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NOTE: On April 26, 1996 President Clinton signed the 

I : 

Omnibus Consolicllated Rescissions and Appropriations I, 

Act which, includ¥ several amendments to the Goals , Ii! 

2000: Educate America Act. A description of these L 
amendments can ~e found in Appendix E of this report. i' 
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INTRODUCTION 


• I , . . . 

Congress ancfPresident Clinton' made a bi-partisan commitment to education on March 31, 
1994, when the Goals 2000: Educate America Act was signeti into law. Although education 
is and must remain a local function and a state responsibility, the federal government pledged 
to form a new and supportive partnership with states and communities in an effort to improve 
student academic achievement across the nation. ' 

Educators, bu~iness and parent organizations, and Republican and Democratic elected leaders 
agreed that this national response was needed. Despite more than a decade of education 
reforms, students and schools, are not measuring up to the high standards required to 
maintain a competitive economy and a strong democracy. 

At the, heart of the Goals 2000 A~ is a grantS program designed to help states and, 
communities develop and implement their own education x:eforms focused, on raising student ' 
achievement. States participating in Goals' 2000 are asked to raise expectations for students 
by setting challenging academic standards. Each state is to develop comprehensive strategies 
for helping all students reach thos~ standards -- by upgrading. assessments and curriculum to 
reflect the standards, improving ,the quality of teaching, expanding the use of technolQgy, 
strengthening accountability for teaching and learning, promoting more flexibility and choke 
within the public school system, and building strong partnerships among schools and 
families, employers, and others in the community. Finally, each state is asked to aevelop its 
improvement strategies with broad-based, grassroots involvement. ' " 

. " . 

States that participate in Goals 2000 receive seed money to help launch and sustain their 
ongoing education reform efforts. States are also given unprecedented flexibility through 
Goals 2000. No new regulations pave been issued to implement the program, and states and 
local school districts can use Go3.Is 2000 funds for a wide range of activities that fit within 
their own approaches to helping stud~nts reach higher standards. In addition, Goals 2000 
expands flexibility in other federal education programs by providing the U.S. Secretary of 
Education and some states with the authority to waive many federal rules and regulations if 

, they interfere with local or state~ucation reform strategies. . ' 

Goals 2000: Building on a Decade of Refonn 

Goals, 2000 is a direct outgrbwtn of the state-led education reform movement of the 1980s. 
By the mid- to late- 1980s a n,umber of states had put in place a series of steps to improve 
education. Frequently, the, state education reforms included' increasing high school 
graduation requirements, particularly in math and science, instituting statewide testing 
programs, offering more A4vanced Placement courses, 'promoting the use or'technology in ('" 
the classroom, and instituting new teacher evaluation programs. 

These education reforms yielded important results. On a number of important indicators, 

academic performance has increased and the gap betwe.en white and minority students has 

decreased. 
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• 	 ' . Course taking patterns of high school students have shown important limprovements. 
From 1982 to 1994, the pef,centage of high school students taking the; challenging 
academic courses recomme~ded in the 1983 ANa/ion. a/ Risk report ipcreased froni 14 
to 52 percent. 1 EnrQIlments in Advanced Placement (AP) courSes have also 
increased significantly, and the number of students passing AP exam~inearly tripled 
between 1982 and 1995.2 ;; 

Ii 
. 	 .. 

• 	 . The average performance in mathematics improved substantially on tHe National 
Assessment of Education Ptogress (NAEP) between 1978 and 1992.3 !iAmong9- and 
13- year olds, the improve~ent was the equivalent of at least one grade level. . 
Performance in science was\alSO higher in 1992 than in 1978 among an age groups, 
especially in general science knowledge and skills. At the same time!: the gap in 
performance between white 'and minority students ·has been narrowing; especially in 
mathematics. •ir 

:, 

• 	 Scores on SAT tests ·have al~o shown increases.at the same time that ~e number of 
high school students taking the tests has increased.4 The combined v~rbal and math 
score on the SAT has incr~ed 17 points from 1982 to 1995. During: this period, 
minority students as a percerttage of all test-takers increased from 18 to 31 percent. 
Both verbal and math SAT ~cores increased significantly for students from virtually 

. ' ~I racial and ethnic groups from 1982 to ·1995. . ' 	 :1 . 

While these gains in academic perfJrmance.are significant, they have not bee~ suffi~ient. 
The math arid science gains were g~nerally not ma~hed in reading perform~fe, where 
NAEP results remain relatively unchanged. And while the gap in performanc.e between 
white and minority students narrowbci, it remains unacceptably large. Ii 

I: 

. Further, it is increasingly important to judge educational performance against:;the 
performance of students in other countries, rather than against past performaJi~e in the U.S. 
Because of international economic cbmpetition, .states have learned that they ate competing 
with other countries, rather than otHer states, to attract and retain high paying;jobs. The 
knowledge and skill levels of the s~te's workforce is one important resource for attracting 
employers. By the mid-1980s a series of studies demonstrated that the perfo~ance of U.S. 
students lagged significantly behind [those of other countries. By this standard" the need for 
education reform was as urgent at tHe end of the 1980s as it was at the begin?ing. 

'i 
d 

" The 1989 Charlottesville Education Summit 	 I, 

The 1989 Educati~n Summit convened by President Bush and the Nation's go~ernors, led by 
then-Governor Bill Clinton, further ~nderscored the need for a nationalrespo~se to address 
educational needs. The Charlottesville Summit led to a number of commitments and 
developments,' each important for su~taining the momentum of education refof,m. These 
include: . . 

L , 

• The creation of the National Education Goals which provide anational framework, but 
give states and communities fle~ibility to design their own strategies to ay'hieve them . 

." ':: 
i! 

:1 
'I 
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• 	 A clear recognition that state education' 
improvement efforts need to focus on 

, raising the achleveme~t levels of all 
students, in all schools - rather than 
simply creating models of excellence and 
innovation. 

• 	 A broad c0I1sensus among state leaders, 
business leaders, parents and the " . 
education community regarding the 
overall direction education reform needs 
to take. This consensus centers on 
raising academic standards; measuring 
student and school performance against· 
those standards; providing schools and 
educators with the tools, skills, and 

. resources needed to prepare"students to 
reach the standards; and holding schools 
accountable for the results. 

• 	 A clear statement of an important and 
carefully defined federal role in 
improving education. ' ,While reaffirming 
that education is and must remain a state 
responsibility and a local function, the 
governors and President Bush also agreed 
in Charlottesville that states need ' 
assistance from the federal government in 
order to succeed.. More specifically, they 
agreed that the federal government: 
(1) must maintain its financial role in 
education, especially with regard to 
providing disadvantaged students and 
students with disabilities access to 

,.t If', ," •.' , 

The National Education Goals 

" " 	 .' 
By the Year 2000: 
.. All children in America will start school 

ready to learn. 
• The high school graduation rate will 


increase to at least 90 percent. 

• All students will leave grades 4, 8, and 12. 
baving demonstrated competency over . 
challenging subject matter in the core 
academic subjects. 

• U.S. students will be first in the world in 

mathematics and science achievement.. 


• Every adult American will be literate and 

will possess the knowledge and skills 

necessary. to compete in a global economy 

and exercise the rights and responsibilities 

of citizenship.' . .. . 


• Every school in the U.S. will be free of 

drugs, violence, and the unauthorized 


,	presence of firearms and alcohol and will 

offer a discipl ined environment conducive 

to learning. 


~ ,The Nation's teaching force will have 
access to programs for the continued 
improvement of their professional skills and . 
the opportunity to acquire the knowledge' 
and skills needed to instruct and prepare all . 
American students for the next century. 

• Every school will promote partnerships that 
will increase parental involvement and 
participation in pI:omoting the social, 
emotional, and academic growth of 
children. '. 

education at all levels; (2) must support ,state..;led education reforms, through research 
and development, data gathering, and assistance to help spread ,effective practices; and 
(3) must administer federal education programs with greater flexibility and in a fashion 
that supports state leadership of education reform. 

The Goals 2000 Act reflects these commitments ..' The Act endorses the national education 
goals that provide voluntary direction for education improvement efforts. It provides a 
broad framework for education reform, built on the ,direction to which states and local 
communities were already committed, and is easily adaptable to the unique circumstances in 
each state and community. Goals 2000 provides support to state and local education reforms 
with exactly the kind of flexibility called for at the Charlottesville Education Summit. 
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- A'Grounding in-State Experience 
:1 

To fully appreciate the approach embodied in Goals 2000, it helps to examin~ a pair of stateS 
that launched similar efforts prior to the enactment of the Act. In both MarYlaild and 
Kentucky - after six years of sus~ed effort and commitment to high stanch,lrds - students 
are showing achievement gain~. ..1, - (: 

. r l,t' 

In 1990, the Kentucky State Legislature passed the comprehensive Kentucky. Education 
Reform Act. A central feature of Ithe Act is high academic standards for all : Students: each . 
strategy is tied to achieving high. standards so that all activities complement and reinforce one 
another. For example, a curriculu1m framework provides schools with the t091s to develop a 
curriculum based on the state's high standards, as well ,as assessments to m~ure student 
progress. . 1: 

'I! 
New state assessments tied to high standards have been in place·since 1992. ;:Every year, 
schools are he.1d accountable for student learning through a school perform~Ce reporting 
system that includes rewards for 06tstanding schools and interventions for loW-performing 
ones -- ranging' from t~hniCal.assiktance to state takeover. At the same timei

, schools have 
been given greater autonomy and duthority to manage themselves through school-based 
decision-making councils that inclulde teachers, parents and community mem~ers. 

. I, 
A new financing system brought greater equity across districts. Teachers now get more ~­
trairung to teach to high standards,Iand schools have better access to educati9,nal technology 
in their classrooms. Also, more students enter school ready to learn due to ~xpanded 
preschool programs, fa.rriily resour4e centers, and extended school services fqr those who 

-need additional support to achieve high standards. Kentucky has targeted its; Goals 2000 
funds toward accelerating local ref6rms, with a pamcular emphasis on streng~hening parent 
involvement in schools. . 1 

.. 
Comprehensive reform is beginning to payoff in Kentucky. Students are sh~wing gains in 
academic achievement. The state'~ 4th, 8th, and 12th graders made substant~ial improvem~nt 
on the 1993-94 state assessment anti continued improvement on the 1994-95 assessment, With 
the most dramatic gains experiencclt by 4th graders.S In all grades, the percentage of 
students performing at the proficierltJdistinguished level in mathematics, -reading, science, 
and social studies increased over tike. In grade 4 the average of the scores across all­
subjects tested rose from 24poi.nts!in 1993 t038 points in 1995, on a scale qf 0 to 140. _In 
reading, the percentage of 4th graders scoring at the proficient/distinguished level increased 
from 8 percent in 1993 to 30 perceht in 1995. .;,' 

Similarly. Maryland launched a cdmprehensive reform effort-- Schools for isuccess - after 
the Charlottesville Education Sumnht in 1989. The cornerstone of Maryland's reform effort 
is its accountability system that esdblishes high standards for student achieveinent and related 
statewide assessments of student prpgress toward meeting the high startdards/ More than 
3,000 teachers have been involved in.designing and scoring test items Jor grades 3" 5, and 8 -­
as part of the Maryland School Pertormance Assessment Program (MSPAP).:i Every year the 
state reports school progress along ~uch indicators as student achievement in telation to the 
state's standards and school attendahce and dropout rates. Low-performing ~chools receive 

Ii 
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such interventions as training, consultations and grants, and, if performance does not· 
improve, can ultimately face reconstitution which mi:lY involve changing.~ school's' 
administration, staff, organization, anq/or instructiorial program. 

The state has also develo~c1Jrricular frameworks in subject areas tha~ are designed to 
assist administrators and teachers in planning, developing, and implementing local curricula 
and assessments that.support the achievement of state standards. Schools are forming School 
Improvement Teams -- comprising the principal, school staff, parents, and business and 
community members -- that develop and, implement schooHmprovement plans with. 
objectives, strategies, and 'activities to achieve the state standards. .. , . 

Maryland chose to use Gqals 2000 to comprehensively review and refine its Schools for 
Success initiative~ A 54-member statewide plan'ning panel - co-chaired by a local educator 
and a business partner :..- reviewed current school reform activities arid developed strategies 
to fill in gaps. In. particular, Goals 2000 funds' are being used for local, improvement 
initiatives, to increasepublic'jnvolvement in education, ac~elerate the development of a high 
school performance assessment, and develop strategies to improve educational technology 
throughout schools. 

Maryland reforms are also showing positive results. In comparison with 1994 state 
assessment results, in 1995, 52 percent more schools met or approached the standards for 
satIsfactory ,performance at the third grade level. 6 The number of schools similarly 
improving has inc,reased by 13 percent at the 5th grade level and by 32 percent at the 8th 

. grade. Students have also made gains: 40 percent of all students statewide met the state 
standards -- a 25 percent gain over 1993. ' 

Both Maryland and Kentucky are examples of the depth of activity and long-term 
commitment to standards that are required to raise student achievement. Both states set high 
targets for performance, measure progress, and continually refine, their strategies. They still 
have a long way to go -- but their gains are mounting and demonstrate to other states and 
communities the value of sustained effort. 

The rest of this report demonstrates the efforts that states· and communities are making to 
improve education. Federal funds are serving as catalysts and supports, but the real . 
leadership is in states and communities that are forging new partnerships to design and 
implement the school changes that will bring students into the 21st century: " 

'.t ' 
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. STATE LEADERSHIP FOR LOCAL IMPROVEMENr . '. I . 	 .'t 

I can say directly that the' current partnership berweenjederal. state and I~Cal 
educational institutions givei me hope jor major progress. A new balance;,is being , 
jorged with the jocus on locql communities and the other levels in support!roles. ' It is 
the right balance: It recognizes that no single level can succeed alone in providing 
the services neededjor Ame~ica 's students. Partnerships are the modeljo~!a 
successfulfuture. l' '," .' . ;1 

. - 'BiII Randall, Commissioner ojEducation in Colorad07 ! 
. , I . 	 ,[ 

. 'Although Goals 2000 has on{y bee~ in effect a short tune, the program haiichanged 
.the jace ojeducation as we laww it. I applaud your efforts to help children 

. . I 	 I

everywhere reach the high a'fademic standards,we have setjor them. :; 

- Tommy G. Thompson, Governor oj Wisconsin8 

, Ii 
. . I " . 	 (. 

The Goals· 2000: Educ~te Ameiica Act provides seed money to schools, di~tricts, and states 
to i.mprove education for every C*ld. Simply put, it is used to raise academic standards, to 
deSIgn ways to measure student performance and hold schools accountable, rand to help 
improve teaching and learning in lwaysthat reflect the needs of each state, ~ommunity, or 
school.. There are many ways to help every child reach challenging academic standards, and 
Goals 2000 provides resources ana flexibility to support a wide range of strn,tegies. . 

While the bulk of Goals 2000 fun6ing is provided to schools and school di~bcts, states have 
a critical role of leadership and s~pport for effective local innovations. States are defining~ 
clear academic standards that chal'lenge every student, developing assessmen'ts to measure 
student learning, and strengthen ink school accountability. All of this work I~s accomplished 
by involving citizens across each state and by maximizing flexibility for 10cW. districts to 
des~gn strategies that best meet th~ needs of their students. Some key facts~:regarding state 
participation so far: , '\ . (\ 

• 	 Forty-eight ,states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Bureau: of Indian 

Affairs (BIA), and all of the outlying areas received funds in the firs~ year of 

Goals 2000; primarily for aesigning or updating their education impf,ovement 


. strategies. (See Appendix IA for state allocation amounts.) :; . 
. 	 ,1,',' . I! 

• 	 Forty states, DC, Puerto Rico, the BIA, and all of the outlying area~ but 

Guam have receivedsecona-year funds, and most of the other stateslare 

expected to apply for secorld-year money before the June 30th deadllhe. 


t. 	 II 

Twenty states and the Burdau of Indian Affairs have submitted comJ~ehensive• 	 11 . 
improvement plans for revi'ew. (See Appendix B.)' , ii' 
., I 	 :. 

• 	 The law requires each state to distribute at least 60 percent of first-y~ funds to local 
school districts. Some stat~s awarded more than 60 percent. For in'$tance, Utah 
devoted more than 90 percbnt of ·its first-year funds to local activities, Connecticut 
more than 86 percent, and IArizona gave 80 percent of its first-year flJnds to districts. 
. 	 \ ' 1; . 

By statute at least 90 percent of second-year Goals 2000 state grants ~ill go to local 
school districts and schools!. 
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Building State Partn'enhips To Improve Education 
," "'". 

At the state level, Goals 2000 planning activities have c~eated and strengthened partnerships' 
and support for learning. Over the past two years, governors and chief state school officers 
have together-assembled ~road-based planning panels representing viewpoints from across 
their states - including state and local policymllkers, educators, bllsiness, parents, and 
community members. These panels assess the current'stateOf education, and design a plan 
for raising student achievement .. Many states that already 'had commissions or task forces in 
place used them for the Goals 2000 planning process., In ,addition, states that already had 
comprehensive reform plans could utilize them to meet the Goals 2000 planning 
requirements. 

State planning panels vary in size, but each 
is representative of the state, and each . In New Mexico the Goals 2000 planning
reaches out to even greater numbers of process was a catalyst for bringing together 
citizens. Numerous town meetings, public many participants in the education system. 
hearings, written feedback, and partnerships During Goals 2000 planning, the state panel 
have helped shape state improvement plans. tlearnedabout local projects sponsored by 
In turn, the plans include strategies for organizations such as the Panasonic 
increasing public involvement in education. Foundation, the Education Commission of the 

States, the Carnegie Foundation, and the 
National Science Foundation. They brought .As intended, 'states have built their plans on 

. these project leaders together for the first time, .their own goals and strategies. Thus, you 
enabling them to begin to collaborate, reducewill not see the title "Goals 2000'· in every . 
duplicative efforts, and leverage small grants to 

state .. Instead you will see suchstate~driven have a larger impact.' , ' 
initiatives as "New Directions for Education" 
in Delaware, "Academics 2000" in Texas, 
the "Green Mountain Challenge'" in 
Vermont, or "Education for the 21st Century" in Oregon. Each state also tailors its use of 
qoals 2000 funds. For example, Texas' plan supports its newly revised state education code, 
and ,its Goals 2000 grants,to schools focus on improving reading in early grades. Oregon is 
focused on helping districts implement school improvement strategies to help all students 
reach the. standards incorporated in the state's Certificates of Initial Mastery and Advanced 
Mastery: And several states -- such as Massachusetts, Minnesota, Michigan, and Arizona -­
have used Goals '2000 funds' to support public charte~ schools, as an integral pan of their . 
overall school reform efforts. 
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I . H 
Vermont's Green Mountain Challenge\) !i 

. . .\.... . .i: 
Goals 2000 builds on the comprehensive reform effort - the Green Mountain Ch.allenge - that Vermont 
launched in 1991. Vermont's chall!enge is simply stated: high skills foc· every sru'dent, no exceptions, no 
e~7uses. R~gnizing that su~h a ~isio~ would require dramatic changes, the stafe has .actively engaged 
cltlzens throughout Vermont In SChOr01 Improvement. , 1: 

I· 
The Green Mountain 'Challenge calls for the development of world-class academia standards, 
comprehensive assessments, and an; education system that provides every studen{an opportunity to meet 
the standards. In 1993 Vermont aqopted a Common Core ofLearning that describes 20 "vital results" 

, • II 

(learning goals), after more than 4,000 Vermonters actively provided input. Work is under way to 
develop a framework for curriculurh and assessment that includes concrete standards of performance as 
well as suggested types of learning 1experiences. Local districts will determine h?w best to reach the state 
standards. Vermont also has an annual school report night when the community :~s invited into schools 
for a discussion of student perform~nce. . i~ 

Goals 2000 has afforded Vermont i opportunity to review, assess, and improve1:itsreform activity to 
date. The state has used Goals 200p to target three areas of weakness in its edu~ation system: dropout 
prevention, accountability, and local reform activity. The state designed a comptehensive prevention 

. program ~o. reduce. its dro~out rat.e.) ,It also developed a Fram~work of Standards::and Learn~ng. 
OpportunIties, which COnsiSts of indicators to measureeducatlonal progress at th~ school, dlstnct. and 

1 state levels. Now a report is availdble that compares ·all schools in Vermont on f4 indicators. Local 
I Goals 2000 grants have focused on [developing and implementing school plans th~t support the 

achievement of high standards by ~1 students and address weak schoQl indicators;I
1 

)I·1 I· 

I: 
'1. • 

Developing Challenging Academic Standards . . . . Ii . .. . I I' 

" 

Students and schools respond to ttie expectations we have for them. Educators have learned 

a lesson from business and indust~: a key to success is defining clear, hig~: standards of 

performance and a system that measures results in relation to those standards. Therefore the . 


