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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION ROLE

Question: Why do we need a Department of Education? -

Answer:

Education is a natlonal concem; critical to a competmve national .

economy and vibrant democracy

. We are in an information age Need for education and skills greater than
ever. Eliminating department today would be like eliminating the defense

department during the cold war,

'Education is pnmanly a responsibility of State and local governments. But,
because education is an area of critical national 1mportance a Department of
Education has an important role:

| and colleges in improving education, F‘qc,/n‘a-fz: State Q‘/paa.l erx> ,-f

belng a national vouce for education;
)

bu:ldmg partnerships in support of critical issues (ex rehglous

’ leaders and others in support of family mvolvement)

being a supportlve partner to states, local oommunmes schools,

{~

bemg a clearinghouse of the best ideas about improving
education; Qe Scardh —+emna\oa\1

ensuring equity so that no children are left behind. fdgﬂﬂe(/ peoor
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: WUNDEVRSON PROPOSAL

Questiorr: What is your positiorr on the Wsunderson brobosa}?

‘Answer: | did not come to Washington to defend bureaucracy. |came to
create a lean and effective Department

e Weare movrng on our own to reduce bureaucracy, streamline,
consolidate, and save taxpayers' dollars. We are interested in any
proposal to help improve teaching and leaming.

° The Geaﬂié.?undefson proposal would create a "mega-bureaucracy"
by combining the Departments of Education, Labor and EEOC. (It
shifts and consolidates some functions, but does not set forth any steps
to improve education.) It downgrades the rmportance of education and
eliminates the "bully pulplt" :

° Such a "mega bureaucracy" would decrease accountabmty and
efficiency, make education information and programs. less accessible to
~customers, and excessively concentrate decision making. :

- For example, it would establish an Assistant. Secretary for
Workforce Preparatlon and Policy who would have responsibility
for over $38 billion in program funds, more than the entlre
Department of Education budget

e ‘Such massive bureaucracy buﬂdmg would dlstract attentlon from our
- important task of improving education. We would spend years

rearranging organizational boxes rather than continuing our efforts at
streamlining the Department
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Mr. Gunderson estimates that his propdsal'would save $4 billion a year.. |
However, most of this savings would be from eliminations and consolidations of
programs - savings mat can be — and are being — achleved by Eduwtlon and

Labor.
e  Claimed savings of $4 billion:

~$900 million cut from the consolidated total of $1.9 biuioh for Eisenhower
Professonal Development, Charter Schools, iImpact Aid, Safe and Drug -
Free Schools, and Innovative Education Programs

~$100 million by reducing Bilingual Education.
~$100 million by reducing 'ﬁﬂe i 'Developing Inétititutions

~$600 million by eliminating fundmg for 29 programs from ED, Labor, and
other agencies , ‘

~$200 million by reducmg Workp|ace Safety and Employee Benef t
programs

—$2.3 billion cut from a total of $12 billion for Workforce Preparation and
Life-Long Learning progrmas which could be combined into 4 block grants

- —=$100 million from reducmg duphcate staff ofﬁces and cuttmg civil rights
untt .
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| education and Federal red tape.

‘ALEXANDERIBENNE'ITI'CO_ATES PROPOSAL

Questson What is your posrtlon to the Alexander/BennetUCoates proposal to

‘abolish the Department? -

&swer. | understand that they have proposed making education an office
within a larger department and distributing many functions of the Department-
to other agencies. For example, student financial aid for college would go to
the Treasury Department, vowtronal education to Labor, educational research ‘

, to NSF, and so on.

° Need a national voice for education. Without a Cabinet level
department education would be deemphasized at time in. our hlstory
when it is more lmpcrtant than ever before ‘ .

. Proposal would create a bureaucratic nightmare for schools,

communities, and States. Now, States, communities and others
concerned with education can look to one agency. Under the proposal
they would have to go all over the govemment -iel-hﬁiir

¢ Less accomrtud, no coperant p &ajmﬁrﬁf‘&
Creating an office in a larger agency i not necessanly more eft‘ cren or more

' responslve to local concemns. - When Education was in HEW

° The Off' ice of Education had 7 700 employees. The Department
currently. has ene-th-rrd-fewer employees, :
. $ oo
° The Secretary of HEW could not devote much attention  to educatlon s

e  The lack of attention and large HEW bureaucracy resulted,ln a lack of
coherence and responsiveness that impeded State and local educators.-

During Congressionar Hearings in 1979, on whether a Department of
Education should be created, Terrel Bell testified that for these reasons
creating a Department of Education would reduce Federal control of

are peed
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| OPPORTUNITIES FOR SAVINGS

*'Questlon What do you see as opportumtles for cost savmgs over the next few
“years?

. Changing law to mmmﬂmmmmmm
through 2000. This, added to the $6.8 billion from Student Loan Reform
Act of 1993, WIIIIQIMMIJQD.IDLO_UQD_ZQQQ A
o Ejmngmg_«u_p_LQg@mg as proposed in the Presadent‘s Budget mj_gale
| . f\a‘a;ﬂ QQS
$110 million by 2000. -~ , . - T
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MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS

Questaon "How are you |mprovmg management of the Department?

Answer: When | came to the Department there were significant management
problems. GAO identified problems in the areas of leadership, program
~ monitoring, financial management, and student aid administration.

Full-scale effort to improve management includes:

strategic glan — which includes detailed performance indicators. = s

successfully implemented the Dtrect Student Loan program to
save at least $12 billion by FY 2000; simplified the Ioan process

‘for students, their parents and schools.

strengthening the student fi nanclat aid gatekeegmg process -
as a result defaults are down (22 percent to 15 percent) and loan

collections are up.by harf u billion a qens, .

: shiftinQ the emphasis of program_monitoring from comptiance,

which focuses on reporting requirements to performance, which
focuses on technical assnstance to improve student ou-teems fw-gn—ww':

- treamllnmg the Department’'s grants process. " The Department

has improved the timeliness of grantee notification, distributed
funds electronically, simplified review procedures, and eliminated
unnecessary requirements.

~ Improved customer service b{ reducing regulation§ and

paperwork in new programs such as Goals 2000, which is
operated without any regulations and minimal paperwork, and

‘ Tltle l where regulations will be dramatlcatly reduced.

Reducing the size of the Degartment. Even as we hire additional
staff to implement Direct Loans, we are able to reduce overall

staffing. -In areas other than Direct Loans, we will reduce staff by
221 in 1996 and by another 386 by 1999 — for acﬁjercent total

- reduction between 1993 and 1999

| NPP;;E_
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STATE BURDEN TO ADMINISTER FEDERAL PROGRAMS

Question: States and dlstncts complam about how much personnel they need
~to apply for and administer Federal programs. What are you doing about
this? . .

