home purchases, higher ed\le8don c~c11turCS. unemployment and 
catastrophic medical and nursina home cxpeD.SC8, should prove to be more atcr8ctlve to many 
taxpayers than accounts limited to retirement savings. I 

Proposal 

Expand Deductible lRAs. Under the proposal the income thfc&holds and phate-cut 
ranees for deductible IRAa would be doubled; therefore. eIlglbfllty would be phased out for 
coupl~·filint joint returns with AGI between 580,000 and $100,000 and for ftiitgle 
individuals wjtn AGI b~twccn $50,000 and $70,000. The income ~holds aQ.d the present­
law annual oontribution Umit of $2.000 would be lM~ tor inflatlon. As uuder Cutmlt 
law. any individual who ill not an active paTti.dpant in an employer-sponSDTCd plan and 
whose spouse is also not an lcUve participant would be eJiSible for deductible lRAs 
reprdlcss of income. . . .; 

I 

! 
Under the. ttmJlnAAt, the 'RA contribution JJmit would be COOJdinlltM with tho c.urrent . 

law limits on elective deferrals under qualifIed cash or deferred arrangements (~. 40100 . 
pIMS), tax·,hd~ annuities (sec. 403(b) 81UIU~)1 WlU ItlmJlar pVlqs. The proposal also 

. . would provide that the present-law rule ~tting pena1ty~free IRA withdrawBl~ a.fu:!r an 
individual reaches age 59'1.. docs not apply In the case of amountl attributable to contribu­
tions made dutil'll the prevlous.ftve years. Thil; pmvi~ion rl~ not tl.pply to amountll rolled 
ova from tax-qualified plans or tax-sheltered annuities. I 

. I 

These provisions wo\lld be effective ranuary 1, 1996. II 

S~c(aJ lltU. Each huii'vidual eligible for. a Ltaditional deductible IRA w~uld have the 
option of contdbuting an amount up to the contribution limit to either 8 deducti1¥e IRA or to 
a new "Special IRA. II Contributions to a Spooial IRA would not be deductible, but if .the 
contributions remained in the account for at least fivcyean~ distributioo$ of the 'oontribution$ 
alll1 Illc CII1'l1ngs merton Would be taX~free•.WlthOrawBla ot earntngs from Speqru lKAs 
.during &he fivc--)'1* period after contribution wouldbc subject to ordlnacy inco~e tax. In 
addition. such withdrawals would be subject to the lO-peroent penalty·tax ones.rly 
withdmwRls 'U'IleJs u~ for onc· of the four putposel described below. \ ... 

I 

The p~al would permit individual& whu~AOl fur a la.xablc year did inot' exceed 
the upper end of the Dew income eligibility limits to convert balances in dcduc~le IRAs into 
SpeeiallRAa without bdna subject to the lO-pereent tax on early withdtawals. The amount 
transferred !tom the deductible IRA to the Special iRA aenerally would he ,ncl1lttahle in {h! 
Lndlvidual', mccune in the year of the transfer. However, If a transfer was ma~ befotc 
1anua.ry 1, 1997,1he transrerred amount included in the indivicSual·s income. wow1d be spread 
evenly over four taxable. years. ~ 

~7· 
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The spcciai IRA provJsions would be effective lanuary I., 1.996. 
. I 

Penally-Free DtsIrlvurfons. An10unu could be withdra'WD penalty-tree from deductible 
IRAJ, and Special IRAs wlihln the ftve--yea.r ptlrlCJ(,l wner CJUUlIllJuLiuu, if tho LM~ye.r uraJ the: 
amounts to pay post-secoodaI'y education costs, to buy or build a ~ home. to ~ver living 
costs if unemployed, or to pay cataStrophic me(fica1 expenses (inoludlna certain ~unin& home 
~OlltJ). 

a. 
l 

i
Penalty-free withdrawals. would be Bllowc:d to the extent the amount withdrawn 15 

used to pay qualified hiiher education expenses of the taxpayCr. the ta:K\Plyer's spouse, tho 
taxpayct', d.c,pcodent, or the taxpayer'. child or gmndc:hild (even it not a depenf:lent). In . 
general, a witbdmwnl for quolified higher education expenses WQUJd be lubjcot In tho same 
requirements as the deduction fur quallfied. educational expenses (l1.g., the ~se& are 
tuition and f~ that are clW1cd by educatlonal1nlttnnions and arc d1rcctJ.y rcla~ to an 
eligible student's course ot study).· .. 

