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January 15, 1998 

NOTE TO BILL KINCAID 

, 
Re: Flexibility for Education Opportunity Zones 	 -j 

Attached is a memorandum that discusses an option for providing increased flexibility to districts 
and schools under the Educational Opportunity Zones (EOZs) initiative. You asked us to . 
describe this option in particular in greater d~tail. The memorandum addresses how districts that 
receive an EOZ grant could be given the authority to combine funds from most:Federal education 
programs to implement comprehensive, districtwide efforts to raise the academic achievement of 
students. Similarly, depending on the scope of a district's EOZ proposal, other schools in the 
district could be given the authority to combine their resources in a way consistent with the Title 

, 	I schoolwide approach. 

, 	As we discuss this and the other flexibility options that we outlined in our previous summary, we 
should examine more closely several issues:' 

o 	 How does the EOZ initiative differ from and build upon activities conducted under other 
federal programs, particularly Title.! and Goals 2000? 

o 	 To what extent do federal requirements actually impede local comprehensive reform 

efforts? What needs are addressed by the increased flexibility? 


i 	 0 How will we ensure that the intent and purposes of the various federal programs would 
I 

continue to be met? 

o 	 How do we distinguish these options from efforts to block grant federal: programs? 

i 0 	 Recognizing that strong accountability systems have yet to be developed by many 
districts and schools, how will we ensure that any increased flexibility that might be 
provided will result in improved academic performance ofstudents? 

I 

o 	 What steps might be taken with respect to districts that fail to raise the achievement levels 
of their students after being granted increased flexibility? 

I 
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We look forward to discussing these matters and other EOZ issues in more depth with you. 

I, 

Steve Winnick and Phil Rdsenfelt 

Attachment 

cc:'Jamienne Studley 

Mike Smith , 

Gerald Tirozzi 
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FLEXIBILITY AVAILABLE FOR EOZs 

Options 	under current law: 

, , . 	

Technical assistance• 
. 	 I 

Considerable flexibility already exists in ESEA and Goals 
2000, particulqrly through the Title I schoolwide program 
authority, consolidated LEA plans, consolidation of 
administrative funds, coordinated services projects, 
transferring unneeded funds for other purposes, and waivers. 
It is likely, .however, that many LEAs. are not :fully aware of 
the flexibility thatc~rrently exists . 

. Devise a strategy whereby we would ~ffer technical 
assistance to EOZs to enable them to'take full advantage of 
the flexibility that currently exists. 

• Waivers 
I 
, ! 	

The.wai~er authority in 'Title XIV of ESEA and IGoals 2000 
permits the Secretary to waive most statutory land regulatory 
requirements of many programs. . 

Encourage EOZs, in their applications, to request waivers of 
any applicable provisions that hinder their a~ility to 
implement district school reform strategies. 

• This vehicle exists in the charter schools 
provisions in the ESEA, yet states have not sought 
waive~s in their ch~rterschools' applications. 

• May pose logistical problems because waivers would 
likely need to be approved before EOZ applications were 
competed. 

Options 	requiring legislation (either through authorizing 
committee or appropriations committee): 

i 
. i 	 , 

, 	 Lower schoolwide program poverty threshold for EOZs to 35%• 
(or lower) 

The current schoolwide program authority in s~ction 1114 of 
Title I gives high-poverty schools enormous flexibility to 
combine Title I as well as most other Federal leducation 

. 	 I . 

funds with state and local funds to upgrade t~e.entire 
educational program in those schools. Most Fe'deral 
statutory and regulatory requirements do not rieed to be met 
as long as the iritent and purposes of the Fede'ral, programs 
are met. 

'. 	 I 

Under the current 50% poverty threshold, most :of the schools 
in the EOZs would likely already be eligible ~o operate 



~ 
. I 

~ 

i , 

schoolwide programs. However, lowering the'pqverty 
threshold would ensure that more schools woulq be eligible. 

• Would. not provide more flexibility for districtwide 
activities. 

• 	 Exoand schoolwide program-type authority to. cover 

districtwide activities 


This 	option,would allow LEAs, under a compreh~nsive reform 
plan, to combine Federal education funds at the district 
level and use those funds to achieve EOZ purposes. 

• Under this option, we would need to think about the 
locus of decisionmaking. Currently, under Title I and 
Goals 2000, decisionmaking is focused at 'the school 
level--i.e., bottom-up reform. Giving more flexibility 
to LEAs might conflict with this school-level 
decisionmaking. 

,I 

I 

" I 

,i 

,I. , . ! 
I 
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Januazy 15, 1998. 

-NOTE TO BILL KINCAID 

Re: Flexibility for Education Opportunity Zones 

Attached is a memorandum that discusses an option for providing increased flexibility to districts. 
and schools lUlder the Educational Opportunity Zones (EOZs) initiative. You asked us to 
describe this option in particular in greater detail. . The memorandum addresses how districts that 
receive an EOZ grant could be given the authority to combine funds from most Federal education 

, 	 programs to implement comprehensive. districtwide efforts to raise ·the acade~ic achievement of 
, 	 students. Similarly, depending on the scope of a district's EOZ proposal, othe~ schools in the 

district could be given the authority to combine their resources in a way consistent with the Title 
I schoolwide approach. 

As we discuss this and the other flexibility options that we outlined in our previous summary. we 
, should examine more closely several issues: 

o 	 How does the EOZ initiative differ from and build upon activities conducted under other 
federal programs, particularly Title.! and Goals 20007 . . 

o 	 To what extent do federal requirements actually impede local compreh~nsive refonn 
efforts? What needs are addressed by the increased flexibility? . 

, 
o 	 How will we ensure that the intent' and purposes of the various federal programs would 

continue to be met? 
, 

o 	 How do we distinguish these options from efforts to block grant federal iprograms? 

6 	 Recognizing that strang accolmtability systems have yet to be developed by many 
districts and schools, how will we ensure that any increased flexibility that might be 
provided will result in improved academic perfonnance of stu.dents? 

, 
i 0 What steps might be taken with respect to districts that fail to raise the achievement levels 

of their students after being granted increased flexibility? 
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We look fOI"W'ard to discussing these matters and other EOZ issues in more depth with you. 

Steve Winnick and Phil R9senfelt 


Attachment 


cc: Jamienne Studley 

Mike Smith 

Gerald Tirozzi 


\. 
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: MEMORANDUM 

: TO: Bill Kincaid 

I FROM: Steve Winnick 
Phil Rosenfelt 

, 
:SUBJECT: Flexibility for Educational Opportunity Zones 
, , 
I , 

You have asked us to elaborate on. one of the options to provide flexibility 'for Educational 
!Opportunity Zones (EOZs). specifically the option. to authorize EOZ LEAs to combine Federal 
:education resources at the district leveL We have done so below. We believe it is very important 
ito be abie to articulate clearly the benefits that would be gained, as well as the existing 
,impediments th.at would be alleviated, through this option, and the reasons why it is not being 
'~xtended to all LEAs throughout the Nation. . ' 
I 

This option is based on the concepts that embody schoohvide programs under part A of Title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA): the authority to combine Federal 
.. I 

education funds, along with State and local funds, to upgrade the entire education~ program to 
. ~nsure that students in high-poverty areas meet challenging content and performance standards. 

The option would authorize any LEA that receives EOZ funds1 to combine funds from most 
Federal education programs that the LEA receives and to use those funds to implement or expand 
~ comprehensive. districtwide effort to raise the achievement of its students consistent with'the 
EOZ authority.l This option would afford an EOZ LEA significant flexibility to serve all 
students in the LEA through comprehensive programs and activities, rather than by providing 
sl~parate services to specific target populations. The educational purpose of the flexibility would 
qe to focus an LEA's thinking on the needs of children, rather than on specific programs. 

I 1 We would not reconunend extending this authority to LEAs that do not a:ctually receive 
EOZ funds. 

I 

:2 The scope ofthis authority wou1d be no broader than the project for which the funds 
~ere awarded. Thus, if an LEA applies to operate an EOZ program in only a f>ortion of its 
sdhools, the ability to combine Federal education funds would only extend to that portion of the 
LtA. ,: 

.. DISCUSSION DRAFT 1/16/98 
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Each LEA would need to demonstrate in its application for EOZ funds that it Has a 
compreheQ.sive plan that addresses the funding criteria (e.g., providing public, school choice, 
holding schools and staff accountable for students' academic progress, including rewards and , 

i sanctions tied to students' performance, etc.). IdeaHy, this plan would not be new but would be 
I the LEA's Goals 2000 plan or its consolidated local plan under Title XIV of the ESEA (modified, 

if necessary~ to meet the funding criteria), thereby linking this program with the LEA's ongoing 
school refonn efforts. 

, 	Under this option, an EOZ LEA could then combine most of the Federal education funds it 
receives.3 Except as specified below, an LEA would -ll0t be required to meet the specific 
statutory and regulatory requirements of the programs whose funds it combines~ as long as the 
LEA meets the intent and purposes of those programs (As illustrated in our guiaance on Title I 

; schoolwide programs) "intent and purposes" encompass the broad, key purposes of a program but 
; do not include the specific requirements that implement those purposes.) An LI;:A would also 
i not be required to track funds in order to demonstrate that it used funds from a particular 
; program to meet the intent and purposes of that program. Combining funds to meet the 
i collective needs of the included programs would thus allow an LEA to address needs of its 
i students in an integrated way and would free the LEA from documenting that a specific program 
i dollar was spent only for a specific program activity. . ; 

: The "quid pro quo!! under this option would be strong accountability provisions.; An EOZ LEA 
.' 	 , 

, would have to demonstrate that the flexibility afforded under this option resulted in significantly 
.i improved student achievement. One mechanism would :bc: to incorporate the ~itle I concept of 
; "adequate yearly progress. "4 

I 


I . ' 


;This option would pennit an LEA to combine funds under the Individuals vvith Disabilities 
!Education Act and Title I, Part A but would not relieve the LEA from complying with all 

, 

.'3 It may be possible to authorize an LEA to combine all Federal funds ~dministered by 
the Department that the LEA receives. IDEA and Title I, Part A fWlds are dealt with separately 
(see.below). Some other programs raise specific issues. For example, should an LEA be able to 
combine Adult Ed funds, which have a very different purpose from improving achievement of 
~hildren in high-poverty schools and districts? Also, should this authority be ext~nded to Federal 
1funds an LEA may receive from other Federal agencies such as HHS or Agricultu1re? . 

. . I 

·1 A problem with enforcing strong accountability requirements is that many States are 
qnly beginning to develop their new assessment systems and set student performance standards. 
1herefore) they do not have the means available at this point to adequately measure achievement 
to high standards. . 

, 
. 	 i DISCUSSION DRAFT 1/16/98 
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requirements under those programs.' Moreover, an LEA would also need to comply with the. 
following provisions, as applicable, of the programs whose fl..mds it combines: !health and safety 
requirements, civil rights requirements, gender equity requirements. participation and 

I involvement of parents, equitable participation of private school students, teac~ers and other 

education personnel, maintenance ofeffort, and comparability of serVices. In a'ddition, an LEA 

would have to ensme that it did not rise Federal funds from these programs to supplant non" 

Federal funds. Moreover, "an LEA would be required to comply with any within-district 

a.llocation provisions such as those in Part A of Title I of the ESEA. ' 


With respect to discretionary grants for which an LEA has competed successfully, the LEA could 

combine those funds also under this option without accoWlting for the funds separately. 

However, the LEA would still need to carry out the activities described in the application under 

which the funds were awarded. " 


This authority would apply to funds retained and used ai the district level. It could also apply to 
I funds and services that are passed through to schools--whether or not a school is eligible under 

Title I to operate a schoolwide prograin--as long as the school meets the require!nents in section 
1114(b) of Title 1.6 " i 

, 

I We recommend that there be specific authority for the Secretary to be able to ex.ercise oversight 
~ over this flexibility. Forexamplc, the Secretary could be given specific monito?ng" . 
" resp~msibilityor the authority to terminate the flexibility if it is not being used responsibly. 

i 
I 

II . 

, 

S We believe the Title I requirements should still apply because we think it is critical 
: that weretain requirements concerning State content and performance standards and aligned 
: assessments, adequate yearly progress, selection of target areas, and school and LEA 
!improvement as well as important cross-cutting Federal requirements in OEPA and EDGAR 
!such as the Tydings Amendment, obligation of funds. FERPA, record retention, ~tc. If we 
Ieliminate all requirements, we would be greatly expanding on the flex.ibility in t1le Title I . 
: school wide authority and would be very close to a block grant. 
i 

; 6 This would be a major expansion of the Title I schoohvide p~ogram a?thority in the 
:EOZLEAs. Is that what we want? " 
I 
I 

DISCUSSION DRAFT 1/16/98 
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Memorandum . 

To : Bill Kincaid 

From 	 Steve Winnick 

Phil Rosenfelt 


'. Subject: Using Existing Authorities to Implement the Educational Opportunity 

Zones Initiative 


i We'have reviewed your December 10,.1997 draft on options for carrying outth~ Education 
I Opportunity Zones (EOZ) Initiative and h~ve examined the various legal authqrities referenced in 
I your options paper. Although our understanding of the EOZ proposal at this time is somewhat 

limited, we recognize that the few high-poverty urban and rural districts that would be selected 
from a competition for funding under the proposal would be required to have c¢rtain urban and 
rural characteristics and demonstrate a strong commitment to reform measures :at the district level 
that hold schools, educators, and students accountable for success and failure, and that result in 
significant improvements in student a~hievement. . ' 

.... 	 , I 

.We generally, agree with the initial comments in Tom Corwin's December 11, ) 99Te-mail to 
you. The initiative could best be funded under the one of the following existing authorities: 

. . 	 I 

(1) Title lDemonstration Programs. Section 1502(a)(l) of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) authorizes the Secretary to make grants to lo:cal educational 

I agencies and other entities "to carry out demonstration projects that show the most promise of 
enabling children served under [Title I] to meet challenging State content standards and State 
student performance standards." The types of activities being contemplated un~er the EOZ 

;. initiative could be funded under this broad statutory authority governing Title I demonstration 
. programs. However, either through rulemaking (regulations or notice ofpriorities) or through 
i specific language in the appropriations legislation, the parameters of an EOZ Title I 

demonstration would have to be clearly delineated. For example, we would need to define 
, narrowly the entities eligible for funding and the specific requirements that would apply to the 

grant recipients. 

(2) Fund for Improvement of Education (FIE). SectionlO101'.ofth~ ESEA authorizes 
. .' 	 \' . . 
the Secretary to award funds to local educational agencies and other entities "to support 
nationally significant programs and projects to improve the quality of education, assist all 
students to meet challenging State content standards and challenging State student performance 
standards, and contribute to achievement of the National Education Goals." Un~er this authority, 
funds may be used for, among other things, activities that will promote systemic education 
reform at the local level, demonstrations involving public school ~hoice, and activities to raise 
standards and expectations for academic achievement among all students. The proposed 
activities under the EOZ initiative are fully consistent with the FIE authority. As with the Title I 

I 
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demonstration, however~ the focus of an FIE-supported EOZ initiative would have to' be limited 
, ; . either through rulemaking or through restrictions'in the appropriations legislation. 

I· 
I 	 : 

,
I , . 

. i It may be unlikely, however, that Congress would appropriate substantial amQunts of funds under 
, either the Title I demonstration authority or FIE without als,o directing how thpse funds should be 

expended. The ~ongressional directives may run counter to the contemplated EOZ initiative. ' 
'I 'Furthermore, even if there werefe~ restrictions' 'in appropriations legislation (~r ac<?ompanying 
, .. committee reports) on how Title I demonstration ·funds or FIE funds might be iexpended,jt would 

. be an unusual practice for the Department to use these authorities to essentially crea~e a new 
program with such specific eligibility requirements and mandates as those being considered for 

, the EOZ initiative. . 

, We also examin~d ,certain other potential authorities, but do not believe that th:e proposed 
Initiative wilIfit well under them. For example, the Urban 'and Rural Assistan'ce program 
authorized by pan: J'ofTitle X of the ESEA is the not a good vehicle'for advancing the EOZ 

, • • 	 I J 

\ initiative. There would be less flexibility in tailoring the initiative under Title ,X..'Part J than . 
. under either the Title 1d~monstratiori program or FIE. As you have noted in y,our 'opti()ns draft, 
for example, an allocation under Title X .: Part J must be divided equally betw*en urban LEAs 
and rural LEAs. Moreover, the Title X statute defines urban arid rural LEAs iIl a manner that 
may not be consistent with the EOZ focus.' In 'addition, the specific way that we structure the 

,i. EOZ initiative may be inconsistent with the urban and niral assistance programs contemplated 
under Title X. ' 

, " . /. ' ! , . 
Finally, we do not believe that the' national leadership authority in section 314(b) of the Goals 
2000: Educate America Act could be' used to further the EOZ initfative. The authorization for 
Goals 2000 expires after 1998. ,Even if G6als 2000 were to be funqed for fiscal year 1999 under 
the one-year extension authorized ih the General Education Provisions Act, it is extremely. 

; , unli~ely t~at Congress wo'uld permit 'the Department to support EOZ activities;under the section. 
. 	314(b) national leadership authority. For the past several years, Congress has ~xpressly stated in 

appropriations legislation that the Departrrlent is precluded froin conducting any activities under 
this authority . ' 

We appreciate the additional details on the EOZ initiative that you,h,ave shared:with us. 'We 
I would be happy to discuss more fully possible options' for advancing this initia~ive as the 

program becomes more clearly defined. 	 ' 

I 
I 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Bill Kincaid 

FROM: 'Steve Winnick 

Phil Rosenfelt 


i 	 SUBJECT: Flexibility for Educational Opportunity Zones 

I 

, You have asked us to elaborate on one of the options to provide flexibility for Educational 
Opportunity Zones (EOZs), specifically the option to authorize EOZ LEAs to combine Federal 
education resources at the distr,ict level. We have done so below. We believe it is very important' 

I to be able to articulate clearly the benefits that would be gained, as well as the existing 
impediments that would be alleviated, through this option, and the reasons why it is not being 
extended to ~ll LEAs throughout the Nation. 

i 

, 	 This option is based on the concepts that embody school wide programs under Part A of Title I of 
the Efementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA): the authority to combirie Federal.' 
education funds, along with State and local fu~ds, to upgrade the entire educational program to 
ensure that students in high-poverty areas meet challenging content and perforinance standards. 
The option would authorize any LEA that receives EOZ funds l to combine funds from most' 

," 	 . I 
Federal education prograrris that the LEA receives and to use those funds to iillplement or expand 
a comprehensive, districtw'lde effort to raise the achievement of its students copsistent with ~he 
EOZ authority.2 This optionwpuld afford an EOZ LEA significant flexibility t6 serve all ' , 
students in the LEA through comprehensive programs and activities, rather than by providing' 
separate services to sp~cific target popUlations. The educational purpose of the flexibility would 
be to focus an LEA's thinking on the needs of children, rather than on specific 'programs. 

1 We would not recommend extending this authority to LEAs that do riot actually receive 
EOZ funds .. 

I 2 The scope of this authority would be no broader than the project for :which the funds 
. I were awarded. Thus, if an LEA applies to operate an EOZ program in only a portion of its 

schools, the ability to combine Federal education funds would only extend to that portion of the 
, . LEA. 

DISCUSSION DRAFT 1/16/98 
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. , 	 I 

Each LEA would need to demonstrate in its application for EOZ funds that it has a 
I comprehensive plan that addresses the funding criteria (e.g., providing public school choice, 

holding schools and staff accountable for students' academic progress, including rewards and 
sanctions tied to students' performance, etc.). Ideally, this plan would not be new but would be 
the LEA's Goals 2000 plan or its consolidated local plan under Title XIV ofthe ESEA (modified, 
if necessary, to meet the funding criteria), thereby linking this program with the LEA's ongoing 
school reform efforts. 