Answer;

° Reducing the tsme required to oomplete applications. and plans in a
number of ways.

] New Ieglslatlon greatly reduces requnrements and mcreases ﬂexlblhty
Also reducing regulations. .

K Shorter, simpler applications - Goals 2000 was 4 peges.

° Fewer appllcatlons Reduction ‘is belng achieved through a number of
strategles

-- Ionger-term pIans.' so that States and districts submit plans less |
-~ frequently. .

-~ - single plan to cover many programs. Under new ESEA, States
" and districts have option to submit only one plan that covers
various ESEA programs and, if they want, Goals 2000: Educate
America Act, the School to Work Opportunities' Act, the Perkins
Vocational Education basic state grant program, and other
-~ programs that the Secretary may designate..

- mulfi-year grants to reduce the number of times States and
districts must apply.



CHANGES IN REGULATlONS PROCESS

Questlon Could you describe -changes in how the Department deals with
regulations since you became Secretary'?

Answer:

Developed a set of simple eriteria for when and how to regulate. We
are applying these common sense criteria to all our programs. The

- result will be far fewer, shorter, less prescriptive regulations.

Whether to regulate:

When essential to promote quality and equalrty of opportumty in

- education.

When a demonstrated problem exists and cannot be resolved
without regulation. :

‘When entities or situations to be »regulated are so different that a

uniform solutlon does more harm than good.

When necessary ‘to provide legally blndmg mterpretatron to

: resolve ambiguity.

How to regulate:

Regulate no more than necessary

Minimize burden and promote multlple approaches to meeting

statutory requlrements

Encourage federally—funded actlvrtles to be mtegrated ‘with State
and Iocal reform activities.

Ensure that beneﬁts Justlfy costs of regulation.

Establlsh performance objectlves rather than specify the manner

of compliance.

Encourage flexibility so that institutional forces and incentives -

achieve the desired result

;



APPLICATION OF NEW REGULATORY PRINCIPLES

Question: How are you applying these new repulatory pnnoiples?

Answer: _ |

e  No regulations for Goals 2000 or School to Work

° NO regulations to implement EisenhOWer Professional Development,
Safe and Drug-Free Schools program, and waiver provisions of the
Improving America's Schools Act.

s Minimal regulations for Title | — most of which are being developed
through a statutorily-mandated negotiated rule-making process which
included parents teachers, principals and state Ieaders

' #

° Eliminating obsolete and unnecessary regulatlons -0 "/'/10 o8 In
reo)yead

e  Making regulatory process more customer fnendly

-~ internet
— voluntary negotiated rulemaking ('reg neg")

S regional meetings on regulations (1994-elementary and secondary,

bilingual, special. ed and student aid)

‘ )A Bw-ﬂ\ar\,a MD(rNr\um
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'NEW WAIVER ‘AUTHORIAT»Y

Questlon Can you explam more about the new waiver authonty you keep
mentioning?

Answer

Goals 2000: Educate Amenca Act pen'mts us to waive. many statutory
and regulatory requirements applicable to key department programs.
Waivers may be granted when the Secretary determines that a
requirement impedes the applicant’s ability to carry out a Goals 2000
State or local improvement plan. The Secretary can grant waivers to

States, school districts and schools.

. IASA provides for broad waivers to States, school districts and schools

of IASA statutory and regulatory requirements, with narrow exceptions
similar to those in Goals 2000. There is an especially broad waiver .
authority for public charter schools — extending to any ED statutory or
regulatory requnrement

~ School-to-Work Opportunmes Act provides for waivers of statutory and

regulatory requirements of JTPA and Perkins as well as of relevant
IASA programs.

Created a Walver Action Board that will provide'“one“-stop shopping for
- education waivers”. .

,/a.



" ED-FLEX

- Question; What is Ed-Flex?

' Answer'

Under Goals 2000, States with approved p!ans may apply to be Ed-Flex

States.

The Secretary may authorize up to six se!ected States to have the full

" power to waive the ESEA and Perkins requrrements without having to .
- seek the Secretary’s approval. . .

A notice mwtmg applications under this program has been published
and provided to every Governor and Chief State School Officer.

m



BLOCK GRANTS TO STATES

Questipn: Why not just give States and communities the resources to do the
job and get out of their way? Why not just use block grants'7

Answer: | support responsrble blockgrants by whrch | mean programs with
the following elements: _
-~ = Clear national priorities
— flexibility for states and Iowlltles over how they achieve those
goals -
— ensuring equity for students most at-nsk
- acoountabrlrty for results

e Our new Ieglslatlon ~ Goals 2000, the School to. Work Opportunities Act
—can be considered block grants of thrs sort. -

° Slnce the Federal Government provides only 6 percent of education

- spending, it must be used strategically. Simply giving Federal money to
schools without clear goals or focus or accountability is a poor use of
the taxpayer's money. .

e  Typical blockgrants have no focus or accountability. The pressure is to
give a little something to everyone and there is little assurance that they
-will address the fundamental problems of our schools. Our recent '
evaluation of the Chapter 2 blockgrant shows that the impact of Federal
dollars in that program is barely discernable .and it is not possible to
evaluate the effectiveness- of the expenditures.

] Blockgrants will not produce cost savings, unless combined with
‘ srgnlﬁcant cuts, because the cost of admrnrstenng the Federal programs
is not high.
— ED’s administrative expenses are only about 2 percent of our
_ budget
— for higher education, only 1 percent of funds are used by
colleges and universities for administration
- - for K-12, States use only an average of 6 percent for admlnlstratlon
and districts use only 4 percent for administration. On average, a
higher percent of Federal Title | dollars goes to the classroom than
does State education dollars. : S

/o



TALKING POINTS ON BLOCK GRANTS

1.

When people say "block grant“ they mean very dlfferent things

-- consohdatlon of other programs
- programs with greater ﬂexnblllty and fewer requurements

B Peop!e advocate block grants for very dlfferent reasons

-- cut paperwork |
- more flexibility

-- consolidation of programs -
-- eliminate programs

-- cost savmgs

- | support what he!ps students Respons1b|e block grants -

Elements of a responsible "block grant:

-- clear national priorities

-- flexibility for states and localities on how to achleve them
-- accountability for results’ '

- ensurlng equaty for those most at nsk

Goals 2000, School to Work, ESEA-are "responsible block grants."

(Governor Tommy Thompson described School-to-Work as a block grant.)

