
·GOALS 2000-STATE PLANS 

Mr. Porter. A study by the Council of Chief State School Officers indicated that at the time of passage of Goals 
2000, virtually all States had curriculum content and pupil performance standards under development. Similarly, a recent 
article in Education Daily indicated that " .. .The vast majority [of States] will ... pay for curriculum revisions, professional 
development and technology initiatives [with Goals 2000 funding that] they planned to do anyway." Why should the 
Federal taxpayer support State activities that they were planning to do without Federal funding? 

Secretary Riley. In the past few years, I have become increasingly concerned that the pace of education 
reform-launched at the 1989 education summit in Charlottesvill~has been too slow. Clearly, I am not the only one 
concerned. At the recent National Education Summit in New York, the Governors and business leaders attending cited 

----___.tlle "urgent need for school~ to improve and for student achievement to rise." While agreeing that some progress has 
been mad~tne-Govemors-anci-business-leaderscalledJoL'~subJ~j;anJi§!Land focused efforts ...to Significantly accelerate . 
student performance .... "· and affirmed that "efforts to set clear, common -Stateana76Tc6mmlfnity;;based-academic--------_ 
standards for students ... are necessary to improve student performance." 

Goals 2000 is helping to provide the resources for States to develop those standards and to carry out portions of 
their plans for enabling students to meet these standards. It is designed to enable States to carry out their own . 
reforms-faster, on more schools, and with greater parental and community involvement than they have been able to do 
on their own. For example: . 

• 	 While setting standards and oeveloping assessments is and must remain a State responsibility, the Federal 
Government has an important role to play in assisting this process. Since 1992 (starting with the Bush 
Administration and continued by the Clinton Administration) the Department of Eaucation has provided $56 
million to 33 States to support the development of academic standards, curriculum frameworks, and 
assessments. Many States would not have made the progress they have without this assistance. . 

• 	 The State of Illinois has set challenging standards for student achievement in six core subject areas. Chicago 
is using Goals 2000 funds to help all students reach those standards. 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 limited-English 
profiCient and economically disadvantaged students. 



p 

.' 	Schools in Springfield, Illinois see technology as one tool for helping students reach high standards. The 
Springfield School District is using Goals 2000 funds to provide teams from 15 schools, each made up of four 
teachers and administrators, with six weeks ofintensive training in "Project Lincoln," the district's own approach 
to using technology throughout the curriculum. Participants spend approximately half their time working in 
school teams to develop new curriculum units that utilize technology and schoolwide plans to improve student 
learning. 

• 	 The Gresham-Barlow School District in Oregon is focusing its Goals 2000 funds on helping teachers use 
technology to teach students the high academic standards reflected in the State's requirements that students 
earn a Certificate of Initial Mastery prior to proceeding to higher levels. 

• 	 In New Mexico, the State teacher accreditation system is being completely redesigned to reflect accountability 
'. 	 for community-definea-learnih-g-results~Every-community-andschool-isnow-requiredJo_dey_eJQRJts OWrl__ 

. education improvement plan, with widespread community input, that is tied to challenging academic standards. 

• 	 Kansas has established content standards that all children in the State are expected to reach. To attain those 
goals, Wichita has formed a partnership of the schools, higher education, and community members to work 
together to improve inservice teacher training for the Wichita Public Schools. 

• 	 In Arkansas, the preservice teacher education and licensure program is being completely restructured at the 
University of Arkansas at Monticello. Goals 2000 funds are being used by a consortium of nine school districts 
and the University to establish laboratories in "partner schools~' through which prospective teachers learn about 
effective teaching from master teachers, students, and parents. 

• 	 In Maryland, the State Superintendent says: "Goals 2000 funds have helped us to make significant strides in a 
shorter period of time. In the past two years, test scores on State math and reading tests have risen 25 
percent." . ~ 

GOALS 2000-FORWARD FUNDING 

Mr. Istook. On page A-2 of your budget justification, you recommend forward funding of Goals .2000. Explain why 
you have requested this action. 



Page 

Secretary Riley. Funds for Goals 2000 have always been appropriated on a forward funded basis, as are all State 
grant programs for elementary and secondary education in the Department of Education. Under this appropriation 
mechanism, funds are available to States on July 1 of the fiscal year in which they are appropriated and are used 
primarily for school activities during the following school year. This has proven to be the best approach for States and 
schools, since, assuming that we receive a timely appropriation, it gives school officials ,ample notice of the funds they 
will have for the upcoming school year and enables them to do advance planning, sign appropriate teacher contracts, and 
make other arrangements. 

GOALS 2000-DOES IT WORK? 

Mr. Istook. ' In your testimony you recommend $476 million for Goals 2000, a $136 million increase over the $340 
milJiQoJgLflscal Year 1996. Is there any evidence, to date, that Goals 2000 works? 

"_."------­

Secretary Riley. We are currently conducting a national evaluation of the ~'ifectiveness of Goals 2000' ancn~--"----' 
reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Education Act programs that will tell us about the impact of standards-based 
reform on content, instruction, professional development, and assessment. Of particular focus will be accountability and 
flexibility as States, school districts, and schools focus on performance in exchange for greater local decision making over 
program design and implementation. Interim results Will be available on school- and district-level awareness and 
understanding ofstandards-based reform in the late fall of 1996. 

Goals 2000 has been operating for only two years, but meaningful gains in student academic achievement, which 
is the ultimate impact we hope for, require a long-term commitment to standards-based reforms. That is why States 
such as Kentucky and Maryland that are well into comprehensive reform efforts are now beginning to show gains in 
student achievement. 

In 1990, the Kentucky State Legislature passed the comprehensive Kentucky Education Reform Act. A central 
feature of the Act is high'academic standards for all students., A curriculum framework provides schools with the tools to 
develop a curriculum based on the State's high standards and assessments to measure student progress. Schools have 
been given greater autonomy and authority to manage themselves through councils that include teachers, parents, and 
community members. While much of the State framework for reform is in place, implementation at the local level is an 
enormous undertaking, and Kentucky has targeted its Goals 2000 funds toward accelerating local reforms, with a 
particular emphasis on strengthening parent involvement in schools. 



Kentucky's comprehensive school reforms are now showing substantial improvement in student 
performance-six years after a State judge ruled that the school system was "educationally bankrupted." Kentucky's 
4th, 8th, and 12th graders showed substantial improvement on 1993-94 assessments and continued improvement on the 
1994-95 assessments, with the most dramatic gains experienced by 4th graders. In all grades, the percentage of 
students performing at the proficient/distinguished level in mathematics, reading, science, and social studies has 
increased over time. In grade -4, the average of the scores across all subjects tested rose from 24 points in 1993 to 38 
points in 1995, on a scale from 0 to 140. In reading, the percentage of 4th graders scoring at the proficient/distinguished 
level increased from 8 percent in 1993 to 30 percent in 1995. 

Maryland launched a comprehensive reform effort-"Schools for Success"-shortly after the Charlottesville 
Education Summit in 1989. Maryland has chosen to use its Goals 2000 funds to review and refine its Schools for 

___~ _~Su~Gess initiative. A 54-member statewide planning panel, co-chaired by a local educator and a business partner, has 
reviewed-currenfschool reform activities ana~has·developed-strategies -for using Goals-2000-to.fill -inJhe.gap.s._ .In 
particular, Goals 2000 funds are being used for local improvement initiatives, to increase public involvement in education, --­
accelerate the development of a high school performance assessment, and develop strategies to improve educational 
technology throughout schools. . 

- Maryland's school performance assessments are the cornerstone of school reform throughout the State. 
Initially conducteq in 1991, these internationally recognized tests are rigorous and tied to challenging standards. Between 
1994 and 1995, 52 percent more schools met or approached the standards for satisfactory performance at the third grade 
level. At the 5th grade level, the number of schools similarly improving increased by 13 percent; at the 8th grade, the 
improvement was 32 percent. Individual students have also made gains: 40 percent of all students statewide met the 
state standards - a 25 percent gain over 1993. 

Both Kentucky and Maryland 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 demonstrating to other States 
and communities the value of sustained effort. Goals 2000 has been an important part of this effort. 

Mr. Istook. Is there any evidence that Goals 2000 works better than you are claiming Chapter 2 works? 