Under this option, an EOZ LEA could then combine most ofthe Federal education funds it 
receives.3 Except as specified below, an LEA would not be required to meet the specific 
statutory and regulatory requirements of the programs whose funds it combine~, as long as the 

I LEA meets the intent and purposes ofthose programs (As illustrated in our guidance on Title I 
school wide programs, "intent and pUrposes" encompass the broad, key purposes of a program but 
do not include the specific requirements that implement those purposes.) An LEA would also 
not be required to track funds in order to demonstrate that it used funds from a particular 
program to meet the intent and purposes of that program. Combining funds to meet the 
collective needs of the included programs would thus allow an LEA to address: needs of its 
students in an integrated way and would free the LEA from documenting that a specific program 
dollar was spent only for a specific program activity. I 

The "quid pro quo" under this option would be strong accountability provision~. An EOZ LEA 
would have to demonstrate that the flexibility afforded under this option resulted in significantly 
improved student achievement. One mechanism would be to incorporate the Title I concept of 
"adequate yearly progress."4 

I 

I, 

': 	 This 'option would permit an LEA to combine funds under the Individuals wit~ Disabilities 
Education Act and Title I, Part A but would not relieve the LEA from complyi~g with all 

3 It may be possible to authorize an LEA to combine all Federal fund~ administered by 
the Department that the LEA receives. IDEA and Title I, Part A funds are dealt with separately 

I (see below). Some other programs raise specific issues. For example, should an LEA be able to 
combine Adult Ed funds, which have a very different purpose from improving achievement of 
children in high-poverty schools and'districts? Also, should this authority be ektended to Federal 

, . I 

.1 funds an LEA may receive from other Federal agencies such as HHS or Agricu,lture? 
I 

4 A problem with enforcing strong accountability requirements is that many States are 
only beginning to develop their new assessment systems and set student performance standards. 
Therefore, they do not have the means available at this point to adequately nie~sure achievement 
to high standards. 

DISCUSSION DRAFT 1/16/98 
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requirements under those programs.5 Moreover, an LEA would also need t6 C9mply with the . 
following provisions, as applicable, of the programs whose funds it combines:: health and safety 
requirements, civil rights requirements, gender equity requirements, participation and 
involvement of parents, equitable participation of private school students, teac~ers and other 
education personnel, maintenance of effort, and comparability of services. In addition, an LEA 
would have to ensure that it did not use Federal funds from these programs to supplant non­
Federal funds. Moreover; an LEA would be required to comply with any within-district 

~ 	 ," I 

allocation provisions such as those in Part A of Title I of the ESEA. 

With respect to discretionary grants for which an LEA has competed successfti)ly, the LEAc;ould 
I combine those funds also under this option without accounting for the funds s~parately. 

However, the LEA would still need to carry out the activities described in the application under 
I which the funds were awarded. 

I 
• I 

This authority would apply to funds retained and used at the district level. It CQuid also apply to 
I 	 funds and services that are passed through to schools--whether or not a school is eligible under 

Title I to operate a schoolwide program--as long as the school meets the requirements in section 
1114(b) of Title 1.6 i 

We recommend that there be specific authority for the Secretary to be able to e(Cercise oversight 
over this flexibility. For example, the Secretary could be given specific monitoring 
responsibility or the authority to terminate the flexibility if it is not being used responsibly . 

. I 

I 

5 We believe the Title I requirements sho~ld still apply because we think it is critical 
that we retain requirements concerning State content and performance standards and aligned 

I 

assessments, adequate yearly progress, selection of target areas, and school and LEA 
I 

improvement as well as important cross-cutting Federal requirements in GEPA and EDGAR 
such as the Tydings Amendment, obligation of'funds, FERP A, record retention, etc. If we 
eliminate all requirements, 'we would be greatly expanding on the flexibility in :the Title I 
school wide authority and would be very close to a block grant. 

This would be a major expansion of the Title I schoolwide program authority in the 
I . 

EOZ LEAs. Is that what we want? " 

DISCUSSION DRAFT 1/16/98 
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PARTICIPATION OF NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS 

IN PROPOSED INITIATIVES 


DRAFT DRAFT 

• 	
!
I 

. 
I Ciass Size 

1. 	 The 10% set aside for the teacher quality fund will include the requirement for the 
equitable participati<:m of private school teachers in: 

-- training for existing teachers 
-- training support for new teachers 
-- training teachers in reading (when the LEA uses its funds for this purpose) 

• 	 Additionally, LEAs offering incentives to recruit teachers to high poverty schools would 
offer the incentives for all·high poverty schools in the district, including private schools . 

.. School Construction 

.. 	 LEAs would be required to set aside a proportional amount of funds av~ilable for payment 
of interest on private school bonds. The private school bonds eligible fqr this program are 
those for remodeling and building improvements done to meet federal standards, i.e. 
handicap accessibility; improve the safety of the building; address health and 
environmental hazards. 

i 
Teacher Technology Training 

• Teachers in non-public schools would be eligible for the training on the same basis as their 
i 

public school counterparts. 1 

i 

I Urban Initiative (Education Empowerment Zones) 
! 

• 	 Similar to Goals 2000, non-public schools will receive materials, inform~tion, etc; 

developed through this grant. 


:.. 	 Teacher and administrator training under this grant will be provided on an equitable basis 
to non-public school teachers and administrators. 

. 	 i 

• 	 Eligible students attending non-public schools will be invited to participate in extended 
learning programs on the same basis as their public school counterparts .. 

Michelle L. Doyle 
January 22, 1997 



I 

,
," 

Safe and Drug-Free School Coordinators 

I. 	 .. Students attending non-public schools will be eligible to receive the seryices of the 
coordinator on the same basis as their public school counterparts. 

·2istCentury Learning Centers 

J

• 	 New provision reserving up to 10% of the funds for applications bya community-based 
organizations serving non-public school students or with programs located at non-public 
schools.. ' 

.. 	 Non-public school students are eligible to participate in LEA programs funded under this 
grant. 

College-School Partnerships 

.. 	 Public schools forming a partnership must invite the participation ofeligible non-public 
schools. Non-public schools that participate in the partnership will receive the full level of 
benefits for their students. ' 

.. 	 If the non-public school declines to participate in the partnership, non-public school 
students will still be eligible to participate in the federally-assisted portion of the program 
on an equitable basis. ! 

America Reads 

• 	 We will work with Congressional sponsors to ensure that private schools are able to 
participate in the partnerships and private school students are able to equitably participate 
in the America Reads Challenge program. 

Mich~lle L. Doyle 

Janumy 22, 1997 


, 
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. DRAFT--AugusflS, 1997 . ..; 

. URBAN EDUCATION 
CONCEPTPAP~R 

f 

'. '. '. . I. INTRODUCTION 7 . 
This ~atfon was foUnded. upon the inalienable' fteed~ms and rights that s~ek ~o. ;en.sure th~t all '. 
Amencans have been 'educated to assume a productive and personally fulfilling'hfe that mcludes . 
the ability to function as a contributing citi~n to our society. This premise assumes that our . . 
schools are equipping students to engage as active members in.such a ~oc~ety.· 

The immin~nt danger on the horizon is the mounting evidence that students !iving in large urban . 
centers characterized by high unemployment rates, violent' crimes including rising rates ofchild' 
abuse, decaying infrastn,Ictures. and dysfunctional family structures are very likely to attend 

. schools un.able to support the complex leaming environments necessary.to equip them to live out . 
. their lives as productive contributing citizens. "'Nowhere are the: problems and! needs ofchildren 

as great as in this nation's urban communities, where the lives of so many children are in 

disarray. " (Wang, May 1997)· . 


.' . I 

It is, however, the widespread evidence ofacademic failute that offers th~ gre*test threat to our 
nation's ability to sustain a highly educated workforce and citizen:rY. Students in our urban 
'schools score lower on math achievement tests than other stud~nts; 47 percent o(our urban 
youngsters scored below the basic level on the NAEP reading tests. The purposes and goals of . 
an urban education initiative are to address the .deep educational needs ,of urban. youngsters and 

. expand theidife opportunities. . . .~ ..... . . '. . I. .• ' 

The momentum behind a focused effort to improve education in urban schools has been building. ; 
. i . Over the past year) at.1east six major education organizations -- the COuncilofOreat'City 
I Schools, the ~ational E4,uCationAssociation, the National Urban League, the ,National Urban . 

Coalition, the Rainbow PUSH Co:ifition, and the U.S. Conference ofMayors :..- have released 
:.. their plans for improving urban schools. These plans have striking similarities in tenns .ofthe 
I strategies they identify for raising student achievement irlurban districts. (Se~ attachment S.) 

. • . "",',,: .' • ,5. ,!. . 

The time nas come for concerted' action 'to raise the achie~ement levels ofall ~tud~nts in our 
urban schools. The following concept paper outlines the Administration's pCQposals currently . 
under consideration to improve urban schools and "holds the course" for a n~ber initiatives to 
.see ifwe can detenniny.if these initiatives implemented in a systematic ,fashiqn conlIi~utes 
significantly to increased student achievement. Ittheil outliites the gaps ,in out efforts, and offers 
a proposal for a focused;grant competition to imprQye the Urban schools with :the greatest needs. 
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II. CURRENT INITIATIVES THAT SUPPORT uRBAN EDUCATION, 
, , " 	 'I ' 
l 

I 	 The Clinton Admiriisti'atlQn has proposed several major initiatives, many ofwhich are cWTently , 
under consideration in Congress, that would strengthen Urban schools. These initiatives should 

r be a central part ofan overall urban strategy. '," ,',,: , 
, 

Pel!ding Legislation: , 
• 	 School Construction: Our FY 99 budget proposal again includes a school 

construction proposal for a one·time infusion of $5 billion that ~11 stimulate $20 
billion in:school construction and renovation over the next four years. This, 
proposal requires legislative action. These funds would pay for half of the interest 
. '. 	 1 

costs on school construction bonds or similar fin?lllcing mechan~sms. Half of the 
, funds available under this program would J,e targeted to the nation's largest 100 
cities. Cities would also be eligible to cOIhpete with other distri~ts for the-other 
half ofthe funds availabte unde~ this program. Through this pro'gram, schools 
could obtain financiJ;lg to ~e emergency repairs, to correct health and safety 
problems, to make technological upgrades, to improve energy efficiency, to 
ensure access for individuals with disabilities, and to build new schools needed to 
'accommodate growing enrollments. 

r • ,Title V Reauthorization Proposal for Professional Develo.mnent;~The professional 
development programs included in the Administration's higher education 
reauthorization proposal would greatly benefit urban schools. The proposal 

,I 

I 	 includes ~ programto recruit neyrteachers for underserved areas~ This will 
I 
i greatly help urban school systemswhichtiaditionally have diffidulty recruiting 

certified teachers and are often forced to i~ly on a, large pool of uncertified 
teachers. :'Qur proposal for lighthouse partnerships for professioQal development 
could also benefit urban districts., Both pr<,gratns include provisions to support 

"j 
, , 

training for paraprofessional edu~ors to become certified teach~. Since a great 
number ofparaprofessionals ale in urban districts, this would help incr~e their 
ranks ofcertified teachers., It may also increase the diversity of$e urban teaching 
pool since a majority ofparaprofessionats come from racial and ~thriic~ority 

'groups. ;' 

'. 	 America Reads: Reading will playa critical role in improving the education of 
urban children .. 47% ofwhom scored below~e basic level on the 1994 NAEP. 
The Adn:iInlstration has proposed legislation for a $260 million initiative for FY 

, 98 that w~uld support Parents as First Teacllers programs and inqividualized 
" 	

tutoring prognUns afterschoolt on,wee~ends, and msummers. T~ed to this 
initiative, the Administrationis encouraging colleges and universities to send 
1 00,000 s~dents into their communities as reading tutors .. Colleges and 

,I 	 2'1 
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universities are being asked to devote half oftheir new Federal WorkMStudy 
money to, community servIce jobs, and the Department is waiving the requirement 

, 	 ", ' I, " 

for local agencies to match the Fed~ral investment. The President's budget also 
includes a major expansion ofHead Start to reach one million pre-school children 
in 2002 sq ,that they will enter s&'ool'ready to learn. 

" , , ' " ' 	 ,I 
:-. 

• 	 Reauthorization ofthe Vocational and Adult Education Acts: The 
" , Administration's proposal for 'vocational education and adulte~ucation 

, reauthorizations contain provisions to target resources to commUnities and ' 
populations with the greatest need. Our proposals to target fortnulas to high 

, poverty areas would benefit urban school.districts. Our proposals are designed to 
'improve student academic achievement, school~to.work opporturuties. welfare' 

tefonn,' and family literacy,,1P.e r~uthorizations also push program improvement 
by establishing priorities for q~ityprogr~. and creating lin.J.(s between"lhese ' 
'acts and planning and services under other Federal education programs. The 
proposal tor vocational education encourages each State to use ~hose funds for 
activities;in the State schooi-to-work plan, Goals 2000 plan, anq other refonn , 

I efforts, uiCluding'schoolwide programs. 	 ' " 
I 

Authorized Programs, Pending Funds: 	 " 
• 	 ~15t Century Leaming Centers: Our FY 98 budget request includes a $50 million 

I ' 	 program that would support extended learDing tune for youth in: inner city and 

rural schools. Grants would be used to, eStablish community learning centers in 

local pub,lic schools that offer stimulating, safe, supervised, and, cost-effective' 


" ' 	 " , I 

after school, weekend or ,summer havens for children and youthf Recent research ' -, 
shows that astimulating environment of this type can improve thinkiilg skills and 
language; skilis ofparticipating children and youth.: These programs would have a 
focus on offering learning activities.' " 'i 

1 • National Research Center on School Leadership: The Departmeht's FY 99 budget , 
request i~cludes funding for a national research center on school leadership which' 
would fopus on improving district and school leadership as well as the support 
systems that must operate in a coherent rnamler'to provide implbved teaching and 
learning., , ' , " 	 , 

• 	 Tjtle I Whole School Refonn: ,A proposai has been,put forward, by Congressman 
Obey for~a whole school reform program totaling $200 million ~n FY 98 ($150 
million Under Title I, and $50 million ~der the Fund for the,Improvementof , I 

Education)., These funds would support $50,000 competitive giants to as many as 
, ! 

I 

4,000 sc~~ols to start.~p re;e~c~~~ased mod.els ofwhol~ s,choo,l refonn. ~ese 
, scbools mIl focus on ImpJetnentmg challengm.g academIC standards, engagmg 
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teacher~,and strengtheninJ~~tal.nd com:nunity s'fport. ~s program, 
however, is open to all schools, it dD~S, not ha.ve an urb~ or a T~tle I focus. 

: ' , 	 ' , : ''.,. , ',' '. , 

Current Initiatives with a'Clear Urban Focus.' 
• 	 New American High School Reform Initiative: In the spring of 1995, the 

, , 	 I 

,Department began encouraging high school refonnefforts that focus.,on helping 
all students achieve high levels ofacademic skills and prepare for college and 
careers, especially through whol~ school refonn. The Department identified five 
urban high schools to receive assistance ip. expanding and prompting their reforms 
and serve as models for other distri~ts. We are working with these schools to 
revamp tlleir curriculum, improve teaching tnethods, and raise e?,pectations for 
both students and teachers. They are creating smaller; safer learping 
environments, and building partnerships with community leaders, businesses, and 

I 	 parents. The Depa$J.ent is expanding thisfuitiative to 30 schools this year.! ' •i ~. . i 

• 	 Urban~Rural Schooi-to-Work QJ)J)Qrtunirles Grants: A total of46 grants have been, 
aWarded to urban areas to assist in establishing'comprehensive sthool-to-work 
systems . .'These grants are made directly to lo·cal. school-to-work partnerships that 
serve areas, ()f concentrated poverty. ' . : 

i , 

I 

• 	 Educatio~alTechnolQgx; The new E-rate'put forward 'by. the FCC as part ofthe 
Universal Semcesprovision of the Telecommunications Act provides essential 
support,to urban school districts so they Can access Internet services at heavily 
discounted rates for both wiring schools and connecting to the Internet. ' 

, , \ 	 . " . ;

EducatioJial technology offers a powerfultool to improve teachihg and learning 
and bring" all children into the InformationAge. This Administration has made 
signific8.Q.t investment into eXpandi~g access to educational techhology through 

, both discbunted rates 'and through. giants such as the Technology Literacy 
Challeng~ Fund'and the ,Technology Inno~~ti()Q Challenge Grants. 

. 	 t' :- . ., 

• 	 NSf Urban 'Systemic Initiative: The Nati6nal Science Foundation funds' grants to 
urban sc~ool di~tricts for comprehensiverefoffils to improve student achievement 
in math apd science. , 

i 
, , 

UI. GAPS IN CURRENT INITIATIVES. 
, 

'. . . 	 . ! 

-I 	 Despite these far-reachir,.g initiatives, some gaps still exist for cities to implement truly 
comprehensive, sustain~ble education reform str~gies."" , '.' . ' ;. 

,I. Strengthening Accountability and Fixing Faili~g Sehools 

,I 
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A key component of an overall plan to rai~ student achieverrie~ in urban ~~!bols is that ~f 
holding schools accountable for student re~UIts arid holding the 'district accountahfe for turning 
around those schools that do notmeet studen~ needs. Districts are takingincreas{~gly tough 
measures ~o improve schools, but need assis$ce to strengthen tJ:,.eir accountability systems and 
provide rewards for good student performantt and interverit~ons or sanctions tq address failing 
schools. . . : 

.Buildi~g ~syste~sor rigorou, and fair accountabiIity:'(jrb~ school districts 
need support to design and implement effective school perfortn~ and 
information systems, including district and school report cards, in order: to hold 

, teachers,. schools, and principals accountable for student achievement. Systems 
would be anchored on challengmg academic st:3ndards and assessments aligned . 
with those standards, along witlrhigb quality, disaggregated data on student and . 

. ' ." 	 I _ 

school progress toward achieving tougher standards, and other measures such as 
,improved,: attendance, discieline. Sfety, arid dropaout rates. As ~chools gear up to 
implemeIit tough accountaijJity systems, they will need assistance to ensure that 
their aCCQuntability systemJare :fair and reliable. They should be encouraged to 
consult with other districts regarding effective indicators of sch~ol perfonnance. 
They will also need to target assistance to low achieving school~ to prepare them 
to participate in such an accountability process. I 

!' 

• 	 Turning around failing schools: Urban::school districts shoUld develop and 
implement fair and effective strategies for'identifying, assisting, and, if 

, necessary. overhauling, reconstituting, or:closing failing Or unsafe schools, 
, ,consistent \Vith State and district accountability efforts. DistrictS could use grant 
support t9 provide technical assistance totalling schools on iSNes such as 

, intensive'professional development and cdrrictilum improveme~tsl They could 
i, 
I 	

also intervene in struggling schools, remQ,ving ineffective ,principals, shifting 
teaching ~aff, or overhauling instructionai programs; If schools are reconstituted 
or laken over, they will need support to plan and implement efI~ctive schoolwide 
refoITIis so that reconstitUtion is successful. ' i . 

, . Rewarding successful schools: Urban ~hool districts could d~velop and 
, 

, i implement fair and attractive incentives to, acknowledge and re~ard successful 
, school$ based on progress toward challenging acadeInic achievement objectives 
and other measurable results such as reduced drop·out rates, student and teacher 

, , " 	 1 

attendan~e, and improved preparation for college aild careers. Incentives could be 
based on:whether ALL student groups a.'lncluding minority, li~ted English, 
proficien.t, disabled and low·income students who tend to come to school at an 
educational disadvantage and often are the lowest achieving within a school - are 
achieving at high levels and staying in school. Reward strategids could include 

5 
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. greater school aut~nJ~y,'pnail~illl. i~~ntives, ~d:the pr~vis~oI1i ?frelease ti,me to 
enable teachers and pnnclp,"s td VISit and f~am from ttt~lr peers: lD other 
successful schools. Such r~ards w091!i it\trease inceAtives to improve schools .

I and would build public recognition oit4nd support for weU-perf?rming schools. 

.., . .' . . 	 ! .. ' 
I • Improving District and School'¥~nagement: Urban school districts need. , 

assistance to strengthen ahd impriiv'f!their management and a.dn1inistrative 
leadership: They could us+ ~uppdrt'lh building their administrative and . . 
management capacity and Capab~1ities. and improving personnel practices, bUdget, 
accounting~ and finance systems,and procurement policies. They should build an . 