Responsible block grants can cut paperwork, ‘increase flexibility,

consolidate programs to make them more eﬁectlve ~and eliminate
programs that are no longer needed :

We are already dolng this:

o reduced paperwork (Goals application 4 pages); ‘

o increased flexibility (Goals and STW are state-generated reforms
waivers; charter schools);

o reduced regulations (Goals and STW none ESEA fewer doing thorough
review of all regulations);

o proposed eliminating 41 programs for a savmgs of $700 million by FY96

and consolidating an add;tlonal 27 into broader authorities



",
- The. problems' ’With’ “.irrespon‘s’ible" block 'grants
A. No clear natlonat pnontles or accountabtltty

thhout clear ‘purpose, there can be no accountablllty and, often no
improvement in teaching and learning. Money is used on unconnected

- activities and key elements: of sohool improvement can be lost. Examples: -

"I the early 1970’8, studies showed Title | funds were being spent -

to carpet principals’ offices, buy band uniforms and build swimming
-pools. Title | was then focused on basic skills instruction. As a

result, disadvantaged and minority students began to close the

?prevrousty existing gap in basrc skills test scores.

tn tight budgets,. professional development is ﬁrst thing to be cut
because it is not tied to jobs and fails to produce immediate tangible
. results. This occurs even though the critical role of professional

. development in school reform is widely recognized. The new Title .

! program is desrgned to respond to this reality.

A Chapter 1 drrector in KY had a room full of computers, but no one
knew how to use them or teach their students how. .

* However, high poverty schools often have been able to use the clear focus’

~ in.Title | schoolwide to leverage overall reforms. By asking schools to look

at upgrading entire program, develop alternatives to what they are doing, - -

‘and adopt research based strategies, schoolwides can ‘make it easier for

those who want to to do the rrght thmg o S :

B. No targetlng of resources on those most at. nsk

'In 1981 the emergency school aid program was consolldated into the new'.
Chapter 2 "block grant" authority that did not contain specific targetlng '

provisions.. The result: Chapter 2 funds were spread across all districts,
and the high poverty schools lost significant funding. In response,

Congress created yet another targeted federal education program the

magnet schools program. .

vHvstoncally, school dxstncts have tended to distribute Title | funds' to as
- many schools as possible, which often results in many high poverty
schools receiving amounts too small to make a dlfference Wthout some
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‘targetlng parameters dlstrlcts often cannot w:thstand the pressure to serve N
as many schools as possible. | : :

| do not support cuttmg mvestment in educatlon because these cuts‘
will hurt students , :

fRe-namlng grants as "block grants" shoutd not be used as a vert to
_ conceal’ cutbacks in-aid. '

The notion in Congress today is that you can block grant programs and -
then cut funding without having any negative affect on students. The
theory is that education programs are bureaucratic and costly to run --
- and that if we blockgrant them states and drstnct can be more efficient and

, cuts in funding wrll not hurt chlldren ,

‘This is a myth.. There is no big admlnrstratrve cost for states and dlstrlcts
Chapter 1 is an example :

Dollars spent on federal program |mplementatron at the Iocal level
tend to be lower than the costs of admrnrstenng non-categorical
state and |oca||y-supported efforts.

-- Dlstncts devoted . a greater percentage of thelr Chapter 1
expenditures to classroom services (73%) than other district funds
(62%). o

Moreover, data from GAO, the U.S. Chamber of :Commerce and the
Department of Education show that ‘the costs associated with
administering federal programs vary widely across states and districts.

This suggests that the costs depend in large part on choices that each
state and district makes in how they administer their programs. -

Quotes from Iocat educators »

March 8 article in Educatlon Week ralses pornts made by various local
educators:

* o Without targeting and accountability, districts may use funds intended for
poor children to buy everything from airplanes to carpeting.



b

4

; An elementary school principal in Tennessee says " 'm telling you
I've been there. | know." : : : : »

" Alocal superintendent in Wisconsin says: "I'd like to do away with
the paperwork. .. . . But if it involves ‘millions and millions of dollars,.
someone has to adm|n|ster it." '

o Need to go sIowa.

A deputy state superintendent' in Utah who is a former aidetto Orris
hatch says: Congress is "just moving so rap|dIy They ought to take
a year out and study what they are doing."

‘Most Department funding is directed at a few critical natlonal .

purposes

“We have about 140 elementary and secondary educatlon programs; about :

45 percent of our totaI budget

Most of this fundlng goes to States and school d|str|cts through just a few |
major programs focused on critical needs: “helping all children. learn to
high standards, ensuring schools are safe and drug free, training teachers,
preparing students for the transition from school to work, and serving
children with-disabilities.

Just eight major formula grant programs — 'Goals 2000, Title I, .

- Eisenhower Professional Development, Safe and. Drug Free Schools, -

Impact Aid, Innovative Education Program Strategies, Vocational
Education Basic Grants and Special Education state grants — account for
80 percent of Federal elementary and secondary education funding.

The same is true of Federal support for postsecondary education. We

administer -about 70 postsecondary programs funded at more than

$15 billion in 1995.

vMore than 90 percent of our postsecondary doIIars are dellvered through
~ just six student. aid programs: Pell- Grants,. Supplemental Educational

Opportunity Grants, Work-Study, Perkins Loans, Federal Famlly Educatlon :

| Loans, and Direct Loans.
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What this means is that most of our dollars are already delivered in
essentially block grant form, but with some targeting. on important national
purposes as defined by Congress, and with accountability that allows us
~ to tell taxpayers in California, for example, how their money is being used
in South Carolina. '



'VOUCHERS |

Questnon Why not gwe vouchers to parents so they can choose the school that
best meets their children’s needs?

Answer: The purpose of any school improvement idea shouldbe to invite effective
_innovation in more schools, particularly those schools |a ggtng behind. The Federal .
Government shouldn't dictate how local communities organize schools. Requlnng

vouchers would be the most mtruswe Federal mandate. ‘

We support expanded choice within the public school system through charter
schools, private management of public schools.and public school choice. We are
supporting investments in teams of teachers, students, parents and school and '
. community leaders to develop qualrty solutlons ' S .

Private school vouchers are an e expensive exgenmen that detract from cur N
. fundamental mission in education — helping to ensure that all students have access
- to challenglng instruction to reach challengnng standards

Usmg taxpayer funds to subsudtze vouchers for-all students could

e increase by billions of dollars the cost to the government even if no.
publlc school students transferned to private schoois.

e Credte a two-tiered educational system in ‘which private schools will be
able to choose their students and could attract the best and the brightest,
leavnng behmd ‘the pubhc schools with the most drfﬁcult-to-educate students

®  Increase regulatnon of private schools to make them more accountable
to the public, once they get taxpayers’ money - effectively ending thelr
rmportant mdependence t

e  Provide no assurance of higher student performance.- The few studles
done show no.increase in student performance. For example, in the -
Milwaukee voucher experiment, the achievement of participating students did
not improve significantly from their previous achievement. in public schools.