Secretary Riley. We have not requested funds under Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 
_Studies of Chapter 2, the Title VI predecessor, found that the flexibility under Chapter 2 was not translated into 



demonstrated reform in schools or classrooms, and that too often the funds were used for general operating expenses 
without regard to school improvement. Goals 2000 also provides a great degree of flexibility, but, unlike Chapter 2, it 
ensures that while expenditures may vary widely from State to State, they are always within the context of a State or local 
plan for education improvement. 

Although it's somewhat early to judge the success of Goals 2000, we do know that the kinds of sustained reform 
supported by Goals 2000 can-produce meaningful gains in student performance and in other areas, as we have seen in 
States like Maryland and Kentucky. And Goals 2000 funds, unlike funds under Chapter 2, are intended to be. used as 
"venture capital," not to create State and local structures and activities that will be dependent upon indefinite' Federal 
support. 

GOALS 2000- ,"BIGGEST BANG FOR THE BUCK" 

Mr. Stokes. When we talked last year about scarce resources, I asked you which edqcation programs offer the 
"biggest bang for the buck." You responded that you would have to say the biggest bang for the buck is Goals 2000. To 
what extent do you still stand by that response, and to what extent will the Fiscal Year 1997 budget allow you to further 
the objectives of Goals 2000? . 

Secretary Riley. We have many important programs at the Department and, as you know, resources are scarce. 
Therefore, as I indicated to you last year, one of the things we have been doing as part of our budget'process over the 
past few years is asking the same question you have raised. We have tried to request increases only where they will 
have the maximum impact. ­

I continue to believe that Goals 2000 is the program that offers the "biggest bang for the buck." This program 
reflects over a decade of rethinking about American education and how it can be improved. Goals 2000 is one of our 
best investments, because it is aimed at helping all students reach high academic standards, and 'because it offers 
States, school districts, and schools maximum flexibility in the use of Federal funds to reach this objective. Goals 2000 
also has a tremendous impact because it helps Governors and educators develop the strategic map or planning guide for' 
most effective use of all other resources - Federal, State, and local - to improve teaching and learning for all students. 
The $476 million we have requested in the 1997 budget will help us stay on track and continue the momentum States and 
schools have begun by mobilizing efforts to help their students meet challenging State standards. 
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Hoyer and Loewi amendments rejected on roll call votes. Pelosi 

amendment on Bilingual not adopted. WEEA amendment lost. 


Bonilla amendment on Health Professions took $10 million out of 

Program Innovation Title VI earlier in the day. 
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GOALS 2000 AND TECHNOLOGYI . 

1. 	What the Istook amendment to Goals 2000 does: i 

This amendment clarifies that local school districts may use their Goals 2000 funds for • 	
I 

I 
" ... the acquisition of technology and use of technology-Ienhanced curricula and 
instruction ... " if this use is related to carrying out state ~d local improvement plans. 

I 
I 

• 	 The acquisition of technology ~as always an allowabh~ use of Goals 2000 funds, because 
Goals 2000 funds could be used for virtually any purpdse that is consistent with state and 
local improvement plans that are focused on helping sthdents reach academic standards. 

I 
• 	 Many school districts and some states have already be~n using Goals 2000 funds to 

support the use of technology to improve instruction, ihcluding providing teachers with 
training in the use of technology in the classroom, uSidg technology to support family­
oriented learning activities in afterschool programs, arid using technology to improve 

I 

communication between parents and schools. ; 
I 

2. What th~ Istook amendment doesn't do: . I 
• 	 This amendment does not change the fundamental purposes of Goals 2000: to help states 

and local communities improve academic achievemertrby raising academic standards and 
improving teaching and learning. States and local sc~ool districts participating in Goals 
2000 are still required to set academic standards and develop comprehensive plans for 
improving education which describe how they will address such issues as: ' 
• 	 improving teacher training and professional dbvelopment so that teachers have the 

knowledge and skills they need; I ' 
• 	 making sure that students have access to currtculum and instruction.al materials 

that will help them learn to more challenging! academic standards; . 
• 	 increasing accountability of schools for imptoved academic results; 
• 	 increasing parental and community involvetrlent in schools; and, 
• 	 promoting greater flexibility for schools ~dllocal communities 

3. Virginia, Goals 2000 and the Istook amendment: .I; 
• 	 Virginia has never participated in Goals 2000. In JJne 1995, the Virginia State Board of 

Education voted to apply, but its decision was veto~d by Gov. George Allen. Gov. Allen 
continues to be adamantly opposed to Goals 2000, kd has now appointed a majority of 
the Board members. ! 

r 

I 
• 	 In late May, the Virginia State Board ofEducation I~oted to participate in Goals 2000 

only if the following conditions were acceptable to!the Secretary: (1) that 100% of the 
funds be used to purchase computers and (2) the Virginia receive written assurances from 
the Secretary that it would not now or in,the future! be required to comply with any of the 
requirements ofthe Goals 2000 Act. Secretary Ri\ey responded by indicating that 
Virginia could use Goals 2000 funds for technology if this use were ~onsistent with state 
and local plans, and if Virginia agreed to meet the /reqwrements of the law, 

I

I 

I 
! 
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, 'I 
Mr. Istook's,staff contacted the Secretary's office, expr;essing concern that the Secretary • refused to permit Virginia to use'Goals 2000 funds to purchase computers. The 
Secretary's office provided the attached correspondenc:e to Mr. Istook's staff. 

, I 
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GOALS 2000 TALKING POINTS 


MATH & SCIENCE 
 I 
Once again Republicans seem intent on eliminating tre Goals 2000 Act. What I don't 
understand is why Republicans are opposed to this pfogram that is providing critical . 
support to help students learn academic skills in areas such as math and science. , 

I 
I 

All over the country, teachers, parents and community leaders are developing their own 
strategies for improving education. Goals 200'0 funds are helping them reach their 
goals. I

I 

I 

To give you·a few examples of how Goals 2000.is irhproving science and math 
education in America: I 

i 
In Colorado, Goals 2000 funds are being used to de1yelop hands-on science and math 
curriculum for all elementary schools in Denver. T~achers .in Jefferson County, 
Colorado are developing new tests that measure st~dent progress toward the county's 
new math standards. i· . 	 ! 

i 

In my home state of Wisconsin, teachers in Monrob and Monticello school districts are 
participating in a two-week math, science and tec~nology institute to develop new 
expertise in strategies which will help students meet rigorous academic standards in 

. 	 I 
math, science, and technology. 	 I . 
In Arkansas, G~als?OOO funds are supportin~ the Id~:elopment of curriculum for math 
and sCience which Integrate computer-based instructional approaches. . . 	 I 

I· 

In Texas, the Mercedes Independent School District is using Goals 2000 funds to 
implement a new math curriculum geared to helpistudents learn new ways to solve 
math problems and, in turn, score better on the state achievement test. 

. . 	 I 

In Delaware, the state has new science standards Ideveloped by science teache~s from 
across the state. Goals 2000 funds are also supp~rting the development of a new . 
program of instruction and assessments which m~asure student progress toward the I
standards. . 

I 
. I 

In Florida, tea9hers in Collier School District af(~ developing new hands-on science 
units geared to helping gifted students, as well a~ average and special needs students, 
learn the basics of science through experiments ~nd special projeCts. 

. i 
In Rowan County, Kentucky, Goals 2000 funds/are paying for two math resource 
teachers to help elementary and secondary mat~' teachers better measure student 
progress in math. These resource teachers are dlso training parent volunteers to help 

I 
coach fifth and eighth grade students with theirlmath studies. 

I 
f 



In Fitchburg, Massachusetts Goals 2000 funds are be,mg used to create a math and 
science integrated learning laboratory where teacher~ use computers, laser disc players 
and other equipment to develop interactive science ahd math lessons. Teachers in the 
New Bedford Public Schools have developed a partn'ership with the Massachusetts 
Institute for Technology (MIT) and are participating/in a math and science training 
course developed by some of the most noted scientists and professors in the country. 

. I 

I • 

These examples illustrate how Goals 2000 is suppo~ing students and schools all over 
the country in theIr efforts to help students learn the/basics of math and sCIence. 

i 
I . 

Why do Republicans insist on cutting support for m1ath and science education at a time 
when more than ever, gaining a solid education' is e~sential for, success in today's 
competitive world? . . I 

I 
I 

But don't take my word for it, listen to what some business leaders say ... 
. . J 

I 
Lou Gerstner, CEO, IBM: . I . 