. development of challenging acadebic standards is the linchpin of local and I~tate improvement 
activities 'under Goals 2000. Onc~ developed, academic standards provide atarget for 
students, teachers and parents. Si1milarly, the·y provide a focal point for rig9rous . . , 

assessments, better curriculum and instruction, improved teacher training, and a~countability. 

The call in Goals 2000 for high 'abademic . 
"Our youth will continue to pay the price if we

standards is not new. It reinforce~ and 
. . I fail to aniculate clear expect~tionsjor
encourages the acceleration of state and local 

1 . knowledge and competence. :roung people with 
efforts that began in some states and high school diplomas may thif!1' that they have 
communities well before the passdge of this a passpon to the future, but t{>o few are·' . 
Act. Momentum behind implemehting high qualified for employment against the high 
academic standards and related as~essments standards required in the global economy. The . I 

. is mounting. A 1995 Phi Delta Nappan poll . stark reality is that youth who, cannot perform 
against high workplace expectations are not 
going to be employed. If, 

indicated that 87 percent of the pJblic . 
. :;supports higher standards in core ~cademic 


-- Business Coalition for Educa~~on Reform
subjects. 10 The call for raising ex~ectations 
May 10, 1995 letter to Cotlg~essman Goodlingwas heard again at the 1996 Natidnal 


Education Summit that brought tokether the n 

nation's governors and business 19aders.. I" 
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What Is a Standard?l1 

Academic staiukmis describe what every student should know and be able to do in core academic 
content areas (e.g. mathematics, science, geography). They also define how students demonstrate 
their skills and knowledge. . . . 

An Example of Math Standards in Massachusetts1z ' 

Students in Massachusetts must master several.areas of mathematics.. In grades 5 through 8, the 
Number and Number Relationships Learning Standards ask students to engage in problem solving. 
communicating, reasoning, and connecting to: . . 

• represent and use equivalent forms of numbers, including integ~rs. fractions, decimals, 

percents, exponents,' and scientific notation; ." . . 


• apply ratios, proportions~ and 'percents; 	 . 
• investigate and describe the relationships among fractions, decimals; and percents; and 
• represent numerical relationships in one- and two-dimensional graphs. 

Examples of student learning' include: 

• Students use a spreadsheet to work with ratios as they consider cooking recipes for small and 
large groups. '. ' . 

. • 'Students solve· a mathematical problem such as: As part of yearlyfundraiser, student volunteers 
are selling pizzas. Six-inch individual cheese pizzas were $2.75 last year and will be the same 
this year. What is a fair price to ask for their new 12-inch family cheese pizza? Students 

. justify their answers.' 	 . 
• Students go to a supermarket to record prices of different size containers of identical products. 

Later their data are used to determine the best buy. As students justify their reasoning, using 
ratios and comparisons, factors such as food spoilage and storage are also considered. 

Goals 2000 honors the variety of approaches to developing and implementing challenging 
standards that satisfy different state and community needs. For instance,. some states are . 
developing a single set of state standards for all districts and school~ while others are 
developing model state standards against which locally developed standards will be measured 
and approved. Goals 2000 does not specify a particula,x: approach, but instead focuses on 
creating a common expectation for all'students to reach chall~nging academic standards. 

• 	 Delaware is implementing high standards statewide as the .centerpiece of New 
Directions for Education, a'statewide improvement initiati:ve launched in 1992.. 
Curriculum framework commissions spent three years developing internationally 
competitive standards in English/language arts, mathematics, science, and social 
studies with four benchmark points -- grades K-3, 4-5, 6-8, and 9-10. The state has 
targeted more than $940,000 of its Gpals 2000 funds to enable schools to design and 
pilot-test their own curriculum geared to achieving the new state academic standards. 

• 	 Colorado has a strong history of local. control over education decisions, so the state 
legislature pa~sedlegislation in 1993' that called for the development of model state 
standards while giving districts flexibility to develop their own standards that "meet or 
exceed" the state model. The state established a Standards and Assessment . 
Development and Implementation Council that. spent two years developing a model set 

Page 9 



of state content standards with the 
input of 14,000 citizen$ thfoughout , 
Colorado. Schools and di~tricts are 

• ' 	 I 

now In the process of developing or 
revising their own standards -- often 
with the assistance of Goal~ 2000-" 	 I 
funds - to ensure that theYj meet or 
exceed the state's standards. 

• 	 Texas has long had a set J"essential 
knowledge and skills" that !includes 
broad state goals for studerlt learning. 
The state is currently using! about 

'$2.1 million in Goals 2000; funds to 
evaluate and revise the state's 
standards, making them m6re relevant 
to the knowledge and skill~ students 
will need to be successful ih the 21 st 
,century. Essential Knowleage and 
Skills Clarification Teams, 
comprising 325 individuals from 
across Texas, have been established 
,in each academic subject aiea to ' 
review and revise the state'!s 
standards to ensure that the~ are 
rigorous and focus on the Imowledge 

, I
and skills that students should 
demonstrate. 

• 	 Nevada's comprehensive' 
improvement plan, Nevada 2000,' 
outlines key strategies, benchmarks, 
and timelines for developin~ , 

, challenging standards in eaeh of the 
state's core academic subjeJ:ts. As a 

I' 
, ,result of its Goals 2000, plapning 
process, the state has established a 

" Developing Local Standards 
In Windsor, Colorado 

I! 
. ;;' . 

As part of its reform plan, wnich is heavily 
focused on local district activity, Colorado 
awarded a $21,238 Goals 2000 grant to 
Windsor to develop standards Iand assessments 
with maximum community in~olvement so that 
teachers, administrators, parents, and 
community members would understand and 'be 
.able to implement new academic standards. 

All of the district's staff and 100 community 
members (of this, town of 6,000) participated in 
developing final academic sta..Ddards in 
language arts, math, science, ~d social 
studies. More than half of thr' staff helped 
create assessments of writing tied to standards. 

, ' ,I; 
According to the district, "Fr~m the start, we 
knew that we wanted our local standards to 
come not only from the teach~rs, but from 
parents and community members themselves. 
... Our approach required more trust on the 
part of district staff and more !responsible 
dedication on the part of parent volunteers. " 

I; 
;I 

, !I ' 

In order to ensure that parents and community 
members were as involved in #Ie development 
of academic standards as educators, the 
community created a standards' development 

, 	 I' 
committee made up of parents, ,and community 
representatives who worked iridependently to 
develop a set of priorities for ~cademic 
standards. Teachers were then able to draw 
upon the work of parents and '9ommunity
members throughout their entire standards 
development and implementation process. 

" 
Teaching and Learning, St(ndards,' 
and Assessments' Advisory rr-eam that , i:, ' 
includes educators,parents,!legislators, business and industry represe:ntatives, and 
community members to evaiuate and revise Nevada's Course of Study to include 
challenging standards for sttident performance in each subject area by: 1999.I ' ,,' " , , 'I " ," ,I , 

States and school districts are assiSted in their stand'ards-setting work by models from other 
states, by voluntary national models in various subject areas, and by other fe,deral grants to 
develop challenging standards. Folr example, Colorado, Massachusetts,and Delaware are 
currently benchmarking their standkds against each other -- as part of the in~ependent New 
Standards project -- to ensure that they are challenging for all students. Goals 2000 
encourages and supports such multi-state collaboration. J~ 

"li 
, 
l! 
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Developing ASsessments of Student LearniTig-

The flexibility that'Goals 2000 provides ,for· schools, districts, and states to design ways to 
help all students reach high standards is coupled with responsibility for showing student 
learning resurtS.· Measuring student achievement against challenging standards is a· critical 
part of continuously improving instruction and holding schools accountable. Goals 2000 
provides support for the development of good assessments of student' performance that can 
prQvidekey information'to students, teachers, parents, school and state administrators, 
policYl!lakers,and . the-general public regarding. the level ofsfudent' leaqlirig and effectiveness 
of schools. '. 	 , 

With few exceptions, current testing programs are not yet designed to reflect state academic 
content standards, nor do they measure the kinds of rigorous learning experiences that 
students should have in school. DistrictS and states need better 'forms of assessment that are 

· linked to what students are expected to know and be able to 'do'" While 43 states used some 
sort of statewide assessment program in 1994-95, most hav'e not develo~ or adopted' 

· assessments ihat are connected to their tougher standards~'One of the reasons most often. 
dtedby.~states is thaUhe:cost ofdeveloping these better forms of assessments is high: 

. 	 . ' .. 
4,' ':. 

States have used the Goals 2000 planning 

process to further tneir assessment' 
 ASSESSMENI'I)EVELOPMENI' GRANTS 

development ac~vity; but' most of the Goals . 

2000 grailt money goes directly from: states 
 Delaware 201,785 

to school districts for local activities. On!! 
 .Maryland 224,701 

Michigan . . 257,228 way the U.S. Department of Education. 

Minnesota .. '253,257
supports the development of state 

North Carolina 80,267
assessments is through a: discretionary grant 
North. Dakota 	 .223,039program that was funded with first-year . 
Oregon 	 322,019Goals 2000 national leadership monies.·;·Iri· Pennsylva,nia ' 	 181,014

the Fall qf 1995 ,Goals2oo0 leadership . '. State.COQsortium· 242,684
money was used to' provide assessment 

development grants to 'a small number'of 
 TOTAL $1,986,000 

. states, as authorized under Section"220 of • This consortium 'of 22 states' is managed by the 

the Act. Applications for' this competitive . 
 Council of Chief State School Officers 

program) were received from 40 states -,­
either individually or as part of a . 
consortium., The Department made nine awards .:- to eight individual states and a consortium· 
of 22 states. The funded projects range from developing statewide Englishllanguage arts 

. assessments to developing tests. for high school graduation. Althoughlhe impact of such 
recent awards cannot yet be assessed, many of the 'projects focus on an area of.particular 
difficulty for districts and states:· designing·,testing accommodations that allow limited English 
proficient students .and students with .disabilities to be assessed against the same standards as 

· all students. For example: 

• 	 Delaware is.using Goals'2ooo funds to design assessments for special education 
students. The state is currently developing the Inclusive Comprehensive Assessment 
System to measure how well all students are meeting the state content standards in 
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language arts,' mathematics, social science, and science. Delaware's ~se~sment 
development grant will help, the state design, develop, and evaluate ~sessments to 
b~st meet the needs of stud~nts with disabilities and limited English p.roficiency, in 
mathematics at grades 3 and 8, and in· science in grades 5 and 10. ii 

..... • 	'~ota is currently deV~loping a rigorous set of g~duati~n:stand~S for high 
school students. 1)1e state is using its assessment development grant to modify new 
assessments so that all studJnts, including those with disabilities and limited English 
proficiency', can participate in the state's assessments and graduation s~datds.. 

, q 
(I 

Strengthening School Accountabil~ 	 i:. I 	
I. 

,I
11 

Once schools and commu~ities havf in place challenging academic standards land assessments 
that measure student performance against those standards, they can, improve their school ' 
accountability systems and target aSsistance to help schools improve academi~ achievement. 
States, school districts, and schools!,can dev$!lop more accurate and useful' in~9rmation'for the 
public regarding school performande. They can also more effectively develop rewards for 
high-performing schools and interv~ne in those that are low-performing, as lViaryland and 
Kentucky are doing as part of theirJoverall reform efforts. Furthermore, whyn states have a 
system for holding schools accountable for student achievement, they can prqyide additional 
flexibility to schools to innovate ana remove barriers to student leaniing .. " , :;' . 

Already some states are promoting ~reater 'school ~c~ountability as part ~f th~ir Goals 2000 

efforts. For example:, '\' " ' ' ,', 

• Based on performance on 4tp- and 9th-grade proficiency tests, ,Ohio ~as identified 
127. district~ for targeted assistance. These districts will receive Goal~: 2000 grants to 
help improve student aChievbment. Each district has made a public commitment to 
challenging performance s~dards, including 75 percent of their stud~nts passing all 
sections of the Ninth Grade Froficiency Test by the end of the 9th gra~e~ An Ohio 
D.epartment of Education liaison works closely with each district as a proker of 
services and a"critical friend" to help them think through improvemerit strategies and 
link communities with other districts and.service providers. \; 

I' . 	 . ~ . 

• 	 New Mexico has built its Gqals 2000 plan around its new accountabili,~y system. 
Every community and school is now required to develop its owneduc~tion 
improvement plan, with widbspread community input, that is tied to challenging . 
academic standards. Every ~ear schools and districts report student aqhievement in 
relation to comll}unity gOals.1 State accreditation is being completely r~designed to 
reflect accountability for cOD?munity-defined learning results ratherth4P compliance 
with a state-defined checklist, of what should be in a school. ' !, . 	 I i: 

J.', 

i' 
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LOCAL IMPROVEMENTS IN TEACHING AND LEARNING 
, 	 , 

The Goals 2000 refo.nn effo.rts are vastly dijJerentbecause they're co.ntro.lled by us, 
they're co.ntrolled by the peo.ple,'no.t by the to.p-do.wn so.ns o.fthings that we've had in 
the pan: ... I do.n't recall ever having a natio.nal fo.cus like the current Goals 2000 
natio.nal fo.cus. And I believe that this is go.ing to. succeed because o.ne o.f the greatest 
things a go.vernment cando. fo.r its peo.ple is to. give them ho.pe, and to. give them a 
vision, and that is what these Go.als do.. ' 

- Anne Jo.lly, Teacher, Mo.bile, Alabamal1 

Go.'als 2000 funding was used to. get o.ur grassrootsfo.lk invo.lved in the educatio.n 
pro.cess. Fishennen and university presidents sat do.Wn at the sanie table and talked 
abo.ut what needs to. happen fo.r o.urstudents to. be successful. ' 

-Elaine Griffin, Alaska Teacher,' Natio.nal Teacher o.fthe Year, 199514 

Supporting improvements in schools and classrooms is the ultimate focus of Goals 2000. 
Through Goals 2000,. schools receive support to increase student learning through 
competitive sub grants from the state to districtS that promote locally developed improvement , 
strategies and innovations to help students·reach high standards. The bulk of Goals 2000 
funds -- 90 percent after the first year - goes directly from the state to local schools and 
districts. By awarding funds on a competitive basis, states can place priorities on the awards 
and target funds to start up or accelerate local improvement initiatives. ' 

Most states have awarded at least one round of grants to districts. ' Although funds are just 
now being used, by schools, early results are positive. ' Relatively small grants 'are' triggering 
significant reforms by giving schools funds for planning and training to focus all activities on 
raising academic achievement. Often, the toughest money for districts to find is for local 
reform efforts. Thus local interest in Goals 2000 funding has been overwhelming: local 
requests to states exceeded first-year' funds by as much as 200 to 600 percent depending' on 
the state. 

In its first two years, Goals 2000 has provided critical resources for a wide range of school 
improvement efforts to raise academic achievement, including: ' 

• 	 building new local partnerships among schools, parents, businesses, colleges, and 

communities to improve education; 


• 	 upgrading teacher skills, student assessments, curriculum, and instruction to help 

schools prepare all students to meet challenging standards; and 


, 	 ' 

• 	 getting educational, technology into schools to help students reach high standards. 

Activity under Goals 2000 is just beginning, but entire schools and communities are 
mobilizing to improve the futures,of their children by designing coherent, common sense 
approaches to teaching .and learning. 
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Building New Local Parlnership~ Among Schools, Parents, Businesses, C~Ueges and 
Communities To Improve Education. II . 

. . . ,I . :: . 

Schools alone cannot improve student learning. Families are critical as chil'9ren i s first and 
primary educators and need to belinvolved in all aspects of their education. i,i Businesses offer 
real-world learning experiences, leadership, and resources to improve student learning and 
school efficiency. And community organizations offer services to ensure th~t students enter 
school buildings ready to learn anti continue learning after school ho.urs. ' 

Goals 2000 encourages schools to reach out to the broader community to involve parents, 
families, businesses, and community members in school improvement activities. As school 
planning committees are using Golus 2000 funds to design and implement strategies to 
improve teaching and learning, ea.tly indications show broader community i#volvement in

I 	 . . 
schools. Examples from the states show how.! 

• 	 Kansas has established co~tent standards that all children in the state'iare expected to 
reach. To attain those goals in Wichita, the schools, higher education, and 
community membersaIe wprking together to improve staff developm~nt in the 
Wichita Public Schools. The Horace Mann, Irving, and Park Foreign Languages 
Magnet school in Wichita i~ the site of a professional development school that is 
being run collaboratively by several members of the ,community, incl,\1ding school. 
staff, students, teacher edueation faculty, preservice education students, social service 
agency and business represbntatives, parents, and neighborhood resid~nts. This 
$20,000 grant supports effdrts to recruit s~hool staff and design staffidevelopment 
programs that give teachersl the skills they need to help all students. r~ch the state's 
staitdards that were launche1d with the state's Quality Performance Accreditation 
Initiative. !: 

:I 
"• 	 A consortium of districts in northern Iowa is using a $65,628 Goals 2000 grant to 

collaboratively improve stu~ent achievement, engage and prepare all ~chool personnel 
in school improvement,and increase family involvement in learning.;' The districts 
are pooling their knowledgJ by sharing successful strategies and lessons they have 
learned. Each district is alJo going to its community to develop a cOfllprehensive 
school improvement plan. ~ommunity needs now drive resource deci~sions so that 
local, state, federal, and private resources can more effectively suppOrt student 
learning. I I: 

. . "'1 	 i 
• 	 North Dakota awarded a $115,340 grant to Walsh and Pembina Cou~ties for 

comprehensive school imprbvement activities. School staff ~ontacted'religious 
leaders, business people, d~ic leaders, families, and community members who 
traditionally had not been iqvolved in education. They formed a loc~ planning panel 
made up of 70 citizens, including teachers,. counselors,' administrators~ family 
members, civic leaders, and employers. The panel met intensively for a year and 
designed a four-year plan td improve student learning which includedj;strategies, 
action steps, timelines, and blear responsibilities for working towards:,the National 
Education Goals. . 
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The Community Is Key at Slidell High School in Louisiana 

Joe Buccaran, principal of Slidell High School and currently Louisiana's ,state principal of the year, 
describes how-Goals 2000 helped energiZe his school: ' 

"Goals 2000 provided the stimulus for us to roB up our sleeves and look deep into our school to 
find what we neededto do., We asked for a lot of community iriput for school improvement .... 
It's remarkable how Goals 2000 opened the door to so marlY things. It's. about examiIung your 
scho.ol and its students and determining what needs to' be done.' , 

"First, we agreed on what we wanted for, our school and our students. Next, we thought about 
what stood in the way of achieving higher standards of learning and - as one student said ~ 'skills 
to pay the bills.' We knew one problem was the school's- isolation from homes and businesses. 

'So we devised an action ,plan that involved parents and business. ' We kn,ew we had to open our 
doors to the community, and now we have people beating those doors down to get involved. I've 
been in education for 33 years. For ,the first time, we all wound up on the same page. " 

The Goals 2000 committee set priorities for teaching'and learning and proposed ways to reach 
them. Their initiatives inClude a partnership with local employers that ensures community 
involvement and helps students identify career goals early on; ongoing, teacher-initiated 
professional development to keep teachers' skills and knowledge up-to-date; "Tiger Families" that 
foster a sense of community by pairing students with teachers throughout students', high school 
years; and highlighting the school's successes. 