Private school vouchers also lack wndespread popular support. Private school
vouchers have been rejected by voters in California, Pennsylvania, and Colorado.
The latest Gallup poll shows that less than 24 percent suppert allowmg pnvate
school chmce at public expense. o



' GOALS 2000 -

" Question: Are States really ready for $750 mlmon a $403 million increase, for

‘Goals 20007 t ) | .4
- Answer: Yes. AR - - S o vt |
L To date, 45 States and thousands of commumtres have elected to

participate. Three States have moved to the second stage of

- participation — submission of a comprehenswe statewrde reform plan that

they are ready to implement.

Goals 2000 provides incentives for States to devise their own strategres
States have great ﬂexrbllrty in how they |mplement reform. ’

The 1996 increase would become available at the time most States and
communities will be ready to institute wudespread reforms that need seed .

~ money to get off the ground.

' Egamgles of How States Are usmg the Money

In Oklahoma, Goals 2000 funds will help the State carry out .
recommendations of the Oklahoma Commission for Teacher Preparation to
improve the preparation of new teachers in Oklahoma and provide support
to those already in the teachmg force.

Massachusetts is creatmg 14 charter schools '

Kentucky is using part of its funds to engage the pubhc and encourage
parental lnvotvement in its reform efforts.

Oregon is supportrng Oregon Benchmarks — a citizen-based vision of
education for the 21st century, of which the State S Schoo!-to—Work effort is
also an mtegral part. ,

Nlinois is building on the lllinois School Accountability Act, state legislation
that charges schools with reviewing student performance measures to

- ascertain whether all students are learning and being served. -

- Kansas is making a subgrant to the Lawrence School District for strategic

planning, development of curriculum aligned to academic outcomes and -
goals, and staff time to work on developing new teaching skills. '
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© SCHOOL-TO-WORK

Question: . You're proposing $200 mu'hon an increase of $75 million, ‘for School-

to-Work, with another $200 million requested by the Department of Labor. Where

~do you stand on 1mplementmg this program'?

| Answer School-to-Work is a highly popular lnmatwe as has been evndenced by
‘ ‘enthu3|ast|c and bipartisan support from many Govemors

Every State has elected to participate and has received planmng and
development funds. In the first competition for State implementation

grants, 8 States received awards and have begun to implement their State

B systems: Wisconsin, Kentucky, Oregon, New York, New Jersey, .

Michigan, Maine and Massachusetts. Twenty-two States applied for .
funds. : _

. We ha\ée also he!dvtwo competitions for diréct grants to localities thét‘are :

ready to put school-to-work systems in place but may be located in States
that are still in the planning stages. Of the 36 grants awarded to local
partnerships 21 are in urban and mral areas with high poverty.

'Our ED-DOL Jomt admlmstratlon is a hlghly innovative undenaklng, and I

believe what we are doing will serve as a model for joint ventures between

other agencies. We have set up a single School-to-Work office that is
* staffed by people from both Departments, and Secretary Reich and | both

' parhmpated in electnng the staff Director.

a
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TITLE | BUDGET POLICY

N

Question: What is your budget policy for Title 1?7

Answer:

$7 billion request, an increase of §302‘miuion or 4.5 percent,

- for LEA grants, with $1.7 billion targeted to poorest communmes o
- and schools. :

- Program currently serves 6.4 million st' udents.

'Objectlve Help hlgh-poverty children meet chanengmg academsc

standards

New enhancements mclude schoolwide grograms, ennched cumculum
and ||mmat1ng universal testmg ‘

$25 million request for new demonstration p %ram to |denttfy test,

‘and dlssemmate innovative ways to teach !owest-achlevmg children.

$102 million Even- Start program, whlch prepares young chltdren for
school and educates their parents, has accomplished its demonstratlon

- purpose and is proposed to be folded mto the Adult Education

consolidation.

/7



PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT POLICY

' Qu_e_s_tm What is the expected lmpact of your proposal to more than double, to .~
$735 million, the Eisenhower Professional Development program? ‘

. Answer:

° Will help achieve two of the National Education Goals: (1) aﬂ_stu_d_en:s_mjl
Qﬂmm:m&mmuamw@mm and (2) uﬁ,_smdemg A

) ‘Program has expanded to provude professnonal development in aﬂm

mewﬂmww and to provide more -

. Slatg_e__u_dajmilaggng_es would receive an average of $11 8 m;mon to '_
develop and implement a comprehensive professional development.
ﬂﬂe&ﬂm&mﬂmmmeﬁme

e Funds at the local district level, with the required gu&ﬂmg_lmmamh

should provnde on average, over $_§Q,QQ_Qfor professional development

actlwtles IQLexenL_ednp_d_dnsmsi



GAO REPORT ON TEACHER TRAINING PROGRAMS

Questlo What is our response to the GAO report'? :

- Answer:

The GAO report identifies 60 programs as teacher training programs
funded by the Department of Education in 1993. Since 1993, we have

taken steps to eliminate or consolidate more than half of the 60 programs.

CIn 1994, the Department er'oposed elimination of more than 17 of the listed

programs as part of our legislative proposal to reauthorize the Elementary

_and Secondary Educatlon Act and we were successful in ehmmatlng 10 of

these

I our 1996 budget request we have grogosed tennmatlon of 9 grogram

and we have proposed 1995 rescissions for 2 of these. In 1996, we are
also proposing to replace 5 special education programs that are listed with .

a single professional development program, and we are proposing to
_ consohdate 5 other programs in vocatronal and adult education.

Of. the remamlng programs the vast ma|or|ty of funds reguested are for the

. Eisenhower State Grants program, which provides formula assistance to

States, school dlStI’ICtS and schools to address their teacher training

‘ needs

The remaining programs provide some teacher training as part of a broader
program objective (e.g., Education for Homeless Children, Glfted and

" Talented Educatlon)



SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS

Que'sti‘on:; What is your Budget policy for Safe and Drug-Free Schoois?

Answer:

Sustained funding at $500 million, an $18 million increase, is essential if
the Federal Government is to support seriously the National Education
Goal that, by the year 2000, all schools in America will be free of drugs

“and violence and offer a disciglined environment oonducive to leaming.