"Goals 2000 is only a small portion of what I thinK we need, but it is a very critical 


I , 

portion.. .Ifwe lose Goals 2000 it would be an incredibly negative setback forthis 

country, . ' ./ 
Education Daily, September 7, 1996 i 

I 
i 

David Whitwam, Chairman of the Board and ChiHExecutive Officer, Whirlpool: 
I 

"Without Washington's leadership and budgetary; support education reform in America 
will die. Defunding Goals 2000 would be wrong/and short-sighted." . 
Quote from a letter to Senator Christopher Bond,! September II, 1995 

i 
John Pepper, Chairman of the Board and Chief~xecutive, Procter & Gamble: 
"We are still in the early stages of communicating to the American public and, indeed, 
to many .in the educational community, the impohance of meeting high standards and 
takingaccountability for doing so. Failure to cohtinue the Goals 2000 Act would 
represent a tremendous setback to this effort." I 
Quote from aletter to Senator'Judd Gregg, SeptFmber 8, 1995 

! 
I 

John Zimmerman, Senior Vice President, MCI Communications Corporation: 
I 

"I'm writing to ask for your support to continue' the funding for Goals 2000 education 
I 

grants. By supporting a continuation of Goals 2000 funding you will show your . 
resolve to vote for our children and our nation'~ future. Don't turn your back on this 

I 

investment." .I 
Quote from a letter to Speaker Gingrich, Decerber 11,1995 . .. 

While students are benefitting all over the country from Goals 2000 funds, our schools 
are a long way from being the best in the worli!. The investment in Goals 2000 is 

'I . 
I 
I 
I 

I 



critical to keep education improvement efforts movin~ forward. 

I 
The President has asked for $491 million for Goals 2(])OO in 1997 and if members of 
this subcommittee were truly committed to helping c~ildren gain the skills necessary 

for success, they would support this request. I 
. . .. I 

. I 

I 

/ 
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Mark-up 'ended at 1:30. 
i 

Cheryl smith says Istook amendment was accepted to ~ake all of 

Eisenhower Professional Development (-$275 M), Foreign Language 

Assistance Program (-$10.039) and Star Schools (-$2,~ ~) and move it 

into the Title VI old Chapter 2 block grant (+$308 1M) 


Hoyer and Loewi amendments rejected on roll call v9tes. Pelosi 
amendment on Bilingual not adopted. WEEA amendment lost. 

I 
I 

Bonilla amendment on Health Professions took $10 million out of 

Program Innovation Title VI earlier in the day. i ' 


IAll other items appear to be the same as the Chairman's mark, so the 

total for education is about the same as in the ch~riman's mark, less 

the $lOM transfer for Health. 
 I 

I 

I 

I 
I
I 
I 

I 
I 



. 

::S::::S~.~-~__.....----~~~.:-:::::-=~.IJ!!!!.'"=- ... .......-.- --.-------:-:-:--..~.' 

, " c......c.. aw.c...,. i:.. 2RNesT J.ISTOOI(. JR. 0 • . ' 

W"S"~1'Q... oc 2OS1",*, 
$T'I< o.TIIlC'l'. 0 • ...-.. 12().ZI US-lilt. 

~AX I%QlI "I!..IOO 

O~TJlICT -.:n:eo-c: 
S4QO N. C_o BOV\.Iv"*OAPl"ROPFlIAnONS 

SYmi SOs.(ongres5 of tf)t ~nitSV'800~~ OCl.MU'l'" O'IY. ow; ~"a 
n.I!.A.$UIIn'. POSTAI. SERVICE A/<IO i_OIiI ~..;)QC 

GeNERAl. r,;ovEIIINME..T ~,lJ( 14OS1 "~92~OU~t of l\tPrt~ 
V":E~IIIMAH. F.a:T Co\J~T PuC( 

1J.eO... HHS. AHO EO\JCAnOH S""" zos 
8.oA1'\A$1t..u.. 01( 14002lm:.uf)ington, i'9~ 205. NATlO....... SC\:lJflfTV 
 19181 ns-.s.w 

FA)( 1918) 336-5'40 
ArLMO(W>lIP sn. .<::"-""'0June 3. 	1996 ~O.CA C'I'I'. 0110 ,.."Rl!PV8UCAH Pouc:v COMMlTl"EI 

1400$1 'U4T7t 
H)( IOC~1 1et-'0AtI . 

CHOOSE KIDs OVER BUREAUCRATS! 


SUPPORT TRANSFER OF FuNDs TO THE 'Frru: IV BLOCK GRANT!

'. 	 . . I' 

. I am considering an amendment that will transfer moremone~ into Title N (Chapter 2)'block grants 
for the upcoming subcommittee markup. I 

I 
Education Title W (Olapter 2) Block Grants were created in 1981. 42 programs were comb.ined into 
the blOCk grant. 350 pun Time. Equivalent (FTE) positions ~dministered these 42 programs. Today, 
6 FTE can administer Title IV. Block granting these progiams in 1981 bas saved 344 FTEs each

I 	 . . . 
and every year since. thell. . I' 	 . 

I 

. ' ..' 	 . I 
• 	 The Clinton budget wants u.s to m.ove $275 miIlion<?ut of educatioc.al programs that have 00 

strings attached and into programs with more strings) They would thus terminate all Title N 
t . 	 I° 

funding. s~ the money to the EiMnhower ProfesJsional Development program, which bas 
more strings attached. in spite of the fact that $36 million of Title N funds are already going° 

~o professional development. Our philosophy should be the opposite. em["h.:tsizing that state 

and local educators need more flexibility, not mor~ restrictions. 

. I. 	
.0 

• 	 R~ponding to my questions about TitleW (Chapter 2)· the administration stated: 
.( ... [D]fStricts tended to use their Olapter 2 morues for routine costs and services. For 
ex:?.mple, in fiscal year 1991. they (the LEAs] spem~% of theit allocations to acquire library 
. 	 • I. 

lxx>ks and other instructional materials," The U.S. Dept of Education describes the current 
use of Title TV funds this way: i

I 

.' 
. 

.° 

a. 40 % of funds are used for library books and instructional materials 
. 	 . i, 

b. 	 13 % for professional development I 
c. 	 9% fOT innovative school programs ! 
d. 	 balance for. programs for at-risk: stu~ents, student achievement and school 

enhancement programs. . . I 

I . 
+ There is DO guud reason to uro Title IV (Chapter 2). That would blow a huge hole in the 

. 	 I 

budgets of local schools. Instead. school administrators have repeatedly asked for more 
n~xibility in how they use Fedeml funds. To put morc DJouey into classrooms instead of 
funding bureaucrats, we can move all fUDdin~ for the programs in the attached Table 
into Title rv (Chapter 2). This pennit<: fhnding1for the same purpoSe$ a$ before. but trusts 
state and local educators to determine the pr~per mix. and to set their own priorities. 

• 	 Students are far better off with one program that
I 

works and is fully fuaded than 8 programs 
that each have their own administrative COSI3. It -J,ould also mean fewer federal bureaucrats 
would be needed. Let's iWld classroolll le.arnlag ratber than bureaucrats! 

I 

I 

I 
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• IRep Istook's Title IV BiockgraD1Proposal 

I 
I 

programLineno FY96 Spending Amt to 

51157 Title IV Program Innovation 
4BOOO Goals 2000 
52250 MagnetSchoo~ 
52300 Education for Homeless 
52400 Training & Advisory Sve 
52550 Ed (or Native Hawaiians 
52600 Foreign Lang AsSistance 
66900 Fund for Improve of Education 
66950 "ntl Education Exchange 
6720~ 21st Century Community Lmg 
67350 Eisenhower Profess Develop 
67500 Eisenhower Regional Matti & Sci 
67650 Javits Gifted & Talented 
68200 Star Schools 
68250 Ready to Learn TV 
68300 Telecomm demo for Math 

Title II (CDC Injury Prevention) 

. OS-Jun.96 Total Title IV Funding 
05:25 PM . 