b. Flm-time bomt pUtcha!s:a ' 

. PtsllJflLy-.rn:z withdrawals would be allowed to the ~t the alnount witbbwn iii 
used to pay qualified acquisition; eonstruction,or rc::construction coJts with r~t to a 
principal resj~ce of a first-rime home buyer who is lhe taxpayer, the taxpayer'18 spouse, or 
the taxpayer's child Ol ,randcbl1d. A rust-time home buyer would be any individual(Dlld if 
married, the individual's spouse) who (1) did not own an interest in a principal residence '. 
during the 'tlu:ce yeus poor to tho purchuo of a home nnd('l) WDB not in an eJIlt~dcd period 
for lOlling over gain nom the sale of a principal residence. ! 

I 

c. IlnemQloyment 

Penalty-free withdrawals oould be mad. by an individual after the individual ie 
»epa.rated from emplQymeut it (1) the individual tw r~v~ unemploymeat com~98tion 
for 12 consecutive weeb &r!d (2) the withdrawal Is made in the mxable year in which _ 
unemployment compensation is received or the succeeding texable year. '. : 

d. Matical em· cxp(AIeS and nuraina borne ".oIl. 

""~ VJoy.>~l would ext.end 10 mAs thO present-law exception 10 the early withdraWDl 
ULX for distributions from tax·qualified p'lBm arid tax-sheltered annuities for certaln medical 
care cxpcnscs (deductible medical expenses that arc subject to a floot of 7.5 perCent of ACfI) 
and expand the exception for IRAs to allow withdrawal for lllCdica1 tare expenses of the 
taxpayer's child, arandchUd. parent or grandparent, whether or not such persOo ptherwisc 

I' Iqualifies as the taxpayer's dependent_ 
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In addition, far pw:poSBS of the exemptlon from the 10 percent tax on early ­
withdrawals for distributions from lRAs~ the definition of tntrli~l CAre wnuld I;nclude 
expenses for qualified lonl-term care Slervioes for incapacitated individuals. Qualit'ied long­
term care ~ CCftaa1ly would be sc::rvites that are required by au incapacitamd 
individual, whele the primary purpose of the services is to provide needed amstance with 
any activity of daily liviDl OIprotection from t:hrt'Jlts m healtb BJid safety due to severe 
oognitive impainne.nt. An incapacitated individual rcnenlly would be a peno~ who if! 
cerUtled by a licensed professional within the pl1'O"ding 12-month period as being unable to 
perform without substantial ti$tstanc. at leut two activities of daily Jiving, or'~ hsviJ;:t,s 
severe coanitive impairment. .~ . I 

'these provisions-would be effective January 1, 1996. 

R.um" EUSmate OJ& bIlllom or dollml 


Fiscal Years 

i 
.~1m. 1226 ill1 !m 1m. ImIl

• I
Expanded individual 0 0.4 -0.3 -0.8 -1.0 '-2.0 -3.8 
retirement accounts 

I, 
i 

! . 

\~ . 

-9· . 

( ." 

http:impainne.nt


)UL 22'96 1 1:58 No. 00 1 P. 02HR I D : 	
1 

I 

AMERiCORPS' . 	 .. , '.,' , 

, 	 HoW Ii.a"y 1i1"~' ita. ".e RCPUbllt:lR Coiig"ss irled to 0lhnln01e or out LlllerlCOrp, 
funding? ' . ' I 

In the FY ]996 appropri~tions pro~ess, bo~ tll~ House and Sellate bills did [not pr~vidc . 
. 	 . I.. 

funding for AmcriCorps and the other national serVice programs funded in the VA-HUD 
appropriations bill. Funding for these programs was restored on the floor d4ring final 
debate on tlit: confel'enee bilL In 1he cutTent FY 1997 process, an flITlendll1dllt on.the . 
House floor eliminated funding for AmetiCorps and other national service programs in 
the House VA-HUD bill. TIle Senate full committee bill provirles funding fbr these 
., 

programs at the FY 
, 

1996 )~v~l.l 
I 

. 	 . ...,.... . .... . . .' ,·1
•i I Ho,v does tbeAdmlnlstratiOll respond ~o attacks on ArilerlCorps? Specifically, 

I when the J)rogr~n}l Is dcenlcd ineffective, too expenslve.- "According td GAO each 
AmerlCol'pS pal1:icipant cost Is $26,654. 