" 

Bringing together the many partners that influence children's learning is an essential 
component of iinproving education., Parents, community members, and business leaders 
bring valuable resources to teachers'and school staff, often providing the extra support that 
they need to help all students reach high academiC standards. 

Upgrtiding Teacher Preparation, Assessme~ts, Curriculum, and Instruction To Help 
Schools Prepare All Students To Me~t Challenging Standards. " ' 

. . ," 

As standards are raised, teachers need training to, upd~te their knowledge,baSe and ~tiiize 
state-of-the-art instructional techniques. Assessments must be developed that accurately 
measure student peyformance against the tougher standard~. Similarly, curricular· materials 
n'eed to be upgraded to reflecfhigher expectations. It is essential tha~ administrators learn 
how to create aschool environment that focuses on learning' and fosters eff~tive practices 
for reaching all ~tudents., 

Most states and school districts view teacher preparation,certifi.cation', and ongoing 
professional development as critical for putting their reform' strategies into action, but it is. 
often difficult to secure funding for sustained, qualfty teacher improvement efforts, Hence 
most states are using much of their first year Goals 2000 funds for local teacher' preservice 
and inservice professional development.activities: DesGriptions ,of sorrie examples, of these 
local effort follow. ' , " 
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• 	 In Connecticut~ the Region 15 ' 
Public Schools put togethdr a "Goals 2000 monies providefljUndingfor 
consortium of nine SChOOl\diStricts staffdevelopment that allows me to make 

learning more meaningful with hands-on 
including urban, suburban, and rural activities. My students are ~ecoming better 
districts in conjunction with a 'thinkers.' Thus, they are developing self-
partnership with several c6lleges, confidence and an enjoymedi,for learning. • 
universities, and professiohal - Sharon Johnson, Teacher, Texarkana, Texas 
organizations. This consohium 1995 National Teachers' foruin, Washington, DC 

received $23,000 to impro~e student. . I'. 

perfonnance through a collaboration . " 

of teachers and administrafors who together addressed questions arocl,nd standards, 

assessments, and follow-up actions to. improve student perfonnance.l: Samples of


l 	 ,I , 

students' work were brought to the table for discussion. The grant supported inter-
school visits and the exchartge of instructional materials and assessment strategieS. ' 
:wo dis:ricts ~n ~he conso*ium .no~ use electi"on!c mail to communi~ate and share 
mfonnation withm and acrpss dIStnCts', Strong hnks were forged b~tween members 
of the consortium during the first year of the grant. As one teacher:pescribed, .itIt .. 

has contributed to our stan~ards setting...when we have the opportunity to see what 
other students are producirlg, we see that our students' work we onc~ considered 

, 'best' can be imprOVed. II 1 '. 	 11 

. t . 	 )
• 	 Maine has used Goals 2000 funds to develop challenging academic standards. More 

than 300 teachers have gathered together twice in the last year to trahslate the 
standards in~o aqtion. A $:15,000 Goals 2000 grant to the Oxford H~ls District is 
supporting the development of model instructional strategies and ass€(.ssment 
techniques at its new Oxford Hills Comprehensive High School (OH~HS). At 
OH<::HS, a combin~tion ofl the,area's high sc~ools~d technical sch?ols, faculty are . 
creating a new cumculum and a new academic enVIronment so that all students can 
reach the state's challengin1g academic standards. "'. 
, "I 	 . II 

• 	 In Massachusetts, the Fitchburg Public Schools -- in collaboration ~ith the 
. Leominster and Lunenburg! Public Schools, and Fitchburg State Collffge -- are, using 

$150,000 (over three years~ to build the capacity of current and pro~pective teachers 
and administrators,to implement the Massachusetts Educational Refofm Act of 1993. 
A team of K-12 teachers ft.om all three districts is organizing professional 
development activities. that Isupport district education reform goals 're~ated to the state 
Act. Teachers and adminiStrators are getting hands-on training in problem solving, 
interdisciplinary teaching, tmd assessment strategies at the Mathemat~'cs and Science 
Learning Lab and at Fitchtiurg State College's Professional Develop~ent Center. 
They are using this training to develop a curriculum that supports th~ state's new 
cumculum frameworks fori math, science, and technology. Technol#gy workshops 
are also being offered to parents, and community members. : 

• 	 In ArkaosaHhe Pteservicj teacher education and licensure programi:iS being 
completely restructured at the University,of Arkansas at Monticello. It Teacher 
education programs are a ctitical part of preparing teachers to help ~l students reach 
the state's academic standal-ds. A collaboration of nine partner school districts in 

I 
;1 
!I 
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. . 
southeastArlcansas and the University reCeived a $50,000 grant to establish . 
"laboratories" in the partner schools through which prospective teachers learn about 
effective teaching from master teachers, students, and parents. The University is 
changmg its curriculum and its admissions policies,. as well as developing an induction 
program as. a result of this process. 

Urban and Rural Local. Reform Initiative Grants 

Many urban and rural communities that have high concentrations of poor and/or limited English 
proficient students have high dropout rates and. low levels of student achievement. While 
problems in these schools are severe, they can be overcome through higher expectations, better 
instructional opportunities, and greater community and parent involvement and collaboration to 
address diverse student needs. To develop model approaches, five urbanand five rural districts 
received competitive grants directly from the Department using $2.1 million of first-year Goals 
2000 national leadership funds. (See Appendix C.) .. . 

• The Chicago Public Schools received $605,903 to help all snldents reach Illinois' academic . 
standards in the Illinois State School Quality Initiative. Through this project, Chicago plans to 
have a minimum of 100 schools develop and implement school improvement plans - with the 
involvement of teachers, parents, and community members - that are responsive to the 
educational needs of limitedE:nglish proficient and economically disadvantaged students. Over 
the course of four years, Chicago intends to: increase the ,high school graduation rate to 80 
percent; raise the student daily attendance rate; increase the percentage of students meeting or 
exceeding state standards in core subjects; and increase the percentage of graduates employed or 
engaged in advanced training or higher education a year after graduation to 90 percent. 

• The Box Elder Public Schools and the Heart Butte District #1 in Montana each received grants 
-- totalling $84,308 and $69,369 respectively - to raise ,student' achievement. Both districts 
mainly serve Native American students, more than half of whom are limited English proficient 
and/or economically disadvantaged. Commun'ity-wide panels are developing strategies for 
schoolwide reform and· measures to track progressof their reform initiatives. They are also 

. refocusing their. curriculum and developing various model assessments tied to challenging 
standards in ten subject.areas to meet Montana's goals for student learning. 

. . 

As these examples ilhistrate, schools become more effective when challenging standards, 
curriculum, teacher training, and assessments reinforce, one another. Not only will teachers 
and students know where they are going, but they will be given the vehicles to get there. 
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Getting Educational Technology Into Schools To Improve Teaching and ~~arning. ' 

Technology is Mother'important tlol that schools are utiliz~ng to accelerate :}earning. 
Educational technology provides ah ever-expanding horizon of learning opportunities for 
children and adults alike. It ean, ~e a powerful mechanism for demonstratirtg academic 
concepts, developing skills, and e?gaging students in learning basic and adv~ced academic 
concepts. Technology ean be use<i to raise the mastery level of students wi~h special needs, 
such as those with disabilities or limited English proficiency. It can also be :used to tailor 
lessons, thus motivating students ~ho have not traditionally enjoyed learning while also 
challenging others, including giftdi and talented students~ Furthermore, technology can 
increase communication among te<ichers, parents, schools, and communities~' as well as 
improve efficiency so that schools lean focus maximum resources on' teaching and learning. 
Many local Goals 2000 grants include a technology component "to help students reach high I, " 	 II ' 

d d 
stan 	ar s. . I . .. . . .. I, , ' 

• 	 The Gresham-Barlow Sch~l DIStnct m Oregon IS focusmg Its $50,090 grant on 

helping teachers use technology to teach students the high academic standards 


I 	 If' 

reflected in the state's Certificate of Initial Mastery (CIM) requirements. Each of the 
,district's 17 schools identifi:ed two teachers new to using technology ~ part of their, 
lessons. Faculty at Portland State University helped these teachers l~ how to 
evaluate their teaching strathgies within their own classrooms. Then !teachers attended 
a series of workshops on in~egrating technology with instruction. Nq~ they are . 
,designing at least one unit tied to a CIM proficiency that uses techno~,ogy extensively. 
The teachers will monitor h'ow well their students meet CIM require~ents and modify 
their strategies accordingly. ;! 

il 

• 	 Schools in Springfield, 'llIinois see technology as one tool for helping: students reach 
high standards. The Spring!field School District 186 is using $158,411 in Goals 2000 

. , I 	 ' I 

funds to provide teams from 15 schools, each made up of- four teachers and ' 
administrators; with sixwe6ks of intensive training in Project Lincoln, the district's 
own approac~ to using techhology throughout the curriculum.ParticJpants spend 
approximately half of their time working in school teams to develop oew curriculum 
units that utilize teChnology and school wide plans to improve studentilearning. 

, 	 ,"! 
;\ 

• 	 The West Iron County Public Schools in Michigan are using Goals 2,000 funds to 
integrate the use of technoldgy into their lessons. The Computers asjTools (CATS) 
professional'development prbgram trains Jeachers to cooperate in tea~ teaching and 
thematic instruction and to Jctively utilize interactive multimedia and jcomputer­
assisted instruction. ': I . , ' i: 
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Developing Statewide Strategies to Expand the Use of Educational Technology 

'In the first year of Goals 2000'each, participating state received a supplementary grant of 
at least $75;000 to develop, as part of its'overall education improvement plan, strategies 
for the use of educational technology in schools: In some cases the Goals 2000 
technology planning grant has been a' catalyst for states to think about statewide 
technology strategies for the first time; in others, the grant helped update exisung plans. 

One example of how technology has been incorporated into a state reform effort is Utah, 
where the state's Goals 2000 technology award was used to further implement the state's 
Educational, Technplogy Initiative (ETI). A recent evaluation of the ETI indicates that it 
has had a positive impact on education at all levels as it has become entwined with the ' 
state's efforts to raise student achievement levels. 

So far state plans have included such strategies as using technology as a tool for teaching 
academic content and using technology to make accommodations and adaptations in 
instruction to meet the needs of students with disabilities .. Some states are using . 
technology to broadcast courses, thus bringing lessons from other places into local 
classrooms. States are also developing ,communication networks -- using electronic 'mail 
and the'Internet -- for teachers and administrators to share ii'lformation, successful . , 
strategies, and lessons learned from local and state programs. ' In addition, technology iS7 

an essential tool for tracking.school progress and holding schools accountable for student 
achievement. 

The many examples in this section highlight the variety of ways that schools and 
communities are improving education. Increasing numbers of citizens are investing their 
energy and. resources into helping all children learn at high levels. Given a focus on high 
standards, strong parent and community invo~vement, and flexibility,for innovation, schools 
can make vast improvements .. Goals 200D is adding momentum to such locally driven, 
standards-based, school improvement act~vity. . . 
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FLEXmILITY FOR IMPROVEMENT:' I;
I ' 

A BETTER FEDERAL PARTNERSHIP WITH STATES AND COMMUNITIES
, ' , . I" " 

, , 

, Over the last two years, the (J:ongress and the United States Department ofEducation 
have 11flllie tremendous progr~ss in transforming the federal relationship wit~ the states 
on education. It has changed from one based on regulatory compliance to ~ne based 
on accou11labiliry and peTjorrhance. The change in federal-state pannerships in 
education has been more tharl with any otherfederal service. ' These imporiq.11l 
refonns, especially as providJd through the Goals 2000 Act, the School-to-~ork Act, 
,and the Improving America's 'Schools Act, have established the rightframew,orkfor the 
federal government to suppo,.', Massachusetts and our local districts in implementing 

, our state's Education Refonn IAct.' "'1 


- Roben V. Antonucdi, Massachusetts Commissioner ofEducation"; 


Just as Oregon's school imprLement law cha~ged the relationship between the 
Oregon Department ofEducation and iocal school districts, Goals 2000 is changing 
the relationship we have withlthe U.S. Departme11l ofEducation. Federal offiCials do 
not tell us what to'do but do offer assistance so we can achieve our goals. ;\ 

, '. - Norma Paulus, Or~gon State Superintende11l of Public InstructioTW ' I, ' I; 
The U.S. Department of Education strongly supports the central role of comrmnities and 
states in education, and also recoghizes the national interest in supporting school 
improvement across America. Ovbr the past two years, the Department haslworked to , 
provide funding and assistance to ~tates and local districts in ways that maximize flexibility 
and minimize paperwork. It is op~rating in new ways that rely on a commit:ment to a shared 
goal -- improvements. in teaching clod learning -- by focusing on results, fos~ering state 
collaboration, and promoting flexibility. n 

. " i 
I' 

A Better Way of Doing Business. 
'. 
i 

The U.S. Department of Education is now working in partnership with state~ and localities 
by emphasizing educational, resultsl instead of ~aperwork and rules. ?~al~ 29<>~ helps the 
U.S. Department of Education support and asslst'states and commumUes In thelr efforts to 

. I ' 

improve education for all stUdents.! Hence, no regulations have been issue4for the 
implementation of Goals 2000., ! . 

.I. . I' 

Applications for Goals 2000 fundiryg have been straightforward and simple -rt only 4 pages in 
the first yeaI'. States simply describe how they will develop and implement:a comprehensive 
state improvement plan and award /subgrants to local districts. The application review has 
also. been streamlined' so that the r~view, approval, and ·the obligation offuhds generally 
takes less than three weeks from the receipt of the application. ;, . 

Similarly, the format and· content Jr comprehensive state improvement Plan;:SUbmitled under 
Goals 2000 are left to states. Goal's 2000 plans are state plans for improving their education 
systems; they are more than applichtions for federal funding. As such they come in a variety 
of forms. Ii 

j 
Ii 
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Recognizing. that successful reform is an ongoing process and that states are at different . 
points along the continuum, the Department has designed a review process for state plans 
that provides helpful feedback to. states from peers who have knowledge and expertise about 

. education improvement. Guidance for the review of plans was developed with the input of 
state and loca11eader~ across the country. Incorporating the general plan requirements, the 
guidanCe offers questions to consider while examining whether a given plan meets three 
criteria: 1) reasonable promise of helping all students reach high standards; 2) widespread 
commitment to the plan throughout the state; and 3) local flexibility for innovation. 
Reviewers are instructed to read the plan with the needs of the individual states as the focus. ., '. . ,. 

The process for reviewing state plans has provided a constructive opportunity. for states to 
learn from the experience of other states and communities and receive help. Review of-plans 
is conducted by a panel of five peer reviewers from outside the federal government, with a 
wide range of experience and expertise including teachers, parents, business leaders, 
superintendents, experts on teaching students who are learning English as a second language, 
special education experts, policy-makers, state leaders, and :,others from acroSs the country. 
The peer reviewers analyze each plan and then visit the state to engage in extensive 
discussions and share ideas before making a recommendation regarding approval. More' 
important, these reviewers provide states with expert advice on how to overcome challenges 
and point out areas that need additional attention .. The purpose of the review is, to help 
states, not pick "winners and losers. ~' States have consistently observed that the conversation 
with and input from the peer reviewers is a new and more effective approach to partnership 
with the U.S. Department of EduCation. They have often noted the value added by the fresh 

. perspectives of outside, peers who generally stimulate dialogue among state and local 
stakeholders that continues well beyond the peer review. . 

A New Approach to Program Management. 

Making these changes has required new types of leadership in the U.S. Department of 
Education. The Goals2000 initiative is not a program per se, but ,a frame~ork within which 
other Department programs fit, particularly those that serve elementary and secondary 
students. Rather than simply creating a separate Goals 2000 program office or assigning 
specific sectiqns of the Act to certain offices. the Secretary established a Management 
Council, composed 6f leaders and seniQr advisers across the Department. , The interaction 
and coordina'tion across offices from the, outset has allowed the, offices to work together as 
partners to better serve states, localities; and schools. For instance, collaborative work 
across offices, has helped the Department better coordinate and· integrate the provision of 
technical assistance, including services, provided through its research laboratories and 
comprehensive technical assistance centers. 

Increasing Flexibility Through Waivers from Federal Requirements. 

The Department also supports state efforts by offering waivers from federal requirements that 
may impede school improvement. The Goals 2000 Act, the reauthorized Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, and th~ School-to-Work Opportunities Act all recognize that states 
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and communities moving forward with effective reforms geared to higher aCademic standarrls 
may occasionally encounter barriers posed by the requirements of federal pr9grams. In 
,response, these Acts for the first time authorize the Secretary to waIve the majority of 
statutory and regulatory requiremJnts for the Department's elementary and ~ndary 
education anavocational educatiot. programs, if necessary, to clear the wayJor better 
teaching and learning. 	 1 

i 

In order to carry out the Goals 2000 waiver authority and other waiver authbrities, the 
Department of Education has created a Waiver Action Board. The Waiver Board, which is 
composed of senior officers from kcross the Department, is charged with re~iewing and 
making recommendations on applibations for waivers. The' Board helps to ~nsure that waiver 
requests across program areas are ihand1ed in a consistent and expeditious mrner. 

The Department has sent information about the new possibilities provided by waivers and 
other new features in federal educ~tion programs to all school districts.. It has also posted 
waiver information on the Irlternet!, established a Waiver Assistance Line to '3id potential 
applicants, and briefed state and ldcal officials about waivers at all regional and national 
meetings on K-12 school reform. 	 r 

'i 
" 

Thus far, the Department has approved more than 100 waivers under the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act waiver ahthority. These waivers have covered req!lirements of 
programs such as Title I (the mostlcommon), Eisenhower Professional Development state 
grants, the ESEA Charter Schools iprogram, and the Perkins Vocational and iApplied 
Technology Education program, i~ some cases to Carry out local school improvement plans 
developed under Goals 2000. . :, 

i' 

States are eligible for waivers under the Goals 2000 waiver authority after t~ey have a 
completed state improvement plan.! To date, one waiver has been sought and approved under 
the Goals 2000 waiver authority. i 

, 	 , 

• 	 Oregon received waivers of some Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied > 

Technology Education Act ~egulations in August 1995 as part of its somprehensive 
school improvement efforts [ These waivers allow consortia of school districts and 
community colleges, based ion Oregon's workforce development regi(jns, to receive 
federal funds under Title HiC of the Perkins Act. The waivers also ~nable small 
community colleges to participate in the program by allowing all insti,t!ltions in a 

. consortium to contribute ti::flthe $50,000 minimal allotment the legishition requires 
postsecondary institutions to generate in order for a consortium to r~¢ive a grant . 

. The consortium will use th~ Perkins funds to provide high quality v~ational 
education programs to both high school and postsecondary students.:, ' 

,
" 
" 

With a growing number of completed Goals 2000 state improvement plans, an increasing, 	 , 

number of states will likely apply ~or waivers under the Goals 2000 waiver~uthority. A 
Federal Register notice is published periodically that lists all waivers that the'Department has 
issued. To date, no waivers have been terminated under any of the Departl11ent's waiver 
authorities. . '1 
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Many actual and potential waiver applicants have been able to 'move ahead with their school 
reform plans, after consultation with the Department, without needing a waiver. This 
underscores the" considerable flexibility that already exists in the Department's programs, but 
also has led the Department to continually review and clarify its guidance documents to make 
sure that progiam requirements are made as clear as ~ossible. . 

Maximizing Flexibilily Through the Ed-Flex Demonstration Program. 

Perhaps the most dramatic example of the Department's new flexibility is the. Education 
,Flexibility Partnership Demonstration initiative (Ed-Flex) established by the, Goals 2000 Act. 
Under Ed-Flex, the Secretary is able to delegate to six state education agencies the authority 
to waive c~rtain federal statutory or regulatory requirements for states, districts, or schools, 
in order to remove barriers to better teaching and learning. Unde( Ed-Flex, in exchange for 
agreeing to greater accountability for results, the state is given the authority to r~ake , 
determinations on· federal waivers for ,itself and its school districts, rather than submitting 
waiver requests to the SeCretary. On Februaryl7, 1995, Oregon was the first state 
designated to participate in the demonstration. Five others were designated subsequently. 