/ 
I 

/
./ 

G\ 
'f' 
~ 

V­

.~ 

8 


(In Thousan'dS) Transfer to. Title IV 
$275,000$0 $275,000 
$350,000 SO 
$95,000 $95.000 
$23,000 $23,000 
$7,334 SO 

512.000 $12.000 
$10;039 $10,039 
$37,624 $37.624 
$5,000 S'.OOO 

$750 $750 
$18,000 $0 
$15,000 $0 
$3,000 SO 

$?3.000 $23,000 
$6,440 SO 
S1.035 SO 

$Z,600 
$607,222 $209.013 $209,013 

$484,013 

All Line Numbers are from Table 38. All Amts ~re FYI~6 numbers in Thousands of.DolI.::lt'S 

JUN 11 '96 21 :25. I 
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I 
I 

, 
rm.E VI INNOVATIVE EDUCATlON PROGRAM STRATEG 
FY 199' ~lImln.ry State AI1oc~tlon. I 

GRAHT AMOUNTS 

r- T.ALGAANTS $275,000.000 
I 
I 
I 

GRANTS TO STAreS S273,075,000 I 
I 

IA.LABAMA ~,219,a78 
IALASKA SI,365.375 I 

ARIZONA ~,311.722 I 
ARKANSAS S2,5.40.789 
cAUFORNIA 531,703.321 
COLORADO S3,796,680 
CONNECTICUT SJ,Ol9.831 
DELAWARE 51,365.375 I 
FLORIDA SI2.480.021 I 

I 

GEORGIA S7,289.3~· I 

HAWAII 51.305.375 
IDAHO S1.366.321 I 
ILLINOIS SII,76.2.575 
INDIANA $5,7a3.894 I 
IOWA 52,936.976 I 

1KANSAS S2.747.571 
KENTUCI(Y SJ,844,S44 . I 
LOUISIANA S4,870,039 
MAINE' 51,365,375 
MARYlAND $4,795.316 I'. MASSACHUSETIS 55,430.840 

. ..... . .. . ' . MICHIGAH $9,893)50 . I 
.. ,',: ..... MINNESOTA". $4,9'6,9&4..... IMISSISSIPPI $2.977,967 

IMISSOURI SS,442.010 
MONTAHA $1,365.375 I 
'EBRASKA S1.768:454 I 
rvADA 51.416,957 

.F:N HAMPSHIRE 51.365.375 I
NEW JERSEY S7,3J3.349 I 

NEW MEXICO 51,940.923 INEW YORK SI6,972.789 
NORn-t CAROLINA SQ,759.268 I 
NORTH DAKOTA 51,365.375 

'OHIO. $11,232.039 IOKlAHOMA $3,48'.870 
OREGON SJ, 1 ~2.391 I 
PENNSYlVANIA SI'.384.773 IRHODE ISLAND $1,365,375 
SOUTH CAROLINA SJ,680.061 ISOUTrt DAKOTA S1.365,375 I 
TENNESSEE 55.048,882 
T"EXAS S20,3OO.456 
UTAH 52.561,363 I
VCRMONT S1.365.375 
VlHGIHIA SQ,1:il,44J 
WASHINGTON $5,499.175 . I
WesT VIRGINIA SI,742.317 IWISCONSIN C;,406.17J 
WYOMING SI,355.375 I 
D.C. S1.365,J7S 

'I 
I . 

PUERTO RICO $.4,S2l.9Sl I 
I 
I, 
IITlYING AREAS: 51.925,000 

AMERJCAN SAMOA ~O.•72 I 
IGUAM 5771..003 INORTHERN MARIANA $188.305 

VIRGIN ISLANDS $635.217 I 
I 
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Chapter 2 Operations . i
1 

I . 
The Chapter 2 progra.misadministere~ by the Chapter 2 program office within 

School Improvement ProSran1S of the U.S. ;Department ofEducation (CD). The 

Chapter 2 program office retains less than 1;% of the Chapte~ 2 grant appropriation to 

distribute to outlying areas and distributes tihe rest as Chapter 2 grants to states acCOrding 

to the size of their school-aged populations' (i.e., ages 5 through 17) (see Figure 1). 

However, each state is guaranteed a minim~m pfO.5% ofthe total amount allocated for 

states (a. minimum ofS2.2 million in 1991-?2). 
. ! 
Fede~ regulations stipulate that at 'fast 80% of the state grant be al/ocated for 

grants to sch~l districts. Of the 20% or ,Irss reserved for state use, up [0 25% may be 

used for state Chapter 2 program administiration and at least 2Q41o mUl\t he spent to . . I . . '. 
support effective schools programs. The remaining funds may be used for programs 
. . I '. 
related to ~even tarseted assist.u\ce areas'i ' 

, ' Funds to LEAs are distributed aceotding to their enrollments., '-Vith adjus'tments 

made by the states to provide higher per-~upi1 allocations to LEAs that serve the greatest 

numbers or pereenta.ges ofc:h.ild.ren whos~ education entails a higher-than-average cost. 
" .! , 

I 
1 

. Since the program's reauthorizatio~ in 1988. Chapter 2 aJlocaliun~ have remained , I . 
somewhat stable, ranging from a rugh of~463 million in t989 to a low of$415.5 million. 

. wruch has been ,proposed by the Clinton ~dministratjOn for 1994. 'vVhen adjusted for 

inflation. however, funding has declined by 22.5% since the high in 1989. Because ' 
, 1 

, aHocations are based on the ,school-age population. the sizes of Chapter 2 grants to states 

varied widely in 199t·92 (from a minirn~m of$2.2 million up to S49.1 million). Despite
. t· . • 

the fact that the total Chapter 2 allocati~nrepresents a substantial sum, Chapter 2 funds 

com~rise a very small proportion (less t~an 0.5%) of .my state's education budget.
. I . 

regardless of the size ofits grant award.! 
, . I 

I . ' 

In 1991-92, $446 mi.llion in Chap~er 2 funds were allocated co SEAs and 10c31 

school districts. Local agencies receivekt 81 % of these funds, lhe I c:::U weI c: recained at the 
. i 

state leveJ. States distributed funds to ~istricts on a fonnula basis particular to each SIJI& 

The formula took into account studentlenrollment (this tactor was weighted, on IVet1f'. 

71%) and high..cost factors. including ~oncentration oflow-iilcome families (weighUli~' 
. - f./I . ; h ~ 

average, 8%),number 0 students from low-income faznjlies (welg t(;1.l.
I . 

and population density (weighted, on ~verage. 4%). 
, I 

II 

I 

. 

on average. JprfIJ 



I 

14% 

, 1% 

I , 

-Outlyil'l9 areas inctude Afnencan Samoa. Guam. Northern Mariana Islands, plalau. and Int Virgin Islands. . 

•• SEAs retaj~ed between '4% and 20"1. of Ch3Pta~ 2 funds for ~alQ ~s•. ThA ImA~n rqtainq.d lor IOCat. V'l: ....,u ,9,/'''4· SeAs. 01'1 

average. dlStr~buted 90,6% 01 Chaplsr 2 funds to their schoOl dislrias. Distributions ral'lged from 90%!0 86%. 
. I 


i 

I 


FIGURE 1 THE CHAPTER: 2 PROCESS 
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. Grants to States and Outlying AreJs-: FV 1"991 

To SEAs: $446 million 

1---...... 19.4% ($87 million) 
retained for state use" 

Law: 
M.uimum 20% fOf srar. us~.Of rhis: 
25% maximum fcr aciminisuariofl 
20% minimum (or aH9Crivtl schools programs 

LEAs: $359 million 

L aO.6%($359 million) 
flows to LEAs 

Law: 
Minimum 80% flnws 10 LeA~ 

<D,AI-Ri.skIHigh-Cost
• StUdQftt Progra.ms 

O CZllnSlluctional 
MalCrialS 

J . ,....
. Total Grants =$449 Million i"· 

. I 

I 


0.7'% ($3 million) distributed tQ outlyihg areas 

99.3". ($446 million) distributed to SEAs 


.... 6% 

.8(/) 
I 
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I 
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5% 
I 
... I 
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,13% 
I 

I 

I 
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I 
I 


I . 
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32% 

3% , 15"10 
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'.:-'-----------­

The cnedian level of Chapter 2 funds retain~ for state use was S1.1 88,209. More 

, than half of the states ejected to allocate a portio~ of their state funds for discretionary 

grants to districts (median amount $52.500), pri9ari1y to encourage educational 

innovation. Across districts of aJl sizes, the mediin amount nf Chapter +funds at the local 
, . I 

level was S8,41 O. However. the median amount for very large districts (etU'ollment of 

25.000 or more) ~a.s S:P;Q,71't. while the medi:lI\IIa.m;unt for small di:itliclS (enrollmenr 

under 2,500) was Just $5,252. . " , 
, I 

. I' 
States alloCated the highest percentages of~heir state Chapter 2 funds to innovative 

programs (350/0), induding effective schools I1ll)grams (22%). and to Chapter 2 program 
. ,I . 

administration (20%). These funding levels met the Chapter 2 requirement that states 
. I . . . 

must allocate at !east 20% for effective schools programs and no more than 25% for 

.administtalion. . I . 