. accountability system for management and administration ofth~ school system., 
Districts could be encouraged to partIlerwith the business cotntitunity to utilize ; . 
business expertise in improving managementsystems such as' p~sonnel and 
payroll, budgeting~ proc~emeJit, food s~rvices, facilities'plannihg and· 

Imaintenaitce. 
..o' 

[J 	 J: 

2. Building Iluman Capacity to Improve Urban Instruction 
As districts engage in raising .student achievement through the implementation, of challenging 
standards and assessments and participatioll in such ~gorous measures at the national tests, they .. 
will need to invest in ongoing, sustained professional development for teachers andinstructionai 
leaders: An urb;m educ~tion grant that includes supp~rtJCir professiona~ develppmentwould be 

I powerful for thosedistncts prepared to invest in their tea.~hers and schoollel:\cU~rs. It'should be 
targeted initially to the grades k-8, with an emphasis on reading and math.so ~t schools are . 
prepared to meet challenging national standards. ~ 

. . . . . '., I , 
, • .', t 

• 	 Strengf~ening instructional leadership: School principals and other 
instructiQnalleaders are critical for raising student achievement. Ifmeaningful 
change is going to occur in urban schools, leadership must go ~eyond the 

, I 	 traditional management training ofmost'priricipals to the kind ofvisionary . 
leadership that will impact curriculum and instruction and build capacity . 
througho;ut the school district.. An urban '&iucation grant should support State, 
'local, and higher education initiatives that will provide instructiona11eaders with 
the knowledge and skills and ongoing pI'Qfessional developmezlt experiences to: 
implement, research-based, dynamic models ofschool change; provide meaningful 
.superviSion that focuses on constructive.analysis of the instructional climate; 
guide staff as adult learners; provide opportunities for staffto dollaborate and 
learn from practice during the school day; and use data to support planningfor 

I 
i 	

ongoing student achievement. '.' 
;. I 	 i,

'. . Investitig in intensive, ongoing prof~sionBI development fo:r teachers: In' 
order to meet the President's goals in reading and mathe~aticst teachers will ne~d 

, 	 I 
i 
)
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to center their 'instruction and classr,ooDi practices on achieving challenging 
academic standards. This will require intensive, professional d~velopment so that 

, I all teachers are equipped with the, knowledge and skills to reach diverse leamers " 
so that all students reach high standards. ~ome will need to lea6 how to 

i implement new instructional approaches ahd how to utilize such tools asi 	 " , , I,'

educational technology to 'strengthen teaching and learning in tl;ieir, classrooms. 
Districts could use urban education funds to work 'With their teachers, colleges and 
universities to together develop programs for pre-service teach~rs preparation and 

, ongoing professional developmeu.t to meet these needs. ' 
, 	 ",'".;,"'" ,,', !' , ' 

3. ProvidingAdditional Learning <?ppo~tunities'1pr Students with the Greatest Needs 
, ' ';;' ,',', 	 :. 

" 

• 	 Year-round school for those with greatest needs (Extended Learning Time):' 
AU students should be expected to reach.highstandards, and some may need 

, additional support. To extend the school year for low achieving students would 
give theIIl an opportunity to gain sk.iflsover the summermon~.However, , 
research on extended 'school yearsiinGicat~s that in order to be ~ffective, the 
school district must invest in the pla.ruung~and development necessary to ensure 
that the summer program effectively builds student knowledge and skills. There 

, must be ~lear and mutually understood goals for how.the time should be used, and 
provisions for teachers to gain the skills they need to effectively help all students ' 

, 	 • I ' 

, reach high standards. 	 ! , 
1 

I 

Despite the increased investment iD.(kindergarten. recent data show that only 45% 
ofchildren in low-income families are able to attend full day kindergarten, 
compared. to participation of 73% for thei.r.peers fromniore affl.:uent homes and 
that child. care programs servingc;hildrenfrom low and moderate income families 
have huge waitingJists. The res$'ch sho~s that children who ke involved in . 

.. '!'" 	 ,

kindergarten ear;ly in their development sl,1ow positive improvements in cognitive 
developIrient and school readiness. A related set ofresearch stUdies tracked the 
penorman7e of~hildren over time atter they left l,cindergarten. "fh: fmdings . 
showed chIldren who went to full day preschool out performedchildxen who were 
not. in preschool or who went for halfday preschool on school achievement tests, 

. 	 . I ' 
I 

·1 	 grade-point average and rates of retentiori in grades and pla.cem~nt in special 
! education. 	 ' 

4.' Expanding Public School Choice to bnprove ~tqdent Achievement i , 
Urban districts could use funds to design ~d imple~ent strategies to create, btoaden, or overhaul 

.! districts' public school 'choice options. These public school choice strategies, with a focus on 
creating smaller, more personalized learning environments, would ensure that all parents could 

! choose the public school their child will attend at any ~de level. Choice plarts should be 
i· 'I· 
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to implem~nt broad publi~ schootf?~iceplans t?at.incluqe options ~hch as dist,ri<?Wwide public 

, I, school choIce, open enrollment pohcles. 'F!OSS-dlstIlCt enrolltnentprograms, ch;art~r schools, 
magnet schools, alternative schools, dchOb'!s-within-schools, expandedc~oices'of advanced 
classes; andpost~econdary options for high school studentS. Fun~ could support strategies for, 
implementation such as public infomiation and outr~a~h and transportati~. (Urban districts ' 

. . " ;. .' " 

c~u!d also be, e~coUIaged to. ~p into charters~hool Wdsormagnet school funFs to transfonn 
fadIng schools mto new entItles.) ,':.•...,','. ': , ' 

. 5. Improving Race'Rel;ltions ' , " .i ; 

Over the last few years there has been a increase in the gro\Vth of racist organizations and cults, 
often armed and dangerouS. Assaults on minority families trying to move into previously , 
segregated neighborhoods are still a flourishing fonn 'oft~ciarharassment.·The: ghettos and 
barrios of our urban dti~s qu~ckly reveals the price of neslect:;A price that is being paid by our :' 
youth in the fonnofmore crimes against and among theiaces: One of the way~ the schools can' 

, help to eliminat'e this problem is to provide.students in urban schools opportun~ties to inte'ract 

: : with'students ofdifferent races and cultures to reach undeJ,"Standing and respec('for our . 


,: differences. Funds could encourage, this diq.logue and would ,provide us with an opportunity to 

explore solutions and ,to :disseminate best practices in this area. ' I 

. '..... ' I , " ! 
') "t 

IV. FOCUSING ANURBANDiS~RETIONARYGRANT PRQGRAM 
. ;: . 

, ' 

1. Fi~jng Failing Schools - S300'million (lO-l~grantsl, '. "i', 
I . , " , . ',1', ':' ' ! 

. I 

f . PURPOSE:· '. ';, " . , < l• 

The Department will a~d three-year'g~tSto'urban sdiool'districts to raise student 
1 achievement in their mo~t troubled schools. 1fh~se grap.ts':Jocus on turning aro4nd failing schools 

, !'lhrough clear,'academic$tandards, strong accountabilitY, and substantial investments in ' 
:, professional development and other supports to help alII students achieve to challenging
I . " -' .' ; 

i standards. i 


, . 
ELIGmLE APPLICANTS: 

Urban Local Education Agencies (LEAs) or consortia ofLEAs inpartnership ~th businesses, 

community~based organizations. i~tituti9ns of highered~cation, parent organizations, 

communitY'collaboratives, and/or ~ervic~providerS. 'Categories are:'" 'j." 


" (if" ;~ ,
,..' '. '. . ~,,: ' ,.,' "i . 

". Large urban LEA Category--·urban LEAs administering schools with ajtotal enrollment 

of 100,000 or m<?re elementary and secondary students. ' , . 


,! • Medium-sized urban LEA Ca,egory·.. urban ,LEAs administering schools with atotal 

, ' "",' I 


I, enrollment of 50~000 but less thanlOO,voO elementary and secondary students. , 

~. .., roi 
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ESTIMATED GRANT SIZE:' . '. .~> 


The Department ~urrently has a $320 million placeholder ill its Fy'99 budget r~quest for an 

urban education initiative. The'large urban LEA grants would range from 10 to 15 million 


:. dollars and the medium-sized LEAs would range from 5 to lO million dollars.! 
, 	 I, ,.... _ '. " . ,{. 

, . 

SELECTION CRITERIA/APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS: , ' . 
Applicants must submit aproposal that'showshoj;lrarit,funds will be used to ~mprove student, . 
achievement particularly in failing schgols, teconftitute~schools, or the schools with the greatest, . 
demonstrated need. Grant proposals hipst bEt tiep ~o ,an overall plan for school improvement 

, across the district. Applicants must d~monstrat~ how this grant .will V{ork in cOnjunction with 
other funds to improve student academic perforihanc4 in the most troubled schbols. Proposals 

i, must also demonstrate Widespread commitment to a local' education reform plan, including 
cominitinent from ,the m~yor,community group,s"b).lsiness,and the local teach~rs' union. " 

Grant proposals~ust fo6;s onfmdin$ so\utioJ:L the ~o~lems that stude~ts ;a~ inthe~ ." . 
schools; connectmg proven rese~ch to the solutlons; utlhzmg rese~ch findmgs from educatIonal . 
programs as~ell as othc;r prograrr,is; and implementing ~d ~uildil)g on existin~ structures. . 

, -.' . 
, Proposals must demonsttatedisttict read'ibess for implementing. elementarj school reform 

with a focus. on ensuring'that ail students db read i9r lin4erstandingby the end of the third ' , " 
grade. Ifadistrict has already focused on early grades aild has demonstrated success, it must 
provide evidence ofsuch s'uccess and demonstrate its ability to implement refotms for other 
. primary school years or for middle schools. h" ' 

, '. The grant proposals should be targeted to intervene in the schools with greatest need and must , . 
I include such elements~: . '. " :. .,.. . . . . . . I ". . 

. 	 I 

• C~allenging ~urri~ulum andlnstructi~~al ~cacti~es: A district pr~pos~ m~ include . 
eVIdence. that It has IP. place, or bas strategies: to' develop, a research-ciri,ven ~urrIculum that 

!- f.ocuses on theacqui~ition and a~pli~tion o~,kriowieQge tied to ch~leng~g academi~ 
standards for all students. The Plstrlctmust also demonstrate that Instructlonal practices are 
in place or it will deyelop' instructional' practices to irn,plement the challenging curriculum so 

: 	 that students are acquiring depth of understanding, engaging in authentic p~blem-solving, or 
applying their underStanding in newCQnte)Cts., . '.' '1 

I, 	 I
" , " ' • , 	 I

• Accountability: The proposal shou~describe a data system, . or aproposed system, tied to 

student achievement that will be use(f to assess school progress over time. Such a system 

must be" used to show evidence ofprogress for the whole school, disaggregated by student 


.popUlation, including students with special needs. It should be based on ch~llengm:g 
academic standards and aligned assessments 'that pro.duce current, reliable data on students' 
academic perfonnance . and that provide accurate'and timely school-based indicators in such . . ". . . .' !" . '. '!" 
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. areas as attendance, discipline, and drop~pout rates. 	
.; 

, , . ....'." ! . 

The accoUntability system.~hould include dear interventions or san~tions ~or low performing 
schools, such as targetetisupports, personnel changes, technical assistance,1 and 
reconstitution. Similarlr. it sh~uid include rewards for successful schools ~d schools that 

'. show great improvement. Re~h.rds or incentives might include for example. financial 
rewards, provision ofrelease time for professional deyelopment"greater school independence 
i~ administrative decisions, or public recognition. D~tricts would be able'to use these grant 
funds to design and implement these accountabHity rheaSUTes. i . . 	 , ,:. .~ 

~ '.; . 

• 	 Professional Development: A district proPb~al must include a plan, or str~tegies to develop 
such 'a, plan, .for ~search-driven, intensive professional development for te~chers in the 
targeted schools. For tenured teachersi~~ep'istrict's-proposal should have:multiple 
perspectives for the provision ofprof~.$iqii;t development such as weekly;sessions aiid 
intensive sununer institutes. For firsftear teachers, the District should develop a 
comprehensive induction prognim utilizing ~uchactivities as the use ofme'ntors, on-going 
supervision and coa~hing. _ ,.. ',' I , 

Professional d~velopment plans must in,clude strategies to develop the cap~city of 
instrilctional1eaders in the targetedschool:s,l with a particular emphasis on ins~ctional 
leadership in rea.ding and math. ' .' ;" .,! 

I 
i.' 

• 	 Parental Involvement: The district plan must include strategies to build and sustain active 
parental inyolvemen~ in failing schools. 

-.' 

ADDItIONAL ACTryITIES J.; I !" .. \ ., I .' _ 

It is understood that districts may be i\t dilrerent stages q~implementing their reform plans. 
Therefore these grant fuitds may be tailored to meet the Wtique needs of individual school . 
districts, as long as thos~ activities are tied to an overalPplan for improving s~dent performanc.e. 
For example, funds could be used for activities such as: :-.' 	 . ., ' 

• 	 Improving management: building administrative and management capacity and ~apa.bilities 
for strengthening supervision. of instructional programs, arid . improving pe~oD.nel practices, 
budget, accounting I:!Ild firlan'cel systems, and procurement policies.; Distri~ts could be 
encouraged to partner v.ith,the business community to utilize business expertise in improving 
management systems such as personnel and payroll, budgeting,procurement, food services, 
facilities planning and maintenance.· . .; 

- - . .' . - I' " 
• 	 Technical assistan~e and support for whol~ school change: Some distri~ may want to 

provide assistance to help schools design ~d~mplerii~nt schoolwide refonrt plans. 
Assistance might ~e the fonn ofe~pert ~~ultatiO~ for implementing'r~search-based 

,,:-, I: , 	 I'j 	 , 

,~: ) 10 

l 	 I 
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designs for whole sfhool c~ge~'restruc~~ing dailyteachin'g pattemsatld:expanding the 
types of instructional strate~es, i'!npleme~ting challenging standards and~ssessments, 
ensuring that students with d.isa1:>ilities are in the least restrictiveenvironm~nts and held to 
high standards, or enriching ins\tuction for limited EIlgl~shproficient stud~nts. ' 

• Exte~ded~earning Time: F~ds could be used t~ extend the cipportunit~~s for learning for 
low achi~ving students. For instance, the school day could be e:x"tended ~th after school 

,leaming,programs, Schools cpuld also offer year round school,s,or swnmer programs for low 
achieving' students. ,The project could pay for staff time for employees e~ployed 10 months. ' 
The program would have to tfe academic in nature and build on the existing high level 

,curriculum.~unds~ight also support full' day K-indergarten programs., : 
, , ,: 	 ' '~" ': f;' ;" '; " '! 

• 	 Expanding Public Sch()ol Choice: Grant f'u)'lds:C6uld be used to expand innovative learning 
opportunities to a greater number ofstudents by inveSting in public school choice options 
such as charter SCh601s, magnet schools, and schools 'within schools. The$e grant funds could 

',' be .used to ensure that public schobl choice opporturiities are held accountable for student 
perfonnance and have open enraIlment or ~ lottery system. This grant could support public 
scho~l choice by funding ~s;.Stance to n~,;,schools or addressing such l)eeds as planning, 

, pubbc outreach and'educatloh, transPO~Jlon, and personnel. ' "! ' , 
. . " , , 

1 

2. Race relations and our public schools (demolfstra:tion pr~ject) .... $17 m~lIion (grants 
would range from 200,000 to 1 mUlion.) ': ~ r" 'I.. ' " ' I , , 	 , ,~ ,1'" , 
PURPOSE: The purpo~e ofthis gro/tt will!lt~ f~ster ~sitive race 'relations petween and 
among the races. 	 i 

" 	 "'. . .! 
i ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS: Local urban schools districts in partnership with suburban and/or 

,I 'rural school districts where the racial iDakeaup is, different from the uiban schC?,ol district 
"', 	 . , .. . ~ . : .. 

. APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS: 

The grant proposals should be ~as~4 uPcon: , .;, ,I' 


;' • 'identifying, clearly art~ulati~g,:~d finding solutions' to the pr~blems that 'stud~nts 
1 face in the, innerschoo~s;' ,t:~~:" ' , ,., i " ' , ' , 
, • connecti,ng prov<f.n research tothe solutions; , , ' , i 

• 	 deVeloping an intra disciplinary approach to the research; and' 
• 	 the fact that significantlearqing occurs obtside of the schools. in homes and the 

larger coinmunity. ' , 'I 

The grant proposals must be targeted to intervene and/or' develop 'prevention strategies to 
I" ' 

j 

", 	 11 ! 

" 	 , 
f 
I 
1 

I 
I.. 
I 
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, 
, ! 
I' 

I eradicate race related ,problems in the schools and may include speh elements~: , 

, .,' , i 


. . 	 '. 1,4" . I 

• 	 Develop partnerships 'With suburban and/or rural school disttlets t? work 0th students 
around race and cultural issues. The purpose would)e to foster real dialogue among various, 
groups to establish acommon core ofunderstanding:" 'i' 

':, t, 	 , ' , , 
I 
I , 

'. 	Fund multi-cultural schools tha't would reflect the racial make-up ,of the wqrld. The schools 
would be highly academic and would encourage the learning of foreign lariguage$ and those .i ' 

skills need to be successful ina global econoInY: . • , : ,','" '1, ," 


, 	 .' I 

• 	 Develop activities for.students t~ interact with their counterparts from partnership districts 
, such as swmner carIlPs, joint c"'se~ and field activities, etc~", " ! ' 

. 	 , 
• 	 Develop activities that would address conflict resoluiion. importance ofeducation, goal 

development, etc. utilizing the research on educationally resilient students.; 
, 	 ",:' I

,1 
r f I 

3. National leadership activities _. S3million 	 ' I 

I 	 ' , ' ", ../ ':·r,.",' ,'" ; . '" 
! ' Su~erintendent'~ networ~--meer~th t4e~fuperint~cl~nts on a q~erly b~is and based l:lpon• 

,their needs provIde technical asststance, such as sJ!eak~~ on tOP1CS that a,r~ relevant to them. 
, 	 {' 'I 

• Brokering technicalassis~ce_foJ.thegrazitees.-- especially around whole school reform. ' 
", 

. . . ~. .';.. . " ..':,'
• .Tocreate and test new modes of commi:!,nication for the dissemination ofbest practices 

" 
; . '. '., ) . • I 

I 


I 

• 	 Ci'~a~e a consortium ;:o~uriiversitief' concerned 'With inner-eitY edu«ation 
~ 	 , ' ' '. 

• Evaluation and documentation ofthe process sO'that data would be available for the 
,j 

replication pUrposes; • ,'1' ;:~ ! ' 

I! 

1: 
, , 

; 

I
,I 

I 

12 
f' 
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.. Budget ............v. 