Through expendtture of limited funds at the National level, the
Department can lead the way in the development. testing. and

dissemination of new approaches to tackling school drug abuse and
© violence problems. Activities undertaken through these efforts can have
~ a "multiplier” “effect when the results are shared with States and

locahtles natuonwnde

$31 million for | amlly and Commumgy Endéavor Schools (FACES), an

increase of $20 million, for comprehensive programs to prevent violence
and crime by at-risk children and youth. This program will be ' ‘

| coordinated closely with the Community Schools program in HHS. Both

programs are authorized under the Violent Cnme Control and Law
Enforcement Act of 1994 S .

Drug use is on the rise. Most recent natnonal survey mdlcates overall
use of drugs by 8th, 10th, and 12th graders increased for the third year

- inarow. 13 percent of 8th graders .used marngna in 1994 more .’

than twice the level in 1991 6 gercenx of 1 2th graders had tried an

illegal drug. ‘ N
* The public now ‘rates school crime and violence: a8 the most serious

problem facing America's schools. Nearly 3 million thefts and violent
crimes occur on or near school campuses every year — almost 16,000

incidents per day. Nearly 500,000 teenagers are wcpmlzed annually by

violent crime occurnng at or near school.



(FORMER) CHAPTER 2 POLICY

ngg;_qu Why is the Department proposing to zero-out the Innovatwe Educataon
Program Strategies program (the successor to Chapter 2)? Isn't the program a

very flexible vehlcle for supportmg State and local reforms‘?

Answer:

Program like former Chaptei 2, is ngl_ueﬂ_de_&mngd té support the State
and local efforts most likely to result in real improvements m teachmg and
learning, as Goals 2000 will. :

Mgm_eﬁe_ci_v.em of scarce resources Iles in Iatggtmg.funﬂw_

eed such as Goals
2000 Elsenhower Professwnal Development and Title 1.

A &W&M@Qﬁa&&m&m concluded that the -
program had mwwmmamm actwltaes «

Of local Chapter 2 funds Qnu_s_pgmgm went to g_@_@t@n@!ﬁﬁg__ ‘
projects, 40 percent went to the purchase of instructional materials, and13
percent of local funds went for educator professional development, in o

W@W&Mﬂwﬁ (average

: dlstnct level amount was 53,_5_12)
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BIL|NGUAL AND IMMIGRANT EDUCATION

Questton What is your budget for angual and Immigrant Educatlon’?

»Ansﬁeiz

Budget doubles immigrant Education funding, to $100 million, to help
school districts meet the expenses of educattng over 800 000 recent

' tmmlgrants

Bilingual request is $200 million, almost a $5 million increase. -

Grants continuing at $156 million will enable school districts, using the
instructional approach best suited to their own situations, to help gver -

MMHMMMM&@EMMmﬁI

Major emvhaSIS on e_d_ugtewmf_emneuﬂelgumem because of the =

: growmg need for tralned blllnguat teachers

Fundlng for &gﬁgﬂmﬂg&ﬂw would also i mcrease to meet new

accountabmty requnrements

z/
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 INDIAN EDUCATION -

Question: What s your budget policy for Indian Education?

Anmg::

Indlan Educatlon budget is 5_8_5_m1ﬂ19_g a $1 4 m|l||on or 1 N4 percent
increase. .

Focuses on mp_gﬂng_emmaj_m for almost 410 thousand Indian
. students through an increase for the reauthorized LﬂEQ[my_!a_QLams

program. As recently authorized, program emphasnzes achle\nng to Lug_e[ ‘

“standards for lndnan students

- Includes funding to obtain b.e_tleLdata on the educatlonal status and needs .
-of the Indian poputatlon

A total of §

~such as Title l Impact Ald\locatlonal Educatlon and Student Aid.

o



Answer:

" IMPACT AID OVERALL POLICIES

‘Question: What are th’é"Administtratiﬂon's-’vlmpact: Aid budget policies for“1996?_

We are better targeting dollars to districts with students whose

. presence in LEAs creates a significant and uncomggnsated burden; this

allows us to reduce our request by 15 percent from the 1995 level, to
$619 mllhon

- $550 million for Basic Support Payments to make payments on beha!f
- of only those children living on Indian lands, and children of members of

the uniformed services who live on Federal property.
- $40 million for Payments for children with. disablhties to assist LEAs

with the additional costs of educating these particular federally
connected children.

$20 mimon for additioﬁal payments for the host heavily imgacted LEAS.

_Eliminate Pay‘mehts for Federal Propeg_ty‘, which are ‘made to school
districts without regard to the presence of federally connected children.




* CHRISTA McAULIFFE‘FELLO'WVSHIPS.:POLICY CHANGE |

Questuon Why did the Department change lts ongmal pollcy not to fund this
program in 1996? .

Answer

L There is no real change in gg c_:y regardlng th|s program

"o Rather than fund the prograrn under the authonty in Tltle V of the

- Higher Education Act, (the current Christa McAuliffe Fellowships
program), the Department plans to continue providing fellowships in
honor of Christa McAuliffe for outstanding, experienced teachers using
$2 million_in funds requested under Eisenhower Prg{g__sslonal :

Development National Programs ;

- @ The Department’s proposal- eliminates funding under a duplicative; K
. program authority and streamlines the program by eliminating some of -

the burdensome requirements imposed on States under the current law.
For example, under the broad Eisenhower Professional Development
National Programs authority, States would not be required to use 7-

" member panels to select fellows; and chief State school officers would .

~ be given the authority, under appropriate circumstances, to waive or
defer the post-fellowship teaching requirement without the approval of
the Secretary of Educa’uon N _ Lo




EDUCATION INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY CHANGE

: Lk

Quesﬂon Why has the Admnmstratlon changed its mlnd about rescmdlng the
$100 million for Education |nfrastructure‘? A

Answer We reconsudered our ongnnal budget request, and propose instead
that. $35 million be provided each year in FY 1995 and FY. 1996 for
' Education Infrastructure. o

°o The recent GAO report hlghllghted the need to imprové the
- - infrastructure of our local schools, and while we may have some o
methodological concemns with this report, it is clear that some LEAs
have a senous need for constructlon assnstance A '

- construction, including possibly expanding the authorrty of Connie Lee

\o We are explonng attematlve means to assist LEAs in financing
“to make and guarantee Ioans to LEAs.

e  Until other appropnate assistance can be identified and authonzed the
~ $70 million we have proposed over two years will allow us to begin to

address the infrastructure problems in a few of the. neednest schools.

223 |



”consoubArtoN OF FEDERAL JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS

Question; How is the Presrdent proposmg to consolidate Federat job trauntng

programs?. -

. Answer: - The President is proposing'a fer-reachtng consolidation and

restructuring of 70 Federal educatien and training programs.