ED-Flex Demonstration States: 
Kansas Oregon 
Massachusetts Texas 
Ohio Vennont 

Ed-Flex states have an approved state 'education' improvement plan under Goals 2000. In 
addition, the state needs to agree to provide appropriate waivers to local districts and 
schools. Those seeking waivers agreed to be held accountable for the academic performance 
of their students. Under Ed-Flex, a state may waive reql;lirements relating to several 
programs in the Elementary and SeCondary Education Act and the Carl D. Perkins 
Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act, as well as,certain requirements of the 
General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) and ,the Edu'cation Dep~tment General . , 
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) app.licable to the covered programs. 'However, 
requirements pertaining to health and safety, civil rights, parental participation and certain 
other provisions may not be waived. Moreover, before granting ,a waiver, a state must first 
determine that the underlying purposes of the affected program will pontinue to be met., 

Of the participating states, three (Massachusetts, Oregon, and Kansas) have sought and 
received authority only to waive requirements when asked by individual school districts. The 
other states have the additional authority to, waive requirements on a statewide basis, if 
necessary to remove barriers to helpihg children learn better. Thus far, three states (Kansas, 
Massachusetts, and Oregon) have already begun approving waivers, and all participating , 
states are maki'ng progress in i~plementing their new authority to waive federal program 
requirements. . 
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CONCLUSION 
i 

Successful educ~io~ reform ~eqUireS a sustained, long-term commitment. ~th Goals 
2()(x), we are out of the blocK. and rounding the first turn, and we cannot afford to 
sacrifiee- the momentum achit,ved by nearly all the states and hundreds ofcommunities.. 

- Richard W. Riley, U.S. Secretary ofEducationJ7 
.,I 

Throughout the U.S., states and cbmmunities are leading the way to make J~gher academic 
standards a reality for every childJ They are also developing assessments that measure 
student performance against their hew standards and designing accountabilitY systems that 
take student performance into acc6unt. As demonstrated throughout this report, Goals 2000 
funds are providing significant sUBport f()r these efforts. !: 

I . il 

. While challenging standards and rigorous assessments are developed and puilinto place, 
simultaneous improvements are uit:derway in the areas of professional development and 
teacher preparation so 'that teachers are equipped to teach to challenging staIloards. Curricula 

t ~ ; , 

and instruction are being upgraded and technology brought into classrooms. it These changes 
are being designed and implement~ with the active involvement of educator~, community . 
members, business leaders; and pcllicy-makers throughout states and communities. . . ' I·. ;: 
While Goals 2000 has had a signif}.cant impact on the progress of school re\?rm at state and 
local levels, numerous challenges remain. Helping all districts engage in comprehensive 
reform to bring every child to hig~ levels of academic achievement is no eaSy task. ~ 
Challenging' academic' standards will need to be clear and understandable for~all school 
districts. Similarly, the developm~nt of new assessments th~t measure the p~rformance of 
every child against high standards ~resents its own set of costs and complex~p.es to 
adequately assess all students, including those who may need testing accom~odations, such 
as those with disabilities or'limited~ English. proficiency. States and districts ;~ill need to 
make better use of all of their restrees, including federal funds, to improv~ every school. 

The kind of grassroots education reform that Goals 2000. supports will take along-term 
commitment and sustained effort. (The purpose of Goals 2000 is to st1mula~ real action, real 
change and real involvement in teaching and learning. It is not just a planning exercise, 
although the reform it envisions is !based on solid planning. Once state and ~ocal strategies 
are developed they need to be implemented so that each strategy reinforces ~d supports the 
others. Change of this magnitude t- in some 80,000 public schools in some,15,000 school 
districts -- requires sustained commitment. I:. . ! . ;; 
In order t~ succeed. states and school districts also ri~ assurance that fedenll support for 
their reform efforts will continue. IThe recent National Education Summit involving the 
governors. business leaders, and the President gave renewed strength to calls' for school 
improvements that include chalren~ing academic standards. better school accbuntability. and 
more widespread access to learning tools such as educational technology. G9als 2000 can be 
a source of support for this effort ~y states and 10ccU communities. T~e a:ch~¢vement gains in 
states such as Maryland and Kentueky show that sustained comprehensive reform based on 

J. 

high academic standards works.' .::. 
. It 

Ii 

~ \ 
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Despite the, considerable challenges the nation, :states, and c~mmunities fa~e in the quest to 
raise student achievement and get our children on the right course, there are m~y promising 

. activities underway, and Goals' 2000 is helping accelerate this progress. Schools, districts, ' 
, and states are"usingtheir funds strategically to build upon ongoing 'improvement efforts. 

Goals 2000 promotes the development and ownership of standards, assessment: and other 
aspects ofeducation improvement at the local and state levels. It promotes effective 
innovations in, a <;:limate and spirit of ,self-determination ,by those in the states and school 
"districts with federal s~pport and assistance. Goals 2000 helps ensu're that students compiete 

" , school not only learning the basics, but with thesk:ills and knowledge needed to succeed'in' ' 
today's world. Teachers, parents,business'leaders, and community members across the 
country have made their'expectations clear: every child needs to'reach higher ,standards. The 
future of our democracy, and economY,depend on it." ,~ 
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" ! APPENDIX A 
GOALS' 2000 FUNDING ALLOCAnONS i, 

. . I. \' ., , , 

STATE FY 1994 FUNDING 
I 

I
TOTAL(52 STATES) 91,480,000

I
ALABAHA 1,~01 ,966 
ALASKA 4,59,903 
ARIZONA 1,3,62,358 
ARKANSAS ~1,579 
CALIFORNIA 10,5,24,929 
COLORADO 1,085,028, 
CONNECTICUT 9~0,721,
DELAWARE, 4p5,701 
FLORIDA 4,0~6,309 
GEORGIA 2,3~0,624 
HAWAII 4F,148 
IDAHO 4F,565 
ILLINOIS 4, '+2,656 
INDIANA 1 ,~4,498 
IOWA .,746 
KANSAS fIltt,615 
KENTUCKY 1,477,200 

, ,
LaJlSIANA 2,O¥,082 
MAINE 5q5,866 
MARYLAND 1,~,309 
MASSACHUSETTS 1,~1,814 
MICHIGAN 3,6~6,515 
MINNESOTA 

" 
1,~7,624 

MISSISSIPPI 1,35,9,516 
MISSaJRI 1,6~1 ,269 
MONTANA 449,712

1
NEBRASKA ' 56?,422 
NEVADA 410,095 
NEW HAMPSHIRE I 0 
NEW JERSEY 2,441,997 
NEW MEXICO 74~,603 
NEW YORK 7,1~,261 
NORTH CAROLINA 2,06~,239 
NORTH DAKOTA 40~,274 
OHIO 3,71~,308 
OKLAHOMA ' 1,15~,998 
OREGON 1,0,?,640 
PENNSYLVANIA 4,07t,763 
RHOOE ISLAND 44~,261 
SaJTH CAROLINA 1, 27t,631 
SaJTH DAKOTA 426,975, . 
TENNESSEE. , 1,6~,460 
TEXAS .7,293,999 

1 
UTAH 70~,092 
VERMONT 406,722 
VIRGINIA ' I 0 
WASHINGTON 1,581,,128 
WEST VIRGINIA 77~,396 
WISCONSIN 1,682,,771 
WYOMING 370,124 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 478,600

I 
PUERTO RICO 2,3831'988 

BIA ' '536,222 

OUTLYING AREAS, BIA'AND ALASKA jNATIVES 

FY 1995 FUNDING 

358,251,300 

5,941,766* 
1,547,345 
5,450,582 

. 3,650,495 
42,111,705 
, 4,288,514 

3,460,756 
1,291,544 

15,861,034 

8,959,402* 

1,381,641 

1,568,397* 


15,992,571 

6,557,145* 

3,219,618 

3,193,916 

5,775,274 

7,968,128 

1,647,540 

5,379,938 

6,990,859 


14,371,488 

5,377,078 

5,094,972 

6,525,935 

1,560,150· 

1,986,104* 

1,419,052 

1,290,294* 
8,792,536 

2,782,261 


27,112,295 

7,745,087 

1,340,576 


14,833,684 

4,396,613* 

4,012,392 


15,529,194 

1,480,004 


'4,710,359 

1,412,549* 

6,387,802 


29,228,278 

2,587,039 

1,272,847 

6,658,924* 

6,328,974 

2,799,259 

6,582,097 

1,262,907* 

1,523,409 

9,608,968 


2,199,558 

:i 
1996 ESTIMATES 

340,~00,000 

Ii 

5,~1,050 

1,~38,578 

5,q43,051 
3,437,883 

39,246,198 
3,9,26,124 
3, ~52,404 " 
1,244,037 

14'126,761 
8,522,610 
1,3P8,835 
1,~79,494 

15,064,252
" 6,286,497 

3,~80,623 
3,102,386

I, 

5,554,441 
7,~8,916'\ 
1,5,36, m 
5,0,20,587 
6,248,029 

13,6;65,726 
5,066,607 
4,8(19,221 . 
6,137,543 
,1 ,t+~1 ,217 
1,835,986 
1,304,204 

" 1,233,712 
7,9H,220 
2,612,568 

25,380,949 
"7,286,808, 

1,261,108 
14,~9,564 
4,180,457 
3,80'3,352 

14,4tr,350 
1,3~,O,881 
4,515,649

If
1,311,086 
6,OO~,805 

' 27,21'1,732
" 2,45~, 146 

1,226,836 
6,2~5,836 
6,Oq~,349 

2,790,910 
6,325,815 
;,225,242 
1,35~,425 

9,0?:2, 164 
l'" 
, 

3,400,000 
have not yet applied for second year funding I,* , 
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APPENDIX B 


COMPLETED STA'IE IMPROVEMENT PLANS 


STATE IPLAN REVIEW COMPLETED , 

Colorado April 22, 1996 
Delaware October 23, 1995 
Iowa April 12, 1996 
Kansas August 22, 1995 
Kentucky March 13, 1995 
Maryland September 29, 1995 
Massachusetts May 16, 1995 
Michigan August 25, 1995 
Minnesota Marc:h 19, 1995 

<Under ReviewMissouri 
Nevada November 10, 1995 
New Mexico OCtober 3, 1995 

September 29, 1995 < North Dakota 
July 18, 1995 <Ohio 

< • 

Oregon January 26, 1995 
Texas October 3, 1995 
Utah April 10, 1995 
Vermont September 6, 1995 
Washington Under Review 
West Virginia February 13, 1996 
Bureau of Indian Affairs October 3, 1995 
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APPENDIX C 

URBAN AND RURAL REFORM GRANTS 

I II 
,i 

I 
SCHqOL DISTRICT 

'Urban Reform Grants! 
Chicago Public Schools! Illinois : 
New York City CommJnity School District 4, New York 
Jersey City Public Schobls, New Jersey . 
Wayne County SChOOls,j Michigan 
Yonkers City ,School District, New York 

Rural.Refonn Grants: 
Box Elder Public Schools, Montana . 
Chugach School Distrid, Anchorage, Alaska 
Cobre Consolidated Schbols, 'New Mexico 
Heart Butte Public Schobls, Montana 
Todd County School Di~trict, North Dakota 

AWARD 
'I;, 

$605,,093 
$240,038 

, $200,965 
$171.399 
$325,221' 

" 

$69;369 
$226,881 
$17f,237 
$84:908 
$171,399 

I 
n 
,f
I, 

i: 
'I 
i 
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APPENDIXD 

GOAlS 2000 PARENTAL ASSISTANCE CENTERS 

Research anaprnctice have shown that parent involvem~nt in education is a critical factor for 
'raising student achievement. Title IV of the Goals 2000 Act provides $10 million in grants, 
to local non-profit organizations to work collaboratively with schools and other, organizations 
to increase parental involvement in their children's learning. 'Goals 2000 has funded 28 
'Parental Assistance Centers nationwide through a highly competitive process. 'Each center 
serves an entire state or a region within a state, and targets both urban and rural areas that 
have large concentrations of low income, minority, or limited English proficient parents, ' 
though services and information"are offered to all interested parents. 

Parent Assistance Centers -- in collaboration with schools, school districts, social service 
agencies, and other nonprofit groups - are working to increase parents' knowledge of and 
confidence in' child-rearing activities~ strengthen partnerships between parents and 
professionals in meeting the educational needs of children from birth through graduation, and 
enhance the developmental progress of the children assisted under the program. They have 
each designed their outreach strategies and services to emphasize local priorities and 
conditions. They encompass a rich variety of practices including parent-to-parent training 
activities, hotlines, mobile training teams, lending libraries, support groups, and referral 

'networks. All of the centers also 'must provide support to preschool children through either 
the Parents As Teachers (PA1) o'r Home Instruction Program for Preschool Youngsters 
(HIPPY) programs, both widely replicated, home-based models that haveproven to.be highly 
effective, in helping parents prepare their children for school success. For example: ' 

• 	 The Missouri Partnership for Parenting Assistance is a collaborative effort to provide 
parenting education and assistance throughout Missouri. The project. provides training 
to parents with children from birth through high schoot'o Ralso expands literacy 
services to low income families. Furthermore, the center is expanding parent access 
to services, materials, and resources through. statewide disseminat.on of information 

, and policy coordination among education, social services, and other resource 
providers. 

• 	 The CONNECTIONS parent center in Geneseo, New York, is sponsored by the 
Geneseo Migrant Center. The center's main g,Oal is to assist migraht farmworker 
parents in developing the skills they need in order to aid in their children's 
educational development To meet client needs, the center has implemented flexible 
hours to improve parent access to trained staff members. In addition, the center 
places educators in migrant camps to instruct adults in English as a Second Language 
(ESL), and brings a computer-equipped van to sites where parents might be gathered. 

By working at a state or regional level, parent assistance centers are expanding statewide 
, information and support networks to better. assist 'parents in their efforts to help their children 
learn. The diverse needs of each state are reflected in the wide, variety of services provided 
by the parental assistance centers. . 
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GOALS 2000 PARENTALI 


Grantee 

Ahmium Education, Inc. 

Clayton Foundation , 

Greater Washington Urban League., 

Center for Excellence 

AlbanyJDougberty 2000 Partnership for Education 

Parents and Children Together I . 

The Higber Plain, Inc. 

Licking Valley Community Action Program 

Maine Parent Federation, Inc. , ' 
 I 
Child Care Connection, Inc., , . 
Cambridge Partnership for Public Education . 
Li fe Services of Ottowa County, Inc. ! 
PACER Center, Inc. 'r 
Literacy Investment for Tomorrow-(LIF1j) 
Sunrise, Children's Hospital Foundation 
Parent Information Center 
Prevent Child Abuse-New Jersey 

IGeneseo Migrant Center, Inc. 
. Exceptional Children's Assistance. Center 
, Ligbthouse Youth Services, Inc. 
Parents as Partners in Education 
Community' Action Southwest 
Black Hills Special Services Foundation 
NasbvilleRaAD, Inc. 
Mental Healtb ASsociation of Texas 
V~rmont Family Resource Partnership 
Children's Home Society of Washington 
United Healtb Group of Wisconsin 

D (cont.) 
ASSISTANCE 
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Grant Amount 

$ 339,104 
$ 449,000 
;$,264,712 
$ 495,179 
$ 265,566 
$ 389,697, 
$ 328,191 
$ 309,546 
$ 125,000 
$ 470,401' 
$ 364,379 
$ 209,090 
$ 324,600 
$ 453,472, 
$ 212,703 
$ 289,034 
$ 358,304 

. $ 249.952 
$ 367,783 
$.388,621 
$'377,247 
$ 453.013 
$ 436,267 
$ 199,231 
$ 499.941 
$ 388,576 
$ 462,99'1 
$ 468,000 
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APPENDIX·E 

AMENDMENTS TO THE GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT 

The Omnibus eonsolidated Rescissions and Appropriations Act of 1996 was enacted on April 
26, 1996. It contained several amendments to the Goals 2000: Educ~te America Act. The 
significant changes follow. 

• Additional Ed-Flex states authorized 

The Secretary isauthoriied to grant six additional states, whose Goals 2000 plans are' 
approved by the Secretary, Ed-Flex waiver authority. The amendments do not contain' 
the large state/small state breakdown that governed the original ED-Flex designations. 

• Alternative to Secretarial approval of state plans created 

In lieu of submitting its Goals 2000 state plan, or major amendments to the plan, to the 
Secretary for review and approval, a state may instead submit -­

(1) an 'assurance from the Governor and chief state school officer that it has a plan 
that meets the requirements of the Act and that is widely available throughout the 
state, and that any amendments will meet these requirements; and 

(2) benchmarks of improved student performance and of progress in implementing the 
plan, and timelines against which progress may be measured . 

. States that choose this alternative submission option 'are not required to submit Goals 
2000 annual reports to the Secretary, but would instead report annually to the public on 
the use of Goals 2000 funds, and of progress in meeting their benchmarks and timelines. 

• Direct grants to local educational agencies in nonparticipating states authorized 

Local educational agencies in any state that was not participating in Goals 2000 as of 
October 20, 1995 may, with the state educational agency's approval, apply directly to the 
Secretary for.a portion of their state's Goals 2000 allotment. 

• Specific panel composition requirements eliminated 

The specific requirements governing the composition of the Goals 2000 state panels have 
been eliminated. The amendments merely provide that state plans rilUst be developed by 
a broad-based state ,panel In cooperation with' the state educational agency and the 
governor. 
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". 
• 	 Pe.;m...ible use oC Goals 200~cundS Cor technology 'clarified " 

The amendments clarify that Goals 2000 funds may be usect" fo~ the acqUisition of 

technology and the use of tec~nology-enhanced curricula and instructioq. ' 


--	 ! 
, I 	 I, 

• 	 References to opportunity-tllearn standards or strategies eliminateJ 

References to oPportunity-to-lL standards or strategies in the Goals 2boo: Educate 
America Act, as well as iil thJ Improving America's Schools Act, ~ave:been deleted. 

Ii 
\l 

• 	 "Provisions authorizing a National Education Standards Improvemen~ Councll 
(NESIC) repealed ,; 

I, 

The amendments repeal the provisions in 'Goals 2000 that authorized thd, establishment of 

~I<:. " ~ 


j; 	 " 

i 
• 	 No mandates for outcomes-based education, school-based health cUnics, or social 

service clarified Ii 
1 

" 'I, 
The amendments expressly state that Goals 2000 may not be construed t,o require a state, 

a local educational agency, or a school, as a condition of receiving Goals 2000

.1asSIstance -- " 	 ' !', 

(1) 	to provide outcomes-based education, or 
i 	 , ' 

(2) 	to provide school-based health. clinics or social service. 

I 
I. 

I 
r 	 i' 

;: 

': 
'\ 
:t 

'\. ' 

I 
r 

Page 34 



05:31PM 	OFFICE OF SECRETARY 
1 .u • '-~" l '-I \1 ,..,1 \"';UV'V 	 PAGE 

...<'~:....· UnAIN Ii bl\STlN;":-0, 
:'L,'h' "t~"Ii/ll\'I\,'L'ut ttl r'ul'H, In,,""III'II~'1I 

.~'. \.1"" ~.~.:'. 

CA.LU·ORNIA GOALS 1000 FACT SHEET 

l'J~~'" 'W.'-~ ~_ C ~ ~ L ~...J. -i.,-J. ~ 
COGlls 2()(x) funus arc being used in California in a eOf'lcCIIUdtCd we, ift thc-8:'Ien sf ,eeEkng. 130th 
5O[i\!e and local planning are focusing first on lilerac), but are part of our overal1 stralegy for 
cuucaliomtl improvement. Along with the developmenl or content and performance standards. an 
(I~~es."men' sy~lem, and improved sYl)tems of governance and accountabilily, the irnpro'lcfTlr.;.nl of 
iJ1~lrUClioila] delivery in reading will enhance educalional performance across the sLale. 