. 'The GAO shidy found that "resources aVailable". not costs, per pilrl.icipant averaged 
$26,654. Only $17,600 came from the Corpora1jon for National and Comm6trity Service. 

I 

and the rest canlt: from federal; state, nohprofit and private organizations. Senator 
Grassley, one of AmC"riColPs' criticschalle'nged the CNCS to come up witli a reform plan 
to reduce the costs per participant. In late May of this year~ Harris Wofford! the former 
U.S. Senator from Peririsylvania, and new cEO ofthe CNCS armounccd a plan to reduce 
CNCS over"i111 co~ts arid, in porticular, per pal1iciparttcosts. Through a varidt)i of' . . 
measmes the CNCS ,,",ill reduce its cost share per participant to $17,OeJO in 1~997) $16,000 
in 1998 and $]5,000 i.nl999; . 

• 1 Statistically, 110\1\1 ca:n we argut that the program Is a success? How Itta~y students 
have parUcipatffd to date and how many sel've e.acb year?, . • 

Sitlce the begirrrting of AmeliCorps inFY 1994, over 50,000 young people Jave had the 
. . 	 I 

opportun:ity to serVe their cornrnIDlities through AmeriCotps to address vit..q} Ioed needs 
sllch as health care, crime prevent jon, aild cducatioIl, while eaminga rllonetiuy award to 
help pay for college or other post-secondary cducationortrtllning,l1ri.s ye~ an 
additiOIial25,000'willselve their c0111rtmruties and the President's fY 1997 budget 

. provides fimding for artothtf 30,000 to serve.· . . . I '. 
. ' ,I 

A companioh progrartJ to AlileriCorps; the hewn and Serve progra.rT1, engag1es schoo) age 
youth (K.co1Jege ,age) in ser\~ce leariling projects wit:hih theIr C0111l1luruty: Thus far, over 
800,000 young p~ople have had t.he opportunity to serVe tlIeir commwlities lmd over 
700,000 will have'opportunities lhisyear. The President's FY 1997 budget rbqucst 
l)1'ovides fulldulg to slipport neatly 850,000 school age youth in 1997 alone. 
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SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES 

President's 
Request 

FY1993 653,963,000
J 

FY 1994 . 598,227,000 

FY 1995 659,209,000 

FY 1996 500,000,000 
J 

FY 1997 540,000~000 

House-

Passed 


Appropriation 


612,472,000 


467,162,000 .' 

481,962,000 

200,000,000 

440,978,000 

Senate-
Passed I 

Appropriation Enacted 
I 

I 
I 

608,659,000 598d227,399 . 

500,000,000 I 487,'162,000 2 

I 
I . 

481,962,000 465,:981,000 

400,000,000 465.!971,000 
I 
J 

i . 
Not Available . Not Available 

! . 

I Includes $32,838,000 for the Safe Schools Initiative 
2 Ihcludes $20,000,000 for the Safe Schools Initiative 

. I 
Note: In 1994, Congress cut funding for Drug-Free Schools and Communities in order to make 
more.funds available for other Department ofEducation programs, including some 6fthe . 
Administration's priorities. [See attached House and Senate Appropriations Committee reports.] 
TIle .White House wound up consenting to this cut in exchange for other con4ession~.from 
Cqngress.· . . I 

. I , 
J 

J 

I 
. I 
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of the chapter 2· program but believes that a shift of 
of these funds to other, higher priority activities is . .~ 

.., xpensiue book distribution (Reading Is Fundamental) 
... tl'l.e chlipJer_2 inexpensive. b60kdistribution ""nOTA ._d - IS op ated under contract by Reading Is Fundama. 	bill in udes $10,029,000, the' same as the budget reque

1993a unto The purpose of this program is to buy' expensive 

l 
' books, 0 1" them through local community progra to children 

from low-lome families, and motivate children t read. Federal 
funds provi for up to 75 percent of the costs 0 the books. The 
purchase an distribution of books is carried t through about 
4,500 local co munity groups in projects run/ y 150,000 volun­
teers. hi 1993, the program provided aneSifimated 6.6 million

fI books to 2.1 mill n children nationwide. 