" For adults, more than three dozen separate Federal program_s are being

consolidated into ﬂexibte grants to States for the following purposes: o

e New SKill Grants provided through the States directly to individuals

.would help low-income and displaced workers to upgrade their skills
(Pell Grants would continue to be available for those in degree
programs) at the institution of their chouce :

e A network of One-Stop Career Centers would hetp mdrvrduals to
choose appropriate and effective training, by providing comprehensive
-~ Labor Market Information and Consumer Report Cards on training .
- providers. To be eligible to enroll students receiving Federal funds,
providers would have to show that students in their programs actually
acquired skills, completed their studies and ‘where appropriate, got
jobs after graduatron t

e A streamlmed Adult Educatlon and Famlly Literacy system would
integrate a dozen existing Federal programs into a smgte State grant
which States coutd tallor to meet local needs.

For 1outh, the Presudent proposes to streamhne more than 30 programs and

“setasides (now authorized under the Perkins and Job Training Partnership .

Act) into just two flexible grants to States: one for in-school youth and one
for out-of-school youth. States would use both grants to strengthen and
broaden the coverage of the school-to-work systems that they currently are
developing. While the' School-to-Work Opportunities Act provides short-term

"venture capital" that States and communities are using for initial
implementation of School-to-Work systems, the Perkins Act and JPTA will be

restructured to prowde for futher expanswn devetopment and lmprovement .



| VOCAT!ONALV Eoucmon

Question: What are the Department's Iegrslatwe and budget proposals for
vocational educatlon‘? '

Answer, ‘

Vocational education budget request is $1.2 billion.

Perkins reauthorization focuses on mmmigmg&p_mm :
and set-asides |nto two sumple programs

' State Grants (wuth lndran Programs set-asrde)
~ National Programs ) ‘

« jsey_teamre help to prepare young people with the knowledge and skills |
‘they need for further education and trarnmg and for first jobs in hlgh-skll!

high-wage careers.

| Burlds on the foundatlon of the School-to-Work Opportunltles Act and the
- reforms of the Department of Labor's youth program

Emphasis on giving States and schools &QXLQIQIB_S_QLC_QS to lmprove the
qualrty of their \focatlonal educatlon programs ' ' ,



“ADULT EDUCATION

Questto What are the Department's Ieglslatlve and budget proposals for
reauthonzatlon of the Adult Educatlon Act? ‘

Answer:
o .&9‘0.5 million rg uest, a $2.1 million’ increase for comparable activities.
©  New focus: Adult educabon and family Ixteracy ' o

° Key feature Consohdatlon of eight programs from various offices wuthln :
: ED and from DOL, into a single grant to States and one actwlty for '

atlonal p_rograms

° Eases burden on States Replaces comphcated Federal apphcatlon
requirements with one apptlcatlon and one set of simplified rules.

e Promotes greater access and choice for leamers: Adults would access

. services directly or through referrals from One-Stop Career Centers,
allowing them to choose the program best suited to their needs.



'SPECIAL EDUCATION BUDGET POLICY |

Question: What is your budget policy for Special Education?

‘Answer'«

$2.8 billion, $89 mllhon or 3.3 percent increase, requested for State grant |
for Special Education is sufficient to maintain Federal per-child contribution
at 1995 levels-of $426 for children 3 - 21 and $693 for children 3 - 5, and to
support additional children receiving services. Proposed legislation would
emphasize achievement of high standards, » promote best practices, and

eliminate unnecessa[y burden son educatlonal agencies, schools, and

teachers

| The smgle amount requested for Grants to States (chltdren 3. 21) and

Preschool Grants (chlldren 3 - 5) is not for a block grant; rather, it is a

- placeholder pending final decusnons on formula allocations under our

reautnonzatlon preposal

$316 mllluon level fundlng, requested for Grants for tnfants and Famlhes -
to support early intervention services for children birth through 2.

$254 'rnillion,"leVel funding, requested for discretionary activities.
Reauthorization proposal would consolidate 14 discretionary programs into -
5 coordinated Program Support and Improvement programs that include -

‘research and demonstrations, technical assistance and systems change,
- professional development, ga[ent training, and techno!ogy development. "

These activities are more effectively or economically conducted at the

- natlonal level and can help States address areas of critical need

ew legislation expected to be sent to Conaress b May. Our preference '
is for Congress to enact new legislation for fi scal year 1996. :


http:Grants.to
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- REHAB‘(L:TAT:ON SERVICES BUDGET Poi.lcv |

guestlon What ns your budget pohcy for Rehablhtatlon Semces?

Answer

$2. 5 billion request an mcrease of 2 7 percent, wnll increase

employment and independent living opportunities for over 1 million -

" individuals with q:sabllltles parucularly those wnth the most severe -

dlsabmtles

- The increase wnll help States respond to the dramatic increase in the

number of eligible individuals in the Vocational Rehabilitation (VR)

- system and to offset the increased costs of providing VR services toa . -

more severely disabled population. 42 percent of State VR agencies

* have reported they will not be able to serve all ehglb!e individuals in

1985. .

These funds are classif‘ ed as mandatom» Under the Budget

Enforcement Act; they are not counted against ED's dlscretlonary
total. A :



!MPLEMENTAT ON OF DIRECT STUDENT LOANS

Questlo How is the lmptementatlon of dlrect Iendmg gomg'>

Answer We have been very pleased with the success of dtrect lending thus far,
and are confident that we can handle the more rap|d phase-m proposed inour
- budget request : S , ,

At the end of last month the 104 schools parttcupatmg in the 1994-985

- academic year had disbursed more than 342.000 Ioans totalmg
- nearly $1 billion. '

| 'Regerts from gartncugating schools and students have been

overwhelmingly positive; the speed of loan processing actually
encourages students to borrow less, because they can get additional
toan funds qmckly if needed.

1,495 schools have been accegteu’for 1995-96. and there is a
waiting list for 1996-97. ED provides training and technical

assistance, mcludlng software to part1c1patlng |nst|tut|ons

PROPOSED CAP ON DlRECT LENDING -

Quest"ioh: Why sheutdn't direct lending be capped?

Answer:

. B

Direct Loans provides tangible benefits to students and schools.
Students can obtain loans more quickly and easily, and take
advantage of income-contingent and other flexible repayment plans;

- schools have less paperwork and more control within a far simpler .

loan system Capping Direct Loans would deny these benef ts tc

_ mllttons of students and thousands of schools.

Cappmg Direct Loans perpetuates the flaws of the ggmbersome,
- . costly FFEL system, with its thousands of lenders, guaranty
~~.agencies, and other Federally subsidized "middiemen."

" The Prestdent proposes to save $12 billion by the year 2000 by fully

~implementing Direct Loans. Capping the Qrograrn at 40 gercent
- would cut those savings by atmost §7 billion. .