·spec,ificallf!.,3_9 million of GOilh 2000 funds ~e being used for [he foJlowing purposes in ' 
California: 

o 	 to support profes..'iional development in reading for teachers in grade,; kindcrgartc.1I 
through three in over 900 school districts 

. 0 	 in pannership with teacher colleges and univcrsieics to enhance the preparation of 
beginning teachers in the area of reading 

o 	 10 develop an insnuc(ion skill assessmcn~ for praclicing teachers 

~ 
\&rl.lppon con'in"iAg e'l=te.b of 169 consOl1ia (representing 227 diSlricLs) to ~ 
implcmcrll local Goals 2000 plan!o; to leach to high standards 

o 	 to develop and distribute a series of reading doeurnenls Lo guide sehooJs in 
[he Irnp]crnenLali"m of a balanced al'proach to the (eaching of rc,ading 

http:kindcrgartc.1I
http:irnpro'lcfTlr.;.nl
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GOALS 2000 QUOTES 


• "I was really pleased that this legislation finally became the law of the land ...Goals' 2000 
, is' the first Federal program to focus on improving the quality of education in this 

country...This law encourages states and localities to set high academic standards for 
America's children, and it makes it clear that we have high expectations for our future 
generations. " 

Congressman Bill Goodling' 
Chairman of the Economic and Educational Opportunities Committee 
Quote from a letter to the Chairman of the Senate Education Committee in Pennsylvania, 
June 7, 1994. 

• "I am a supporter of the program. I think it is a good program." 

Congressman John Porter 
Chairman, Appropriations Subcommittee, Labor, Health, 
Education 
Quote from the McNeil-lehrer News Hour, Mayl9, 1995 

and Human Services, and 

• "I think Goals 2000 is an example of the federal government giving states more authority 
to be creative, to be innovative. " 

Senator Mark Hatfield 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee 
Quote from a speech during the Oregon ceremony where 'his state became the first "Ed 
Flex" demonstration state. The Ed Flex program, authorized under the Goals 2000 Act, 
provides Oregon authority to waive federal rules and regulations. 

• "Goals 2000 is only a small portion of what I think we need, but it is a very critical 
portion .. .If we lose Goals 2000 it would be an incredibly negative setback for this 
country. " 

Louis Gerstner, CEO, IBM 
Quo~e from a press availability following a meeting at the White House, September 6, 
1995. 

• .. Although Goals 2000 has only been in effect a short time, the program has changed, the 
face of education as we know it. I applaud your efforts to help children everywhere reach 
the high academic standard we have set for them." 

Governor Tommy G. Thompson 
Quote from a letter to Michael Cohen, Senior Advisor to Secretary Riley, September 18, 
1995. 



• "Without Washington's leadership and budgetary support education reform in America will 
die... Defunding Goals 2000 would be wrong and short-sighted. II 

David Whitwam, Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer, Whirlpool 
Quote from a letter to Senator Christopher Bond, September 11, 1995. 

• "I am writing to urge your continued support for the Goals 2000 program as you work 
with the Congressional leadership to fashion a plan for balancing the federal 
budget...Ohio's participation in Goals 2000 is enhancing our state's comprehensive 
education improvement agenda and activities related to the same. It 

John M. Goff, Ohio State Superintendent of Public Instruction 
Quote from a letter to President Clinton, December 6, t995 

• "It makes no sense to abolish the Goals 2000: Educate America Act which is helping 
states and communities raise standards of achievement and discipline. Goals 2000 os far 
from being a partisan effort. This program is almost identical to a similar effort launched 
by Republican leadership, during the administration of President George Bush." 

Terrel Bell 
Presideflt Ronald Reagan's Education Secretary 
Quote from a statement released July 13, 1995 

• "During the W2 Congress, the Coalition worked for the enactment of President Bush's 
America 2CXJO proposal. Last year, we stood behind the enactment of President Clinton I s 
Goals 2000: Educate America Act... We continue to support the, role of the federal 
government in providing leadership as well as creating incentives for states to set high 
academic standards for what students should know and be able to do. It 

. Business Coalition for Education Refonn (The coalition is made up of The Business 
Roundtable, The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the National Alliance of Business, and five 
other national business groups.) 
Quote from a letter to Chairman William F. Goodling, May 10, 1995. 

• "We are still in the early stages of communicating to the American public and, indeed, to 
many in the educational community, the importance of meeting high standards and taking 
accountability for doing so. Failure to continue the Goals 2000 Act woul,d represent a 
tremendous setback to this effort. It 

John E. Pepper, Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive, Procter &'Gamble. 
Quote from a letter to Senator Judd Gregg, September 8, 1995. 



REMARKS OF SPEAKER GINGRICH FOLLOWING BUDGET AGREEMENT 4/25/96 

"I think, however, that those who stayed to listen to Congressman Istook found that even with 
Goals 2000 we improved the program dramatically and I believe that any conservative who looks 
at the Istook amendment to Goals 2000 will feel very good about how it's been improved. So 
even there we're better off" 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

October 24, 1995 

MEMORANDUM 


TO: Mike Smith 
Leslie Thornton 
Susan Frost 
Kay Casstevens 
Terry Peterson 
Janice Jackson . 
Tom Fagan 
Mario Moreno 
Kay Kahler 
Terry Dozier 
Billie Rollins 
Jan Anderson 

FROM: Jennifer Davis ~Q. . 
RE: Goals 2000 Letters from Governors Miller and Thompson 

Today Mike Cohen received the attached letter from Governor Miller (D-NV) who serves as the 
Vice Chair of the National Governors' Association. I thought it might be helpful for you to 
have a copy of the letter along with some of the other letters that have been written by influential 
leaders in support of Goals 2000. Please feel free to share them. 

cc: 	 Mike Cohen 
Frank Holleman 

600 INDEPENDENCE AVE., s.w. WASHINGTON. D.C. 20202 


Our mission is to ensure equal access to educaHon and to promote educational excellence throughoUl (he Nation. 




STATE OF NEVADA 

EXECUTIVE CHAMBER 

BOB MillER 
Capitol Complex 

TELEPHONE 
(702) 687-5670 

Governor Carson City, Nevada 89710 Fax: (702) 687-4486 

october 16, 1995 

Mr. Michael Cohen 
senior Advisor to the secretary 
united states Department of Education 
Washington D.C. 20202 

Dear Mr. Cohen: 

Thank you for your recent correspondence informinq me of the 
technical support and inforaation resources that are available 
throuqh your department. I all a stronq supporter of the GOALS 2000 
proqram and my wife, Sandy is servinq as chairperson of NEVADA 
2000, our comprehensive state improvement plan. We believe this 
proqram will enable us to increase the employability of our youth 
as well as maintain Nevada's economic competitiveness. 

GOALS 2000 is instrumental to Nevada's efforts to reform 
education in our local schools districts and provide professional 
development for our teachers. I all pleased to report that 
educators, business representatives and parents throuqhout Nevada 
have endorsed the qoals and strateqies outlined in our 
comprehensive plan. 

I am certain that as we beqin to implement the various aspects 
of NEVADA 2000, my staff and our State Department of Education will 
enlist your assistance. We appreciate beinq able to include the 
u.S. Department of Education as part of our support network. 

Aqain, thank you for your kind assistance. 

Sincerely, 

fj./q~ 

BOB MILLER 
Governor 

BM/cC 



TOMMY G. THOMPSON 

Governor 

State of Wisconsin 


September 18, 1995 

Michael Cohen 
Senior Advisor to the Secretary 
United States Dept. of Education 
Washington, D.C. 20202 

Dear Mr. Cohen: 

Thank you for your letter, and the information regarding the technical assistance services 
available to the State of Wisconsin. I appreciate the time you took to write and your 
patience in awaiting a response. 

Although Goals 2000 has only been in effect a short time, the program has changed the 
face of education as we know it. I applaud your efforts to help children everywhere reach 
the high academic standards we have set for them. Your new technical assistance 
services sound like a wonderful way to continue down the road to successful education 
reform. Keep up the good work. 

Thank you again for the letter and materials. I have forwarded them to my policy staff 
for their consideration. Should they have any questions or comments, they will contact 

•you directly. Please do not hesitate to keep my office informed. 

Governor 

TGTlbwl 

Room 115 East, State Capitol, P.O. Box 7863, Madison, Wisconsin 53707 • (608) 266-1212 • FAX (608) 267-8983 
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September 11, 1995 

The Honorable Christopher Bond 
Unitr:d States Senate 
Washington., D.C. 20510 

near Senator Bond: 

The :Senate Education Appropriations Subcomminee will soon take up action on P'Y'96 
funding for the '&Goals 2000: Ec:lucate America Act." As you know, the House dropped 
funding for this prosram in its FY '96 buc:laet plan - in effect. removing any role for 
Washington in helping to eslablish academic standards for K·12 public education. 

While I agree with the general direction Congress is taking to rein in wasteful spending. I also 
believe that some government services are so fi:mdameatalat a national level that Washington 
must r.:main a key player and provide ongoing budget support. i believe that public education 
is one: of these, particularly Goals 2000·s pivotal role for Washington in defining and 
promoting ri.corous education standards Cor our nation's primary and secon.dary schools. 

The quality ofed1.lcation in America is in crisis. As test SCOres show repeatedly. America's 
youths are not competitive with their intemational peers.. The opportwlity cost to the nation 
ofWuhing:ton. abandoning Goals 2000 is too great. in terms ofa lower standard orllving, 
overa:ll diminished business and social productivity, and weakened global competitiveness. 

All rhl'ee presidents since .4 Nation atRisk fim documented our educational deficiencies 
recognized a need and envisoned a federal role in educati01'1 reienn. Should. Washington back 
away ;st this time, a leadership void will ensue, since state and. load govenunents are not 
pursuing quality education initiatives on a contistellt basis.' Withgut Washington's Jeadershin 
and budgetary support. edueation reform in &nerica will die. 

DefUndina Goals 2000 would be wrong and short-sighted.. President Clinton's S7S0 million 
funding request for PY'96 is not excessive. However, I realize that education must atso share 
in bud;~et reductions. I encourage you, then, to suppan Goals 2000 funding at the FY'9S level 
of5372 million •• less than haJf ofthe Ad.mimStl'ltion·s budget proposal. Thank you. 

nC:CT CR!~TRO-........ ~ 




Procter&Gamble 

JOHN E. PEPPER General Offices 
Chairmon of the Board and The Procter & Gamble Company 
Chief Executive September 8, 1995 One Procter & Gamble Plaza 

Cincinnati, Ohio 45202-3315 

The Hon. Judd Gregg 

United States Senate 

393 Russell Office Building 

Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Gregg: 

I am writing you on a subject to which I have devoted more of my 
effort over the past decade than any other apart from my family and 
my work, and that is public education. 

Specifically, I am writing to share my strong convictions with you 
on the importance of the continued funding of Goals 2000. I know 
you have been a strong long-term supporter of public education. I 
know that the 1996 U.S. House of Representatives appropriations 
bill as it now stands would not include funding for this program. 
I think this would be a tragic mistake. 

There are two major things which this legislation does which are 
absolutely imperative. 

The first of these is to establish at the national and state level 
standards of achievement that our children must meet in order to be 
competitive with children graduating from schools in other global 
economies. You and I both know that there is great truth to the 
saying that you Mget what you measure". We are still in the early 
stages of communicating to the American public and, indeed, to many 
in the educational community, the importance of meeting high 
standards and taking accountability for doing so. Failure to 
continue the Goals 2000 Act/Educate America Act would represent a 
tremendous setback to this effort. 

The second part of this legislation that is so important is the 
stimulus that it is providing to the states and communities to 
accelerate their reform efforts. I understand that 48 states have 
received first year Goals 2000 funds. I have personally reviewed 
the projects that are being funded in Ohio. Several of them are in 
Cincinnati. While no one of them will be a magic panacea, they are 
grass roots efforts that can become breakthrough success models. 



-2­

Goals 2000 is, of course, only a part of the massive effort that 
must be placed to achieve the educational improvements our country 
needs. Most of what needs to be done must be done at the state 
and, above all, local levels. However, I firmly believe that while 
.this isn't a perfect act, the great majority of the spending and 
its two key thrusts on establishing measures and supplementing 
local reform efforts are sound and essential and should be 
continued. Moreover, cancellation of this effort would be a 
terribly serious setback to this nation's educational reform 
effort. 

I would be glad to answer any questions you may have. If there are 
other individuals you think I should communicate my convictions to, 
I would appreciate your letting me know who they are. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

J. E. PEPPER 

CC Mr. J. T. Gorman 
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September' 11, 1995 

The Hononlble Arlen S.-cru 

Chatrma.n 

S<;nate Appropriations Subcomrniu.u on Labor 


and Human Services. at'Id Educarion 

United. States SenaC!: 

Washington. DC 20510 


De.a.r 1'1&'. Chairman: 

The BusLncn Roundtable s&:r'On0 suppcns co"rirtued fundi", for me implementation of wOoals 
2COJ Educate Ameriea Act" Cor FY '96 at me c;arrenr ftscal year lcYci of$372 rniDioo.. We bc.ticw~ 
this amount will en.we WI the 47 stala dw have elected to participate in abe program will be able to 
maximize their effoN to ra.iR Ksdemic Slandan:lIl.1"d suppotllocal K:hool1e-Yel sduc:.arion 
improvement and reform. 

The. Roundcab1c also belicvu that conrinued support for Cioa1s 2CX)() Is ~t dc;spite 1tIe gurcnl 
focus within Congress on ba1anc:inl the bucipL Educadon is an. IJI:.I widii.n r.hc t'edefal budgc, 
where. strategic inve5rrncnlS must coolinue in ordl!ll' EO assW'C _ our dr.ildren baeome praduai~ 
.....01'k:c:rs and acave mead,ers of sadccy. 

As Con~ss moves closer to n:lOiUDon on a (lila budpI pa.:k:agc. we n:~u11y urge you and. 

your wUeagues to suppcm me C9nanued fundin. for !he Ooals 20XJ pJVlJ1IID. 


Since~ly, 

o 	 T. Ciorman 

hairman. Education Task rOlCe 

and 


Chairman and CEO 

TRW Inc, 


TTC:MIi 
"; Mem,-. SClW8 AppropriafJont Subcamm.lua on Labar 


and Haman Se.rviceI. lilltd Educ:adcft 
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June 7, 1994 

The Honorable James J. Rhoades 

Chairman 

senate Education Committee 

Room 168 

Main Capitol Building 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for inviting me to attend your hearing on GOALS 
2000: The Educate America Act. Unfortunately, due to a previous 
comm.itment, I am unable to be with you today. Nevertheless, I 
wan~ed ~o share some of my thoughts on this important legislation. 

After almost six years of negotiations spanning nearly the 
entire Bush Administration and the first year and one-half of the 
Clinton Administration, I was very pleased that this legislation 
finally became the law of the land a few months ago. • 

GOALS 2000 is the first Federal program to focus on improving 
the quality of education in this country; until now, the Federal 
government. paid little attention to student learning and 
achievement. This law encourages States and localities to set high 
academic standards for America's· children, and it makes it clear 
that we have high expectations for our future generations. 

GOALS 2000 enshrines into law the national education goals and 
a National Education Goals Panel to monitor our country's progress 
toward attaining these goals. It contains an important safe 
schools provision that begins to address the rampant violence that 
is spreading from school to· school across the nation. This 
legislation acknowledges that State and local educatio.n off icials 
know best how to meet the needs of students and it provides 
regulatory flexibility to States, local educational agencies and 
schools. 

While I strongly supported final passage of this bill, let me 
make it clear that this was not alway~ the case. As one of the 
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strongest supporters of State and local control of education in the 
Congress, I fought throughout the legislative process against all 
unnecessary Federal intrusion and bureaucracy. In particular, I 
fought against the opportunity to learn provisions in this bill. 

At the outset, I must emphasize that any State's participation
in Goals 2000 is voluntary. A state must only meet the require­
ments of the program if it participates. Otherwise, it will not 
have to do so. . 

Let me take a moment to explain some of the changes we made in 
the final bill. First, while a State must develop opportunity to 
learn standards' or strategies, they only have to include' those 
factors it deems appropriate to achieve a State's content and 
performance standards. In other words, OIL standards or strategies 
are whatever a State wants them to be as long 'as they are focused 
on improved student learning. .. 

The single most important section of the bill dealing with 
opportunity to learn is this: no State, local education agency, o'r 
school will be required to implement OTL standards or strategies. 
So, while a State must develop OTL standards or strategies, they do 
not have to be implemented. Briefly, let me outline a few of the 
other State and local control provisions in GOALS 2000: 

o 	 no State must have their standards certified by any Panel 
or Commission; . 

o 	 the adoption of standards, assessments, and opportunity 
to learn strategies or standards is not linked to 
participation in any other program; 

. 0 	 nothing in GOALS 2000 can be construed to mandate 
equalized spending or to mandate national school building 
standards; 

o 	 nothing in GOALS' 2000 can be construed to mandate a State 
or locality to incur costs not paid for under this acti 

o 	 and, there is a general prohibition on Federal mandates 
with respect to the direction or control of a State, 
local education agency, or school's curriculum, program 
of instruction, or allocation of resources. 

o 	 requires each State improvement' plan to include 
strategies for' ensuring that comprehensive, systemic 
reform is promoted from the bottom up in communities, 
local educational agencies and schools and includes a 
list of optional strategies for State consideration. 
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o reaffirms State and 
education. 

local responsibility for control of 

o requires the local plan to promote 
local schools in developing plans 

the flexibility of 
which address the 

I would have preferred no opportunity to learn provisions, tut 
that is not the way the legislative process works. So, while the 
final GOALS 2000 bill was not perfect, I believe it still has the 
potential to have an enormous impact on education in this nation. 
In my view, there are two big obstacles that must be overcome for 
this program to ultimately be judged a success. 

First, the various groups involved in setting academic 
standards must do their job correctly and produce sensible, 
understandable standards, so everyone involved in the educational 
process will know what is expected of them. Overly complicated 
standards filled with academic jargon will meet with resistance by 
parents, teachers, and children, and will ultimately find their 
place buried on the shelf with dozens of other well-intended 
education reform efforts. 

Let me also emphasize that these must be academic standards. 
Parents ~!ave the primary responsibility for instilling in their 
children the values and behaviors that will quide and shape the 
lives of their children. Standards that are promulgated at the 
Federal and State levels must carefully avoid straying into 
attempts to dicta~e values and behaviors. The extent .to which 
schools may delve into these areas, if at all, is a decision that 
must be left to parents and the local schools that respond to them. 

Second, the Department of Education must ensure that there is 
an absolute minimum ot Federal influence on GOALS 2000 efforts in 
the States and communities. At this point, I am pleased to say 
that it appears for the most part the Department is doing just as 
they promised. They have decided not to promulgate complicated 
regulations to implement GOALS 2000, and they have even been able 
to keep the GOALS 2000 application forms to only a few short pages 
-- no small accomplishment for a Federal bureaucracy. 

However, there are some early warning signs on the horizon 
that merit our careful scrutiny. In Ohio, the U.S. Department of 
Education's Office of Civil Rights is investigating that ·State's 
development and implementation of their Ninth-Grade Proficiency 
Tests on the grounds that perhaps not all students were provided an 
opportunity to learn. While this case is still in the relatively 
preliminary stages, it could have a profound impact on other States 
efforts to implement GOALS 2000. 

C.sCo 
t ....h~J 
Oc.o\. 
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This investigation appears to unnecessarily· involve the 
Federal government in the day-to-day operations of school systems 
and raises serious questions about the feasibility of standards and 
assessment efforts in all states. It raises the question of 
whether or not the Department will allow ~ high stakes standards 
and assessment provisions to ever be implemented. Clearly, the 
Ohio case is one to watch. . 

Finally, we have provided States, local educational agencies 
and local schools the opportunity to request waivers from federal 
regulations which they believe prevent them from undertaking 
education reform. This waiver authority is limited to seven· 
elementary and secondary education programs at the present time. 

In conclusion, I want to reiterate my support for GOALS 2000 
and urge its careful implementation in Pennsylvania. The demands 
of an increasingly competitive international marketplace make it 
imperative that we dramatically ch~nge our educational system, not 
because it is failing but because we must provide all of our 
citizens with much higher levels of skills and knowledge if this 
democracy and its economy are to survive. In my view, passage of 
GOALS 2000 has the potential to be seen as a watershed event in the 
annals of education reform. However, the only way this will happen 
is with the active participation of everyone -- regardless of 
politica~persuasion -- with a stake in education reform. I know 
my friends in the Pennsylvania legislature are up to this important 
task. 