1998 
President's . 1999 
:ayd~et R.equ"st 

$320,000 

• 


, further review . 
. are large cou 

proposes a new initiative to improve educa):i.on in bard­
. program., the 100 (??]llargest local edusatiorull agencies 
for competitive grants to address their mo~t urgent needs in 

I 
~~~~~~~~mg~Wij~~~r~U~an 

accountable for sound management and for educating all 
In order to achieve this accountability: districts and 

QY!J.dJJla1~lstiI~~~m£ covering such areas as 
personnel, procurements, and facilities planning. Yet 

have those systems in place and do not have available the 
I 

the needed improvements. With targete~ Federal 

to obtain assistance~ potentially working through 


) to implement the management syste¢,s needed to 

systems are in control of their resources anq that those 

efficiently and appropriately. 
 I 

also have rigorous and fair systems for ~QJdiDi schools 

100 largest LEAs be eligible. This pro~osal needs 
largest school districts are 100% sub~rban. Otbers 

ably have more cows than people. (See p. 103 of Digest 
alternative might be the largest 50 or 100 LEAs that 

on of at least a certain size. I 

http:educa):i.on


''-....,./1 

I. 

these 

fact, enJ) afl.!S;,e:'i~r()J~r 


expanded' 

initiative. 


2 
I 

These systems must produce current, relia~le data on 
and in such areas as attendance, discipline, :and drop-out ' 

the basis for LEA policies and actions on individual 
have begun to implement those systems; many need ex1Ia 

I 

. including assistance in ensuring that all schools ofthe 
uuonnati6n. !' 

system must include measures for rewarQing snccessfW 
. . Districts would be able td use their 

implement those measures. They would deJelop fair and 
ledge and reward schools that are makio'g sigoficant 

to high standards. Such incentives could ipclude greater 
provision of release time for professional 

;:'UH.1Ull. With ~egard to schools consistently failing to make 
intensive technical assistance and professional 
procedures for comprehensive school dverhaul, 

.u.~"'w.v....... or school closure. I 


~~1-1>:...!~~~~ •• In order for urban schools to meet the 
to challenging standards, they v;jJ] need to invest in 

development for teachers and instructiorlalleaders . 
.;)<)~\.,.u.cu. Development and other existing Federal programs 

efforts, the challenges in urban communities often require 
I 

approach. In particular, much of the burden of raising , 
the scbool principal, and existing programd do not fund 

. skills ofprinclpals and other school admi.nistrators. 
support partnerships between LEAs and ins~tutions of 
principals, other administrators, and other members of the 

I ' 

and knowledge they need to bring about: needed 

. provide strong instructiona1leadership, and hold all staff 


, 
I 

-- LEAs could use their grant funds to de~gn and 
-system, programs that give students ano parents a 

These programs could greatly expanded choices 
through magnet and charter schools, aq.d could include 

enrollment across the system, availability of choices across 
options for high school students. The availability of 

consistent "With LEA desegregation plans, :and could, in 
. desegregation. Providing funding for development of 

thus be a component of the Adininistratibn's race 



'. 


,Under this new 
;Applicants ..... u,L.Llt.r' ... 

For fiscal 1999, . 
This amount 
~3S million [?]. 

needy student 
students far 
ofthe ..........L.LLU 


school quality as ' 
well educated 

the largest _ 
are the key to 
~creasingly 

Recent ~\JI~LU03U. 
communities. 
urgent infrastru 
construction iill 
~om(low··income "'.';",'.LJ'.""");\"'.'1' 

3 
I 

-- Depending on their needs and priorities, r~cipient school 
grants to invest in such areas as summer proiCams that 

~"I,A.I."'~ and give low-achieving students an extra opportunity 
, I 

implementation of a1J-day kinderiart~ in order to give 
the boost they need to begin their for:rn,a1 education 

improve the radal climate in inner-city sch60ls. In each of 
I 

have to showhow the particular investment; is aligned with 
smlte~!;les and how they 'Will continue the actiVities ouce the 

i 
I 

, would make three- year grants to eligible LEAs. 
, to specific goals related to student achieverhent and district 

in their applications, how participation in the 
meet those goals. I 

I . 

a small portion of the money for national actiVities, 

.. dissemination and sharing ofbe~t practices, 


, , 

I 
$320 rnillionfor the first year of the Urban Initiative. 

•with individual grants ranging from $lSmillion [?] to 

!lIrt,mj>,,,,t would reserve $3 million [?] for nati~nal activities. 
, ' 

They must educate an increasingly diverse and 
I 

have rapidly growing enrollments, with the increase in 
. revenues. At the same time, urban schools have lost some 

I 

n"'T1,,,,rQ public. Families leaving cities frequently cite poor 
I 

dus, and corporations complain that they cannot recruit 

J .........uW.ll· u.',;;~. Critics claim that urban school systems lack a 


quality education for students. i 

i 

schools. Within the next· years, school districts in 
- I 

_ percent of American schoolchildren. These children 
prepared for responsibl~ citizenship and to ienter jobs in an 

I 
I , 

atives recognize the distinct needs of our urb;an 
to GAO data showing that urban districts Ihave the most 
the assistance under the the President's school 

100 districts serving the largest numbers bf children 
announced HEA Title V educator training initiative 



I 

I ' 

4 

/ 

~ 
.""J.L".,.,.... .., and school systems that serve concentrations of poor 

communities. Our proposals for better targ~ting ofTitle I 
channel more revenues to urban school districts. But 

I 

'these initiatives A new initiative focusing on manageme*t reforms, 
, accountability, schoolleadership development, and tdpanded•.u.I............., 


educational and build on the previous initiatives and fit securely within 
cies and witbln policies to improve racial relations in 

, I, 

, I 

I 

! ' 

,I 
i 
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CHALLENGE GRANTS FOR URBAN AND RURAL EDUCATION 
OPPORTUNITY ZONES -- USE OF FUNDS/COST COMPONENTS 

Propesed FY 99 Budget Initiative 
I 

REVISED DRAFT -- Nevember 29, 1997 

·f Challenge grant funds ceuld be spent en the fell ewing types 'of activities, in cenj;Unctien with 
· Title I, Geals 2000, and ether federal, state, and lecal funds. Estimates 'of cests are provided, 
: where pessible. Estimates are based en an urban district the size 'of Cincinnati, the 67th largest 
· 	 !
· district in the natien (based en 1993/1994 data frem 1996 Digest 'of Educatien Statistics), with 

. . I 

, appreximately 52,000 students, 83 scheels, and 3,000 teachers. (Seme reunding is used). . 
I 	 I , 
!Student Accountability and Assistance: 

• • Start-up/expand extra learning eppertunities, such as extended day enrichment/tutering 
. 	 I 

pre grams, Saturday academies, and summer scheel. 	 I 
, 
i 

• 	 Chic age Summer Bridge medel (5 days/week; 6 te 7 weeks; 20 students per 
teacher): $4500/teacher, $50 per student in materials, 'or about $:h5 per student. 

I 
• 	 Assume 3 transitien grades, 15% 'of students per grade inlsummer 

program, or appreximately 1850 students =$500,000. I 

I . 
• 	 Chicage Lightheuse after-scheel pregram medel (2 'or 4 days per, week fer 20 

weeks; I hour 'of intense reading/math instructien, 'one heur 'of sehial activities; a 
meal, and ether enrichment activities): $385 per student, 'or $115!,000 per scheel. 

• 	 Assume serve students in lewest 20% 'of scheels per year = $3.5 millien. 

I 
• 	 Cheaper after-scheel pregram medel relying en ceerdinater and j 

parent/cemmunity velunteers: $75,000 per scheel. I 

• 	 Asslime serve students in next lewest 30% 'of scheels pei year $2 
m!'11'len. II 

. 	 . 

• Establish individual student acceuntability systems, including useful infermatien fer 
I 

parents and teachers (seme districts may need te upgrade/rewerk existin;g scheel repert 
.. card systems 'or the like) 

• 	 Assume $.5 millien in first year, $250,000 per year thereafter. 

Staff Accountability: 

• 	 Reward effective teams 'of teachers. 

. I 
• 	 Estimate fer $750/teacher cash benus: 33 teachers per scheel, reward tep 30% 'of 

. 	 I 
I 



2 

schools (25 total) = $620,000. 	 i 
I 
I 

• Assume that increasing to $660,000 covers principals, too: 
i 
,.. Pay fees and bonuses for those seeking/attaining national certification/other rigorous 
I 

advanced study. . 	 ! 
I 

.. Estimate for fees: Pay $2,000 fee for 5% of 3,000 teachers per yeJu. (150)
I 

$300,000. 	 I . 

• 	 Estimate for bonuses: Pay $2,500 bonus for 2.5% of teachers per 'year (75) who 
attain board certification: $187,500 (first year of bonuses), $562,500 by year 3. 

i .,I 

• 	 Leverage/fill gaps in teacher professional development. 

i 
• 	 One-week intensive summer professional development by subjec~ or school, 20% 

(600) of teachers in the district per year at $1,500 each $900,OqO.· 

J 

• 	 Design/implementlupgrade/expand systems to work with beginning teachers and to 
identify chronically failing teachers, get them intensive counseling/assis~ance to improve, 
and, if they don't counsel them out or remove them expeditiously and fairly. 

. 	 . I 
I . 

• 	 Two week intensive summer training for 50 mentor-teachers froJin throughout the 
district, plus salary supplements during the year and other support = $500,000. 

I 
• 	 Design and implement principal leadership institutes and recruitment strategies. 

i 
• 	 3 week summer institute for 50 leading and prospective principals at $5,000 each 

$250,000 I 

School Accountability: 

• 	 Peformance awards for effective schools. (See under staff accountabili~) 
I 

• 	 Support turnaround/reconstitution efforts at low achieving/failing schoQls, including 

adoption of successful reform model using outside assistance, intensive: professional 

development, and intensive parental outreach. < i . 


I 
• 	 Assume intervene in lowest-performing 10% of schools (8 total): 

! 
I• 	 Year 1: $150,000 per school = $1.2 million . 

• 	 Year 2: $75,000 per s~hool = $600,000. 



I 


3 . 


.• Year 3: $50,000 per.school =$400,000. 	 I 
• 	 Design and start-up programs to improve information on public school cqoices for 

parents. ;
! 

• $.5 million in first year . 

. • Design and start-up/operation ofpublic school choice programs (more detailed 
. 	 I 

assumptions and estimates below). 	 ! 
! 

! 
• 	 Assume: Students at 10% of schools eligible, 15% take part·, or 7~0 total. 

• Transportation (at $440 per student)= $345,000. 

I • Grants to start/expand new/effective schools. 

• 	 Assume 3 grants per year of$100,000 each = $300,000. 
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. Record Type: Record 

'To: William R. Kincaid/OPD/EOP 

I cc: michael cohen/opd/eop, Wayne Upshaw/OMB/EOP, Mary I. Cassell/OMB/EOP 

! Subject: Re: Public School Choice J.lli] 

I • ' I ' 
: I finally had a chance to read your paper. We've been a tad snowed under here, so you may yet 
I get other comments from Wayne and his people, but here are mine. i 

. I 

I First, as you know, I don't think any sort of "zones" approach makes sense in edJcation. Unlike in 
i economic development or employment -- two areas with major "zone" approaches 'underway -­
~ there is no general lack of Federal or State or local money for education. Sure thefe are high 
, poverty districts that badly need more money for basics, but overall a zone approach in education is 
, I 

, far too narrow in focus and avoids the key need, which is getting all States, schools, and districts 
, to set high standards and organize curriculum, teacher training, assessment and fe~dback around 
. them, so as to raise student achievement. Zones in education is a huge step backWard, certainly a 
, huge step away from the themes and philosophies of the Clinton Administration a~ expressed in 
: Goals 2000 and the Improving America's Schools Act. 

I 
Now about choice. Your two-pager has lots of interesting ideas, but I'm surprisedjto see them in 

~ this Administration. So far under Clinton, we have "avidly supported local decisions to set up public 
: school choice options, and to enact State enabling laws. Federal funds -- charter schools -- follow 
: these things. None of our other, much bigger money, is conditioned on there being choice plans. 
i Going in the directions of your draft would be a major departure. That doesn't make it bad, but I 
: think it will make it even harder for this Administration to keep up the iron-clad opbosition to 

private school choice. For example: i ' 
I 

In Option 1, it is virtually impossible for any large district to be able to ensure ~hat all parents 
can choose a good public school. No amount of money we are considering ca'n do this for any 

. I 

but a tiny handful of districts -- in fact, t:l0amount of money can do it by itsel~, no matter how 
large the sum. To state this as a goal is to raise the question, "Your goal is good scnools for all 
kids, so if there aren't enough good public school slots, why can't I ,have a pri~ate school slot?" 

In Option 2, to ensure that any kid who wants to can leave an ineffective or u'nsafe school is 
also far beyond what we can assure with money or "plans." Think what woul'd have happened 
in DC if every parent in a school the court had shut down for unsafe condition's had thought 
they could take the kids out of the school to a better place of their choice? L~t alone how 
outside observers -- akin to the parent group that attacked on the dimension Qf unsafe physical 
conditions -- might establish the list of "ineffective" schools, or the list of "unsafe" schools on 
the dimension of danger from other kids to their kids? I 

. I 

Requiring all Federal funds to follow the child was a basic condition of the BU$h voucher pilot. 
Makes lots of sense, but again, it raises the question of why Federal funds sh~uld be going into 
schools that sOlDeone out there has labeled unsafe or ineffective. i 

Similarly, the "opening more slots in first rate schools" item is very good, but 'is it realistic? Can 



I 
I 

a floundering urban district or sparsely populated rural district really give you a realistic plan for 
making "good" slots available for all who want to transfer? ! 

:The proponents of private school choice don't have to deal with any of these probl~ms. They offer 
one thing: choice. Parents decide if they want to move the kid, but the kid still has to be taken in 

:by some non-public school, good or bad, and those schools retain this choice. If there aren't 
: enough slots to meet parental demand, perhaps the enticement of money will call them into being, 
'but if not, the proponents haven't lost anything. They have still brought the pressure to bear and 