" COLLECTING ON DlR‘ECT' STUDENT ‘LOANS

Question: You have goﬁen credit for D:rect Loans being disbursed to students
~ faster than under the FFEL system. Buit actually collecting the loans is much .

harder. What steps are you taking to ensure a strong collectlon eﬁort once the
Direct Loans go into payment? :

Answer.

o The §gmé measures that have helged us reduce defaults in the
-EFEL program—cracking down on schools with high default rates,

* strengthening gatekeeping, improving our data systems, and going‘
after defaulters with IRS tax refund offsets and wage

gamishment—will help our collectlon efforts and llmlt defaults in the '
Dlrect Loan program. - S

e  Collecting student loans will be easier under Dlrect Loans.
~ Repayment will be much simpler for Direct Loan borrowers, who
need only send a single monthly check for all their loans to a single
servicer. In addition, Direct Loan borrowers can take advantage of
mcome—contmgent repayment and other fiexible repayment optlons
to avoid default.. .

. The Department and its privéte sector contractors (currently the
. same one used by‘many banks and guarantee agencies) have

substantial experience in collecting student loans, with nearly
;$500 mnll:on coliected last year atone



DIRECT LOANS AND THE PRIVATE SECTOR

Quest:o With the current emphasus on mcreasmg the use of partnershrps with
the private sector, why are you proposing to replace the current FFEL pnvate

Answer:

) lendmg with a huge Federal bureaucracy'?

irect Iendm nvolves oreefﬁcient'tess cost| r'artners ip with the

private sector than under FFEL

On!y the loan capntat is “private" under FFEL—-—the risks and costs of
lending FFEL funds are almost entirely assumed by Federal
taxpayers, providing little or none of the performance-based

- accountability characteristic of private sector enterprises.

Direct Loans will not be administered by a huge Federal .
bureaucracy, but by private sector servicing and collection
contractors selected through competitive bidding and held
accountable for their performance '

~ Infact, we expect to hlre some of the same private contractors now

used by FFEL lenders, guaranty agencies, and secondary markets,
but without having to rermburse any of these "mlddtemen "

Fewer Department staff will be requnred to admlnlster Dlrect Loans
than are currently needed to merely monitor the more complex FFEL

system. As a result, the Department will be able to reduce its overall. |
FTE level once the transition to Direct Loans is completed.

2



THE IN-SCHOOL INTEREST SUBSIDY ON STUDENT LOANS

Questmn What is your posrtron on elimination of the n-scnool interest subsrdy'
for Stafford Loan borrowers?

Answer.

The President and | strongly oppose this proposal, which a‘t“ove'r
* $2 billion per year would amount to the greatest student aid cut in
history. . : o ‘

program; 50 percent of Stafford Loan borrowers report family -
incomes under $12,000 and 76 percent have incomes under
$30, 000 L

| The total debt of an average Stafford Loan borrower borrowmg th

‘maximum at a four-year college could increase by 18 percent.
Graduate and profess.lonat students would feel an even greater

burden
thh lncreased debt, needy borrowers would be more vulnerable to

default and may feel more restncted in therr school and career
ohorces . =

r&o Il

: Some 5§ m‘illion needy Students now benefit from this meatns-tested ' A ,‘



'S'ruoENTr‘Aro FRAUD AND ABUSE

- Question: How are you addressmg concems about waste, fraud and abuse in
“the student fi nancral aid program? ' .

- Answer: We have undertaken-a vanety of measures to reduce fraud in the
student aid programs particularly in the student loan programs

Lowering the default rgte cutoff (now 25 percent) for |nst|tut|on |

. participating in the student aid programs has eliminated many

| " shoddy schools from the student aid programs, helping to reduce

.. default claims from $3.6 billion in 1991 to $2.4 billion in 1994, and
- ‘the default rate from 22 percent in 1990 to 15 percent in 1992.

~ We have increased collections of defaulted loans by working with the

IRS to offset income tax refunds. We also using new authonty to
garnish the wages of defaulters o ,

We have increased our own revuews of institutions participating in'the

student aid programs and are working with States and accrediting

agenCIes to tighten up their standards as well

rhe State Postsecondary Revnew Program would assist States in
their oversight efforts, but the rescission bill proposed by the House

*Appropnations Committee would eliminate the $20 million -
-appropriated in 1995 for this program :

272
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PELL GRANTS COST ESTIMATES

Questlo Just a short while ago you were saying that the Peu Grant program
had a $2 billion shortfall. Now you're saying that you have as [glu s of nearly half
a billion dollars. What is gomg on?

Answer:

Two years ago, we were confronted wuth a prOJected shortfall of over

- $2 billion.

“Wer eguested addmonat funds in 1993 and 1994 to cover the o

-shortfall, successfully sought appropriations language permitting the . .
- reduction of awards in the event of future shortfalls, and established
~ an mterna! rewew group to monitor trends in program oosts

~ While we took these aggressnve steps program growth stowed

because of the strong economy. As a result, the amounts

A appropnated in previous years now exceed current cost projectrons

Qur budget proposes to spend only $372 mllhon of the estlmated ‘

$472 million cumulative surplus in Pell Grant budget authority to pay
1996 program costs. In view of the size and potential volatility of

program costs, we believe it is prudent financial management to -

' mamtama 100 |II| n "cushion" at this tlme

<y
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STATE POSTSECONDARY REVIEW PROGRAM

Question; Why do you contmue to support funds for the State Postseoondary
Review Program in light of strong opposition to this program from the '
postsecondary community. What is your 1996 budget request?

Answer: This program is key to our efforts to eliminate fraud and abuse in the:
student aid programs and to protect students from unscrupulous schools. For
1996, we are requesting $25 million, a $5 million or 25 percent increase.

Congress created the State Postsecondary Review Program in 1992
as the key consumer Qrotectron component of the program integrity

 “Triad."