J For the chapter arts in education ~rogram, the bill includes 
$8,944,000, $2,000,0 above th.e b~get request and the 1993 

~ 

_ amount. The ·purpose f this progra is to support arts programs 
in elementary and sec dary ed~ca 'on and to conduct demonstra· 

\.if tion program.s for the j yolvemen of persons with disabilities in 
~ the arts. Two awards a provi d: one to the John F. Kennedy 
.. Center for the Performin 8 nd the other to the Very Special 
- Arts program. The Kenned nter provides support for the Alii· 

ance for Arts Education, a ne ork of State committees to integrate 
arts intO basic education 0 ams, as well as perlormances for 
young people, the Ameri llege Theater Festival, and the 

• - "Imagination Celebration all 0 hich allow youth' to attend and0.. participate in live perf; mances. e ,very SJ?ecial' Arts~rogram 
. supports thedevelopm t of progra 8 mtegratmg the arts mto thee general education of isabled child . and the lives of disabled 

.. ad~lt,s, through p~rf' ances~ worksh? ,~echnical a8AiBtance, and 
• 	 trammg. The addlb nal fundmg prOVl IS to be split equally be­

tween the tw~ aI!- in education activiti None of,the funds are 
to be used for md eet costs of the Kennedy enter. ­<t . 	 . 

twn 
1"01" the ch tel" 2 law-related education p am, the bill in-

eludes $5,95 ,000, $2,952,000 above the bud~et equest, and the 
same as th 1993 amount. The purpose of thIS pI" am is to pro­~ vide stude s with information and skills concemin the law, the o legal pro 8S and system, and the fundamental va u on which 

.,.. these ~r based. Funds are_ ~!.st!,,!~ut_~r:! toj!1lpl~meht odel pro,­
--;.J,.;grams- -the-elassro-om ana to develop, test, demonstrate d dis­

- --: - - - model approaches or· techniques relevant to law elated 
Program priorities are announced annually by tH Sec­

, Competitive- grants are awarded to State agencies and al 
tional agencies or other public or private agenCies, organiza­

, or institutions.. . . 
.' . . ' 

Dru~-free schools and commumtles: State grants _ 
The .committee bill !~cludes $369,500,000 for the State grants 

program of the Drug.F~ee Schools and Communities Act of 1986. 

,
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This is $129,065,000 below the budget request and tlPflmount pro­

vided for 1993. These funds are allotted to State and local edu­

cational agencies and Govemors by a formula based primarily on 

school-aged population, with some adjustm(!nt for State .sluires of 

chapter 1 funds, and no State may -receive less than 0.5 percent of 

the total allotment. 


The Committee remains supportive of drug education rrograms

but believes that funding can be reduced in 1994. lnitia costs to 

train staff, design educational programs and purchase curriculum 

materials have been funded with prior year funds. The cost of 

maintaining these programs should be substantially less than the 

cost of establishing them. In addition, the Committee notes, grate­

fully, that drug use among'young Americans has declined dramati­

cally over the last decade .. This justifies a shift of resources to other 

high priority initiatives..The Office of Management and Budget has 

indicated that the Administration supports this retrenchment. 


ug·free schools and communities: school personnel training 
r the school personnel training program, an appropriation of 


$13, 4,000 is provided, the same as the budget request and e 

1993 . bunt. These funds are awarded competitively to edu­

cationa .nstitutions for training teachers, administrator coun­

selors, an other personnel about drug and alcohol abuse ucation 

and preve ·on. Activities inelude summer training in utes, pro­

grams for p sonnet working with high·risk youth,' d programs 

that emphasi the involvement of the family, 8ch • and commu­

nity. 