i "proved" how bad the parents think the public school is by virtue of the demand f~r private school 
: slots. ' 

,To the contrary, however, when the Administration undertakes to enable choice a~ross an entire 
i district, then the district, and the Administration, have undertaken to make a good 'public school 
: slot available for every child whose parents want it for him. We can't pull it off wiith money for a 
I few zones. I 

'Which brings me full circle. Look again at the School Achievement Awards approach we offered. 
I It focuses on rewarding schools and school districts for using our plethora (let alone their own) of 

; funding as it is intended; it gives them help along the way; it uses schools and districts who've 


I 
proved it can be done to provide some of that help. If poor-achieving poor districts make it (Le., 


: children'S achievement rises) we reward them; if they don't, no reward that year, but at least a 

, continuing Federal incentive to get there and with luck, some push from parents arad the business 


" community to make the teachers and ·administrators sit up and take notice. 

I 

: I don't mind encouraging choice along the way, but if the way is something like what we offered, 
I you can avoid the above conundrums and keep the focus on raising achievement, not one among 

many possible avenues toward it. ' I 

i 
I 
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I 

I 
Urban/Rural High Poverty Area Educational Achievement Awards 

I 
Premise: High poverty school districts, in which minorities are disproportionately represented, 
:urban or rural, may have the greatest difficulty raising educational achievement, despite the 
'significant sums of Federal monies for this purpose which they receive. There ar~ examples of 
:high-poverty districts that have high-performing, high-achieving schools. Reinforcing the 
[importance of raising educational achievement through small near term awards building toward a 
, 	 . I 

:substantial money award for proven success could provide the impetus needed inimore high 

'poverty districts to use resources more effectively and reach the goal. I 

I 
:Proposal Summary:
I 

:A. 	 School District Achievement Awards. The FY 1999 Budget would propose an advance 
appropriation in FY 1999 for use in FY 2000 of $500 million, with equal bounts in each 
outyear, to provide awards to high achieving eligible districts. I 

I 

B. 	 Funds to meet needs now. To give eligible districts new resources now s6 that they can 
I 

better compete successfully for awards in FY 2000, in FY 1998 the Education 
Department would use the $145 million appropriated for "Obey" school r~form projects 
to make grants covering a two year period to competitively-chosen applic!ltions from high 
poverty, high need districts, so that those districts can implement research-based models 
of proven effectiveness in helping poor and minority children reach high standards and 
raise their achievement levels. Winners would get a "running start" towa~d competing 
successfully for Achievement Awards. I 

I 
i 

Ie. 	 Partnering Awards for Districts that are already high-poverty and high-achieving. $25 
million, would be sought each year beginning in FY 1999 for high-pover6r, high­
performance districts ifthey will serve as technical assistance partners to [districts that 
hope to compete for the achievement awargs. (An FY 1998 round might Ibe available 
from re-directed school reform or other ED funds.) This aspect would also keep these 
"success story" places from feeling that they were left out. I 

. Design elements: 
I I 

I 
••I 	 Eligible districts for school reform grants and for Achievement Awards would be those in 

each State that are in th!1 hi~hest guintile in terms of percentage of poverty, and, of those 
districts, ol!-es that are in the lowest quintilejn terms of scores on State a~sessments. [this 

. needs refinement WIth reat data to see who IS captured] I 

• 	 Achievement Awards: Awards would be competitive grants to 50-100 eligible districts 

(or more), ranging from about $3-15 million each, scaled to the size of the district. 

Awards would be made based on the most substantial or most significant demonstrated 


I 

progress made since 1995 (the year of implementation of Title I reforms 'and Goals 2000) 



, 
I 

in raising student achievement. There would be rigorous non-Federal peer review panels 
to recommend the Award winners. I , 

• 	 Allowable uses of Achievement A wards. Subject only to the requirement ito use the funds , 
to further school improvement and continue progress in raising student achievement, 

, I 

districts would have complete flexibility in how they use the Achievement A wards they 
win.' I 

I 
I• 	 Achievement A ward duration: succeeding cycles. A ward winners would pe eligible to 

receive payments for three years, with years 2 and 3 in declining amounts.' (A match is 
possible but isn't necessary). There would be a new round ofAchievemeht Awards each 
year with each year's new $500 million covering both the declining amoupts for years 2 
and 3 continuation A wards, and the first year ofnew A wards. 

The uses of FY 1998 school reform ftuids could range across the known spectrum of 
successful techniques, including hiring better qualified teachers and admi~istrators, 
expedited removal of low performing teachers and administrators, implementing 
curriculum based on high standards, involving parents in accountability ahd assessment 
systems, and the like. The focus will be on things known to raise student 'achievement. 

,. Ensure integration with existing Federal school improvement funds. Sch~ol reform 
applicants would have to make clear how the new resources will completV.ent and build 
upon Title I and IDEA resources in the district, and where applicable, Eisenhower, Goals 
technology challenge grant, Even Start, and perhaps other Federal resourqes in the 
~~. 	 i 

i. 	 States would concur with school reform grant applications, and would haye to attest to 
how grant application further progress toward the State's Goals 2000 plan. States should 
also concur with Achievement A ward applications. States could have to commit to not 
reducing their level of effort for school reform grant or Achievement A ward winners. 

II. 	 Future school reform funds. No FY 1999 funds would sought for school ;reform grants, ? 
but funds would be sought in FY 2000 and each succeeding year for succ~ssive rounds of 
two year grants to continue the process ofhelping districts compete for t~e succeeding 
rounds of Achievement Awards. 

I 

NOTE: The statutory structure of school reform funds in the appropriation language 
paragraphs clearly allows the above approach, but it is very different frorp the detailed 
report language. NegotiatiQns with Obey and others would be necessary., Since it assures 
continued support for the program and makes it a key to larger successfuJ programs, the 
approach should be saleable. ! 

I 
• 	 Social promotion. The President is interested in moving against social promotion. A 


condition of consideration for both school reform grants and Achievement A wards could 

be demonstrated progress toward eliminating social promotions on a schedule consistent 


I 



with achieving success in meeting high standards. 

I 

I 


\ 
i,, 
\ . 
\ 



i 
I 

I 
Pathways to Progress: Clinton Administration Initiatives ',r 
to Strengthen Education for Children in Urban Schools 

DRAFT January 7, 1998 

A special issue of Education Week being released this week highlights a dozen key ideas that are 
being used "to help urban schools turn the comer." President Clinton has established or 
proposed initiatives to help urban schools make progress in virtually all ofthe are~s identified by 
Education Week. ' I 
! ' 

Strategy President's Initiatives Status I 

Raise the Bar: Set Clear, 
High Expectations for all 
Students 

Voluntary National Tests in 
Reading and Math 

Goals 2000 -- supports 
challenging state standards', 
for all students 

Title I Reauthorization -­
requires challenging 
standards for all Title I 
students in the basics 

: 
Tests to be offered under 
independent bokrd in 2000 

! 
Enacted 1994 I 

I 

I 
I 
i 

Enacted 1994 
! 
j' 

I 
! 

Make Performance Count: 
Devise an accountability 
system based on good 
information 

Title I Reauthorization-­
requires accountability 
system with infonnation on 
student achievement 

Education Opportunity Zones 
-- must have reliable systems 
to measure student progress 

I 
Enacted 1994 I 

I 
; 

I 

I 

Proposed in D~cember 1997 
! 
I 
I 
I 

Let Leaders Lead: Create 
clear lines of authority and 
give schools freedom in 
exchan~e for accountability 

Goals 2000, IASA, and 
School-to-Work -- all 
contained new authority to 
waive federal requirements in 
exchange for greater 
achievement 

~ 

Enacted 1994 

I · · I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

Recruit for Success: Recruit, $350 million Initiative on Proposed in Skmer 1997 
hire and retain teachers who Teacher Recruitment and 

· 
can enable students to reach 
high standards 

Preparation in High Poverty 
Areas ' , 

i 
I 

i 
, I 



I
, I . 

Support Your Local Teacher: 
Build capacity to improve 
teacher and learning 

Unprecedented investments 
in Eisenhower Professional 
Development funds 

Goals 2000 

National Board for 
Professional Teaching 
Standards -- help 100,000 
teachers seek national 
certification 

; 

Reauthorized 1994 

i 
I 

Enacted 1994 ' I 
I 

$18.5 million iJ FY 98 
approps . 

! 
I 

! 

; 

Build Strength atthe Top: Education Opportunity Zones 
i ' 

Proposed December 1997 
Create Strong Leaders at the -- funds can be used to 

I 

School and District Levels conducfprincipalleadership 
academies 

Go the Extra Mile: Get 
Students the Extra Time and 
Attention they Need 

! , 
I 

I 

I 

America Reads 

Head Start -- funding up 57% 
since 1993; program will 
serve an estimated 836,000 
children in 1998. 

Title I -- investment up over 
$1 billion since 1992. 

I
Proposed 1996-97; Over 800, 

I 

colleges and universities 
supplying work: study tutors; 
hundreds of other 
organizations irivolved; bill 
passed House f~ll 1997 

I 
i 

FY 98 Appropslenacted 1997 

i 
I 

I 
i 
I 

! 

FY 98 Appropsienacted 1997 
I 

: 

I 

I 
! 

Education Opportunity Zones 
-- funds can be used for extra 
help after-school, weekend 
and summer school. 

Proposed Decethber 1997 
i 

I 

I 

, Reach Out: Improve the 
I Relationship of Parents and 
; Communities with Schools 

Title I -- requires parent- , 
school compacts 

I 

Enacted 1994 I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I Think Small (develop smaller 
! schools) 

. 
I 
i 
, 
I 
I 

Public Charter Schools 
program -- assists developers 
to start new (~ypically 
smaller) public schools 

Enacted 1994; ~xpansion 
legislation suppprted by 
President passe<:J. House fall 
1997 i 

I 
I 

: ' 
I 



1 

-
 ! Fix the Roof: Provide safe, 
adequate school buildings 

New School Construction 
Proposal 

Rejected by G<1P 1997; will 
propose again iljl99 Budget 

Encourage Competition Public Charter Schools 
program -- helps start new 
public schools that students 
and parents choose 

Administration 'will be 
supporting over: 800 charter 
schools by end bf 1997-98. 

I 

Don't Reward Failure: Close 
or Reconstitute Bad Schools 

Education Opportunity Zones 
-- supports districts with 
strong plans to inte~vene in 
failing schools 

Title I Reauthorization -­
requires states/districts to 
intervene ifpersistent failure 

; 

Proposed December 1997 
I· . 
I 

; 

Enacted 1994 

; 

I 
I 

. I 

i 



. t' 

The Republicans 
Tom Petri WI-OS 

, 

i 


ADAMS-FRIENDSHIP AREA S 
CASHTON SCH DIST 
MONTELLO SCH DIST 
NECEDAH AREA SCH DIST 

, TRI-COUNTY AREA SCH DIST 
WAUtrOMA AREA SCH DIST 

I 

Marge Roukema NJ-5 
I 

I 

1 

, Cass Ballenger NC-10 
,I 

! • 
STATESVILLE CITY ' 

1 

Howard P. McKeon CA-25 

Michael N. Castle DE-At Large 
I 

CAPITAL SCH DIST 
INDIAN RIVER SCH DIST 
LAKE FOREST SCH DIST 

, LAUREL SCH DIST. 
WOODBRIDGE SCH DIST 

I 

Joe, Knollenberg MI-11. ' 

! 

James M. Talent MO-2 

Frank Riggs CA-1 

ARENA UNION ELEMENTARY 
BIG LAGOON UNION ELEMENT 

I , 

BRIDGEVILLE ELEMENTARY 
CLOVERDALE UNIFIED 
DEL NORTE COUNTY UNIFIED 
FIELDBROOK ELEMENTARY 
KELSEYVILLE UNIFIED 
KLAMATH-TRINITY JOINT UN 
KONOCTI UNIFIED 
LAYTONVILLE UNIFIED 

Authorizing Committee 

Poor Children Total Children 

466 1,842 
286 " 868 
186 , 925 
151 655 
157 775 
347 1,443 

none 

763 2,949 

none 

1452 6869 
1185 5840 ' 
688 3284 
'474 , 2135 
724 ,1924 

none 

none 

96 455 
46 180 
56 ' 215 

304 1470 
1151 . 4549 

56 211 
429 1695 
522 1385 

, 1003 2980 
115 560 

I , 

Jd &; r C[ ()o0 ~~Jb 
,J pt-(1, 

wiu I 

I 

Pov. % Locale Code 

25.30% 7 
I 

32.95% ' 7 
20.11% 7 

I 

23.05% 7 
I 

20.26% .7 
24.05% 7 

i ' 

I 

, j 

I 
I 

25.~7% 
i 
I 
I 

1 
, I 

I 
I' 

I 

j 
! 

21.14% 4 
20.?9% 7 
20.95% 7 

I 

22.20% 6, 
I 

37.63% 7 
I 

I 
I 
j 
I 
! 

• 1 

I 

i 
, l' 

211.10% ,7 

2~.56% 7 
, 26.05% 7 

I 

20.68% 3 
25.30% 6 

I 

26.54% 6 
25.31% 

I 
,6 , 

37.69% ' 
I 

33.66% 
1 

7 
6 

j 
1 

20.54% 7 

I'
I 



I 
t' 

r . 

IAuthorizing Committee 

, " 
I 

,"rhe Republicans 
LOLETA UNION ELEMENTARY 
LUCE~NE ELEMENTARY 
MANCHESTER UNION ELEMENT 
MATTOLE UNION ELEMENTARY 
MENDOCINO UNIFIED 
ORiCK ELEMENTARY , 
PACIFIC UNION ELEMENTARY 
PENINSULA UNION ELEMENTA 
RIO DELL ELEMENTARY 

I 

ROUND VALLEY UNIFIED 
SOUTHERN TRINITY JOINT U . 
UPPER LAKE UNION ELEMENT 

Bill G'90dling PA·19 
YORKCITYS D 

Sam ~ohnson TX-3 
BLUEIRiDGE ISD 
MCKINNEY ISD 

Jame~ Greenwood PA·8 
none. 

Linds~y Graham SC-3 
LAURENS SCHOOL DISTRICT 
LI~XINGTON SCHOOL DISTRIC. 
MCCGRMICK COUNTY SCH DIS 
SALUPA COUNTY SCH DIST 
ARANSAS CO ISD 
BASTROP ISD 
BAY c::ITY ISD 
BLOOMINGTON ISD 
BOLING ISD 
CALDWELL ISD 
CALHOUN CO ISD 
COUPLAND ISD 
DAWSON ISO 
DIMEBOXISO 
EDNA ISD 
EL CAMPO ISO 
FLATONIA ISO 
GONZALES ISD 
GRA~GER ISD 
HEMPSTEAD ISO' , 
LEXINGTON ISO 
LOUISE ISO" ' 
LOCKHART ISD 

Poor Children 

37 
129 
45 
47 

245 
48 

251 
62 

157 
198 
35 

194 

2770 

100 
1229 

795 
355 
431 
550 

1049 
1083 
1203 
332 
207 
403 
987 
28 
38 

119 
470 ' 

1034 
182 
774 

, 121 
238 
190 
132 

1175 

Total Children 

157 
452 
114 

,129 
971 

95, 
562 ' 
278 
621 
500 
168 
898 ' 

7416 


388 

5075 


3817 

, 1736 


1718 

2289 

2872 

4404 

4653 


839 
783 

1566 
4234 
, 119 ' 
, 96 ' 
'211 
1534, 
3935 

, ' 556 
2382 
347 
914 
832 
608 

.3442 

Pov. jlo' 
" I 

I 
23.57% 
28.54fA, 

,,39.47tA, 
. 36.43Wo 

25.23,%
I 

50.531% 
,44.66t1o 
22.30% 
25.28:% 
39.60j 

'0/
/0 

'20.83% 
21.60;% 

, j 
37.35,% 

I 
, i 

25.7~% 
24.22%' 

I 

I , 

20.83% 
20.4~% ' 
25.0~% 

,24.03% 
36.5~% 
24.59% 
25.85% 

I 