Local agencies. on [he other hand. allocated the highest percentage of their funds for 

programs to acquire and use instructional materi~s (40%). followed by programs to serve 
, I , .', 

students who are at risk or whose education ent~ls higher-than-average costS (16%) 

When districts provided ,services for private school students. the services also tended to be 

related to the purchase of instructinnal resources!(e,g., materi.lls and equipment) and 

computer hardware and software (92% of districts).
I 

Summary of Research Findings i . 
I 

Study Purpose J....-Activities Support'ed by Chapter 2 and Oegree to 
. . I .' 

Which They Contribute to Educatjo~al Improvement . . . 
" I . 

Chapter 2 suppon:s a wide array of activiti$"';"'prograrns of professional 

L/l::velopmem, programs using library or other instructional materials. and programs and 
I 

services for students. As noted in the section ab9ve, however, the majority of 

expenditures at the state level go toward innovat~ve programs, including effective schools 

prog~ams. Local agencies, on the other hand. leAd to ~o!'lcentrate their Chapter 2 

expenditures in instructional materialS. Other thJn trends in expenditures. there is no 
,I' , 

defining characteri'~tic M tn~me across Chapter ~ activities.' Virtually aJl type~ 0(' 

educarional programs. activi[ies, positions, and p;urchases have been funded by Cha.pter 2. 

, ! 

..' 

, 
~. 

:'.' 

" 

, 
.. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION NIWS 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE ./ Coniact: David Frank 
June 13, 1996 (202) 401-3026 

I 
STATEMENT BY U.S. SECRETARY OF EDUCATION RICHARD W. RILEY 


regarding proposed freeze on edudtion funding 

by the House Labor, HHS & Education Apprqpriations Subcommittee 


I . 
I' 

. I . 
. FREEZING EDUCATION LEAVES AMERICA'S OHILDREN OUT IN THE COLD 

I 

Yesterday, the House Appropriations Committee announced the FY '97 education bill of its 
Labor, HHS & Education Subcommittee. The bill freezes 0l:verall education' funding at FY '96 
levels. This is a freeze that will leave America's schools and students out in the cold. . 

I . 
The subcommittee's plan would mean cutting the President'ls 1997 education budget request by 
$2.8 billion. At a time when a record number of students --I nearly 52 million -- will be in our 
nation's classrooms in the fall, such a cut shows that the subcommittee is out of touch with the 
sharply rising educational needs of the American people. i 

I 

. But the subcommittee is apparently hooked on the failed p~licies ofthe 1996 budget fight. If that 
fight taught us anything, it is that the American people oveljWhelmingly support the President's 
plan to protect and increase investments in education within a balanced-budget plan. A bipartisan 
majority in the Congress ultimately supported such an apprbach. But here go the leaders of the 

• I 

Congress agam. I 
I 

At a time when the Goals 2000: Educate America initiative' is supporting school improvement 
efforts in more communities than ever before, the Subcommittee has chosen to zero it out. The 
President has called for $491 million in funding, which wo~ld support better education and higher 
standards in 12,000 schools. . I 

. ! 

At a time when drug use among young people is growing and the American people say that 
I 

violence is the number one problem in our schools, the subcommittee seeks t6 cut Safe and Drug-
Free Schools programs by $25 million: The President has'~aUed for an additional $74 million. 

I 
At a time when improving stagnant reading scores is the ~ost urgent task facing American 
education, the Subcommittee seeks to freeze funding for T:itIeI, which helps seven ,nillion . 
children to learn basic reading, writing, and math skills in 50,000 schools. The President has called 
for an additiona) $74 million. /..' 

We are pleased that the subcommittee has moved to suppbrt the President's request for increased 
funding for college work-study programs. But its plan to lincrease the maximum Pell Grant award 
by only $30 is totally inadequate--$30 hardly meets the n~eds oftoday's working families and 
students. The President has called for a $230 increase, to! $2,700 for 1997, and ultimately to 
$3,128 in five years. This is an increase that can really op:en the doors of college and opportunity 
to many more Americans. 

. ##~ . I 
o Ourmission is to ensure access to education andto pr' 1;",J ei:!ucaDor;J/flA'cO/ience throughoutthe NaDon. 

i 
I 



It woUld also mean fewer federal bureaucrats 

,,------ ----, 
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'1 FAX. I":)S\ 782-7041 

CHOOSE KIDs OVER BUREAUCRATS! .. 	 i 
SUPPORT TRANSFER OF· FuNDs TO THE TITLE IV BLOCKGRANf! 

I 	 , 
I 

I am considering an amendment that will tramfet more money iinto Title IV (Chapter 2) block grants 
fot the upcoming subcommittee markup. 

. 

:1
,I 

. , . 

Education Title IV (Olapter 2) Block Grants were created in 1~81. 42 programs were combined into 
the block gram. 350 !lull Time Equivalent (FTE) positions administered these 42 programs. Today,

. 	 ! . 
6 FTE can admini.ster Title IV. Block granting these programs in 1981 has saved 344 FTEs each 
and every year since then. ' I,' 

. 	 I 

The Clinton budget wants us to move $275 million o~t of educational programs that have no• 	
I 

strings attached,and into programs with more strings. jThey would thus tenninate aHTit1e IV 
.funding, shifting the money to the Ei~enhowet Professional Development program, which h~ 

, . '. 	 I 

more strings attached, in spite of the fact that $36 million of Title IV funds are already going , 
!o professional development. Our philosophy should/be the opposite. emph::.sizing that state 
and local educators need more flexibility) not more ~strictions. ' 

. . I 
+, 	 Re~ponding to my questions about Title rv (cp.apter 2) the administration stated: 

.{ ... [D] istricts tended to use their Chapter 2 moni'es for routine costs and services. For 
exr.mple, in fiscal year 1991, they [the LEAs] speD[ 40% of their allocations to acquire library 

I 	 . 

books and other instructional materials." 'The U.S. ;Dept of Education describes the current 
use of Tide IV funds this way: 	 i" 

a. 	 40% of funds are used for libcary books and instructional materials 
b. 	 13 % for professional development /' " 
c. 	 9% for innovative school programs I' 

d. 	 balance. for' programs for at-risk srudents. student ach.ievement and school 
enhancement programs. I 

- I .. 	 There is 00 gOOd t'eason to zero Title IV (CbaPte~ 2). That would blow a huge hole in the 
budgets of local schools. Instead, school admiojstrators havere:peatedly asked for roDre 
n~:ribility in how they use Feder;ll fund3~ To put~ore mou~y into classrooms instead of 
funding bUreaucrats, we can move all funding for the programS in tbe attached Table 
into Title rv (Chapter 2). This pennio: fnnding fdr the same purposes as before. but trusts 
state and local educators to de.ten:n.ine the prop~r mix, and to set their own priorities .. 

. ' . .' I 
Students ace far better off Wtth one program that "'forks and is fully funded than 8 programs • 
that each have tbeir own administrative costs. 
would be needed. Let's fund classroom Jearni.Dg rather than bureaucrats! 

I 
! 

I,
I 

JUN,il '9621:25 	
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Rep Istook'. Title IV BlockgraDt ProPOSal.1 • 

Lineno Program . 	 FY96 Spending Amt to . . i 
. 511S7Titie IV Program Innovation 

48000 Goals 2000 
52250 Magnet Schools 
52300 Education (or Homeless 
52400 Training & Advisory Svc 
52550 Ed for Native Hawaiians 
52600 Foreign Lang Assistance 
66900 	Fund for Jmprove of Education 
86950 IntI Education Exchange 
67200 21 st Century Community Lmg 
67350 Eisenhower Profess Develop 
67500 Eisenhower Regional Math & Sci 
67650 Javits Gifted &Talented 
68200 star Schools 
68250 Ready to Learn TV 
68300 	TeJecomm demo for Math 

TItl. " (CDC Injury Prevention) 

OS..Jun-96 Total Title IV Funding 
05:25 Pt!( 

/ 
I 

/
,/ 

v 
~ 	r) 

.V­
I 

.~ 

-t 
~ \;) 

,,1 
G~ 

a ·rr 

(In Thousan1dS) . 
$275,000 
$350.000 
J S95,OOO 
I $23,000I
$7,334 
11512,000 
I $10,039
i$37.624 
I $S,OOO 
! $750I$18,000 
I 
I $15,000 
! $3,000 
: $?3.000 
I $6,440
I $1.035 

I
$607,222 

I 

I 

I 


) 
,"Transterto Title IV 

$0 $275,000 
SO 

$95.000 j 
$23,000 ,I 

! 