1 d . . . 
Drug·free schoo s commumtles: natLOnal pJlijgrams 

. . s ford":lg-free ~ch 

appropnatlOn of 59, 6,000 IS provld ,$2,000,000 below the 

budget request and the 993 amount. aer this program, the Sec·' 

retary of Educatio~ adm isters a v ety. ~f activities designed to 

reduce drug abuse 10 sch and c mumtJes. Funds may be used 

to deve~()p a!"d implement gr s of drug abuse ~ducation and 

preventlOn, mcludmg progra or students both 10 elementary 

and secondary schools and in' titutions of higher education; im­
plement research and demo ra n projects; disseminate informa­
tion and curricularmateri ; prov) technical assistance to States 

an~ local educational age cies; suppo regional centers de~igned to 

tram school teams to c bat dru~ an kohol abuse; proVlde serv­
ices. for Indianlouth . d HawaiIan na es; and assist in the es­
tabhshment an op atlon of drug-free scn I zones . 


__ 	--, ---- _ -- ----- --.- -;--. -. -- -- .. :-'-- ------- ,---- ­
Drug Tree schools nd commumttes. emergen rants 

For the erne ency grants program, $24,552, is provided, the 

same as the get request and the 1993 amount. this program, 

the Secret makes discretionary awards to schoo istricts that 

have de nstrated a significant need for additional istance to 

combat rug and alcohol abuse. For example, schools st show 

extre problems of drug abuse as indicated by high arr rates 

or s ificant numbers of youth referrals to treatment progra s. In 

19 ,approximately ~5 new awards and 42 continuation a ds 


I be made under thIS program. . 
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"'. ;.,SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS 	 endation represents an inflation increase that will allow '/JL _ A ro riati . 	 , " :n 5e e the saI!l~ number of stud~nts in .19~4 as in 1993 . 

. 	 BPg Pt t' ona, 19
1
9
9
3 ................... , ...................... ; ................................... $l,536,OOl.()).Arts educatwn.-The CommIttee blllmcludes $89 . 


e es unate 94· 1497890 (... 	 ,. •:gHo al ', ......... ,.................................................................,. ~ . '.': :be Arts 1 ducation Pro am $2 000 000 more than 1993 a ­
C se. lowllnce ............ :....................................................................... I,339,It8 .'. .. .w. '.' , 	 p
QI o Ittee recommendabon .. : ................. , ................... ,........................ },393,89 ,(lI,',:. 

Committee recommends an appropriation of $13938 QOCI 
. 	fo~ ~c 001. irr~provement programs, including $32,838.000 fo~ ~ at!. 

mmlst tlOn s currently unauthorized safe schools initiat' e Th:; 
amount is $103,997,000 less than the administration's reque~:' 

.;f. 
""'". 

$54,715, 0 more than the House allowance and $142)68000 I .~~ff than the 1 93 appropriation. 	 ';- , e.. 
This acco nt includes the chapter 2 State block d'ant' prograr.;. 

the drug-free schoo~s and communities programs,tne Eisenhowe~ 
II?-athematics d SCIence education State grant pr6gram, and a Ya. ~ rlety o~ other c egorical programs that addres national concern' 
or speCIal educat nal needs. '.' ­

-~ . ,
flIT Chapter 2 State an local block grants 

1 
9 The Committee re mmends $369,500,00 for the State and focal 

block grant program. 66,988,000 less th the 1993 ap roprlation
$45,988,000 less than e administratio request and t'he same ~ 
the House allowance. . ' 

... The chapter 2 block gr t program rovides grants to State and<.. local educational agencies or acti ' ies designed to improve eJe. 
mentary and secondary ed ation or s~udents in public and pri. 

__ vate. schools .. Funds may be sed or progral'l1S targeting students 
at nsk of faIlure or dropping u acquisitI'on 'of d t' al• '1 . 1 d' 	 , e uca IOn mate-

J 
<:. na s mc u mg computer har are and software schoolwide im. 

provement, training, and pro ional developm8~t of education~ 
.. . personnel; programs target! s dents at risk of illiteracy' pro­

grams to enhance the perso nel a d academic development dr stu. 
. dents;. and other innovativ project States receive funds according 

to their share of populati aged 5 t 17 and must pass 80 percent 

~ 

of block grant funds th ugh to loc educational agencies whicJ, 

~ay~ complete discreti9 in distributi funds among eligible a~: 

tlvities. The Co~mitt f! believes this pr am serves an important 

purpose. m making a !lable Federal resrces that may be used to 

meet St.ate and l.oc needs, but agrees 'th the House that it j, 


.!I apl?r?~rIate to Shl a portion of block grant: unds to higher priorit;'

Q actiVities, . . 