If there is anything my staff or I can do ~o help with the 
Pennsylvania GOALS 2000 reform efforts, I hope you· will not 
hesitate to call on -me. . 

.~ 
O~GOODLING 

Ranking Republican Member 

BG: Is 
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May 10, 1995 

Honorable William F. Goodling 
Chainnan 
Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities 
U. S. House of Representatives 
Washington. D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chainnan: 

The Business Coalition for Education Refonn believes that higher academiC standards are 
crucial to the nation's education refonn efforts and to the· ultimate success of every child in 
schooL We have aggressively supported bipartisan legislation in Congress for this purpose and 
have been actively engaged in advancing refonn in nearly every state. 

During the 102nd Congress. the Coalition worked forthe enactment of President Bush's America 
200d proposal. Last year, we 5tood behind the enactment of President Clinton's Goals :WOO: 
Educate America Act. During the debate on these proposals, our interest focused on twa issues: 
First, the need to establish higher academic standards for all students, and, second, to provide 
states with financial assistance that would either accelerate the education reform already 
underway, or help jump-start new, comprehensive education improvements. 

New legislation has been introduced in both the House ofRepresentatives (H.R. 1045, H.R. 977) 
and in the Senate (S. 323, S. 469) to amend Goals 2000. We continue to support the underlying 
principles for reform contained in the Act, but believe that the provisions creating the National 
Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC) and opportunity-to-Iearn standards 
could be eliminated. We continue to support the role of the federal government in providing 
leadership as well as creating incentives for states to set high academic standards for what 
students should know and be able to do. 

AMERICAN BUSINESS CONFERENCE. BLACK BUSiNESS COUNClL • BUSINESS-HIGHER EDUCATION FORUM 

THE BUSINESS ROUNDTABLE. COMMITTEE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT. THE CONFERENCE BOARD 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES. NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF BUSINESS 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS. NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WOMEN BUSINESS OWNERS 


U.S. HISPANIC CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 




BUSINESS COALITION FOR EDUCATION REFORM PAGE 2 

Most member companies within our Coalition agree that education quality continues to be a 
national issue and a national problem, with serious potential consequences for our economic 
future and social strength. Consequently, we believe that there is an appropriate role for national 
leadership in benchmarking knowledge and skills. such as performing an information 
clearinghouse function, or providing advice, analysis, or technical assistance upon request that 
would help states understand how they compare to the best in the world. We also believe that it 
is inappropriate for the federal government to dictate or control education decisions that are siate 
and local concerns. 

Standards for knowledge and skills are used already by employers every day in the marketplace 
They are used for hiring and promoting people, and continue to change rapidly in a competitive 
world economy. Our youth will continue to pay the price if we fail to articulate clear expectations 
for knowledge and competence. Young people with high school diplomas may think that. they 
have a passport to the future. but too few are qualified for employment against the high standards 
required in the global economy. The stark reality is that youth who cannot perform against high 
workplace expectations are not going to be employed. 

As you proceed with legislation to amend the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. we strongly 
urge you to ensure that states be given the national support they need to move their reforms 
forward with high benchmarks for educational excellence. 

Sincerely, 

. American Business Conference 
Black Business Council 

. The Business Roundtable (Coalition co-chair) 
Chamber of Commerce of the United States 
National Alliance of Business (Coalition co-chair) 
National Association of Manufacturers 
National Association of Women Business Owners 
U.S. Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 

(Coalition participants not having specifie polieies on tbis issue or otherwise unable to sign include: Business-Higher 
Education Forum. Committee for Economic Development, and The Conference Board) 
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NATIO"-Al. ALLIANCE OF BVSINESS 

Ov.,· 25 Ycal"r ofH';iplII." Amt7"i,,, nark 

September I:. 199~ 

Honorable Arlen Specter 

Chairman 

Subcommittee on LaborlHHSlEducation 

Committee on Appropriations 

United States Senate 

Washington. D,C. 20510 


Dear i\k Chairman: 

America's business leaders are strongly committed to the goal of reducing the 
federal deficit and balancing the budget for the nation's long-term fiscal health, As 
you make the difficult decisions about spending P?orities to reach the goal of a 
balanced budget, one of the critical investments that business believes must be 
maintained is tile public investment in education and training. These investments 
are the foundation for America's future economic growth and social strength, 

I am writing. in panicular, to express support for funding the Goals 2000' Educate 
America Act, including state education refonn grants, the National Education 
Goals Panel, and the National Skill Standards Board. " 

The knowledge and skills ofemployees are the critical factors for economic 
success and international competitiveness in business. Yet, we cominue to fmd 
that job seekers are less prepared or less able to compete in the modern workpiace> 
High performance workplaces and increased technology require ever-changing 
skiUs. Education and training investments at the federal, State, and local levels are 
essential to enable both businesses and individuals to develop. the skills that can 
sustain the standard ofliving that Americans expect.. 

The federal invesunem in Goals 2000 is seed money with the unique ability to 
generate major iDnovations and to leverage other state and local funds. National 
leadership has been crucial to the gains we have made since critical problems in 
American education were identified in the 1983 report ., A Nation at Risk to A 

. national role in education reform, and basic investments in educating and training 
people. are essential to ensuring the strength of our country's future. 

1201 Ne~> York A"cnue. ~'W Washington, DC 20005·39]7 

202289-2888 ' FAX 202>289-1303 TDD 202289>2977 
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:"iATIO~AL ALLIA"CE OF Bt:SI~ESS 

I urge you to continue the level of funding provided in FY 1995 appropriations tor 
Goals 2000 as you finalize the FY 1996 appropriations bill. 

Sincereiy. 

William H. Kolberg 
President 

** TOTAL PAGE.003 ** 




· UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF LA~OR 


ORGANIZATIONS SUPPORTING 
mE GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT 

American Association of Colleges for Teacher: Education 
American Association of School Administrators 
American Council for the Arts 
American .Federation of Labor & Congress of Industrial Organizations 
American Federation of Teachers 
Business Coalition for Education Reform 
The Business Roundtable' 
Chamber of Commerce of the United States 
The College Board 
Committee for Economic Developmen~ 
Council of Chief State School Officers 
Council for Education Development and Research 
Council of Great City Schools 
Music Educators Nation3J Conference 
National Alliance of Business 
National Assembly of Local Arts Agencies 
National Assembly of State Arts Agencies 
National Association of Elementary School Principals 
National Association of Manufacturers 
National Association of Music Merchants 
National Association of Secondary School Principals 
National Association of State Boards of Education 
National Conference of State Legislatures 
National Education Association 
National Governors· Association 
National Parent Teacher Association 
'United Automobile, Aerospace and Agricultural ImpleJllent Workers of America,' UAW . 
National School Boards Association 
United States Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 
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NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF BUSINESS 


Chairn};tn 
Bert C. Roberts. Ir, 
,\-\CI COlllmunkJ.tltm:. Corpt)f.ltion 

President & CEO 
WilIi.m H. Kolberg 

Board of Directors 

Leo C. Beebe 

KwTron Intcm.ltional, IrK, 


Thorn.. D. 11<:11, Ir. 

Gult;'trc;.\m Acrosp.:U,'¢ Corpor3titm 


K:lthleen I, Burke 
BankAml.'rk.l Corpor:nion 

Edwin D. Campbell 
Coalitlon of Esscn{i.ll $;;hools 

Bruce Car,;well 
GTE COTrorarion ' 

lohn L. Clendenin 
BdlSmuh Corporation 

Kenneth G. Docter 
Price \~"H\!rhousl.~ 

Gale Duff·Bloom 
JCPcnncy Company, lne. 


Jerome H. Grossman 

~cw Eng.bnd Medical C,,'nh:r. Inc. 


Sidney Hann;1n 

H.nman Intemation.ll ) 

lntlusrrks, Inc. 


Wayl.nd R. Hicks 
~eXld Cnmmunil.',ui<ms 111(,. 

Albert Hoser 
Skmcns Corpm':.uion 

Lawrence A. Hough 
$JUic M.lc 

lerry J.ckson 
Entcrgy Corporation 

Glenn R. Jones 
Jones lmer,ahk. Inc. 

Mark JOHn 
Employers ~J.li{)n.li Job 
Sc~-kc Council 

Coretta Scon King 
Th~ ~1an:in Lutha Nfl!!;, Jr. 
C':flrcr, En,-,. ­

Malcolm R. Lovell. I r. 

:-';~Hion;d Pl.mning l~~slxi.uiol1 


Pedro F. M.ta 
Gr.lC;CCcxo.l 

lewell hekson M.cCabe 

~.ltiOl\.ll Coal1tion OJ lOO 

Bl.ld Women. [Ill,,". 


Ri<hard L. Measelle 

Arthur .~nJcl"S4:n & Co. 


Kenwood C. Nichols 

Champiun Int~mation.ll 


Corporation 


John D. Ong 

The BfGo()Jrich Company 


David E. Orr 

Akard ~c(work Systl."ms. II1(. 


lam« f. Orr. III 

lINU~1 Corpor,ltil)O 


loseph A. Pichler 

The Kroga Cu. 


Skip Schlcnk 

SAPlC 
Richard F. Schubert 

Points of Lighr FmmJJfion 


G.ry L. Tooker 

Motorola, Inc. 


Ben jamin TregO(' 

Kepner-Tregoc, [ne. 


Annc~Lec Verville 

IBM CorporJrion 


Alan L. Wurtzel 

Cin;ul( Ci~' Stores, luI.". 


Raul Y zagoirre 
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Over 25 Ycars ofHclpillJl Amcricn Work 

December 13, 1994 

Chairman William F. Goodling 
Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities 
U. S. House ofRepresentatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As the House and Senate prepare legislative agendas for the 104th Congress, the 
Board of Directors of the National Alliance ofBusiness, representing some of our 
nation's largest corporations, would like to affirm its support for the core principles 
contained in the education reform laws enacted in the l03rd Congress and urge the 
104th Congress to continue to maintain its commitment to these principles as well. 
Of particular importance to us is affirming the focus on the educational reforms 
necessary to develop and implement high academic achievement standards. 

The bipartisan education reform agenda, begun at the Education Summit in 
Charlottesville, Virginia in 1989, under then President George Bush, culminated in 
the enactment of major education reform initiatives in the 103rd Congress, 
including the Goals 2000: Educate America Act and the School-to-Work 
Opportunities Act. The Alliance believes Congress must continue to support and 
implement the core principles contained in these pieces of legislation. Specifically, 
the Alliance believes that states and communities must be encouraged to develop 
and implement academic achievement standards benchmarked to international 
standards since such standards are critical to our nation's ability to compete with 
the other industrialized nations of the world. 

The workplace has changed dramatically over the last decade requiring 
unprecedented levels of academic competencies from employers and employees 
alike. The rapid pace of technological change and the drive to become more 
efficient in order to successfully compete in the global marketplace demands that all 
employees meet ever increasing skill requirements. Unlike the past when basic 
education could suffice, future employees who are not able to meet these new 
workplace requirements will not be able to participate in this new high skill 
economy. These new measures are essential to an employer's ability to hire and 
retain a first rate workforce that can compete against any other in the world. Not 
only will academic achievement standards help secure our nation's future economic 
success, they will also allow employers to effectively communicate with schools, 
parents, and students what are the necessary workplace competencies to obtain and 
maintain successful employment opportunities in this new global economy. The 

1201 New York Avenue, NW Washington, OC 20005-3917 
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National Alliance of Business believes Congress must continue to support federal, 
state and local efforts to develop and implement world class educational 
achievement standards to ensure our nation's long term economic competitiveness. 

These recently enacted legislative initiatives also outline a new and different federal 
role in education and training: one of leadership, incentives, and assistance, coupled 
with unprecedented state and local flexibility to design the appropriate instructional 
programs for individual communities. The waiver authority from federal statutes 
and regulations provided in these recent efforts is critically needed. Discretion in 
developing and implementing academic achievement standards is left where it 
belongs - with states and communities. This new federal role is an example of 
how to eliminate unnecessary federal mandates and regulations, while providing 
further flexibility to state and communities as they design and implement new 
education and workforce development strategies. The federal government should 
continue to provide leadership, technical assistance, and incentives. When 
appropriate, the federal government should convene key stakeholders to encourage 
their involvement in designing and participating in these new efforts. 

We urge you to continue to sustain and support these efforts and principles 
throughout the new Congress. Ifyou have any questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact the Alliance. We look forward to working with you in the 104th Congress. 

Sincerely, 

William H. Kolberg 
President and CEO 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

OFFICE OF tHE SECRETARY 

STRONG PROTECTION AGAINST FEDERAL INTRUSION IN GOALS 2000 

Goals 2000 is designed to provide Federal support, in the ,form of 
financial assistance and models or'exemplars of outstanding 
practices, to education reforms designed and initiated at the 
local and state levels.' Education is a state and local 
responsibility, and, over the past decade in particular, the 
leadership for raising academic standards and improving education 
overall bas come from the state and local levels. Goals 2000 
will enable participating states and local communities to 
strengthen these reforms, broaden grass roots involvement in 
them, and'more rapidly involve all schools, parents and educators 
in education improvement'~ 

Goals 2000 is different from other Federal education programs. 
While Federal legislation is often' designed and intended to 
require or encourage states, localities or individuals to do 
things they would not otherwise do, Goals 2000 is designed to 
assist states and localities to uncrertake education reforms they 
are ,already committed to. 

consequently, the Goals 2000 Act provides maximum flexibility to 
states, local education agencies, and individual schools in 
designing their own approaches to improving education. The main 
requirements of the law are that:' (1) these approaches be aimed 
at helping all students reach challenging academic standards set 
by each state; (2) these approaches have a reasonable chance of 
success; (3) that there is a significant commitment within the 
state to implementing them; and, (4)that they provide for a good 
deal of l'ocal flexibility. 

Because the Goals 2000 program is designed to encourage and 
support reforms initiated at the local and state levels, it does 
not in any way seek to impose a "federal" approach to specific 
state or local approaches. In addition, it contains the 
following provisions that limit federal involvement and protect 
state and local control: 
o 	 Prohibition on Federal mandates, direction and control. 

Nothing in the Goals 2000 Act au'thorizes -any Federal 
official to mandate, direct or control state, local school 
district or individual'school curriculum, program of 
instruction, or allocation of resources, or to require any 
state, local district or school to incur any' costs not 
covered by Goals 2000. (Section 318) 

o 	 state and Local Government control of Education. Reaffirms 
that state and local governments have primary responsibility 
for control of education, and that the Federal government 
shall not directly or indirectly impose standards or 
promulgate rules or regulations that would reduce or 
undermine state and local control. (Section 319) 

400 MARYLAND AVE,. S.W. WASHINGTON. D.C. 20202 

Our ~ission is to ensure equal acces.; to education and to promote educational excellence throughout the Nation. 



o 	 Unconditioned state Participation. ,No state shall be 
required to obtain certification of its standards from the 
National Education Standards and Improvement Council 
.(NESIC), nor participate, in' Goals 2000 in any way, as a 
condition of participating in any Federal education program, 
such as Chapter 1, Drug Free ,Schools, vocational education," 
or Goals, 2000. (Section213(h)11}1 

,- ~ ~ 

o 	 voluntary 'National Standards shall be certified by NESIC 
only if they are sufficiently genera'l to be used by any 
state without restricting state and local control of 

,'curriculum. _ (Section 213 (e) )_ 
.~ ...' ...." 	 . 

o 	 National Standards do not create 'legally enforceable rights. 
standards and assessments certified ,by NESIC do not create 
legally enforceable rights against states, school districts 
or individual schools. (section 213(h)(2» 

I :.t':', 

o 	 s'tate!' 'participating in Goals' 2000 do not submit their 
standards for review toNESIC (see above) or to the 
secretary of Education for r~view and approval. In order to 
receive funds under Goals ,2000" States must present plans
for a process to develop state cC)ntent standards. They are 
not required to submit the actual standards to the Education 
Depart:ment for approvaL ,,(Section 306 (c) (1» 

o 	 opportunity to learn standards or strategies. While states 
must develop opportunity to learn standards or strategies, 
they only have to include the factors the State itself deems 
appropriate to achieve its own content and performance 
standards. In other 'words, opportunity to learn strategies, 

-or standards are determined by a state and focused on 
improved ,student learning. (Section 306 (d» 

In addition to these specific provisions of the Goals 2000 Act, 
the 'U.S. Department of Education has taken additional steps to 
reduce the possibility of inappropriate federal intrusion, and to 
preserve all of the state and local discretion incorporated into 
the ,law: ' 

o 	 The Department of Education has not issued any new 
regulations to implement Title 'III of Goals 2000. ,The 
Education Department intends to implement the program of 
grants' for 'state and local education improvement without 
issuing addition~l, complicated regulations that, micromanage , 
,a, f,lexible program.. " , ' ,.,,' 

o 	 The Education Department has'designed a streamlined 
application ,procedure for states, that cuts paperwork 
considerably. The initial application for states to request 
Goals 2000 funds is only 4 pages long, asks only for 
information required by law to award funds, and eliminates 
numerous forms ~' , 

I ."".' 
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June 7, 1994 

The Honorable James J. Rhoades 

Chairman 

Senate Education Committee 

Room 168 

Main Capitol Building 

Harrisburg, PA 17120 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you tor inviting me to attend your hearing on GOALS 
2000: The Educate America Act. UntortunatelY, due to a prevlous 
cOmlll.itment, I am unable to be with you today. Nevertheless, I 
wanted ~o share some ot my thoughts on this important legislation. 

After almost six years ot negotiations spanning nearly the 
entire Bush Administration and the tirst year and one-half of the 
Clinton Administration, I was very pleased that this legislation 
finally became the,law ot the land a tew months ago. 

GOALS 2000 is the tirst Federal program to tocus on improving 
the quality ot educ_tion in this country; until now, the Federal 
government paid . li'ttle attention to student learning and 
achievement. This law encourages States and localities to set high 
academic standards tor America's children, and it makes it clear 
that we have high expectations tor our future generations. 

GOALS 2000 enshrines into law the national education goals and 
a National Education Goals Panel to monitor our country's progress 
toward attaining these goals. It contains an important safe 
schools provision that begins to address the rampant violence that 
is spreading trom school to school across the nation. This 
legislation acknowledges that State and local education officials 
know best how to meet the needs ot students and· it provides 
regulatory flexibility to States, local educational agencies and 
schools. 

While I strongly supported final passage of this bill, let ~e 
make it clear that this was not alway~ the case. As one of the 
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st~~ngest supporters of State and loca: co~:=ol ~f educa:icn ~~ :~e 
Congress, I fought throughout the legis:ative process against all 
unnecessary Federal intrusion and bureaL.cracy. In particular, ! 
f~ught aga1nst the opportunity to learn provisions in this bill. 

At the outset, r must emphasize that any State's partici=ation 
in Goals 2000 is VOluntary. A State must only meet the ~e~uire­
ments of .the program if it participates. Otherwise, it ·.... ill not 
hav:! to do so .. 

Let me take a moment to explain some of the changes we ~ade 1n 
the final bill. First, while a State must develop opportunity to 
learn standards or strategies, they only have to include those 
factors it deems appropr iate to achieve a State's content and 
performance standards. In other words, OTL standards or strategies 
are whatever a State wants them to be as long as they are focused 
on improved student learning. 