SO 
$12.000 

$10,039 

$37.624 


S5,OOO 
$750 

$0· , 
$0 
SO 

$23,000 

$0 

$0 


$2.600 
$209.013 $209.013 

$484,013 

I" 	 I
' , 	 '. I 

All Line Numbers are from Table 38.. All Amts -3re FY96 numbers in Thousands of Doll.ors 

, 	 I.
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nn.E VlINNOVATlVE EOUCA TlON PROGAAM STRA 
FY 199' pntllmlnlry State Allocitlon. 

,/" TAL'GRANTS 

GAAHTS TO STATES 

ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CAUFORHIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
FLORIDA 
GEORGIA 
HAWAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KENTUCKY, 
LOUISIANA 
MAINE 

, MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MONTANA 

'EBRASKA 

:VAOA 


.EW HAMPS HIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEWME.XICO 
NEWYORJ( 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO, 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 
PENNSYLVANIA 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUl}{ CAROLINA 
SOU1l1 DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT 
Vlt<GINIA 
WASHINGTON 
weST VlRGINIA 
WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 
D.C. 

?UERTO RICO 


ITL YING AREAS: 

AMERJCAN SAMOA 
GUAM 
NOR1l1ERN MARIANA 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 

'95 21:25 

GRANTAMOUHTS 

S27S.000,OOO 

S273.07S.000 

$4.219.878 
$1.365.315 
$4.311.722 
$2.$40.169 

$31.703.321 
$3.796.S~ 
$3.0'9.837 
51.365.375 

S12.480.021 
$7.269.32'/.1 
$\.365.375 
$1.366.3'21 

'S11 ,76.2,575 
$5.783.894 
52.936.976 
$2.747.571 
$3.844.544 
$4,870,039 
$1,365,315 
$4.795.316 
$5,43o.s40 
$9,893;'50 
$4.9'6.964 
$2.977.967 
SS,442.010 
$1,365.375 
$1,768.454 
$1.416,957 
51.:365.375 
57.333.349 
$1,940.923 

$16.972.789 , 
$6.759.268 
S1.365.375 

S11.232.039 
$3.485.810 
$3.1 ~2.391 

$11.384.773 
$1.365.375 
SJ.680J>61 
51.365.375 
5S,048,882 

520.300.456 
$2,661.363 
$1.365.375 
$6.1:;1.443 
'$5.499.178 . 
$1.742.317 
S!.i,406.173 
51,355.375 
$1,365,37S 
$4.S23,9S3 

$1.925,000 

$J:3a..72 
$771.003 
$1a8.308 
$035.217 

S 
I 
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Local agencies rcceiv4 S 1 % of these funds, llle I c::;l were: rc::tained at dII . 

States. distributed funds to districts on a formula basis particular to each sut& .. 

.. 
. hud. GIl" 

_. 

IChapter 2 Operations I 

f 

The Chapter 2 program is administered by the Chapter 2 proSrarn office within 
. \ I . 

School Improvement Programs of the U.S. J;>epartment ofEducation (ED). The , ' 

Chaptet 2 program office retains less than 1;/0 of the Chapter 2 grant appropriation to 
I 

distrioute to outlying areas and distributes the rest as Chapter 2 grants (0 states acCOrding 

to the size of their school-aged populations l(ioe., ages 5 through 17) (see Figure 1).. 

However. each state is guaranteed a minimum of 0.5% ofthe total amount allocated for 

states (a minimum of $2.2 mitlionin 1991-J,2). 
I \ . 
I 
I 

. I 

Federal regulations stipulate that at least 80% of the state grant be allocated for 
. . I . 

grants to school districts. Of the 20% or ldss reserved. for state use, up to 25% may be 

. used for state Chapter 2 program administj,ation and at least 20010 'mUl\f he spent to 

suppon effective schools programs. The r~maining funds may be used for programs 

related to seven targeted assist:mee areas. !. .. . . . 
I 

Funds to LEAs are distributed aceoroing to their enrollments, with adjustments 

made by the states to provide higher per-p:upil allocations to LEAs that serve the greatest 

numbers or percenta.ges ofch.ildren whosd education entails a higher-than-average cost. 

Since .h. pro~'s reaUthOriza.ion!in 1988. Chap'!=" 2 alloca.iuns have remained 
. 1 . . 

somewhat stable, ranging from a high ofS463 million in 1989 to a low of$415.S·million.. 
. . I 

which has been.proposed by the Clinton ~dministration for 1994. When adjusted for 

inflation, however, funding has declined ~y 22.5% since the high in 1989. Because 
I . . 

aUocations are based on the school-age P9pulation. the sizes ofChapter 2 grants to states 

varied Vlidely in 1991-92 (from a minimufn of$2.2 million up to $49.1 million). Despite 

the fact that the totaJ Chapter 2 al1ocatio~ represents a substantial sum, Cha~ter 2 funds 
. . I . 

comprise lit very small propt;lrtion (less thrn·O.S%) of ,my stCltc's education budget, 

regardless of the size ofits grant award. I 
I 

In 199 t-92, $446 mi Ilion in Chaptdr 2 funds were allocated to SEAs and local 

school districts. 

state level. 
.TIle furmula took into account student ~nrollment (thIs factor was weighted. on avensct­

. .' . ..
71 %) and high-tost factors, including c9ncentrarion oflow-income falmlJe.s (wel~ 
average. 8%), number of students from iow-incomefa.n-uJies (weighted, on average. I 

and population densi.y (weighted. on "erase. 4%). 

11. 
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•• SEAs retained belween 14% and 20% or Chapter 2 funds for $'lale use. ThA ,,!,Q;tn 14tClin~(/ 101 slat. us. ",a~ , 9,4."4. 
average. dist~buled 80.S% 01 Chapter 2 funds to their school districts. DistribJtions 'ranged Irom 80% 10 86%. 
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FIGURE 1 THE CHAPTER 2 PROCESS 

I 


I 
I 


III 


I 


JUN 11 '96 21:26 I. 

Grants to States and Outlying 
Total Grants =$449 Million 

0.7% ($3 million) distributed to 
99.30/0 ($446 million) distributed to S 

To SEAs: $446 million 

1---..... 19.4% ($87 million) 
retained for state use-­

Law: 

Maximum 20% for Slale use, Of this: 

25% maximum f(u adminislfsrion 
20"10. minimum for eff6Crivtl schools PlO9rams 

LEAs: $359 million 

·L 80.6% ($359 million) . 
flows to LEAs 

Law: 
Minimum SO% (hws to L€A$ 

Q)At,Rislv"High-COS1. ~CIIlnnollalive ~ (S) Programs 1tI em1.c:e Personal 
• St'lJdanl Programs . ~ Programs ~ Excellence iIt\d S'Uldellt Ad'Iievement 

O 
I' . 

(:f) InslZuctional _ ® Prorossional . ~ Programs to Enh~Sc:t\OOI 
Materials EiI Oevelopment O Climale and EdubatiQ(lal Program 

, 
•Outlying areas inClude American Samoa. Guam. Northern Mariana Islands. Palau. and the Virgin Islands. 
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The median level of Chapter 2 fundsretain~ 
J 

for state use was S 1.188.209. More 
1 

;:' 

than half of the states elected to ,allocate a portio~ of their state funds for discretionary 
, I, 

grants to districts (median amount $52.500), pri"iari1y to ~ncourage educational 


innovation. Across districts of aJl sizes, che median amount of Chapter 2 funds at the local ., 

, I ' 


level was $&,410. However, the median amount for v~ry large districts (eI'U'ollment of 


25,000 or more) was $J<;Q,771, while the medi;lnlamount ror small disllic.:lS (enrollment 


under 2,500) was just S5,252. I' . 

States allocated the highest percentages of1heir state Chapter 2 funds to innovative 


programs (35%). including effective schools !JlOgrams (22%), and to Chapter i program 


administration (20%). These funding levels met \he Chapter 2 requirement that states 


must allocate at least 20% for effective schools programs and no more than 25% for 


, administrarion. II 
I 

Local agencies. on the other hand, allocate~ the highest percentage of their funds for 
.''.programsiO acquire and use instructional materials (40%), followed by programs to serve

I , ' , 

students who are at risk or whose education ent~ls higher-than-average costs (16%) 


When districts provided services for private schoiolstudenrs, the'services also tended to be 


related t.o the purchase ofinstructionalresourcesi (e,g., maten<lls nnd equipment) and 


computer hardware and software (92% of distnSts). 