'39.5~% 
26.44% 

I 

25.73% 
23.31: % 
23.53% 

, I 

, 39.58% 
56.40% 
30.64% 
26.28% 

I 

. 32.7,3% 
'32.4~% 
34.87% 

'26.04% 
I 

,22.84%
I 

21.71% 
34.14% 

Locale Code 

7 
'7 

7 

7 
7 
1 
7 
6 
7 
7 
7 

2 

6 
7 
7 
6 

,6 
3 
6 
7 
7­

'6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
6 
6 
7 
6 
7 
3 
7 
7 
3 



I'j . 

TheR~publicans 
MCFADDIN ISO 
NIXON-SMILEY CONS ISO 
NURSERY ISO 
PALACIOS ISO' 
PRAIRI~ LEA ISO 
REFUGIO ISO 
RICE CONS ISO ' 
ROYAL ISO ' 
SAN MARCOS ISO 
SNOOK ISO 
SOMERVILLE ISO 

I 

John Peterson PA-5 

AUST!N AREA S 0 

BRADFORD AREA lS 0 


, "CLARION-LIMESTONE A S 0 
CRANBERRY AREA S 0 
GALEIfON AREA S 0 
KEYSrONE CENTRAL S 0 
NOR"f,H CLARION CO S 0 
NOR1:HERN POTTER S 0 
NOR1HERN TIOGA S 0 
OIL CITY AREA S 0 
OSWAYO VALLEY SO 
OTTO ELDRED S b 
PORl1 ALLEGANY S 0 
PUNXSUTAWNEYAREAS 0 
TITUSVILLE AREA S D 
UNION S 0 

Van Hilleary TN-4 
BEDFORD CO SCH OIST 
CAMPBELL CO SCH OIST 
CLAIBORNE CO SCH OIST 
COFF:EE CO SCH OIST 
CLEVELAND CITY SCH OIST 
CUMBERLAND CO SCH OIST 
OAYTpN CITY ELEM SCH DIS 
FAYEITTEVILLE CITY ELEM S 
FENTRESS CO SCH OIST 

..GILES CO SCH OIST 

GRAU~.JGER CO SCH OIST 

HARQIN CO SCH OIST 


, 	MANCHESTER CITY SCH OIST 
ONEIPA CITY SCH OIST 
PICKETT CO SCH OIST 
RHEA CO SCH OIST 

! 

Authorizing Committee 

Poor Children Total Children 

10 27 
327 968 

74 205 
624 1587 

88 ,221 
216, 911 
5~2 1475 
523 1246 

1864 6678 
112, 424 
160 594 
48 208 I 

912 ' 3723 
268 1231 
423 1942 
142 532 

1318, 6147 
'226 1108 

220 978 
727 2941 

' 	708 " 3180 
140 672 
202 , 972 
257 1274 
845 4072 
666 3126 
280 947 

1191 5788 
2387 6804 
1608 ' 5100 

702 3416 
1280 4862 ' 
1571, 6082' 
340 1061 
~31 1128 ' 

1091 2903' 
975 ' 4714 
801 3100 

1141 4191 
269 1331 
214 708 
21.1 811 
776 3633 

I 

Pov. ~o 
I 
I 

37.04,% 
I 

33.78;% 
36.10% 
39.32,0/0 
39.82,% 

I 

23.71,% 
35.39,% 
41.97i% 

,27.91Wo 
26.42% 
26.94:% 
23.08'% 

I 
I 

, 1 
24.5Q% 
21.7710/0 
21.7S% 
26.6~% 
21.44i% 
20.40% 
22.49% 
24.72% 

I 

~~:~~~

' i 

20.78% 
, I 

~0.17:% 
20.75% 

I 

21.31[% 
29.5],%

I 
1 

I 
I 

20.58% ' 
35.08% 
31.53%' 

I 

20.5q% 
26.3~% 
25.83%, 
32.05% 

I 

29.34% 
I 

37.58% 
20.68% 
25.84% 
27.23% 

I 

20.21,% 
30;23%, 
26.o~% 
21.36% 

I 

I 
I 
I 

Locale Code 

7 
.2 
6 
7 
6 
7 
3 
2 
7 
7 
7 

6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
6 
7 

'7 
7 
6 
6 
7 

6, 
7 
7 
6 
5 
6 
6 
6 
7 
6 
7 
6 
6 
6 
7 
7 



Authorizing Committee 
I 
I 

Poor Children Total Children Pov. ~o Locale Code 
, I 

I 

The Republicans I 
I 
, 

SCOTJ CO SCH DIST 1156 3373 34.27% 7 
TULLAHOMA CITY SCH DIST 629 2978' ,21.12% 6 
UNIO~ CO SCH DIST ,612 2707 22.61 iYo 7, 
WARREN CO SCH DIST 1316 6101 21.57% 6 
WAYNE CO SCH DIST 633 2600 24.35Wo' 7 

1 
, I 

Harris FawelllL-13 
I i 

ROCKDALE SCHOOL DISTRICT 84 386 21.76%, 2 
I ' ! 

Peter Hoekstra MI-2 I 
BALDWIN COMMUNITY SCHOOL 554 989 ' 56~0211o 7 
BEARiLAKE SCHOOL DISTRIC ' 61 286 '21.33,10. 7 
BUCKLEY COMM SCHOOL DIST 158 410 38.54% 7 
MUSKEGON CITY SCHOOL DIS 3405 7479 45.53i/

I 

o 2 
FERRY COMMUNITY SCHOOL D 89 260 34.23fYo 7 
HARTPUBLIC SCHOOL DISTR 423 1375 30.76Wo 7 
HESPERIA COMM SCHOOL DIS 287 1069 26.85Wo 7 

I 

HOLTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 357 ' 1206 29.60% 7 
I 

, KALEVA NORMAN DICKSON SC 254 785 32.36% 7 
!\t1ANISTEE AREA PUBLIC SCH 507 ' 2076 24.42~/0 6 
MANTON CONSOLIDATED SCHO , 241 815 29.571% .7 
MARTIN PUBLIC SCHOOLS 209' 1013 20.63% 7 
MASdN COUNTY CENTRAL SO 307 1387 22.13P/o 7 
MESICK CONSOLIDATED SCH 208 802 25.94;% 7 
NEWAYGO PUBLIC SCHOOL DI 332 1421 23.36Wo 7 

1 

ORCHARD VIEW SCHOOLS 629 " 2369 26.55,10 2 
WALKERVILLE RURAL COMM S 101 281 35:94PIo,,', ' 7 . , I . . . 

·WHITE CLOUD PUBLIC SCHOO' 396. 1215 32.59Wo 7 
CITY OF MUSKEGON HEIGrtTS ,1638 ,2962 55.30% 41 

1 

Mark Edward Souder IN-4 1 
I ' 

, J 
, SOUTH ADAMS SCHOOLS 609 2320 26.25% 4 
WEsTviEW SCHOOL CORPORA T 899 3935 22.85tlo 7· 

: 
I 

ANDERSON COMMUNITY SCHOO 2841 13231 . 21.47{'Io 2 
MUNCIE COMMUNITY SCHOOLS 2666 10249 26.01.% 2 
RAND:OLPH SOUTHERN SCHOOL 185 712 25.98:% 7 
EDINBURGH COMMUNITY SCH 269 1047 25.69'% 3 

I 

RICHMOND COMMUNITY SCHOO 1936 8031 24.11,% 5 

Charlie Norwood GA-10 i ' 
CLARKE COUNTY SCH PIST 3409 12379 27.54,%, 2 
ELBERT COUNTY SCH DIST 965 3831, 25.19,% 6 
FRANKLIN COUNTY SCH DISY . 685 2832 24.19% 7 
JEFFERSON CITY SCH DIST . 131 515 ' 25.44

1
% 6 

, . LINCOLN-COUNTY SCH DIST ' :" 347 1521 22:81 
1 

1% 7 
MADISON COUNTY SCH DIST 892 4065 7·21.94,% . 

I 



Authorizing Committee , 
i 

PoorChiidren Total Children Pov. rio 'Locale Code 
\, I 

, ,1 

The Republicans I . 
RICHMOND COUNTY SCH DIST 9833 36464 26.97:% 2 

.WILKES COUNTY SCH DIST 545 . 2135 25.53'% 6 
MCDUFFIE COUNTY SCH OIST: 1210 4224 28.65% 4· 

I 
1 

Robert Schaeffer CO-4 . I 
AGUILAR REORGANIZED 6 73 123 59.3~% 7 
AKRON R-1 97 452 21.4q% '7 
ARRIBA-FLAGLER C-20 62 248 25.00% 7 

I 

AUL nHIGHLAND RE-9 261 907 28.78% 7 
BYERS32J 86 270 31.85% 7 
CHERAW 31 48 213 2i54% 7 

I 

CRO'{VLEY COUNTY RE-1 174 536 32.4q% 7 
DEER TRAIL 26J . 35 148 23.65% 7 
FORT! MORGAN RE-3 623 2844 21.910/0 6 

I 

FowlLER R-4J 119 433 27.4~% 7 
GRANADA RE-.1 79 240 32.92% 7 

I 

GREELEY 6 '.2958 12828 23.0(?% 2 
KARVAL. . RE-2 19 . 94 20.21% . 7 
KIM REORGANIZED 88 26 66 39.39% 7 
LAMAR RE-2 610 2309 . 26.42% 6 
LAS ANIMAS RE-1 187 849 22.03% 7 

I 

LONE STAR 101 14 57 24.56% 7 

MANZANOLA' 3J 76 210 36.·19% 7 


1 

MC CLAVE RE-2 35 165 21.21% 7 
MIAM,INODER . 60 J 82 191 42.93% '7 
ROCKY FORD .. R-2 604 1341 45.0~% 6 

· PRAIRIE RE-1 32 .100 32.00% .7 
. I 

PRlrviERO REORGANIZED 2 .. 52 , . ·231 22.5~% 7 

WILEY RE..;1 57 281 20.28%' 7 


1 . I • 

FORT LUPTON RE-8 526 .2230' 23.59% 3 
I !, I 

Fred'Upton GA·6 ! 


BAN(30R PUBLIC SCHOOLS 690 1742 39.6:1% ·7,: 

BENtON HARBOR AREA SCHOO 4568 8114 56.3,0% 2 

BLOOMINGDALE PUBLIC SCH 474 1235 38.38% 7 


· CAS~OPOLIS PUBLIC SCHOOL 486 . 1668 29.114% 7 
· . COVERT PUBLIC SCHOOLS 380 608 62.5:0% 7 

DECATUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS 339 1191 28.~6% 7 
HAG~R TOWNSHIP SCHOOL DI . 19 81 23.16% .7 
HAR:T"FORD PUBLIC SCHOOL 6 ·485· 1456 33.31% 7 
KALAMAZOO CITY SCHOOL DI . 4620 15243 30.31% 2 
MARCE~LUS.COMMUNITY SCHQ . 185 913 ",20.26% 7 

I 

NEW BUFFALO AREA SCHOOL 203 901 22.53% 7 
THR'EE RIVERS COMMUNITY S . 747 . 3481 21.46% 6 
SOyTH HAVEN PUBLIC SCHOO 856 .3061 27.96% 4 

I 
! 

Nathan Deal GA·9 
I' 
 I 


I
I . 



The Republicans 

BUFORD CITY SCH DIST
, 
CALHOUN COUNTY SCH DIST 
DALTON CITY SCH DIST 
FANNiN COUNTYSCH DIST' 
'GAINESVILLE CITY SCH DIS 
GILMER COUNTY SCH DIST 
STEPHENS COUNTY SCH DIST', 
UNION COUNTY SCH DIST 

Joe Scarborough FL·1 
, ESCArv'lBIA COUNTY SCH DIST 
HOLMES COUNTY SCH DIST 
WALTON COUNTY SCH DIST , 
SANTA ROSA COUNTY SCH DI 

I 

Bill Barrett NE·3 

, 

Locale Codes: 


1 =Large Central City 

, 2=Mid:-size Central City 

3=Urban fringe of a large city', 
4=Urban fringe of a mid-size city 
5=~arge Town 

6=Small Town 

7=Rural Area 


I 
" 

I 

..r 

Authorizing Committee 

Poor Children Total Chil,dren 

391 1672 
443 1122 
803 3722 
632 2774 
963 2984 
564 ',2472 

1026 3958 
479 2021 

13351 47073" 
950 '2963 . 

1465 4780 
3421 ' 15844, 

About 155 districts qualify 

, ' 

I 
, 

I' 
POV. ,rio 

~ 

23.39)% 
39.48,% 
21.57% 

I 

22.78tyo 
o32.27W

22.82
J
% 

25.92Plo 
23.70;% 

I 
I ' 

28.36:<>;0 
32.06;% 
30.65;% 
21.59%" 

1 

i ' 
1 

Locale Code 

3' 
7 
6 
7 
6 
7 
6 
7 

2 
6 

4 



Authorizing Committee 

Pov% ' Locale Code 

Democrats 

William Clay MO..01 


ST LOUIS CITY SCHOOL DIS 
!! 

.JENN,NGS SCHOOL DISTRICT 

George Miller CA ..07 , 

Dale E. Kildee MI..09 
~ 

BEECHER COMMUNITY SCH DI 
BENdu~ PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
FLINT CITY SCHOOL DISTRI 
PONl:IAC CITY SCHOOL DIST 

, WESTWOOD HEIGHTS SCH DIS 

Matthew G. Martinez CA..31 

ALHAMBRA CITY ELEMENTARY 
AZUS~ UNIFIED 
BALDWIN PARK UNIFIED 
EL MONTE CITY SCHOOL DIS 
GARVEY ELEMENTARY" 
MOUNTAIN VIEW ELEMENTARY 
ROSEMEAD ELEMENTARY 

; 
, 


Major: E. Owens NY-11 


I 

Donald M. Payne NJ-10 
I " 

CITY OF ORANGE TWP 

EAST: ORANGE 

ELI~BETH CITY . 

IRVINGTON TOWNSHIP 

.JERSEY CITY 


I 

NEWARK CITY 
I 

Patsy Mink HI-02 

I 

Robert E. Andres NJ..01 
I 


CAMIDEN CITY 

HI NE;LLA 

LAUREL SPRINGS BORO 

PAULSBORO BORO 


Poor Kids Total Kids 

28,205 ' 68,448 
802 3,764!! 

none ',' 

2,002 3,510 
548 1,562 

13,475 29,739 
6,608 16,426 

341 1,432 

4,616 18,319 
2,717 12,256 
4,457 17,146 
4,576 16,759 
3,651 11,836 

, 4,819 13,536 . 
'1,214 4,594 

New York City 

1,555 4,948 
3,868 13,186 
5,408 18,877 
2,375 , 11,400 

13,124 39,141 
24,446 ' 56,935 

Hawaii 

12,359 21,757 
54 140 

104 417 
441 1,282 

41.21% 

21.31%' 


57.04% 
35.08% 
45.31%, 
40.23% 

'23.81% 

25.20% 
22.17% 
25.99% ' 
27.30% 
30.85%" 
35.60% ' 
26.43% 

' 

31.43% 
29:3~% 
28.65% " 
20.83% 
33.53% 
42.94% 

56.80% 
38.57% 
24.94% 
34AO%' 

1 

3 


2 
3 
2 

I 
I 

2 
2 

3 
3' 
3 
3 
3 
3, 

3 
I 
I 
I 

3. 
'3 

3 
3 
2 
1 ' 

2 

3 
3 



, . 
I 

I 

Authorizing Committee f 
r 
I 
1 

Poor Kids Total Kids . Pov% Locale ~ode . 
i 
I 

Democrats 
WOODBURY·CITY . 395 1,963 . 20.12%' 3 

I 

WOODL VNNE BORO 120 469 25.59% 3 

I 
Tim Roemer IN-03 ,I'. none 

I 

I 
Robek C. Scott VA-03 I 
CHARLES CITY CO P S 245 1,171 20.92% 7I '. 
HOPEWELL CTY P S ",1.,053 4,235 24.86% '.1 .' 4 
NORFOLK CTY P S 12,097 38,520 31.40% 1 
PETERSBURG CTY P S 2,128 6,093 34.93% 2 
RICHMOND CTY P S' 10,858 28,394 .. 38.24% 2 
RICHMOND CO P S 314 1,247 25.18% 7 

LynmWoolsey CA-oS 
: 

GUERNEVILLE ELEMENTARY 197 777 25.35% 7 
LAGUNA JOINT ELEMENTARY 15 62 24.19%· 2 

I 

RESERVATION ELEMENTARY 7 14 50.00% 7 
ROSELAND ELEMENTARY 363 1,662 ' 21.84% 2 

Carlos Romero-Barcelo PR 

Chaka Fattah PA-02 ' 

. PHILADELPHIA CITY S D 92,964 263,609 35~27% 1 
i 
I 

Ruben Hinojosa TX·iS 

ALICE ISD 2,232 6,199 '36:01.% 6 
ARANSAS PASS ISD 867 2,119 40.92% 3 
BEEVILLE ISD 1,509 4,762 31.69% 6 
BROOKSISD '830, . 1,940 . 42:78% 6 
CUE~O ISD 542 . 1,976 27.43% 6 
DONNA ISD 
EDCOUCH-ELSAISD 

I 

3,991 
2,523 

6,717 
'3;472 

59.42% ' 
72:67% 

j 
"I 

4 
4 

EDINBURG ISD 7,942 " 15,241 52.11% I 2 
GEORGE WEST ISD 340 1,272 26.73% 6 
GOLIAD ISD 261 1,212 21.53%, 7 
HIDAl.GO ISD 1,493 1,858 80.36% 4 
INGLESIDE ISD ' . 316 1.527 20.69% 3 
KARNES CITY ISD. 409" 1,055 38.77% ' 6 
KENEDYISD 534 1,042 51.25% '6 
LA G~ORIA ISD 51 81 62.96% 6 
LA JOYA ISD 

I 
5,718 8,162 70.06% 4 



i 

I . 
I i 

i 

! 
Authorizing Cpmmittee . 

i 
Poor Kids Total Kids Po.v% Locale Code' 

J, 

Democrats 
I 

LA VIl.LA ISD 480 750 , 64.00% 7 
LASARA ISD 152 278 54.68% 7 
LAURELES ISD 8 24 33~33% 
LYFORD ISD 873 1,497 58.32% 7 
MATHIS ISD 
MCALLEN ISD 

1,176 
9,574 

2,235 
20,738 

'52.62% 
46.17% 

I 
i 
I
I ' 

3 
2 

MERCEDES lSD, 2,788 4,308 64.72% . 4 
MISSION CONS ISD 9,380 9,137 58.88% 2 
MONTE AL TO ISD 366 650, 56.31 % 4 
NORDHEIM ISD 36 92 39.13% 7 

. ODE~-EbROY IISD 337 1,278 · 26.37% 7 
PAWNEE ISD 22 ' 90 24.44% 7 
PHARR-SAN JUAN-ALAMO ISD . 9,798 17,036 . 57.51 % 4 
PROGRESO ISD 986 1,289 76.49% 7 
RAYMONDVILLE ISD 1,558 3,022 51.56% 6 
RICARDO ISD 199 658 · 30.24% 5 

" '7 IRIVIERAISD 149 394 37.82% 
RUNGE ISD 198 394 5025% 7 
SHARYLAND ISD 1,392 2,928 47.54% 2 
SINTON ISD 788. 2,157 , 36.53% 3 
SKIDMORE-TYNAN !'SD 250 722 34.63% !7 
TAFT!ISD 720 . 1,590 . , 45.28% 1 3 
THRE;E RIVERS ISD 193 700 27.57% 7 
VALLEY VIEW ISD 1,187 1,356 87.54% 4 
WESLACO ISD 6,746 11,395 · 59.20% 4 
WESTHOFF ISD 26 122 21.31 % 7 

I 

YOAKUMISD 494 1,726 28.62% 6 
YORKTOWN ISD 258 822 '. 31.39% 7 

I 

, 

Carolyn McCarthy NY-04 
,I' 
i 

HEMI?STEAD UNION FREE SC,H 1,953 '. 6,496 ' '30.06% 3 
ROOSEVEL T UNION FREE SCH 623 3,058 20.37% 3 

I ' ., 
I 

I 

John :F. Tierney MA·06 
I 

I 

LYNN SCH DIST 4,351 13,326' '.. · 32.65% 2 
.I 

SALEM SCH DIST 1,252 4~610 27.16% 3 
! 

: 
Ron Kind WI·03 

7, 
AUGWSTA SCH DIST 334 939 35.57O/~ 7 
BLAqK RIVER FALLS SCH D 368 1,809 20.34% 6 
CHETEK SCH DIST 267 1,112 24.01 % 7 
CLEAR LAKE SCH DIST 167 703 . 23.76% 7 

ALMA CENTER StH DIST 115 502' 20.46% . 



, Authorizing Committee 

De m o,crats 

GILMANTON SCH DIST 

GRANTON AREASCH DIST 

HILLS,BORO SCH DIST 

LAFAf(GE SCH DIST 


, NORTH CRAWFORD SCH DIST ' 
NORWALK-ONTARIO SCH DIST 

I 


PLUM CITY SCH DIST· 

SENECA SCH DIST' 

STANLEY-BOYD AREA SCH DI 

WAUZEKA-STEUBEN SCH DI5T 


Loretta Sanchez CA-46 

I 

I 


GARDEN GROVE UNIFIED 
I 


SANTA ANA UNIFIED 
I 


Harold E. Ford, Jr. TN-09' 

MEMPHIS CITY SCH DIST 
I . 


Dennis J. Kucinich OH~1 0 

CLEVELAND CITY SD 

Locale Codes: 
1=~arge Central City 
2=Mid-size Cen.tral City 
3=~rban fringe of a large city 
4=l.Jrban fringe of a mid-size city 
5=¥Large Town 

6~Small Town 

7::;Rural Area, 


Poor Kids Total Kids Pov% 

,64 242 26.45% 

117 " 526 22.24% 

156 714 21.85.% 

85 347 24.50% 


135 635 21.26% 

149 596 25.00% 

94 , 411 22.87% 


102 403 25.31% 

302 ' 1,380' 21.88% 


87 421 20.67% 


8,981 43,709, 20.55% 
'14,539 ' 48,222 ' 30.15% 

42,048 114,506 36.72% 

47,631 93,049, 51.19% 

I 

i 


I 


I 


Locale Code 
I 


i 

j 

7 

7 

7 
. 7 

7 

7, 

7 

7 

7 

7 


I 


f 

I 

I 
 3 

I 1 

J 

I 

I 


1 


1 


'I 
t 
I 

I ' 

I 


.1 

I 

I 

I 


I 

i 




I 

I 

\', 	 ApprolPriations Committee 

Children in Total' Locale­
!Rep. Eligible School Districts Poverty Chilciren Poverty% Code 

I 

.1
The R~publicans 	 j 

, . I I
I 

John p;orter IL-1 0 
. none 

Bill Young FL-10 I . . 
I 	 1 .PINELLAS COUNTY SCH DIST 18355 106697 17 20% 2· 

Henry:Bonilla TX-23 
ALPINE ISD 348 "1225 128.41% 6 
ASHERTONISD 219 457 147.92% 7 
BALMORHEA ISD 130 257 :50.58% 7 

I .' 

BRACKETT ISD 232 598 :38.80% 7 
BUENA VISTA ISD 42 148 ;28.38% 7 

ICARRIZO SPRINGS CONS ISD 1245 2440 :51.02% 6 
I 

CROCKETT CO CONS CSD 312 931 i 33.51% 6 
CROCKETT ISD 770 1949 )39.51% 6 
CRYSTAL CITY I,SD 1124 2253 ;49.89% , 6 
CULBERSON COUNTY ISD 281 883 i 31.82% 6 
DELL CITY ISD ,51 .' 197 ;25.89% 7 
DEVINE ISD 406 1538 !26:40% 6 
EAGLE PASS ISD 6798 '10300 66.00% 6 
ECTOR COUNTY ISD 7400 . 272~3 27.19% 2 
FT HANCOCK ISD ·198 359 55.15% ' 7 
FT STOCKTON ISD 1065 3040 35.03% 6 
GRANDFALLS-ROYALTY ISD 94 228 '. 41.23% 7 
HONDO Isb 620 1793 . 34.58% 6 
IRAAN-SHEFFIELD ISD 137 . '. 030 
KERMIT ISD 420 ;1843 . . ~I . KNIPPAISD ..... 71 230 
LA PRYOR ISD 276 461 
MARFAISD 256 630 ' ' 

t/ 
MEDINA VALLEY ISD 376 1815 
MIDLAND ISD 4414 22010 
NATALIA ISD ' 307·. 780 

" .: NUECES CANYON CONS ISD 155 340 . 

PECOS-BARSTOW-TOYAH ISD 1160' , ' 3839 
PRESIDIO ISD 730 982 ­
RANKIN ISD 101 390. 
SABINAL ISD 210 470 
SIERRA BLANCA ISD 63, 154 

21~75% 7 
22.79% 6 
30.87%. 7 
59.87% 7 
40.63% 7' 
20.72% 7' 
20.05% 2 
39.36%. 7 

145.59% 7 
r 30.22% 6 
174.34% 6 
125.90% 7 
f 44.68% 7 
40 91 % 7 

1 

_1 .
TERLINGUA CSD 28 110 25.45% 7 
TERRELL COUNTY ISD 88 334 i 26.35% 7 
UNITED ISD 4802 . 12685 37.86% 2 
UTOPIAISD 64' 138 46.38% 7' 