The single most important section of the bill dealing with 
opportunity to learn is this: no State, local education agency, or 

. s~hool will be required to implem~nt OTL standards Qr strategies. 
So, while a State must develop OTL standards or strategies. they do 
not have to be implemented. Briefly, let me outline a few of the 
other State and local control provisions in GOALS 2000: 

~ 

o· 	 no State must have their standards certified by any Panel 
or Commission; 

o· 	 the adoptiori of standards, assessments, and opportunity 
to learn strategies or standards is not linked to 
participa~ion in any other program; 

o 	 nothing in, GOALS 2000 can be construed to mandate 
equalized spending or to mandate national school building 
standards; 

o 	 nothing in GOALS 2000 can be construed to mandate a State 
or locality. to incur costs not paid for under this act; 

o 	 and, there is a general prohibition on Federal mandates 
with respect to· the direction or control . of· a State, 
local education agency, or school's c~rriculum, program 
of instruction, or allocation of resources. 

o 	 requires each State improvement plan to include 
strateg ies for ensur ing that comprehensive I systemic
reform is promoted from the bottom up in communi ties,. . 
local educational agencies. and schools and includes a 
list of optional strategies for State consideration. 
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o 	 t:"ea~fit:"~s State a~d local t:"esponsibility fot:" contt:"~l of 
education. 	 . , 

o 	 t:"eq~it:"es the local plan to pt:"omotathe flexi~ility of 
loc,al schools in developing plans· .hicn· addt:"ess the 
particula~ needs of their school and community. 

I .ould have preferred no opportunity to learn provisions, ~ut 
that is not the way the legislative process .orks. So, .hile the 
final GOALS 2000 bill .as riot perfect, I believe it sti.ll has the 
potential to have an enormous impact on education in this nation.' 
In my view, there are two big obstacles that must be overcome fOt:" 
this program to ultimatelybej~dged a success. 

First, the various groups involved in setting academic 
standards must do their job correctly and produce, sensible, 
understandable standards, so eve~yone involved in the educational 
process will know what is expected of them. Overly complicated 
standards fill~d with academic jargon will meet with resistance by 
parents, teachers, and children, an~ will ultimately find their 
place buried on the shelf with dozens of other 'well-intended 
education reform efforts. 

Let me also emphasize that these must be academic standards. 
Parerlts ~avethe primary responsibility for instilling in their 
children'the values and behaviors that will quide and shape the 
lives of their children. Standards that are promulgated at the 
Federal and State levels must carefully avoid straying into 
attempts to dicta~e values and· behaviors. The extent to which 
schools may delve into these areas,' if at all, is a decision that 
must be left to pare'!"lts and the local 'schools that respond to them. 

, Second, the Department of Education must ensure that there is 
an absolute minimum o~ Federal influence on GOALS 2000 efforts in' 
the States and communities. At this point, I am pleased to say 
that it appears for the most part the 'Department is doing just as 
they promised. They have decided not to promulgate complicated 
regulations to implement GOALS 2000, and they have even been able 
tO,keep the GOALS 2000 application forms to only a few short pages 
--no small accomplishment for a F,ederal bureaucracy. 

Ho.ever, there are some early warning signs on the horizon 
that merit our careful scrutiny. In Ohio, ·the U.S. Department, of 
Education's Office of Civil Rights ~s investigating that State's 
development and, implementation of their Ninth-Grade Prof iciency 
Tests on the grounds that perhaps not all students were provided an 
opportunity to learn. While this case is still in the relatively 
preliminary stages, it could have a profound impact on other States 
efforts to implement GOALS 2000. 
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Ja~es,~, jes 

This investigation appears to unnecessarily involve the 
F~deral government in theday~to-day operations of school systems 
and raises serious questions about the feasibility of standards ,and 
asseSSi:len t e f fort.s in all sta tas. It ::-aises the quest ion of 
whether or not the Department,will allow anY high stakes standards 
and assessment, provisions to ever be implemented. Clearly I the 
Ohio case is one to watch. 

Finally, we have provided States, local educational agencies 
and local schools the opportun~ty to request waivers from federal 
regulations which they believe prevent them from undertaking 
education reform. This waiver authority· is limited to seven 
elementary and secondary education programs at the present time. 

In conclusion, I want to reiterate my support for GOALS 2000 
and urge its careful implementation in Pennsylvania. The demands 
of an increasingly competitive i~tern~tionalmarketplace make it 
imperative that we ,dramatically change our educational system,not 
because it is failing but because we must provide all of our 
citizens with much higher levels of skills and knowledge if this 
democracy and its economy are to survive. In my view, passage of 
GOALS 2000 has the potential to be ~een as a watershed event in the 
annals of education reform. However, the only way this will happen 
is with the active participation of everyone -- regardless of 
politlca~persuasion -- with a 'stake in education reform. I know 
my friends in the Pennsylvania legislature are up to this important 
t.ask. 

If there is anything my staff 
t 

or.I can do to help with the 
Pennsylvania GOALS 2000 reform efforts, I hope you will not 
hesitate to call on"'me. 

", ..t2=::~eln'" 
O~~G 

Ranking Republican Member 

BG: ls 
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GOALS 2000 (Title III) 

I. PROGRAM "DESCRIPTION 

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act was signed into law by President Clinton on 
March 31, 1994 to provide a framework of federal support for state and local education 
improvement efforts. Title III of Goals 2000 seeks to raise academic achievement by 

J 	
supporting high:-quality teacher professional'development, expanding the use of 
computers and technology in classrooms, 'raising academic standards, and Increasing 
parental and community involvement in education. Funding is utilized at the state, 
district, and school level for planning and implementation efforts that inchide broad­
based input from the community .. 

'. 

Since its enactment, 48 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico have received 
over $400 million ($91 million in the first year and, to date, $316 million in year 2) to 
support reform at the state, district, and school level. Most of these funds have been 
distributed by the states in the form of subgrants to local districts, often. in consortia 
with neighboring districts and sometimes with universities and other non-profit 
organizations. 	 In only the first year of the program, approx4nately 1,300 awards were 
made by the states to local districts. By the end of the second year 'of funding, it is 
estimated that an additional 6,000 awards will be made to local d~stricts and consortia. 
Each of the districts then utilizes most of its funds to support schools in planning and 
implementing their own initiatives to raise student achievement. 

II. PROGRAM HISTORY 

• 	 President Clinton signed the Goals 2000: Educate,America Act into law on March 31, 
1994. Through Title III of the Act, states, districts, and schools are provided with 
funds to plan and implement comprehensive efforts to improve student achievement. 

• 	 The Goals 2000 Act passed with strong bipartisan support in Congress and with the 
endorsement cif every major national business, parent, and education organization. The 
Act is based on lessons learned from state and local education improvement efforts 
sparked by the Reagan Administration's 1983 report A Nation at Risk. The, 
groundwork for the Act was 'laid by President Bush and the nation's governors in 1990 
when they established national goals for education and launched a grassroots 'state and 
local effort to achieve them. 

• 	 Goals 2000 is authorized for five years, from fiscal year 1994 through 1998. " 

• 	 The Goals 2000 Act has now been fun~ed for two years. In fiscal year 1994, 



$91,480,000 was appropriated through Title III to fund states. In fiscal year 1995, 
$358,251,300 was appropriated. 

III. ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

• 	 Number served/benefitting: Since its enactment, 48 states, the District of Columbia, 
and Puerto Rico have received over $400 million ($91 million in the first year and, to 

, date, $316 million in year 2) to support reform at the state, district, and school level. 
In only the first year 'of the program, appro'ximately 1,300 awards were made by the 
states to local districts. By the end of the second year of funding, it is estimated that an 
additional 6,000 awards will be made to local districts and consortia. Of the funding a 
state receives, at least 90% must go to local districts. Of the district funding, at least 
85% must go to individual schools. At each level, the funding supports planning and 
implementation of efforts to benefit all of the children they serve. 

• Findings of key studies: Due to the recent enactment of this Act, there are no key 
. findings of studies, to report. However, several reports and surveys are currently 

underway or soon will be to gauge the impact of Goals 2000, on state and local reform 
efforts. Policy Studies Associates is conducting one study to collect information from 

. the customers' p~rspective of the federal government's processes in implementing 
federally-supported reform efforts. It will address Congressional mandates (P.L. 103­
382, Section 14701) to evaluate federal assistance to states, focusing on the role and 
effectiveness of the Department's communications, technical assistance, issuance of 
regulations, reviews of plans, and 'other efforts. Another study will provide baseline 
data regarding the planning process and early implementation of Goals 2000 and ESEA 
programs, particularly Title I. The evaluation will focus on how the legislative 
framework and federal resources under Goals 2000 and ESEA are incorporated into the 
context of state school improvement efforts. A description of Goals 2000 activities is 
currently being prepared for the Secretary's Report to Congress on April 30, 1996 
(Section 312). 

• 	 Success stories 

. At the state level, Goals 2000 supports efforts to develop standards and assessments 
and coordinate these with professional development, governance, and other related 
areas. In these efforts, states are encouraged by Goals 2000 to bUild upon current 
initiatives in order to utilize· and coordinate all existing resources. For example: 

o . In Colorado, the state legislature passed legislation in 1993 that called for the 
development of model state standards while giving districts flexibility to develop their 
own standards that "meet or exceed" the state model. The state established a Standards 
and Assessment Development and Implementation Council that spent two years 
developing a model set of state content standards with the input of 14,000 citizens 
throughout the state. Schools and districts are now in the process of developing or 
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revising their own standards -- often with the assistance of Goals 2000 funds -- to 

. ensure that they meet or exce~d the state's standards. . . 


o . Texas has long had a set of "essential knowledge and skills" that include broad. state 
. goals for student learning. The state is currently using. approximately $2.1 million in 
Goals 2000 funds to meet its legislativ<;! mandate to evaluate and. revise the state's 
essential knowledge and skills. Essential Knowledge and Skills Clarification Teams, 

.. comprised of 325 individuals from across Texas, have been established in each 
academic subject area to review and revise the state's standards to ensure that they are 
rigorous and focus on the knowledge and skills that students should demonstrate rather 
than input measure such as instructional 'time. A Connections Team composed of the 
chair of each Clarification Team is focusing on the links ampng the various subject 
;ireas. , 

Most of tlie funding that a state receives is used to support the efforts of local districts 
and schools. Through competitive subgrants, the state provides funds for schools and 
districts that promote locally developed, standards-based improvement strategies and. 
innovations. In just the first year of Goals 2000, local requests to states'have exceeded 

, available funds by 200-600 % .. The following stories exemplify the range of activities 
that are being implemented with the support of Goals 2000 funding: 

1 

o Kentucky made parental involvement in education a priority for furthering its 

. standards-based reform initiative. Using a $30,000 first-year Goals 2000 grant, 

Harrison County strengthened parental involvement in education through telephone 


.hotlines and improved student performance reports, Hardin County is using $80,000 
over two years to provide workshops for parents, teachers and students and offer cable' 
television and video programs to reach parents who otherwise could not get to.their. 
child's school, and Franklin County also received $30,000 to train teachers to recruit 
parents as classroom instructional volunteers. At the Second Street year-round school 
in Frankfort, Goals. 2000 funds support a series of enrichment weeks during which 
students in grades five through eight and their families are invited to attend special after 
school classes together . ' 

o Minnesota, like several other states, is providing flexibility for innovation through 
. charter schools. It is using an $18,176 Goals 2000 grant to expand the innovative 

academic program of the New Visions Charter School in Minneapolis. New Visions , 
focuses intensively on helping children overcome reading problems, and depends 
.heavily on parental involvement in the school. 	 Results thus far are impressive. Before 
arriving, students at New Visions were gaining only a ,half year's worth of reading 
skills: Since entering New Visions, students now average between 13 and 18 months 
of reading 'gains annually. The school's Goals 2000 grant is being used in 
collaboration with Winona State University to. train staff from New Visions and other 
districts. 

3. 




\ 
! 

o The Connecticut, the Region 15 Public Schools put together a consortium of nine 
school districts that include both urban, suburban, and rural districts in conjunction 
with a partnership with several colleges, universities, and professional organizations. 
This consortium received $23,000 to improve students performance through improving 
the collaboration of teachers and administrators, in addressing questions around content 
and performance standards, assessments, and follow-up actions to improve student' 
performance. Actual samples of students' work are brought to the table for discussion. 
Strong links were forged between members of the consortium during the first year of 
the grant. As one teacher described, " .. .it has contributed to our standards 
setting...when we have the opportunity to see what other students are producing, we . . 
see that our students' work we once considered 'best' can be improved. n The grant 
allowed for inter-school visits, exchange .of instructional materials and assessment 
strategies. 

o A $241,OOO;Goals 2000 grant in Tennessee supports a collaboration among the 
University of Tennessee at Chattanooga, the cities of Athens and Cleveland, and the 
counties of Bradley, Marion, Meigs, McMinn, Polk, and Rhea to establish a training 
center for teachers, administrators, and related school personnel. The training focuses 
on using computers and integrating technology into academic content areas across all 
grade levels. 

• Quotes from newspapers. experts. etc. 

Now the House Republicans have moved to kill the entire Goals 2000... Killing it 
would be one of the dumbest things Congress can do., 

-- David Broder ["Just Plain Dumb, II The Washington Post, 8/2/95, p. A25] 

Goals 2000 funding was used to get our grassroots folk involved in the education 
process. Fishermen and university presidents sat down at the same table and (alked 
about what needs to happen for our students to be successful. 

-- Elaine Griffin, Alaska teacher, National Teacher of the Year, 1995 

The Goals 2000 reform efforts are vastly different bec;ause they Ire controlled by 
us, they Ire controlled by the people, not by the top-down sorts of things that 
we Ive had in thepast. ... I don 't recall ever having a national focus like the 
current Goafs 2000 national focus. And I believe that this is going to succeed .' 
because one of the greatest things a government can do for its people is to giv,e 
them hope, and to give them a vision, and that is what these Goals do. 

-- Anne Jolly, Teacher, Mobile, Alabama' 

. " 

In New Mexico, the Goals 2000 resource has significantly accelerated the rate at which 
needed educational reform is taking place. More importantly, as a result of these 

4 . 



restructuring efforts, we have begun to see increases in the achievement levels of 
students and more particularly those of children ofNative American and Hispanic 
descent. 

-- Alan Morgan, New Mexico Superintendent of Public Instruction 

The 'vast majority ofAmericans know and appreciate the role of education in 
maintaining our democratic society, economic system and quality 0/ life. The 
Goals 2000 program is presently the most thoughtful, well-conceived, 
organized, supported and led reform initiative in the nation and in our state. 

-- Raymond G. Arveson, Louisiana State Superintendent,of Education 

IV. HISTORY OF BIPARTISAN SUPPORT 

• Quotes from both parties in support of the program 

Although Goals 2060 has only been in effect a short time, .the program has changed the 
face oj education as we know it. I applaud your efforts to help children everywhere 
reach the high academic standard we have setfor them. ' . . 

. -- Governor Tommy G. Thompson [quote from a letter to Michael Cohen, 
Senior Advisor to Secretary Riley, 9/is/95] . 

I was really pleased that this legislation finally became the law of the land. . . Goals 
2000 IS the first Federal program to focus on improving the quality of education in this 
country. . . This law encourages staies and localities to set high academic standards for 
America's children, and it makes it clear that we have high expectations for our future 
generations. 

-- Congressman Bill Goodling, Chairman of the Economic and Educational 
Opportunities Committee [quote from a letter to the Chairman of the Senate 
EducationCommittee in Pennsylvania, 617/94] 

I am a supporter of the program. I think it is a good program. 
-- Congressman John Porter, Chairman of the Appropriations Subcommittee for 

. Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education [quote from the McNeil­
Lehrer News Hour. 5/19/95] 

I think Goals 2000 is an example of the federal government giving states more authority 
to be creative, to be innovative. ' 

-- Senator Mark Hatfield,' Chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee 
[from a speech during the Oregon ceremony where his state became the first 
"Ed-Flex" demonstration state, 2/95] 
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It makes no 'sense to abolish the Goals 2000: Educate America Act which is helping' 
states and communities raise standards of achievement and discipline. Goals 2000 is 
far from being a partisan effort. This program is almost identical to a similar effort 
launched by Republican leadership during the administration of President George Bush. 

--Terrel Bell, President Reagan's Education Secretary [quote from a statement 
released 7/13/95] 

• Quotes from the private sector 

Goals 2000 is only a small portion of what I think we need, but it is a very critical 
portion .... If we lose Goals 2000 it would be an incredibly negative setback for this 
country. 

-­ Louis Gerstner, CEO of IBM, 9/6/95 

Without Washington's leadership and budgetary support education reform in America· 
will die... Dejunding Goals 2000 would be wrong and short-sighted. 

-­ David Whitwam, CEO of Whirlpool, 9/11195 

We are still in the early stages of communicating to the American public and, indeed, 
to many in the educational community, the ini'portance of meeting high standards and 
taking accountabilityfor doing so. Failure to continue the Goals 2000 Act would· 
represent a tremendous setback for this effort. 

-­ John E. Pepper, CEO of Procter & Gamble, 9/8/95 

Our youth will continue to pay the price if we fail to articulate clear expectations for 
knowledge and competence. Young people with high school diplomas may think that 
they have a passport to the future, but too few are qualified for employment against the 
high standards required in the global economy. The stark reality is that youth who 
cannot perform against high workplace expectations are not going to be employed. 

-­ Business Coali~ion for Education Reform 

• Key bipartisan votes . 

On March 23, 1994, the House of Representatives approved the final Goals 2000 bill 
by a bipartisan vote of 306-121. On March 26, the Senate gave its approval to this 

. version by a vote of 63-22. 

V. 1995-1996 CONGRESSIONAL PROPOSALS 

• Budget cuts and their impact 
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The conference committee has tentatively proposed funding Goals 2000 for fiscal year 
1996 at $340 million. This represents a $21 million reduction in funding from the 
fiscal year 1995 level. A $21 million cut would result in an estimated 600 fewer 
schools receiving funding than in fiscal year 1995. The roughly 330,000 children that 
attend these schools would be denied the support of Goals 2000 to foster school 
improvement efforts, including the development and implementation of a coordinated 

. reform plan and professional development designed to raise student achievement. 
Further, there would be less support for statewide and district efforts, impacting the 
support to improve the quality ~f education for all students. Despite the impact of 
these cuts as compared to fiscal year 1995 levels, it should be noted that the President's 
request for fiscal year 1996 is more than double that proposed by the conference 
committee. 

• Policy changes/riders 

Currently, Senator Specter has proposed a set of amendments to Goals 2000 that could 
potentially be passed as part of the final negotiations over fiscal year 1996 Goals 2000· 
funding. These amendments would do the following: 

* Eliminate the requirements specifying .the membership and appointment 
process of state and local education reform plannirig panels, while retaining the 
general requirement for establishing6toad-based planning panels. 
* Eliminate the National Education Standards and Improvement 
Council (NESIC). 
* Eliminate opportunity-to-Iearn standards. 
* Allow local school districts to apply,directly to the Secretary for Title III 
funds in states that are not· participating in Goals 2000 as of October 20, . 1995. 
* Provide an option for states to substitute enhanced accountability to the 
Secretary. 

• Current status 

The current continuing resolution extends through April 21, providing funding at 75% 
of the fiscal year 1995 . level. 

VII. MAIN CRITICISMS/ATTACKS ON THE PROGRAM AND RESPONSES 

Concern: 	 GOALS 2000 will lead to a federal government takeover of local education. 

Reality: 	 Section 318 of the GOALS 2000: Educate America Act makes it absolutely· 
clear that there are no mandates, and there will be no federal takeover: 
"Nothing in this Act shall be construed to authorize an officer or employee of 
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the Federal Government to mandate, direct, or control a state, local educational 
agency, . or school's curriculum, program of instruction, or allocation of State or . 
local resources or mandate a State or any subdivision thereof to spend any funds 
or incur any costs not paid for under this Act." Section 319 of the Act again 
clarifies that Congress "reaffirms that the responsibility for control of education 
is reserved to the states and local school systems." 

The primary goal of the GOALS 2000: Educate America Act is to encourage 
local community-based actions that meet pressing educational needs, help more 
students achieve to higher standards, increase parental participation, and 
improve teaching. GOALS 2000 provides federal support for local and state 
reforms. The Act provides great flexibility in how states and communities 
develop and implement their reform plans. One of the key assurances a state 
must give when applying for GOALS 2000 funds is that the state will seek 
broad public participation in the GOALS 2000 planning process. 

There are specific statements throughout the GOALS 2000 Act that nothing in 
the Act will reduce, modify, or undercut state and local responsibility for 
control of education. In addition, participation in GOALS 2000 is completelY 
voluntary. 	 . 