I , 

i
Summary of Research Findings I i 

, I . 
Study Purpose \--Activities Supported by Chapter 2 and Degree to 
Which They Contribute to Educatio~aJ Improvement . 

J ' 

Chapter 2 suppOrtS a wide array of activititb-programs of professional' 


uc:velopment. programs using library or ocher inJtructional materials. and programs and 

, I ' , 

services for students. As noted in che section above, however, the majority of 
, , I' 

expenditures at the ,state level go coward innovative programs, including effective schools 
.... ! / . 

programs. Local agencies. on the other hand. te;nd t('l ~oncentrate their Chapter 2 


expenditures in instructional ma,terials, Other th~ri trends in expenditures, there is no 

. "I 

defining characten~tic nr rhpme across Chapter 2 3ctivicics. Virtually all typ~~ ur 

educatronaJ programs. activities, positions. and burchases have been fu'nded by Chapter 2. 
I ' 
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TO: Education Task Force Working Group Members 
I 


FROM: Buzz Bartlett, Director, Corporate Affairs, Lockh~ed Martin and 

Chairman, Education Task Force Working Groupl . 


Susan Tr8lman, Director-Education Initiative ./ 
The Business Roundtable . II 

DATE: May 30,1996 	 I 
i 

RE: URGENT ACTION NEEDED ON THE I 
I 

FY 1997 GOALS 2000 APPROPRIATION i 

Despite the extended delays last year in reaehingan agreement bn the Federal Budget tor the 
current 1996 fiscal year, Congressional leaders and the Clinton Administration preserved fimding

I 

for the "Goals 2000; Education America Act" in the amount of $350 million. This 
. 	 . I . . 

accomplishment could not have been made without support froin.the business community and 
many Roundtable member companies. . . I. 	 .
.' 	 I . 

The Administration!s overall budget request for Goals 2000 tot the I997fiscal year is $491 
million. These funds will be used 'to continue to help states se~high academie standards without 
any federal intervention or interference, i ' 

. I, 
The House Education Appropriations Subcommittee is 9ch/eduled to mark-up the FY '97 
appropriations bill (ontaining Goals on June 3; Given the lmportance of the Goals 2000 
program to our state-level refonn efforts nationwide, it is important that each of us communicate 
with key members of the Appropriations Committee (list attac.hed) as soon as possible. The 
members highlighted are those who need additional encouragJmeTit to support the appropriation. 

I 
I . 

Some key points to consjder raising in your communications include: 
. . 	 . I . 

.• 	 Continued funding for Goals 2000 is critieal to the sticces~ful on-going impleIl'1:entationof 
state and local school improvement; 

I 

, 	 / 

• 	 All GoaJs 2000 funds are used at the discretion ofeach state to heJp schools without federal 
mandates on how the funds must be used;· '. i . 

• 	 It is important that the funding be maintained at the 1996· fiscal year level of$350 mimon or 
greater in order to further accelerate state and local reforln activity. . . 

I 
I 	 , 

. 	 j 

Please call or write to members of the Appropriations Comniittee as soon as possible. A sample 
letter is attached for your use. We also would appreciate hearing back from you onee you have 

. 	 ,I 

made your contacts. 	 . I 
. 	 . '.. I· ..... 

Please call either of us (Buzz at 301-897.o{j293 or Susan at ~02-872-1260) If you have any 

questions. 

I 
i 
I 
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1" 

" , 

, 
J, 

Dear Rep. ___ 
, 

On behalf of (insert company name), I am writing to urge YQu to support 
continued funding for the "Goals 2000: Educate America Act" for the 1997 
fiscal year. We believe the $350 million that was appropriated. for the 1996 
fiscal year needs to be maintained - if not increased - in order to accelerate 
the progress that many governors and state legislators are making toward 
stare and local school improvement. ". 

i 

We also believe the resources that Goals 2000 offers to stat~s fOr local 
school improvement provide incentives for scbooJs to raise academic 
standards, hold themselves accountable for actual results, and make the 
changes that need to be made to help children succeed in sc,hool. 

" 
We comrneDd the action taken earlier this year during the b~dgetdebate to 
keep this critical education refonn program alive. We hope that you will 
main~in this position as this year's budget negotiations mdve through both 
houses of Congress_ 

Sincerely, 

" " 

) 

"> 
.1 

'il 
", 

.''1' 
i, 

'" , 
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HOUSE APPROPRIAnONS COMMl1TEE 
GOALS 2000 CONTACT LIST 

" 

CONTAC.T : fHONE·# 

&Pb," Lfv'gptqg {R-LA)·Qnir Stan Skoc.kt: (202) ZZ5-3015 

Joseph McDade (R-PA) John Enright I (2D2) 225..373 J 

John Myers CR..IN) . !:ric KJ08 :: (202) 225-5805 


,S;.W. Bill VOMI (It-PI..) Hurry Ohmn ",' (202) 225-5961 

Ralph Regula (R-oH) Richard Grave.!; (202) Z25-:3876 

J~n) Lewis (R-CA) Alex Heslop 'i (202) 225-5861 

,Joh.g Edl!,aJ1i Porter {R-ILl S~Connply (202) 225-483.5 

Harold. Rogers (R-KY> Slii)' P,,"nell" (202) 22S~601 

I De Skeen (It-NM) QIlin Dodd ,;. (202) 225..2.365 

Frank Wolf (.R-VA) Lori-Beth Fete Hw; (2O'l) 225-5136 

Tom Dc.L.ay (R-TX) GJenn LeMUlIyOI1 (202} 225..0 197 

Jim Kolbe (R-AZ) J_on15nak , (202) 22S-2542 

Barbara vucano\rich CR-W) Cathy Besser' (202) 225-6155 

Jim Lightfoot (R.-lA) Bill Deere,' (202) 225.3806 

Ron Packard (R-CA) Brie Mol'ldero (202) 225·3906 

Sanay Callahan (R-AL) Sean MurpbY (202.) 225-493) 

JQ1tl1!S Walsb CR-NY') Ron Anderson (202) 225-3701 

CbElTles Taylor (R-NC) Kevin Murphy (202) 22.5-6401 

David HobSion (R.-9H) renifel: Cutcher (202) 2254324 

'iruS;l:t Jim btoolj. (R'()K> Bill Duncan; , (202) 2.2S·2132 

I{enry BoumA (R-TX) . EriI;Fox ,i . (202) 2.ZS-45 J 1 

Joe Knollenbcrg (R-MI) Derem. ZoppClin (202) 225·5802 

Dan Miller (R.-FL) Danielle Doane (202) 225-5109 

.Jay Dickey (R-AR) Brian,Wt.1JjaJrui (202) 225<3772 

lack Kinli[on (R.QA) 'K.a:ren Roberson (Z02) 225·'831 


\ ' 

Frank .eu (R-CA) Valarle Rogers (202) 225-3311 

RodrIey Frelinghuysen (R-NJ) Lisa Smith:, (2Ol) 225·5034 

Rocer Wicker (R-MS) Speo.ce Flatguaid (202) 225·4306 

Mic.hael Forbes (R-NY) MikcFnnuele (202:) 225-3826 

George Nethercutt (R-WA) . Amy PJ.achban. (202) 225-2006 

Jim BUIlI1 (R"()R) Craig Kenoeciy (202) 225·5711 

Mark: Neumann (R~WD Chri!KJ ShOrtridge (202) 225..3031 

Dand <Dcx CD-WI) P8UICarv~ , (202) 22.")·3365 


{ 
" 

I 


" 

NoCC: Highlighted names iDQ1c:flW mernbeB who need sMtdjtipIJa1 egcouruement to IillPl'Pll 
!.ht: a[2lJtOl2tiatiqn. ' 

II 


" , 

,';; 

, 
'" 
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NOTE TO SUSAN TRAIMAN AND MICHAEL JACKSON 

Thanks for agreeing'to help once again on Goals 2000. Attached you will find the following: 

1. A list of Appropriations committee members. We haveniarked those we think it would be 
most helpful to focus on--they are the oiles on the subcommittee or in the leadership. 

2. Among the Republicans on the subcommittee, Bonilla from Texas and Istook from Oklahoma 
appear to be the most favorably disposed, though all need to hear from the business groups. 