UVALDE CONS ISD 2324 5111 45.47% 6 
VALENTINE ISD 52 105 49.52% 7 
WEBB CONS ISD 105 283 : 37.10% 7 

SAN FELIPE-DEL RIO CONS 4452 9183 i48.48% 5 


IErnest Jim Istook OK·5 	 ! 
I 



I 
, : 

, 

.' 

. Appropriations 'Committee 
"I 

I Children in Total 
I 
i Locale 

:Rep.
I 

Eligible School Districts 

BLACKWELL SCH DIST 

Poverty 

365 

Children' Pqverty% 
I 

1642 
I
:22.23% 

Code 

6 
BOWRING SCH DIST 33· 144 :22.92% 7 
BRAMAN SCH DIST 30 145, 120.69% 7 
CANEY SCH DIST 56 203 127.59% ' 7 
CRESCENT SCH DIST 196 615 31.87% 7 
LUTHER SCH DIST 18T 779 24.01% 7 
OKLAHOMA CITY SCH DIST 15270 46268 33.00% 1 
PECKHAM SCH DIST '51 131 38.93% 7 

24.44% 7 
Jay Dickey AK-4 

ALTHEIMER SCH DIST 288 567 

SHIDLER SCH DIST 	 66 270 

50	 7 
1 .79%

", 74 AMITY SCH DIST 316 23.42% 7 
ARKADELPHIA SCH' DIST 609 2271 126.82% ' 6 
ARKANSAS CITY SCH DIST 62 148 141.89%' ' 7 
BRADLEY SCH DIST 288, , 554 

1 
51 .99% 7 

CADDO HILLS SCH DIST 181 584 130.99% ' 7 
DELTA SPECIAL SCH DIST 103 363 ;28.37% 7 
DERMOTT SCH DIST 797 1468 :54.29% 6 
DOLLARWAY SCH DIST, 872 2193 :39.76% 2 
DUMAS SCH DIST . 739 2160 :34.21% 6 
EL DORADO SCHOOL DISTRIC 1569 5734 27.36% 6 
EMMET SCH DIST 39 168 23.21% 7 
FAIRVIEW SCH DIST 572 2372 24.11% 6 
FORDYCE SCH DIST' 334 1251 26.70% 6 
FOREMAN SCH DIS1 	 216 667 32.38% 7i 

24.46% 6 
GARLAND SCH DIST 63 142 
DE QUEEN SCH DIST , 	 408 1668, 

44.37%: ' 
GLENWOOD SCH DIST 126 548 22.99% 7 
GOULD SCH DIST ' 173 505 ,:34.26% 7 

42.60% 7GRADY SCH DIST 	 144 338 
GURDON SCH DIST 	 ·248 910 27.25% 7 

32.92% 6HAMBURG SCHOOL DISTRICT 614 1865 
HERMITAGE SCH DIST 	 224 536 41.79% 7 

I. 
: 	 HOPE SCH DIST 878 3117 28.17% 6 

HORATIO SCH, DIST 134 451 29.71% 7 
HOT SPRINGS ELEM # 14-J 64 167 38.32% 7 
HUTTIG SCH DIST 70 267 126.22% 7 
JUNCTION CITY SCH DIST 218 680 :32.06% 7 
KIRBY SCH DIST 105 474 22.15% . 7 

,,LAKESIDE SCH DIST ' 544 1357. 40.09% . 6 
LEWISVILLE SCH DIST 159 ' 574 27.70% 7 
LOCKESBURG SCH DIST ' 103 513 20.08% 7 

1 MAGNOLIA SCHOOL DISTR!CT 725 3082 23.52% 6i ' , 	 MAL VERN SCH DIST 645 2849 ,22.64% ' . 6 
MC GEHEE SCH DIST 449 . 1238, 36.27% 6 
Me NEIL SCH DIST 80 370 21.62% . 7 
MONTICELLO SCH DIST . 600 2193 27.36% 6· 
MOUNT IDA SCH DIST 182. 549 33.15% 7 



. Appropriation~ Committee 

I 
I 

Children in Total I Locale 
iRep. Eligible School Districts Poverty' . Children Pqverty% Code 
I 

26.74% 6 
ODEN SCH DIST 75 245 
NASHVILLE SCH DIST 499 1866 

30.61%' 7 
PARKDALE SCH DIST 64 115 55.65% 
PINE BLUFF SCHOOL DISTRI I . 22779 7958 134.92% 
PRESCOTI SCH DIST 324 1272 i25.47% 6 , . 

RISON SCH DIST 196 707 j27.72% 7 
SARATOGA SCH DIST 71 323· 
SMACKOVER SCH DIST 181 806 
SPARKMAN SCH DIST 111 463 . 
STAMPS SCH DIST 350 947 
STEPHENS SCH DIST' 229 672 
STRONG SCH DIST 140. 505 
TAYLOR SCH DIST 179 319 
TEXARKANA SCH DIST 1854 ,6364 
UNION SCH DIST 76 327 

21.98% 7 
22.46% 7 
23.97% 7 
36.96% 7 
34.08% 7 
27.72% 7 
56.11% .7 
29.13% 2 
23.24% 6 

.! WABBASEKA TUCKER 116 460 :25.22% 
I 
i 

WALDO SCH DIST 212 588 
I 

j36.05% 7 
WALKER SCH DIST 137 202 ,67.82% 6 
WARREN SCHOOL DISTRICT 435 1734 25.09% ' 6 
WATSON CHApEL SCH DIST 1079 3982 27.10% 2 
WASHINGTON SCH DIST 47 1'35 34.81% 
WILMAR SCH DIST 78 '271 28.78% 
'WINTHROP SCH DIST 37 160 ;23.13% 

Dan M'iller Fla-13 I 
i 
Inone 

Anne Meagher Northup KY-3 
JEFFERSON CO . 24661 1,17001 21.08% 1 

Roger: Wicker MS-1 . , 
! ABERDEEN SCHOOL DISTRICT 1051 2601 40.41% 6 

BALDWYN SEPARATE SCHOOL 233 1011 23.05% 6 
BENTON COUNTY SCHOOL DIS '617 1754 35.18% 7 

. CALHOUN COUNTY SCHOOL DI 750 2941 25.50% 7 
CHOCTAW COUNTY SCHOOL DI 495 2101 123.56% 7 

COFFEEVILLE SCHOOL DISTR 389 1117 134.83% 7 

CORINTH SCHOOL DISTRICT 756 2111 
EAST TALLAHATCHIE CON;3C 824, ' ,2079 
HOLLY SPRINGS SCHOOL DIS 862 2186 , 
HOUSTON SEPARATE SCHOOL 562 2193 
IUKA SEPARATE SCHOOL DIS 265 . 1070 
LEE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRI 1094 5126 
MARSHALL COUNTY SCHOOL D '1992 4402 

35.81% 6 
39.63% 7 
39.43% 6 
25.63% 6 
24.77% 
21.34% 7 
36.17% 7.1 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY SCHOOL 505 1379 . 36.62% 7 
NETILETON SCHOOL DISTRIC 312 1322 ,23.60% 7 

. NEW ALBANY PUBLIC SCHOOL 412 1850 122.27% 6· 
NORTH PANOLA CON SCHOOL 1365 2681 50.91% .7 

. NORTH TIPPAH SCHOOL DIST 452 1314 34.40% 7 
OKOLONA SEPARATE SCHOOL . 361 1288 28.03% 6 
OXFORD SCHOOL DISTRICT 608' 2688 22.62% 6 

I 
I 
J 
1 
I 
I 



I 

6 

" 
\ 

\ ......., - ' , 

~..., \,,/ J ~ .1,­

. Appr9priations Committee 1 
. I 

Children in . Total ! locale 
Eligible School I?istricts Poverty -Children P6verty% Code 

. I 
I 

PONTOTOC CITY SCHOOLS 365 1823 i20.02% 
6'PRENTISS COUNTY SCHOOL D 713 2987 ' 23.87% 

SENATOBIA MUNIC'IPAL SCH 379 1278 
SOUTH PANOLA SCHOOL DIST . 1536 4477 

- I 
SOUTH TIPPAH SCHOOL DIST 545 2569 
TATE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTR 928 ' 3414 
UNION PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST, _228 716 
WATER VALLEY SCHOOL DIST 385 . 1420 
WEBSTER COUNTY SCHOOL DI 575. 2094 
WINONA SEPARATE SCHOOlD 560 1274 

Democrats 
Nancy Pelosi CA·8 

, : SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED 14964 81479 
Rosa Delauro CT·3 

29.66% 6 
34.31% 6 
21.21% 6 
27.18% 7 
31.84% 7 
27.11% 6 
27.46% 7 
43.96% 6 

18.37% 1 

I NEW HAVEN SCH DIST 9159 20396 i44.91% 2 
-/, .StenylHoyer MD·5 

PRINCE GEORGES CO PUBLIC 10863 123165 j 
i 8.82% 3 

David!Obey WI·7 I 
ALMOND-BANCROFT SCH DIS 146 527 : 27.70% 7 
BAYFIELD SCH DIST 169 526 ; ~2.13% 7 
BRUCE SCH DIST 148 726 20.39% 7 

- CHETEK SCH DIST 267 1112 24.01% - 7 
DRUMMOND SCH DIST 85 418 20.33% 7 
GILMANTON SCH DIST 64 242 26.45% 7 
GLIDDEN SCH DIST 75 322 23.29% 7I , HAYWARD COMMUNITY,SCH DI 607 . 2101 28.89% .7 

20.66% 7 
SIREN SCH DIST 127 452 
'LAKE HOLCOMBE SCH DIST 107 518 

28.10% 7 
FLAMBEAU SCH DIST 206 800 25.75% 7 
WINTER SCH DIST 135 510 - 26.47% 7 

louis !Stokes OH·11 ­
CLEVELAND CITY SD 47631 93049 51.19% 1 

t, EAST CLEVELAND 'CITY SD 3390 7670 44.20% 3 
Nita Lpwey NY ·18 

YONKERS CITY SCHOOLS 6282 27571- 22.78% 3­

Locale Codes: 
1 =Large Central City 
2=Mid-size Central City 
3=Urban fringe of a large city 
4=Urban fringe of a mid-size city· 
5=L:arge Town 

6=Small Town 

7=Rural Area 


I 

" 
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Number of Eligible Districts at Various Eligibility Levels 

# of Districts # of Districts # of Districts 
i Eligible at 20% Eligible at 25% Eligible at 30% 

ALABJ;>.MA 67 35 28 
ALASKA 16 13 10 
ARIZONA 110 85 69 
ARKANSAS 190 120 74 
CALIFORNIA 226 137 105 
COLORADO 64 42 27 
CONNECTICUT 7 7 5 
DELAWARE 5 1 f 
FLORIDA 43 21 ~3 
GEOI1GIA 117 86 59 
HAWAII 1 1 '1 
IDAHO 26 6 4I 

ILLlN0IS 87 . 35 23 
INDIANA 24 7 4. 
IOWA; 29 3 2 -\ 
KANSAS 59 21 6 
KENTUCKY 115 85 63 
LOUISIANA 52 14 37 
MAINE 56 26 17 
MARYLAND 4 2 2 
MASSACHUSETTS 24 H 10 
MICHIGAN 147 83 48 . 
MINNESOTA 64 . 22 26 
MISSI,SSIPPI 119 103 79 
MISSOURI 232 156 97 
MONTANA 98 70 52 
NEBRASKA 111 77 

5<DNEVADA 3 1 
NEW.HAMPSHIRE . 14 6 4 
NEW.JERSEY 39 24 21 
NEW.MEXICO 71 57 46 
NEW.YORK 98 ·37 21 
NORTH .CAROLINA 48 23 15 
NORTH.DAKOTA 76 48 34 
OHIO; 102 57 39 
OKLAHOMA 297 205 140 
ORE<;30N 53 21 14 
PENNSYLVANIA 
RHOipE.ISLAND 
SOUTH.CAROLINA 

102 
3 

51 

41 
2 

35 

26 
2 

27 

I 
I , 
I 

,- SOUTH.DAKOTA 72 42 33 . 
TENNESSEE 82 36 26 I· 

ITEXAS 576 409 286. 
I 

UTAH 3 1 \1 
VERMONT 32 16 . ~r, 
VIRGINIA 43 23 8 
WASHINGTON 100 66 47 
WE;SJ.VIRGINIA 41 28 14 

. WISCONSIN 47 20 8 
WYOMING 11 6 4 

"DISTRICT.OF.COLUMBIA 1 1 1 
PUERTO RICO 1 1 1 

i Total 4059 . 2475 1749 
.. ' Note: All columns include districts with more than 10,000 poor children 

! . 
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-\ 

Number of Eligible Districts at Various Eligibility Levels 

ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALIFORNIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
FLORIDA 
GEORGIA 
HAWAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 

., 	
KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 

LOUISIANA 

MAINE 

MARYLAND 

MASSACHUSETTS 

MICHIGAN 

MINNESOTA 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MONTANA 

NEBRASKA ) 


NEVADA 

NEW.HAMPSHIRE 

NEW.JERSEY 

NEW.MEXICO 

NEW.YORK 

NORTH.CAROLINA 

NORTH . DAKOTA 

OHIO 

OKLAHOMA 

OREGON 

PENNSYLVANIA 

RHODE.lSLAND 

SOUTH.CAROLINA 


~ SOUTH.DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT 
VIRGINIA 
WASHINGTON 
WESTVIRGINIA 

. WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 
DISTRICT.OF .COLUMBIA 
PUERTO RICO· 
Total 

# of Districts 
Eligible at 20% 

67 
16 

110 
190 
226 
64 
7 
5 

43 
117 

1 
26 
87 . 
24 
29 
59 

115 
52 
56 
4 

24 
147 
64 

119 
232 
,98 
111 

3 
14 
39 
71 
98 
48 
76 

102 
297 
53 

102 
3 

51 
72 
82 

576 
3 

32 
43 

100 
41 
47 
11 
1 
1 

4059 

# of Districts 
Eligible at 25% 

35 
13 
85 

120 
137 
42 
7 
1 

21 
86 

1 
6 

35 
7 
3 

21 
85 
14 
26 
2 

11 
83 
22 

103 
156 

70 
77 

1 
6 

24 
57 
,37 
23 
48 
57 

205 
21 
41 
2 

35 
42 
36 

409 
1 

16 
23 
66 
28 
20 
6 
1 
1 

' 2475 

# of Districts 
Eligible at 30% 

28 
10 
69 
74 

105 
27 
5 
f 

. \3,· 
59 

'1 
4 

23 
4, 

/ \ .i2 i. 

6 
63 
37 
17 
2 

10 
48 
26 
79 
97 
52 

~ 
4 

21 
46 
21 
15 
34 
39 

140 
14 
26 
2 

27 
33 ' 
26 

286, 
\1 i 
,. g­
8 

47 
14 
.8 
4 
1 
1 

1749 
, Note: All columns include districts with more than 10,000 poor children 

i 
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,- Authorizing Committee 

Poor Children Total Children Pov. % Locale Code 

The Republicans 
Tom Petri WI~06 

ADAMS-FRIENDSHIP AREA S 466 1,842' 25.30% 7 
CASHTON SCH DIST 286 868 32.95% 7 
MONTELLO SCH DIST 186 ,925· 20.11% 7 
NECEDAH AREA SCH DIST 151 655 23.05% 7 
TRI-COUNTY AREA SCH DIST 157 775 . 20.26% 7. 
WAUTOMA AREA SCH DIST '347 1,443 24.05% ,7 

Marge Roukema NJ·5 
none 

Cass Ballenger NC·10 ' 

STATESVILLE CITY 763 2,949 25.87% 

Howard P. McKeon CA·25 
none 

Michael N. Castle DE·At Large 

CAPITAL SCH DIST 1452' 6869, 21.14% 4 
INDIAN RIVER SCH DIST 1185 5840 20.29% 7 
LAKE FOREST SCH DIST 688 3284 20.95% 7 
LAUREL SCH DIST 474 ' 2135 22.20% 6 
WOODBRIDGE SCH DIST 724 1924 ' 37.63% 7 

Joe Knollenberg MI-11 , 

",none 

James M. Talent MO·2 

none 

Frank Riggs CA-1 

ARENA UNION ELEMENTARY 96 455 21.10% 7 
BIG LAGOON UNION ELEMENT 46 180 25.56% 7 
BRIDGEVILLE ELEMENTARY 56 215 26.05% 7 
CLOVERDALE UNIFIED 304 1470 20.68% . 3 
DEL NORTE COUNTY UNIFIED 1151 4549 25.30% 6 
FJELDBROOK ELEMENTARY 56 211, 26.54% 6 
KELSEYVILLE UNIFIED, 429 1695 25.31% 6 
KLAMATH-TRINITY JOINT UN 522 1385 37.69% 7 
KONOCTI UNIFIED 1003 2980 33.66% 6 
LAYTONVILLE UNIFIED ' , 115 560 " 20.54% 7 



Authorizing Committee 

Poor Children ' Total Children Pov.% Locale Code 

The Republicans 
LOLETA UNION ELEMENTARY 
LUCERNE ELEMENTARY 
MANCHESTER UNION ELEMENT 
MATTOLE UNION ELEMENTARY 
MENDOCINO UNIFIED 
ORICK ELEMENTARY 
PACIFIC UNION ELEMENTARY 
PENINSULA UNION ELEMENTA 
RIO DELL ELEMENTARY 
ROUND VALLEY UNIFIED 
SOUTHERN TRINITY JOINT U 
UPPER LAKE UNION ELEMENT 

Bill Goodling PA·19 

YORKC1TYS D 


Sam Johnson TX~3 


BLUE RIDGE lSD' 

MCKINNEY ISD 


-James Greenwood PA·8 
none 

, Lindsey Graham SC.;3 
LAURENS SCHOOL DISTRICT 
LEXINGTON SCHOOL DISTRIC " 
MCCORMICK COUNTY SCH DIS 
SALUDA COUNTY SCH DIST 
ARANSAS CO ISD ­
BASTROP ISD 
BAYCITYISD 
BLOOMINGTON ISD 
BOLING ISD 
CALDWELL ISD 
CALHOUN CO ISD 
COUPLAND ISD 
DAWSON ISD 
DIME BOX ISD 
EDNAISD 
ELCAMPO ISD 
FLATONIA ISD 
GONZALES ISD 
GRANGERISD 
HEMPSTEAD ISD " 
LEXINGTON ISD 
LOUISE ISD 
LOCKHART lSD' 

37 

129 

45 

47 


245 

48 


251 

62 


157 ' 

198 

35 


194 


- 2770 

100 

" 1229 ' 


-795­
355 

431 

550 


,1049 
-,1083 
'1203 


332 

207 

403 

987 


28 

38 


119 

470 


' ,1034 

,182 

774 

121 

238 

190 

132 


1175 


157 

452 


,114 
129 

971 


95­
562 

278 

621 

500 

168 

898 


7416 


388 

5075 


_ 3817­
1736 

1718 

2289 

2872 

4404 

4653 


839 

783 


15q6 

4234 


119 

96 


211 

1534 

3935 


556 

2382 


347 

914 

832 


' 608 

3442 


23.57% 7 

28.54% 7 

39.47% 7 


,36.43% 

25.23% 7 

50.53% 7 

44.66% 1 

22.30% 7 

25.28% 6 


-39.60% 7 

20.83% 7 

21.60% 7 


37.35% 	 2 


25.77% 7 

24.22% ' 3 


20;83% 	 -6 
' 	20.45% 7 


25.09% 7 

24.03% 6 

36.53% 6 


> 24.59% 3, 

25.85% 6 

39.57% 7 

26.44% 7 

25.73% 6 

23.31% 6 

23.53% 7 

39.58% 7 

56.40% 7 

30.64% 6 

26.28% 6 

32.73% 7 

32.49% 6 


.. 34.87% 7 

26.04% 3 

22.84% 7 


'21.71% 7 

34.14% 3 




Authorizing Committee 

The Republicans 

MCFADDIN ISO 

NIX0N-SMILEY CONS ISO 

NURSERY ISO 

PALACIOS ISO 

PRAIRIE LEA ISO 

REFUGIO ISO 

RICE CONS ISO 

ROYAL ISO 

SAN MARCOS ISO 

SNOQKISD 

SOMERVILLE ISD 


John Peterson· PA·5 
AUSTIN AREA S 0 
BRADFORD AREA S D 
CLARION-LIMESTONE A S 0 
CRANBERRY AREA S 0 
GALETON AREA S 0 
KEYSTONE CENTRAL S D 
NORTH CLARION CO S 0 
NORTHERN POTTER, S D 
NORTHERN TIOGA S D 
OIL CITY AREA S D 
OSWAYO VALLEY S 0 
OTTO ELDRED S D 
PORT ALLEGANY S 0 
PUNXSUTAWNEYAREA S D. 
TITUSVILLE AREA S 0 
UNION S 0 

, Van Hilleary TN-4 

BEDFORD CO SCH DIST 

CAMPBELL CO SCH DIST 

CLAIBORNE CO SCH DIST 

COFFEE CO SCH DIST 

CLEVELAND CITY SCH DIS'r 

CUMBERLAND CO SCH DIST 

DAYTON CITY ELEM SCH DIS 

FAYETTEVILLE CITY ELEM S 


, 	FENTRESS CO SCH DIST 
GILES CO SCH DIST 
GRAINGER CO, SCH DIST 
HARDIN CO SCH DIST 
MANCHESTER CITY SCH DIST 
ONEIDA CITY SCH DIST 
PICKETT CO SCH DIST 

, RHEA CO SCH DIST 

Poor Children 

10 

327 


74 

624 


88 

216 

522 

523
I, 


1864 

112 

160 

.48 


912 

268 

423 

142 


1318 ' 

226 

220 

727 

708 

140 

202 

257 

845 


.,666 

280 


1191 

2387 


,1608 

. ,702 


1280 

1571 

340 

331 


1091 

975 


' 	801 

1141 

269 

214 

211 

776 


Total Children 

27 

968 

205 


' 1587 

221 


'911' 

1475 

1246' 

6678 

424 

594 


, 208, 

,,' 

I 

" 

3723 

1231 

1942 

532 


6147: 

1108, 

978: 

'2941 
3180 


672 

972 


1274 

4072 

3126 


947 


5788 

6804 

5100' 

3416 

4862 

6082 

1061 

1128 

2903 

4714 

'3100 

4191 

1331 

708 

811 


3633 


Pov. % " ,Locale Code 

37.04%, 

33.78%' 7 

36.10% 2 

39.32% 6 


, 39.82% 	 7 

.. 	 23.71% ,6 


35.39% 7 

41.97% 3 


,27.91% 2 

26.42% :7 

26.94% 7 

23.08% 7 


, 

" 

24.50% 6 

21.77% 7 

21.78% 7 

26.69% 7 

21.44% 7 

20.40% 7 


' 22.49% 7 

24.72% 7 

22.26% 6 

20.83% 7 

20.78% 7 

20.17% 7 

20.75% 6 

21.31%' ' 6 

29.57% 7 


20.58% 6 

35.08% 7 

31.53% 7 

20.55% ' 6 

26.33% 5 

25.83% 6 

32.05% 6 

29.34% 6 

37.58% 7 

20.68% 6 

25.84% ' 1 


.. 27.23% 6 

20.41% 6 

30.23% 6 

26.02% 7 

21.36% 7 




, , 
. '" 

" 

, ... 
'Authorizing Committee' 

, Poor <;:hildrEm " Total Children ' Pov. % ' Locale Code, 

The Republicans '., . ," 


scon CO SCH DIST, ' 1156 3373 34.27% 7, 

TULLAHOMA CITY SCH DIST ' ' 629 2978 " 21.12% 6 

UNION CO SCH DIST 

' ' 

612 2701 22.61% 7 