Concern: Our schools will henceforth be pushed toward a philosophy known as Outcome­
. Based Education (OBE). 

Reality: 	 The legislation doesn't promote any particular education philosophy or 
approach; that is a local decision. GOALS 2000 focuses on upgrading 
academic achievement and preparing students for the world of work. Each. 
state, school district, and school determines what content it wants students to 
learn, and whether that content should focus strictly on core academic and basic 
skills or should also include other areas. The federal government will not be 
involved in those kinds of local decisions . 

. Concern: 	 GOALS 2000 will encourage the proliferation of school-based health clinics, 
and move schools away from the fundamental duty of education and into the 
proviiion of reproductive services. 

Reality: 	 The focus of the GOALS 2000: Educate America Act is improving student , 
achievement, greater parental participation, discipline and safety in our schools, 
better teaching, higher high school graduation rates, and greater rates of adult 
literacy. GOALS 2000 does not change the fact that decisions regarding school­
based health clinics and the distribution of contraceptives remain a state and 
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locaL responsibility. In addition, section 1018 of the Act requires that states and 
lotal communities. that choose to use federal funds for health programs develop 
procedures to encourage' family participation in such programs. 

GOALS 2000 is another burdensome federal program with a multitude of rules 
and regulations. 

GOALS 2000 is a "responsible block grant." It sets broad objectives and goals, 
but allows the, states to detennine the means to reach them. The Department of 
Education has not, and will not, issue' any regulations for GOALS 2000. The 
Department of Education has designed a streamlined application procedure for 
states that cuts paperwork considerably. The initial application for states to 
request GOALS 2000 money is only 4 pages long,asks only for infonnation 
required by law to award funds, and eliminates numerous fonns. 

GOALS 2000 ,does not promote inIiovative approaches to school refonn. 

GOALS 2000 encourages the creation of new innovative partnerships, and 
provides historic flexibility and waiver authority: For example, Massachusetts 
is using its GOALS 2000 funds to support the creation of 14 charter schools. 

Congress and the federal bureaucracy do not support the following basic 
elements of good education: 

• 	 character development based on honesty, integrity, selflessness, 
compassion, and self-discipline; 

• 	 curricula focusing on the basics, including math, science, literature,. 
linguistic skills, music, art, and history; and 

• 	 parents as the children's first teacher~ with schools as a supportive 
partner. 

Academic' achievement, responsible citizenship,and parental involvement are 
essential features of the GOALS 2000 Act. There is a strong consensus that 
citizenship, knowledge of core academic subject matter, and parent-teacher 
cooperation are critical if this country is going to reach the National Education 
Goals.. For example the third goal states: "By the year 2000, all students will 
leave grades 4, 8, and 12 'having demonstrated competency in challenging 
subject matter, including English, math, science, foreign languages, cJvics and 

. 	 . ~ 

9 



· . 


( 

government, economics, arts, history, and geography, and every school in 
America will ensure that -all students learn to use their minds well, so that they 
may be prepared for responsible citizenship, further learning, and productive 
employment in our Nation's modem economy. II 

t 

This goal represents a vision for this country. It is our hope that all interested 
Americans--Democrats, Republicans, parents, teachers, business leaders:..-will 
work together to see that it becomes a reality by the year 2000. 

to 
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UNITEp STATES DEPARTl\1ENT OF EDUCATION 'til 
GOALS 

.....2000.... 

Misconceptions' About the GOALS 2000: Educate America Act 

The passage of the GOALS' 2000: Educate America Act in March of 1994, heralded a new role 
for the federal government in its support for education. No . longer would the federal role focus 
only on narrow categorical programs. Now, it would also promote a comprehensive approach to 
help all s.tudents succeed academically. This new focus on achievement grew out of a bipartisan 
recognition that too many U.S. students were not:achieving at the levels necessary for them to 
succeed in the modern economy. 

As the federal government carries out this new role of flexible support for stat~ and local school . 
improvement efforts, some miscon.ceptions have arisen about GOALS 2000. The following 
outlines those misconceptions, and addresses the concerns that have been raised. 

Concern: 	 GOALS 2000 will lead to a federal governf!1ent takeover of local education. 

Reality: 	 Section 318 of the GOALS 2000: Educate America Act makes it absolutely clear 
that there are no mandates, and there will be no federal takeover: "Nothing in this 
Act shall be construed to authorize an officer or employee of the Federal 
Government to mandate, direct, or control a State, local educational agency, or 

.. 	school's curriculum, program of instruction, or allocation of State or local . 
resources or mandate a State or any subdivision thereof to spend any funds or 

. incur any costs not paid for under this Act." Section 319 of the Act again 
clarifies that Congress "reaffirms that the responsibility for control of education is 
reserved to the. States and local school systems." 

The primary goal of the GOALS 2000: Educate America Act is to encourage 
local community-based actions that meet pressing educational needs, help more 
students achieve to higher standards, increase parental participation, and improve 
teaching. GOALS 2000 provides federal support for local and state reforms. The 
Act provides great flexibility in how states and communities develop and . 
implement their reform plans. One of the key assurances a state must give when 
applying for GOALS 2000 funds is that the state will seek broad public 
participation in the GOALS 2000 planning process. 

There are specific statements throughout the GOALS 2000 Act that nothing in the 
Act will reduce, modify, or undercut state and localresponsibility for control of 
education. In addition, participation in GOALS 2000 is completely voluntary. 

- -. I 	 ­



Concern: 

Reality: 

Concern: 

Reality: 

Our schools will henceforth be pushed toward a philosophy known as Outcome­
Based Education (OBE). 

The legislation doesn't promote any particular education philosophy or approach; 
that is a local decision. GOALS 2000 focuses on upgrading academic 
achievement and preparing 'students for the world of work. Each state, school 
district, and school determines what content it wants students to learn, and 
whether that content should focus strictly on core academic and basic skills or 
should also include other areas. The federal government will not be involved in 
those kinds of local decisions. 

GOALS 2000 creates the National Education Standards and Improvement 
Council (NESIC), which will act as a "national school board" and control what is 
taught in the classroom. ' 

NESIC was initially recommended in 1992 by a bipartisan group, authorized by 
'Congress and appointed by Secretary Lamar Alexander,and cochaired by 
Governor Carroll Campbell (R-SC) and Governor Roy Romer (D-CO). The 
council included, among others, Representative Goodling, Senator Hatch, Lynne 
Cheney, and Chester Finn. 

The purpose of the council was to provide an independent review of the quality of 
model national and state academic standards being developed by professional 
organizations in each discipline. These standards would be submitted voluntarily. 
There was no requirement that a state receive certification as a condition of 
participating in any federal education program, such as Chapter 1, Drug-F~ee 
Schools, vo~ational education, or GOALS 2000. NESIC also would not review a 
state's school improvement plan developed under GOALS 2000. 

NESIC was to be comprised of 19 members, including educators, employers, and 
state and local officials, -appointed by the president from nominations made by the 
National Education. Goals Panel (comprised of governors, state legislators, 
Congress, and the administration), the House and Senate leadership, and the 
secretary of education. 

Despite the carefully delineated authority provided to NESIC under the GOALS 
2000 Act, many people are concerned about any national certification of 
standards. Upon recommendation by the National Education Goals Panel on 
January 28, 1995, the secretary of education has asked the president not to 
appoint NESIC. Discussions regarding other options for helping states develop 
the highest quality academic standards for children have begun on Capitol Hill 
and with state officials. Four bills have been introduced in Congress to eliminate 
NESIC. . Congress will be debating these proposals later this year. 
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Concern: 

Reality: 

Concern: 

Reality: 

Concern: 


Reality: 


GOALS 2000 requires the use of the national history standards recently released. 

Under GOALS 2000, states and school districts determine their own academic 
standards that outline what they want their children to learn .. If they choose, 
states and communities can use voluntary national standards developed by 
professional organizations as models to design their own challenging standards. 
Several states are adopting parts of the model f).ational standards while others are 
developing their own standards. National standards are voluntary. No funds are 
tied to the use of these standards, orof any subset of these standards. No law or 
regulation requires their use in imy way. 

Although the release of the history standards has evoked a great deal of 
controversy, efforts to develop voluntary national standards in other content 
areas, coordinated by such groups as the National Council of Teachers of 
Mathematics, the Center for Civic Education, and the National Geographic 
Society, have been well received. Drafts of these standards have been reviewed' 

,by hundreds of teachers and o~her concerned citizens. The standards represent 
what teachers and scholars believe students should know in subject areas such as 
math, geography, civics, and the arts by certain points in their education. The 
much acclaimed math standards, released in 1989, are being used in classrooms 
across the nation. 

GOALS 2000 will encourage the proliferation of school-based health clinics, and 
move sch<?ols awayfrom the fundamental duty of education and into the 
provision of reproductive services. 

The focus of the GOALS 2000: Educate America Act is improving student 
achievement, greater parental participation, discipline and safety in our schools, 
better teaching, higher high school graduation rates, and greater rates of adult 
literacy, GOALS 2000 does not change the fact that decisions regarding school­
based health clinics and the distribution of contraceptives remain a state and local 
responsibility. In addition, section 1018 of the Act requires that states and lo~al 
communities that choose to use federal funds for health programs develop 

, procedures to encourage family participation in such programs. , 

GOALS 2000 is another burdensome federal program with a multitude of rules 
and regulations. 

GOALS 2000 is a "responsible block grant." It sets broad objectives and goals, 
but allows the states to determine the means to reach them. The Department of 
Education has not, and will not, issue 'any regulations for GOALS 2000. The 
Department of Education has designed a streamlined application procedure for 
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states that cuts paperwork considerably. The initial application for states to 
request GOALS 2000 money is only 4 pages long, asks only for information 
required by law to award funds, and eliminates numerous forms. 

Concern: 	 GOALS 2000 does not promote innovative approaches to school reform. 

Reality: 	 GOALS 2000 encourages the creation of new innovative partnerships, and 
provides historic flexibility and waiver authority .. For example, Massachusetts is 
using its GOALS 2000 funds to support the creatio'n of 14 charter schools. 

Concern: 	 GOALS 2000 promotes opportunity-to-Iearn standards that focus on inputs rather 
than on standards for student achievement. 

Reality: GOALS 2000 reflects an unwavering commitment to results. D~veloping and 
. implementing challenging standards for what students should know and be able to 

do in key subject areas, and effectively measuring student performance against 
these standards, are cornerstones of the bill. States and school districts--not the 
federal government-":will define and monitor these standards. The federal 
government will not be involved in monitoring individual schools or teachers. 

The Act also provides for establishing opportunity-to-Iearn standards or 
strategies, which are very carefully defined to reflect the essential areas related 
directly to teaching and learning: quality and availability of curriculum, 
instructional materials, and technologies; the capacity of teachers to provide 
quality instruction in each c~mtent area; and the access of teachers and 
administrators to professional development. The opportunity-to-Iearn standards 

. or strategies are intended to serve as a guide, and their implementation is 
voluntary. 

Concern: 	 The GOALS 2000 Act is the result of the liberal education establishment's wish 
list. 

Reality: 	 GOALS 2000 passed the Congress with strong bipartisan support, and has been 
endorsed by nati9nal business organizations, including the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, the National Alliance of Business, the Business Roundtable, and the 
National Association of Manufacturers. The GOALS 2000 Act supports an 
education reform agenda that was spearheaded by governors of both parties. It is 
a balanced bill, one that provides national leadership and some federal funds to 
support grassroots, bottom-up reform. 

Concern: 	 Congress and the federal bureaucracy do not support the following basic elements 
of good education: . 
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• 	 character development based on honesty, integrity, selflessness, . 
compassion, and self-discipline; 

• 	 curricula focusing on the basics, including math, science, literature, . 
. linguistic skills, music, art, and history; and 

•. 	 parents as the children's first teacher, with schools as a supportive partner. 

Reality: 	 Academic achievement, responsible citizenship, and. parental involvement are 

essential features of the GOALS 2000 Act. There is a strong consensus that 

citizenship, knowledge of core academic subject matter, and parent-teacher . 

cooperation are critical if this country is going to reach the National Education 

Goals. For example the third goal states: "By the year 2000, all students will 

leave grades 4, 8, and 12 having demonstrated competency in challenging 

subject matter, including English, math, science, foreign languages, civics and 

government, economics, arts, history, and geography, and every school in 

America will ensure that all students hmrn to use their minds well, so that they 

may be prepared for responsible citizenship, further learning, and productive 

employment in our Nation's modern economy." . 


This goal represents a vision for this country. Itis our hope that all interested . 	 . 

Americans--Democrats, Republicans, parents, teachers, business leaders--wil1 
. work together to see that it becomes a reality by the year 2000 . 

. For more information about GOALS 2000 call 202-401-0039. 

May 10, 1995 k:\shared\g2k\myths 
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GOALS 2000 


48 States are participating in Goals 2000 (all except Alabama and Virginia) 
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GClals 2000 - Title '" 23-Jul-96 

State 

ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS, 
CALIFORNIA ' 
COLORADO" 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE· 
FLOR"DA 
GEORGIA 
HAwAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA­
KANSAS" 

'-"~---KENTUCt(Y" , 
LOUISIANA 
MAINE 
MARYLAND" 
MASSACHUSElTS· 
MICHIGAN" 
MINNESOTA" 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA+ 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA;', 
NEW.HAMPSHIRE+ 
NEW.JERSEY , 
NEW.MEXICO" 
NEW.YORK 
NORTH.CAROL.INA 
NORTH.DAKOTA· 
OHIO· 
OKLAHOMA+ 
OREGON" 
PENNSYLVANIA 
RHODE.ISLAND 

, SOUTH.CAROLINA 
SOUTH.DAKOT A 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS" 
UTAW 
VERMONT* 
VIRGINIA 
WASHINGTON" 
WEST.VIRGINIA" 
WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 

, ,DISTRICT.OF.COLUMBIA 
PUERTO.RICO ' ' 

OUTLYING AREAS, BIA, and 
, ALASKA NATIVES 

FY,1,994 FY1995 ' FY,1996 
AUocatlon , Allocation Allocation 

'$1,601,966 ' $0 $5,675,986 
459,903 1,603,780 1,437,296 

1,362,358 5,649,307 5,038,557 
991,579 3,783,542 . 3,434,819 

10,524,929 43,646,844 39.211,219 
1,085,028 4,444,927 , 3,922,624 

960,721 3,566,972 3.149,595 
405,701, 1,338,680 1,242,928 

,4,026,309 16,439,307 ' , 14,713,635 
2,360,625 9,286,084 8,515,014 

417,148 , 1,432,053 1,307,668 
457,565 1,625,598 ' 1.4r8,175 

,4,142.656 16,575,525 15,050,826 
1,734,498 6,796,298 6,280,894 

886,746 3,337,057 3,077,877 
864,615 3,310,395 3,099.621 

'10477,200 5,985.736 5,549,490 
2,066;082 8,258,441 7,642,099 
, ,505,866 1,707,617, 1,535,403 
1,448,309 5,576,162 ,5,016,113 
1,881,814 7,245,727 6,242,461, 
3,626,515 14,895,257 13.653.547 
1,387,624 5,573.220 5,062,092 
1,359,516 5,280,585 4,864,881 
1,691,269 6,763,905 ' 6.132.07.3 

449,712 , 1.617.050 1,459,914 
567,422 2,058,543' , 1,834,350 

, 410,095 1,470,830 , 1,303,042 
,,0 ' 1,337,386 1,232,612 

2.447,997 ' 9,113,159' 7.904,169 
,741,603 2,883,664 2,610,240 

, 7,1073,261 28,100,168 25.358,328 
2,062,239 8,027,556 7,280,313 

406,274 1,389,495 .1,259,984 
3,715,308 15.374,440 14,226,873 
1,153,998 4,556,912 4,176,732 
1,046,640 4,158,672 3,799.963' 
4,074,763 16,095,253' 14,464;447 

442,261 1,533,991 1,359,668 
1,274,631' 4,882,089 4,511.625 
, 426,975 (464,085 " 1.309,917 
1,677,460 ' 6,620,697 7,5,999,453 
7,293,999 30,293,528 27,187,479 

709,092 2,681,446 .2,452,958 
406,722 1,319;304 1,225,743 

o o 6,200,305 
1,581,128 6,559,793 ' 6.056.946 

778,396, 2,901,252 2,788,423 
1,682,771 6,822,104 6,320,177 

370,124 1,309,003 1;224,150 
,476,600 1,578,97~ ,1.353,218 

2,383,988 9,958,890 9,064,078 

9.20,000 3,618,700 3,400,000 

PEER REVIEW SET-ASIDE 0, o 300,000 

TOTAL. $92,400,000 ~361,870,OOO $340,000,000 

•• indicates State has received 1996 grant award , 

+ - funds are available for award directly to LEAs in the'State on a competitive'basis 
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GOALS 2000: 

EXM1PLES OF HOW CONfMUNITIES ACROSS THE NAnON ARE 


ENHANCING STIJDENT ACHIEVEMENT 


In Louisiana, the Ouachita Parish School System surveyed over one thousand citizens and found 
that discipline is overwhelmingly the number one priority. Therefore. the parish is using Goals 
2000 funds to improve student discipline, reduce suspensions, better communicate with parents by . 
involving them in school activities, and develop rigorous academic standards for in-school 
suspension classes. Furthermore, the district is creating programs in which students who have 
been expelled or suspended will be expected to attend and succeed in alternative, rigorous 
academic cla~ses. . 

In Fitchburg, Massachusetts, Goals 2000 funds are being used to create a math and science 
integrated learning laboratory where teachers use computers, laser dise players and other 
equipment to develop interactive s<:ience and math kssons. Teachers in the New Bedford Public 
Selic·ols have developed a partnership with the Massachusetts Institute for Technology (MIT), 

. and they are participating in a math and science training course developed by some of the most 
noted professors in the country. 

In Port Huron, Michigan, Goals 2000 funds are being used to implement a Reading and Writing 
Proficiency Summer Institute in which 230 at-risk students in grades K-5 attend an intensive four 
week summer school intervention which extends learning time. 

In Rowan County, Kentucky, Goals 2000 funds are paying for two math resource teachers to help 

elewentary and secondary math teachers better measure student progress in math. These resource 

teachers are also training parent volunteers to help coach fifth and eighth grade students with their 

math studies. 


Scho01s in Springfield, Illinois see technology as one tool for helping students reach high 
standards. The Springfield School District 186 is us.ingGo;ils 20QO funds to provide teams from 
15 schools, each made up of four teachers and administrators. with six weeks of intensive training 
in Project Lincoln (the district's own approach to using technology throughout the curriculum). 

In Wisconsin, teachers in Monroe and Monticello school districts are participating in a two-week 
math, science and technology instItute to develop new expertise in strategies which will help 
students meet rigorous academic standards in math, science; and technology. 

In the Smyrna School District in Kent County, Delaware. Goals 2000 funds are being used to 
support existing efforts to expand parental involvement in schools by utilizing .electronic 
communications (e.g., e-mail and an Internet web site) to broaden community participation. 
Funding is also supporting the development of improvement plans. the acquisition of software and 

ocher materialS, and various professional development activities. . 
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In Ohio, Goals 2000 funds are being used for four purposes: (1) to increase the level of student 
academic achievement in J26 low-performing districts; (2) to develop connections. including a 
technology network. which allow teachers in high-performing schools to exchange innovative 
teaching practices; (3) to replicate school-level innovative practices; and, (4) to form professional 
development partnerships between colleges ofeducarion and local school districts .. 

In Hillsborough County, Florida, funds are being usedto implement a telecommunications training 
program for all teachers in public and private schools. The program will provide rigorous 
technology skills workshops, and give teachers an opportunity to integrate distance 1eaming 
technologies into their own learning experiences. 

The Los AngeJes Unified School District is using Goals 2000 funds to support the district's 
improvement initiative. The initiative involves restructuring the entire school system in order to 
facilitate site-based management. This restructuring involves breakingdo\VI1 the entire district 

-·---·.. -----·into-several smaller "clusters"·of schools, thereby decentraJiZingdecision-m;lking and allowing 
more educational decisions to be made at the local level. 

.. ­