3. The Administration's request for Title III of Goals 2000 is $476,000,000. Current funding is 
$350 million. You should be aware that the Administration's overall request for Goals 2000 is 
$491 million; this includes $15 million for Parent Resource Centers that were established under 
Title IV of Goals. All of these funds go to local, community-based organizations around the 
country to help parents become more involved in schools and in school improvement. 

4. I am attaching a table with state-by-state allocations for the Goals 2000 funds. The column 
headings may be a little confusing to you, so here is the code: the third column is the FY 97 
appropriations request from the Administration--for school year 1997-1998. The figures show 
what each state will receive if we get the funds we are asking'for. The middle column is the FY 
96 approriations, just passed last month. That money is available to states July 1 1996. The first 
colUmn shows FY 95 funding; the money states have right now from us. 

5. I've also attached a copy of a letter Secretary Riley has sent to the editor of the Washington 
Post in response to David Broder's op-ed. I thought you might find this helpfuUn case you get 
questions based on his piece. It also provides a few brief illustrations of how Goals funds are 
being used. If you want more examples, or more detail, let me know. Since this has not been 
accepted for publication yet, please do not distribute this. If it gets around, it will become a 
reason for the Post not to publish. 

Thanks again for your help. Call if you needan¥1hing else, and please keep mo posted on your 
progress. 

Mike Cohen 
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. May 20, 1996 

Editor 
The Washington Post 
1150 15th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20071 

Dear Editor: . 

I agree with David Broder's assessment of the potential of Goals 2000, but I disagree with his 
analysis that recent changes hav~ watered down its benefits. 

Goals 2000 retains its focus on raising standards in America's schools, encouraging states and 
communities to improve their schools and promoting more grass-roots involvement in making 
schools better. These basic principles remain unaltered after recent Congressional action. 

Mr. Broder's analysis is based' on three misunderstandings. First, he assumes that as Goals 
,2000 was originally enacted, states were required to use nationally developed academic 
standards in their education improvement plans, but that there is no longer such a , 
requirement. In fact, Goals 2000 has always been anchored in academic standards that each 
state sets for itself. There was never any. requirement that states use national model academic 
standards as a condition of participating in Goals 2000 o~ receiving any federal funds. 

Second, he assumes that Goals 2000 originally involved a federally-spo.nsored review of state 
academic standards as 'a condition of participation, but there is no longer such aprovision. 
In fact, there never waS such a review. Goals 2000 maintains a long-standing and appropriate 
prohibition on federal control. over state curriculum and instructional matters. From the 
Charlottesville Summit forward, there has been widespread, bipartisan agreement among 
elected officials, business leaders and educators that academic standards ought to be set by 
states~ without federal review or interference~ .and without federal funds tied to approval of 
these standards. 

While the federal government should not review and' approve state curriculum standards, there 
must be accountability along with the investment of federal funds. Goals 2000 originally 
provided for that accountability through U.S. Department of Education review of state 
education improvement plans. An amendment included in the appropriations bin retains this 
approach, but also gives governors and state education officials another option to provide 
public accountability. It requires governors and state education officials to make their state 
education improvement plan widely available for public review and comment, and to report to 
the public each year on the progress they make in improving student achievement. 
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Third, he assumes. that under Goals 2000 as originally enacted, states and schools could not 
use Goals 2000 funds to purchase education technology, but now they are able to use the 
funds in this way. In fact, states are accountable for how they use· noals 2000 funds. States 
and. schools could always use Goals 2000 funds for technology, as long as this use fit into an 
overall plan for raising academic standards and improving student achievement. Wyoming has 
been focusing its Goals 2000 funds entirely on the introduction of computers in classrooms 
since last year. School districts in Kentucky have been using technology to help students an~ . 
parents learn together, and schools in Illinois and many other states have been using these . 
funds to train teachers in the use of technology and for a wide range of other technology­
related purposes. 

Other states and communities are USillg Goals 2000 funds in other" positive ways. In Windsor, 
Colorado, the local school district has used Goals 2000 funds to enable parents, educators and 
school staff to be deeply involved in establishing local academic standards. Delaware is using 
Goals 2000 funds to enable local schools to develop model curricula based on state academic 
standards, and to develop assessments tied to those standards. Ohio uses Goals 2000 funds as 
an integral part of its overall accountability system, targeting the funds to assist schools with 
large numbers of students who do not yet meet state standards. 

There are scores of other examples of states and local communities using Goals 2000 funds to 
accelerate their drive to set and meet tough academic standards. Mr. Broder's concern that 
the new amendments weakened Goals 2000 is not warranted. 

Yours sincerely, , 



EDUCATION REFORM 

Goals 2000: State and Local Education Systemic Improvement 

State or 1995 Appro. 1996 Estimate 1997 Request 
Outlying Area for 1996 for 1997 for 1998 

Alabama $5,941,766 $5,675,986 $7,895,690 
Alaska 1,547.345 1,437,296 2,015,509 
Arizona 5,450,582 5.038,557 7,220,860 
Arkansas 3,650,495 3.434,819 4,800,139 
Califomia 42,111,706 39,211,219 54,798,618 
Colorado 4,288,514 3,922,624 5,585,002 
Connecticut 3,460,756 3,149,595 4,453,445 
Delaware 1,291,544 1,242,928 1,742,164l~ 

Florida . 15,861,034 14,713,635 20,880,761 

Georgia 8,959,402 8,515,014 12,097,369 

Hawaii 1,381,641 1,307,668 1,630,605 

Idaho 1,566,397 1,476,175 2,072,739 

Illinois 15,992,571 15,050,626 20,965,066 

Indiana 6,557,145 6,260,694 6,734,445 

Iowa 3,219.618 3,077,877 _ 4.261,417 

Kansas 3.193,916 3,099,621 4,350,664 

Kentucky 5,775,274 5,549,490 7,709,696 

Louisiana 7,966,126 7,642,099 10,577,254 

Maine 1,647,540. 1,535,403 2,147,204 

Maryland 5,379,938 5,016,113 7,070,017 

Massachusetts 6,990,659 6,242,461 6,645,658 

Michigan 14,371,468 13,653,547 19,061,265 

Minnesota 5,377,078 5,062,092 7,103,635 

Mississippi 5,094,972 4,664,661 6,746,306 

Missouri 6,525,935 6,132,073 6,574,360 

Montana .1,560,150 1,459,914 2,044,513 

Nebraska 1,966,104 . 1,834,350 2,661,199 

Nevada 1,419,052 1,303,042 1,866,241 

New Hampshire 1,290,294 1,232,612 1,726,084 

New Jersey . 6,792,536 7,904,169 11,130,562 

New Mexico 2,762,261 2,610,240 3,691,669 

New York 27,112,296 25,356,328 35,364,033 

North Carolina 7,745,061 7,260,313 10,327,046 

North Dakota 1,340,576 1,259,964 1.765,253 

Ohio 14,633,664 14,226.673 19,844,608 

Oklahoma 4,396.613 4,176.732 5.622,424 

Oregon 4,012,392 3.799,963 5,312,603 

Pennsylvania' 15.529,194 14,464.447 20,256.9~3 

Rhode Island 1,460,004 1.359,668 1,902,901 

South CarOlina 4,710,359 4,511,625 6,263,574 

South Dakota 1,412,549 1,309,917 1,636,220 

Tennessee 6,367.602 5,999,453 . 8,432.635 

Texas , 29,226.279 27.167,479 38,161,904 

Utah 2,567,039 ' 2,452,958 3,429,258 

Vermont 1,272,647 1,225,743 1,717,476 

Virginia 6,656,924 6,200,305 6.704,627 

Washington 6,326,974 6,C~6,946 8,492.110 

West Virginia 2,799,259 2,768,423. 3,629,992 

Wisconsin 6,562.097 6,320,177 6,606,412 

Wyoming 1,262,907 1,224,150 1,715,593 

District of Columbia 1,523,409 1.353,218 1,895,093 

Puerto Rico 9;606,968 9,064,078 12.632;327 


American Samoa 164,247 173,664 247,560 
Northern Marianas 102,549 96,770 137,787 
Guam 194,658 . 183,688 261,548 
Virgin islands 360,157 358,732 510,766 
Palau 102,549 79.167 52,791 
Marshall Islands 102,549 96,770 137,787 
Micronesia 302,433 265,369 406,357 
BIA & Alaska Federation of Natives 2,249.558 2,125,600 3,005;362 

Peer Review 0 300,QQO 

Total 361,870,000 340,000,000 476,000,000 

0 
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