-" National progra s 

~ . 


~-CU-- ---,Inexpenswe- 'ook- distributioh,::.:.:.Fot the'Ih'e .. 'erfsive"BooK Dis: 

,c...;.. tnbutIOn Pro am, the Committee provides $1 00,000 $271 ocr) 


. J horHthan e 1993 appropriation, the administr ion request 'and 

. t e ouse llowance. !his program is operated by eading Is 'Fun­

dh'msent.al RI.F] , a p~vate nonprofit organization sociated with 

. t emIt soman Institution. RIF works with more t n 4 500 locru 


;ropnatlOn d the. admmlstratIOn request and. th am~ as the 
:louse allowan Thls amount would support a Sl ficant mcrease 
~' e~ch of the t aw~rds made by the progr . a grant to Very 
~pecIal Arts [VSA]! Ich S?Pports t~e devel ent of progr~ms ~o 

.' ~:tegrate the arts mt e lIves of chIldren d adults with dlsabll­
::les; and a grant to the ohn F .. Kenne .C~r:ter for the ~erfonn-
~,g. Arts, whIch supports varlet o. activIties through Its e.du­
:atlO!l department. that p~o e t arts throughout the Nation. 

The mcrease would be diVided ly between VSA and -the Ken-

Jedy Center.. .',' 

. Law-related educatl?n.-T Com Ittee recommends ~5!952,qOO

:Jr law-related educatlon, ,952,000 re than the adminIstratIOn 

:-equest and the same a e'1993 leve 

This program provide ants to State an cal educational agen­
:ies !lnd other orga zat~ons :to support the velopment and ex­
panSlOn of progr s deSigned to teach elem.en. and secondary

school students owledge and skills pertaming the law, the' 

legal process, e legal system, and the fundamental 'nciples and 

.alues on . iCh they are based. The Committee enc ages the 

Secreta. 0 favorably consider applications providing la related 

educa' to individuals with disabilities in making award fo scal 

ye 994. 


' ..Drug·free schools and commumtles 
. . 


The Comm.i~tee bill provides $500,000,000 for drug-free schools 
 ,
and commUnities programs, $98,227,000 :less than the 1993 appro­
priation and the administration request and $32,838,000 more than 

the House allowance. The Committee believes that the Federal 

Crt:lvemment must continue to provide significant levels of support 

for drug abuse prevention education, but agrees with the House 

that it is appropriate to shift some of these resources to other prior­
,ity reform activities that, because ~hey are aimed at achieving th.e 
national education goals, also contrIbute to the goal of drug-free. Vl~ j 
olence-free schools. ' 
,The Co.~mittee. also notes that Congress hr:;s. ~rov~ded significant
Increases m fundmg for drug-free schools actlVltles In recent years, 
.....ithout any comprehensive study of the effectiveness of this pro­
gram. The Committee understands that an evaluation of school-
based--prevention-programs ,isunderway,-and-directs--the-GEmeral---,--- ­
Accounting Office to conduct an additional study of the uses and 
effectiveness of drug-free schools programs at the State and local 
levels. The stud~ should include an examination of how drug abuse 
education is delIvered at the local level, and how well the national, 
State, and local activities funded by this program are coordinated 

~ volup.te groups to 4istribute books to .children fro lo:.v-income. with each other. . . r- ~amIlI ,to help I?otlvat~ t~em to read. In 1993, a estimated State grants.-The Committee recommends $402,338,000 for the 
,600 0 books WIll be dlstnbuted to 2,100,000 childre This pro. drug-free schools and communities State grant program,r- Efta has b~en s.ucc~ssful it; motivating ~hildren to read, 1 reasing $.96,227,000 less than the 1993 appropriation and the administra­

_ t u~e of hbra~es, Increasmg parental mvolvement in scho sand tlOn request and $32,838,000 more than the House allowance. 
c tnbutIng to Improved reading achievement. The Committ ' ree. Within this amount, the Secretary may use up to $32,838,000 for 

http:volup.te
http:dh'msent.al
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SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES STATE GRANTS !FY 1996 ALLOCATIONS! 