, WARREN CO SCH DIST 1316' '6101 21.57% 6 
WAYNE CO SCH DIST ". '" 633 " , ' 2600 24.35% 7 

, , 

. ;',Harris Fawell IL·13 
, ' 

ROCKDALE SCHOOL DISTRICT' 	 84 :' ,386 21.76%' , 2 

Peter Hoekstra MI·2 , ' 

BALDWIN COMMlJNrtv SCHOOL ,554 989 56.02% '7" 

BEAR LAKE SCHOOL DISTRIC 61 ' 286 21'.33% 7 


, BUCKLEY COMM SCHOOL OIST 158 ' 410 38.54% " 7 ' 
MUSKEGON CITYSC'HOOL DIS 3405 ' '7479 ' 45.53% " ,,2, 
FERRY COMMUNITY SCHOOL 0 ", 89 260 ,;, 34.23% ,7 

HART PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTR 423 1375',' 30.76% 7 
HESPERIA COMM SCHOOL DIS ' 287 ' 1069 26.85%'" 7 

, HOLTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 357 ' ,'1206' 29.60% 7 

KALEVANORMAN DICKSON SC, 254 785 32~36% 7 


507 ' 
MANISTEE AREA PUBLIC SCH 2076' 24A2% '6 
MANTON CONSOLIDATED SCHO 2~1 815 29.57%" 7 

'MARTIN' PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
" : 

209 1013 ' 20.63% 7 
MASON COUNTY CENTRAL SO 307; , 1387, 22.13% , 7, 

MESICK CONSOLIDATED SCH . 208,' 802 '25.94% ,t 
NEWAYGOPUBUC SCHOOL 01 332, 1421 ' 23.36% 7 
ORcHARD VIEW SCHOOLS ' ,629 ' 236926.55% ' '2 
WALKERVILLE RURAL COMM S ",101 ,.281'35.94% 7

, . 7 , WHITE CLOUD PUBLIC 'SCHOO ' 396 , 1215 "32.59%,, 

, CITY OF MUSKEG'ON HEIGHTS 1638 ' 2962 55.30% 4 


, ,Mark Edward Souder IN-4 
, SOUTH ADAMS SCHOOLS' ' , ,009 " 2320 26.25% 	 4 

7' ' WESTVIEW SCHOOL CORPORAT' ' 899 ,3935 22.85% 

ANQERSON COMMUNITY SCHOO, ' " '2841 13231', 21.47%, ·2 

MUNCIE COMMUNITY SCHOOLS . 2666 '10249: ,26.01%'" 2 


, RANDO~PH SOUTHERN SCHOOL. 185 '712 ,25.98% '7 

EDINBURGH COMMUNITYSCH' , 269 1047 25.69% 3 

RICHMOND COMMUNITYSCti00' , 1936 8031 24.11% 5 


Charlie Norwood GA·10 
CLARKE COUNTY SCH DIST : 3409," 12379 27~54% 2 
ELBERT COUNTY SCH DIST 965,' 

, ' 

383t, 25.19% 6 
FRANKLIN COUNTY SCH DIST ' , 685 ' 2832~' ' 24.19%, 7 
JEFFERSON CITY SCH OIST 131 ' '515, 25.44% ,6 
LINCOLN COUNTY scH DI.ST 347 ~521' 22.81% ,7 

, MADISON COUNTY SCH DIST' 	 892 4065 ' 21.94% 7 , ' 

" • '.' > 

http:281'35.94
http:236926.55




The Republicans , 
, BUFORD CITY SCH DIST 

CA,LHOUN COUNTY SCH DIST 
DALTON CITY SCH DIST 
FANNIN COUNTY SCH DIST 
GAINESVILLE CITY SCH DIS 
GILMER COUNTY SCH DIST 
STEPHENS COUNTY SCH DIST 
UNION COUNTY SCH DIST 

Joe Scarborough FL-1 

ESCAMBIA COUNTY SCH DIST 

HOLMES COUNTY SCH DIST 

WALTON COUNTY SCH DIST 

SANTA ROSA COUNTY SCH 01 


Bill Barrett NE-3 


Locale Codes: 
1 =Large Central City , 
2=Mid-size Central City 
3=Urban fringe of a large city 
4=Urban fringe of a mid-size city 
5=Large Town 

6=Small Town 

7=Rural Area 


Authorizing Committee 

Poor Children Total Children 

" 

391 1672 

443 : 1122 

803 3722 

632 2774 

963 2984 

564 2472 


1026 	 3958 ' 

479 2021 


13351 47073 

950 2963 


1465 4780 

,3421 1'5844 


About 155 districts qualify 

Pov. % Locale Code 

23.39% 3 

39.48% 7 


" 21.57% 6 

22.78% ' 7 

32.27% 6 

22.82% 7 

I' 


25.92% 6 

23.70% 7 


28.36% ,2 

32.06% 6 

30.65% 

21.59% 4 




" 

Authorizing Committee 

Democrats 
William Clay MO-01 

,ST LOUIS,CITY SCHOOL DIS 
JENNINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT 

George Miller CA -07 

Dale E. Kildee MI-09 

BEECHER COMMUNITY SCH DL 
BEN OLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
FLINT CITY SCHOOL DISTRI 
PONTIAC CITY SCHOOL DIST 
WESTWOOD HEIGHTS SCH DIS 

Matthew G. Martinez CA-31 ' 

ALHAMBRA CITY ELEMENTARY 
AZUSA UNIFIED 
BALDWIN P.ARK UNIFIED 
EL MONTE CITY SCHOOL DIS 
GARVEY ELEMENTARY 
MOUNTAIN VIEW ELEMENTARY 
ROSEMEAD ELEMENTARY 

Major E. Owens NY-11 

Donald M. Payne NJ-10 

CITY OF ORANGE TWP 
EAST ORANGE 
ELIZABETH CITY . 
IRVINGTON TOWNSHIP 
..IERSEY CITY 
NEWARK CITY 

Patsy Mink HI-02 

Robert E. Andres NJ-01 

CAMDEN CITY 
HI NELLA 
LAUREL SPRINGS- BORO 
PAULSBORO BORO 

Poor Kids Total Kids 

,28,205 68,448 
802 ,3,764 

none 

2,002 3,510 
548 ' 1,562 

13,475 29,739 
6,608 16,426 

341 1,432 

4,616 18,319 
2,717 12,256 
4,457 17;146 
4,576 16;759 
3,651 11,836 

,4,819 13,536 
1,214 4,594­

New York City 

1,555 4,948 
3,868 13,186 
5,408 18,877 

,2,375 11,400 
13,124 39,141 
24,446 56,935 

Hawaii 

12,359 21,757 
54 140 

104 417 
441 1,282 

Pov% Locale Code 

41.21% 1 
21.31% 3 

57.04% 2 
35.08% 3 
45.31% 2 
40.23% 2 
23.81% 2 

::' 

25.20% 3 
,22.17% 3 
25.99% 3 
27.30% 3 
30.85% 3 
35.60% ' 3 
26.43% 3 

31.43% 3 
29.33% ' 3 
28.65% 3 
20.83% 3 
33.53% 2 
42.94% -1 

56.80% 2 
38.57% 
24.94% 3 
34.40% 3 



Authorizing Committee 

Democrats 
WOODBURY CITY, 

WOODL YNNE BORO, 


Tim Roemer IN-03 


Robert C. Scott VA-03 


CHARLES CITY CO P S 

HOPEWELL CTY P S , 

NORFOLK CTY P S 

PETERSBl:lRG CTY P S 

RICHMOND CTY P S 

RICHMOND CO P S ' 


Lynn Woolsey CA-06 


GUERNEVILLE ELEMENTARY, 
LAGUNA JOINT ELEMENTARY 
RESERVATION ELEMENTARY 
ROSELAND ELEMENTARY 

Carlos Romero-Barcelo PR , 

Chaka Fattah PA;'()2 

PHILADELPHIA CITY S D 

,Ruben Hinojosa TX~15 

ALICE ISD 

ARANSAS PASS ISD 

BEEVILLE ISD 

BROOKS ISD 

CUEROISD 

DONNA ISD 

EDCOUCH-ELSA ISD 

EDINBURG ISD 

GEORGE WEST'ISD 

GOLIAD ISD 

HIDALGO ISD 

INGLESIDE ISD 

KARNES CITY ISD 

KENEDYISD 

LA GLORIA ISD 

LA JOYA ISD 


Poor Kids Total Kids 

395 1,963 
120 469 


none 

245 1,171 
1,053 4,235 

12,097 ' 38,520 
2,128 ,6,093 

10,858 ' 28,394 
314 -1,247 

197 ,777 

15 62 

7 14 


363 1,662 


92,964 263,609 

2,232 6,199 
867 ',2,119 

1,509' 4,762 
830 -. 1,940 
542 1,976 

3,991 6,717 
2,523 3,472 
7,942 -15,24,1 

340 1,272 
261- 1,212 

1,493 1,858 
316 1,527 
409 1,055 
534 1,042 

51 81 

5,718 8,162 ' 


Pov % Locale Code 

, 20.12% 3 

25.59% 3 


20.92% 7 

24.86% 4 

31.40% ' 1 

34.93% 2 

38.24% 2 

25.18% 7 


25.35% 7 

24.19% 2 

, 


50.00% ' 7 

21.84% 2 


35.27% , 1 


36.01% 6 

40.92% 3 

31.69% -6 


,42.78% 6 

',27.43% 6 

' 59.42% 4 


72.67% 4 

52.11% <' 2 

26.73% 6 


' 	21.53% 7 

80.3.6% 4 

20.69% 3 

38.77% 6 

51.25% 6 

,62.96% 6' 


' 70.06% 	 4 




.. Authorizing Committee 
, . 

Poor Kids Total Kids Pov% Locale Code 

Democrats 
LA VILLA ISD 480 750 64.00% 7 
LASARAISD. 152 278 54.68% 7 
LAURELES ISD 8 24 33.33% 
LYFORD ISD 873 1,497 . 58.32% 7 
MATHIS ISD 1,176 .2,235 52.62% 3 
MCALLEN ISD 9,574 20:738 46.17% 2 
MERCEDES ISD ·2,788 4,308 64.72% 4 

. MISSION CONS ISD 5,380 . 9,137 ' 58,88% 2 
MONTE AL TO ISD 366 650 56.31% 4 
NORDHEIM ISD ' 36 92 39.13% ' 7 
ODEM-EDROY ISD 337 1,278 26.37% 7 
PAWNEE ISD 22 90 24.44% 7 
PHARR-SAN JUAN-ALAMO ISD 9,798 17,036 57~51% 4 
PROGRESO ISD 986 ' 1,289 '76.49% 7 
RAYMONDVILLE ISD 1,558 . 3,022 51.56% 6 
RICARDO ISD 199 658 30.24% 5 
RIVIERAISD 149 394 .37.82% 7 
RUNGE ISD ,'198 394 50.25% 7 
SHARYLAND ISD 1,392' , 2,928 47.54% 2 
SINTON ISD 788 2,157 36.53% 3 
SKIDMORE-TYNAN ISD 250 722 34.63% 7 
TAFT ISD 720 1,590 45.28% 3 

, THREE RIVERS ISD 193 700 27.57% 7 
" 4VALLEY VIEW ISD 1 ;187 '1,356 87.54% 

WESLACO ISD 6,746 11,395 59.20% 4 
WESTHOFF ISD ' 26 122 21:31% 7 
YOAKUMISD 494 1,726' 28.62% 6 
YORKTOWN ISD 258 ' 822 31.39% 7 

Carolyn McCarthy NY-04 

HEMPSTEAD UNION FREE SCH 1,953 6,496 . 30.06% 3 
ROOSEVEL T UNION FREE SCH 623, 3,058 20.37% 3 

John F. Tierney MA-06 . 

LYNN SCH DIST 4,351 13,326 32.65% ' 2 
SALEM SCH DIST 1,252 4,610 27.16% 3 

Ron Kind WI-03 

ALMA CENTER SCH DIST 115 502 20.46% 7 

AUGUSTA SCH DIST 334 939 35.57% 7 

BLACK RIVER FALLS SCH D 368, ' 1,809 . 20.34% 6 


, CHETEK SCH DIST 267 1,112 24.01% 7 

CLEARLAKE SCH DIST ".' 167 703 '23.76% 7 




Authorizing Committee' 

Poor Kids· Total Kids Pov % Locale Code 

Democrats .. 

GILMANTON SCH DIST 64 242 26.45% 7 
GRANTON AREA SCH DIST 117 526 . .22.24% '7 
HILLSBORO SCH DIST 156 714 ' 21.85% 7 
LAFARGE SCH DIST 85 347 24.50% 7 
NORTH CRAWFORD SCH DIST 135 635 21.26% 7 
NORWALK-ONTARIO SCH DIST 149 . 596 . 25.00% . 7 
PLUM CITY SCH DIST 94 411 22.87% 7 
SENECA SCH DIST 102 403 25.31% 7 
STANLEY-BOYD AREA SCH DI 302 1,380 21.88% ·7 

. WAUZEKA-STEUBEN SCH DIST 87 421 ·20.67% 7 

Loretta Sanchez CA-46 

GARDEN GROVE UNIFIED 8,981 43,709 20.55% 3 
SANTA ANA UNIFIED 14,539 48,222 30.15% 1 

Harold E.Ford, Jr. TN"()9 

MEMPHIS CITY SCH DIST 42,048 114,506 ;36.72% 1 

Dennis J. Kucinich OH-10 

CLEVELAND CITY SD 47,631 93,049. 51.19% 1 

Locale Codes: 

1 =Large Central City 

2=Mid-size Central City. 

3=Urban fringe of a large city 

4=Urban fringe of a mid-size city , 

5=Large Town 

6=Small'Town 

7=Rural Area 




Appropriations Committee 

Children in . Total Locale 
Rep. Eligible School Districts Poverty Children' Poverty% Code 

The Republicans 

John Porter IL-10 
none 

. Bill Young FL-10 
PINELLAS COUNTY SCH DIST .18355 106697 17.20% 2 

Henry Bonilla TX-23 
ALPINE ISD· 348 1225 28.41% '6 
ASHERTON ISD . 219 457 47.92% .7 
BALMORHEA ISD 130 257 50.58% .7 
BRACKETT ISD 232 598 38.80% 7 
BUENA VISTA ISD 42 148 28.38% ·7 
CARRIZO SPRINGS CONS ISD 1245 2440 51.02% 6 
CROCKETT CO CONS CSD 312 931 33.51% 6 
CROCKETT ISD 770 1949 39.51% 6 
CRYSTAL CITY ISD 1124 2253 49.89% 6 
CULBERSON COUNTY ISD 281 883 31.82% 6 
DELL CITY ISD 51 . , 197 25.89% 7 
DEVINE ISD 406 1538 26.40% 6 
EAGLE PASS ISD 6798 10300 66.00% 6 
ECTOR COUNTY ISD 7400·. 27213 27.19% 2 
FT HANCOCK ISD 198 359 55.15% 7 
FT STOCKTON ISD t065 .3040 35.03% 6 
GRANDFALLS-ROYAL TV ISD 94 228 41.23% 7 
HONDO ISD 620 1793 34.58% 6 
IRAAN-SHEFFIELD ISD 137 :630 21.75% 7 
KERMITISD 420 1843' 22.79% 6 
KNIPPA ISD 71 230 30.87% 7 
LA PRYOR ISD 276 461 59.87% 7 
MARFAISD 256 630 40.63% 7 
MEDINAVALLEYISD 376 1815 20.72% 7 
MIDLAND ISD 4414 22010 20.05% 2 
NATALIA ISD 307 780 39.36% 7 
NUECES CANYON CONS ISD 155 ,,340 45.59% 7 
PECOS-BARSTOW-TOYAH ISO 1160 3839 30.22% 6 
PRESIDIO ISO 730 982 . 74.34% 6 
RANKIN ISD . 101 .390 ' 25.90% 7 
SABINAL ISD 210 470 44.68% 7 
SIERRA BLANCA ISO 63 154 40.91% 7 
TERLINGUA CSD 28 110. ·25.45% 7 
TERRELL COUNTY ISD· 88 . 334 26.35% 7 
UNITED ISD 4802 12685 37.86% 2 

, UTOPIA ISD '.64. 138 46~38% 7 
UVALDE CONS ISD 2324 5111 45.47% 6 

. VALENTINE ISO .52, 105 49.52% 7 
WEBB CONS ISO 105 283 37.10% 7 
SAN FELIPE-DEL RIO CONS 4452 ·9183 48.48% 5 

Ernest Jim Istook OK-5 



Appropriations'Committee 

Rep_ Eligible School Districts ' 

BLACKWELL SCH DIST 
BOWRING SCH DIST 
BRAMAN SCH DIST 
CANEY SCH DIST 

. CRESCENT SCH DIST 
LUTHER SCH DIST . . 

OKLAHOMA CITY SCH DIST 
PECKHAM SCH DIST 
SHIDLER SCH DIST 

Jay Dickey AK4 , 
AL THEIMER SCH DIST 
AMITY SCH'DIST 
ARKADELPHIA SCH DIST 
ARKANSAS CITY SCH DIST 
BRADLEY SCH DIST 
CADDO HILLS SCH DIST 
DELTA SPECIAL SCH DIST 
DERMOn SCH DIST 
DOLLARWAY SCH DIST 
DUMAS SCH DIST 
EL DORADO SCHOOL DISTRIC 
EMMET SCH ;DIST 
FAIRVIEW SCH DIST. 
FORDYCE SCH DIST 
F()REMAN SCH DIST 
DE QUEEN SCH DIST 
GARLAND SCH DIST 
GLENWOOD SCH DIST 
GOULD SCH DIST 
GRADY SCH DIST 
GURDON SCH DIST 

. HAMBURG SCHOOL DISTRICT 
'HERMITAGE SCH DIST 
HOPE SCH DIST 
HORATIO SCH DIST 
HOT SPRINGS ELEM # 14-J 
HUnlG SCH DIST 
JUNCTION CITY SCH DIST 
KIRBY SCH DIST 
LAKESIDE SCH DIST 
LEWISVILLE SCH DIST 
LOCKESBURG SCH DIST 
MAGNOLIA SCHOOL DISTRICT 
MALVERN SCH DIST 
MC GEHEE SCH DIST 
'MC NEIL SCH DIST 
MONTICELLO SCH DIST 
MOUNT IDA SCH DIST· 

Children in Total Locale 
Poverty . 'Children Poverty% Code 

365 1642 22.23% 6 

33· 144 22.92% 7· 

30 145 20.69% '7 

56 203 ?7.59% 7 


196 615 31.87% 7 

187 779 24.01% 7 


15270 46268 33.00% 1 

51 131 ' 38.93% 7 

66 270 24.44% 7 


'288 
( 

567 50.79% 7 

74. 316 23.42% 7 


609 2271 26.82% 6 

62 148 41.89% 7 


288 554 51.99% 7 

181 584 30.99% . 7 

103 363 .. 28.37% 7 

797 1468 54.29% 6 

872 2193 39.76% 2' 

739 2160 34.21% 6 


·1569 5734 27.36% 6 

. 39 ,168 23.21% 7 

572 2372 24.11% 6 

334 1251 26.70% 6 

216· 667 32.38% 7 

408 1668 24.46% 6 


63 142 44.37% 

126' 548. ' . 22.99% 7' 

173 505 34.26% 7 

144 338 42.60% 7 

248 910 27.25% . 7 

614 1865 32.92% 6 

224 536 41.79% 7. 

878 3117 28.17% 6 

134 451 29.7.1% 7 

64 167 38.32% 7 

70 267 26.22% 7 


218 680 32.06% 7 

105 474 .. 22.15% 7 

544 1357 40.09% 6 

159 574 27.70% 7 

103 . 513 20.08% 7 

.725 '3082 ' 23.52% '6 

645 2849 22.64% 6 

449 1238 36.27% 6 


80 370 21.62% 7 

600 2193 27.36% 6 

182 549 33.15% 7 




,Appropriations CommJttee 

Rep. Eligible School Districts 

NASHVILLE SCH DIST 
ODEN SCH DIST 
PARKDALE SCH DIST 
PINE BLUFF SCHOOL DISTRI 
PRESCOTT SCH DIST 
RISON SCH DIST 

, , 

SARATOGASCH DIST 
SMACKOVER SCH DIST ' 
SPARKMAN SCH DIST 
STAMPS SCH DIST 
STEPHENS SCH DIST 
STRONG SCH DIST 
TAYLOR SCH DIST 
TEXARKANA SCH DIST 
UNION SCH DIST 

, , WABBASEKA TUCKER 
WALDO SCH DIST 
WALKER SCH DIST 
WARREN SCHOOL DISTRICT 
WATSON CHAPEL SCH DIST 
WASHINGTON SCH DIST 
WILMAR SCH DIST 

, WINTHROP SCH DIST 
Dan Miller Fla-13 

none 
Anne Meagher NorthupKY~3 

JEFFERSON CO " 
Roger Wicker MS-1 

ABERDEEN SCHOOL DISTRICT 
BALDWYN SEPARATE SCHOOL 
BENTON COUNTY SCHOOL DIS 
CALHOUN COUNTY SCHOOL DI ' 
CHOCTAW COUNTY SCHOOL DI 
COFFEEVILLE SCHOOL DISTR 
CORINTH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
EAST TALLAHATCHIE CON SC 
HOLL Y SPRINGS SCHOOL DIS 
HOUSTON SEPARATE SCHOOL 
IUKA SEPARATE SCHOOL DIS 
LEE COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRI 
MARSHALLCOUNTYSCHOOLD 

, MONTGOMERY COUNTY SCHOOL 
NETTLETON SCHOOL DISTRIC 
NEW ALBANY PUBLIC SCHOOL 
NORTH PANOLA CON SCHOOL ' 
NORTH TIPPAH SCHOOl DIST 
OKOLONA SEPARATE SCHOOL, 
OXFORD SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Chil,dren in 

Poverty 


499 

75 

64 


2779 

324 

196 

' 71 

181 ' 

111 

350 

229 

140 

179 


1854 

76 


116 

212 

137 

435 


1079 

47 

78 

37 


24661 


1051 

'233 

617 

750 

495 ' 

389 

756 

824 

862 

562 

265 


1094 

,1592 


505 ' 

312 

412 


1365 

452, 

361 

608 


Total 

Children 


1866 

245 " 

115 


7958 

1272 

707 

323 

806 

463 

947 

672 

505 

3,19 


6364 

327 , 


' 	460 

588 

202 


1734 

3982 


135 

271 

160 


117001 


2601 

1011 

1754 

2941 

2101 

1117, 

2111 

2079 

2186 

2193 

1070 

5126 

4402' 

1379 

1322 

1850 

2681 

1314 

1288, 

2688 


Locale 
Poverty% Code 

26.74% 6 

30.61% 7 

55.65% 

34.92% 2 

25.47% 6 

27.72% 7 

21.98% '7 

22.46% 7 

23.97% 7 

36.96% 7 

34.08% 7 

27.72% 7 

56.11% 7 

29.13% 2 

23.24% 6 

25.22% 

36.05% ' 7 

67.82% 6 

25.09% 6 

27.10% 2 

34.81% 

28.78% 

23.13% 


21.08% 1 


40.41% 6 

'23.05% 6 

35.18% 7 

25.50% 7 

23.56% 7 

34.83% 7 


' 35.81% 6 

39.63% 7 


' 39.43% 6 

25.63% 6\.. 

' 24.77% 

21.34% 7 

36.17% 7 

36.62% 7 

23.60% 7 

22.27% 6 

,50.91% 7 

,34.40% 7 

28.03% 6 

22.62% 6 




. Louis Stokes OHM11 . 
. CLEVELAND CITY SD , , 

, , 
47631 ' 93049 51.19%., , 1 

, EAST CLEVELAND CITY SO, 3390 ' ,'7670 44.20% ' 3 
Nitc,l Lowey NY'718 , 

, 

, YONKERS CfTY SCHOOLS 6282 27571, " 22.78% ' 3 

Locate Codes: 
, 1 =Large Central' City 
2=Mid,:"size Central' City , 
3=Urban, fringe of a large city . , . , .~ 

.,,"
f' 

4=Urban fringe of a mid..size city 
, ' 


5=Large Town' ", , 

6=Small Town ' 

7=Rural Area 

,I ; 