State 

Total 
Allotment 
(100%) 

Allotment 
To SEA 
(80%) 

Allotment I 
to Governor 

(20%) I 
! 

7,207,189 
2,151,397 
6,438,715 
4,322,678 

5,765,751 
1,721,118 
5,150,972 

$86,055,884 
; 
i 

1,441,438 
430,279 

, 
3,458,142 

1,287,743 
864,536 

US TOTAL $430,279,418 i $344,223,534 

[ALABAMA 
,ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALIFORNIA 47,492,968 37,994,374 9,498,594 
COLORADO ,5,024,553 4,019,642 1,004,911 
CONNECTICUT i 3,991,863 i 3,193,490 
iDELAWARE 2,151,397 1,721,118 
FLORIDA 18,432,588 

14,. 
3,IIGEORGIA 10,932,300 8,7 2, i 

HAWAII 2,151,397 1,72 , 430,279 
iiDAHO 
rlLLlNOIS 
:INDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA 
MAINE 
iMARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA 

~SHIRE 
EY 

NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 
PENNSYLVANIA 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
ggLJIH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT 
!VIRGINIA 
!WASHINGTON -
!WEST VIRGINIA 
WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 
D,C. 
PUERTO RICO 

IOUTL YING AREAS: 
TOTAL 

i--AMERICAN SAMOA 
GUAM 
NORTHERN MARIANAS 
REPUBLIC OF PALAU 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 

OUTH SET 

WAIIAN SET-ASIDE 

IDE 

2,151,397 
19,234,652 
7,918,338 
3,887,604 
3,783,615 
6,893,074 
9,715,602 
2,151,397 
6,433,163 
8,009,780 

17,
2361

6,439, 
6,207, i 

7,836,758.i
2,151,397 

10094,763: . 
3,362,004 

32,308,449 
9,346,225 
2,151,397 

18,167,821 
5,333,854: 
4,501,858 

18,391,075. 
2,151,397 
5,740,012 
2,151,397 
7,763,894 

33,935,797 
3,096,741 
2,151,397 
7,932,077 
7,380,967 
3,544,582 
8,069,837 
2,151,397 
2,151,397 

11,498,858 

'.1, 

1,455,161 

4,409,810 

881,962 

997,000 

1,721,118 
15,387,722 
6,334,670 
3,110,083 
3,026,892 
5,514,459 
7,772,482 
1,721,118 
5,146,530 
6,407,824 

13,789,534 i 
5,151,980 : 
4,966,080 . 
6,269,406 
1,721,118 i 
1,800,890 I 
1,721,118 : 
1,721,118 
8,075,810 
2,689,603 

II1, 
14, 
4, 
3,601,486 

14,712,860 
1,721,118 
4,592,010 
1,721,118 
6,211,,115 

27,148,638 
2,477,393 
1,721,118 
6,345,662 
5,904,774 
2,835,666 
6,455,870 
1,721,118 
1,721,118, 
9,199,086 

3,527,848 
605,638 

1,412,979 
345,102 

0 
1,164,129 

N/.A 

N/.A 

N/.A 

430,279 
3,846,930 
1,583,668 

7;77,521 
7;56,723 

1,378,615 
1,943,120 

430,279 
1,286,633 
1,601,956i 
3,447,384: 
1,287,995 
1,241,520 
1,567,352 i 

430,279 i 
450,223 : 
430,279 i 

430,279 
2,018,953 

672,401 : 
6,461,690 
1,869,245 

430,279 
3,633,564 
1,066,771 

900,372 
3,678,215 

430,279 
1,148,002 
. 430,279 

~II
6 i 

430,279 
1,586,415 
1,476,193 

708,916 
1,613,967 

430,279 
430,279 

2,299,772 
, 
I 
! 

881,962 
151,410 
353,245 
186,275 
I 0 
291,032 
! 
i N/.A 
I , N/.A 
I 
i N/.A 