‘This program is an insurance gohcv to Jrotect the §39 billion in aid

that will be available in 1996. The premium on that policy—$25

~ million—is only 6 cents for every $1,000 of aid that we provide.

| recognize and appreciate the concemns of the postsecondary -

education.community over the |mpact thns program may have on *
their lnstltutlons

To anewate this anxiety, both Asmstant Secretary Davud

- Longanecker and | have expressed our willingness to work with the
- community to reduce unnecessary burdens. This work has just
begun and is likely to continue throughout this year.

g If the $20 rr\illion 1 995 appropriation for this program is rescinded. as

proposed by the House Appropriations Committee, | fully expect that
the current State activities will be terminated—resuiting in more fraud

- and abuse at the expense of students and taxpayers.


http:postseconda.ry

STRENGTHEN!NG POSTSECONDARY lNSTlTUTIONS

Questlo - Why are you. proposmg to continue support for Hlstoncally Black

- Colleges and Universities and Hispanic-Serving Institutions while phasing out

Title 11, Part A support for other institutions servmg large numbers of
disadvantaged and minority sstudentsi> o

- Answer: 3

" Our budget continues support for HBCUS in recognition of their
- success in enrolling and graduating African-American students. The

request includes $109 million for 100 undergraduate HBCUs and

- $20 mllllon for 16 Hlstoncally Black Graduate Instttutnons

Additional support for HBCUs is provuded by a $2 mllllon Endowment

~ Challenge Grant program and the HBCU Capital Financing Program,
- which will provide an estimated $170 mllllon in loans for facmtles
- renovatlon and oonstructlon ’ , : ,

" The $12 million request for thé Hlspamc-—Servmg lnstltutlons program-
~will help increase Hispanic postsecondary enroliment, ‘which lags
- behind that of both black and white students.

- Ellmlnatlng Title HlI fundmg for other mstltutlons would not be a major
" loss because these funds account for only 3.5 percent of lhe

budgets of mstttutlons participating in the program

72 percent of Part A funds goto publlcly-supported colleges and i

B responssbllltyvfor supporting such colleges rests primarily with States. |




EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY

Questnon You are requestlng double the fundmg for educatlonal technology
~‘What are these funds for? . ‘ .

~ Answer: Two L eamlng Challeng programs (totallmg $70 mllhon) ‘would
support consortia of public educational institutions and business, especially
mstltutlons and busmesses that contnbute their own resources: .

e TheK-12 Technology Leamlng Challenge ($50 rmlhon) would support
- significant partnerships to develop and apply technology to help students
leam to higher standards. Projects would involve school districts with -
technology providers, to demonstrate direct : services to students and
‘develop marketable products ‘

e  The Adult Technology Learnmg Challenge ($20 million) would support
partnerships to develop and apply educational technology for adults. The
Department of Labor would make available an additional $15 miilion of

JTPA funds.



- EDUCATION RE'SEA‘RCI-'I‘ '
Question: How much are you requesting for research in OERI and
throughout the Department and how will you av0|d duphcauon'? -

Answer

) OERt Research reguest is $976 mllllon an mcrease of $11 4 mlltlon or
- 13 percent. Of this total, $67.6 million would support reséarch and
development and $30 mllhon woutd support dlssemlnatlon and -
technlcal assxstance

o Degartment-wsde, education research and development request is -
-~ '$129 million—$67.6 million in OERI, $45 million in OSERS, $11.4 m|ll|on
in OVAE $3.7 m:thon in OPE and $1.4 mlllton in OBEMLA ‘ o

o New National" Educat:onal Research Pohcy ‘and Priorities Board will help
develop a research agenda that will guide research and development

throughout the Department not just m OERI.




SUPPORT FOR EDUCATION ASSESSMENT

Questlo What is your budget pohcy for the Natronal Assessment of Educational -
Progress (NAEP)’? * . o

Answer

o $38 mrlhon request an i increase of §5 g mrlllo or 16 percent

- e Ana _gpropnate and important Federal actlvrty provrdes data about student |
~achievement widely used to judge effectweness of natlonal educational
|mprovement efforts o :

‘e ' State NAEP is oluntary in 1996 about 5 000 students in each of 45 §tate
will- be tested V , L

® -lncrease for NAEP'
Better measures of what students know and can do, but more costly
, reguent and [egular testmg given more costly testing, the increase is

needed to continue regular testing in the g_ntlcal sublect s of readlng,
. mathematlcs science, and writing. - : .

Biennial assessments in3 sub|ects in3 grades at the natlonal Ievel and in
sublects in 2 grades at the State level. . o p

=g



~ INCREASE FOR EDUCATION srA'nsncs
Questlo Why should there be an increase in fundlng for stat:st!cs')

nswer. = | ‘
o $57 million request, an increase of $8.8 million or 18 percent for statistics.

e 'leectw "general statistics about the condmon of, and trends i in,
education; data to monitor the effects of reforms and to support OERI' s
research agenda.

e Core program mcrease $1 6 mlmon to contmue the core statlsucs :
program : :

® Addltlons to‘ the core statistics grog’ré “$7 2 million |

More frequent surveys and ad addltlonal data: Addmonal data in four areas
related to current reform efforts: adult Ilteracy workplace literacy skills,
postsecondary education skills assessment, and instructional practices at
'the elementary and secondary levels. Also new procedures to include

students with limited English proficiency and students requiring special
education services in every aspect of educatlon statlstlcs

New technology to reduce burden in the co!lectnon of data.r



LIBRARIES

guestron Pubhc lerary Constructron is recommended for ellmlnatron in the '
National Performance Review. Why are you terminating support for the
interlibrary Cooperatlon program and requesting support for Public Library.
Constmctron'?

Answer

o The Pubhc lerary Constructlon program pen'mts States to purchase
- . -technology for public libraries — thé wiring and equrpment to bring public
libraries into the National information infrastructure — maklng mformatlon s
~and Iearmng opportunmes more- accessrble '

e  The Public lerary Semces grogram can support most of the actlvmes of
R the Intertlbrarv Coop_er tlon program.




OCR

Question: Why should' OCR exist? If it should, why shouldn't the
enforcement of civil rights in education belong in the Department of Justice?
Isn't the existence of an OCR in Educatton duplacatlve and unduly ' ‘

bureaucratlc?

" Answer. The Federal civil nghts laws have helped bring about major changes

in American education and improved: educational opportunities for millions.
Many barriers that once prevented minorities, women and disabled individuals
from freely choosmg educatlonal paths and careers have been brought down.

There are two partncular advantages of hawng OCR in the Department of

" Education.

‘First, it permlts a close relatibnship and constant oommuniCation

between those enforcing civil rights and others whose business is the
promotion of educational excellence and equality for all of our students.
This helps shape a unified direction for the promotion of sound
educatlonal and civil nghts polncues and practlces

Second, unilike the frequently adversanal posture of cases in. litigation
handled by DOJ, most of the work of OCR in the Department of
Education is nonadversarial. For example, OCR handles over 5000

complaints a year. Over 95 percent of these are resolved by
~ agreement, without the need for court or administrative heanng

proceedlngs most wrthln the same school year

Examples:

High school graduatlon rates of Afncan Amencans has doubled in past

. 20 years.

Undergraduate enrollment rates of African Amencans has tncreased
25 percent in last decade :

. Slnce Title IX was enacted in 1972, the number of degrees awarded to
~ women in medicine rose from 9 percent to 43 percent ’

The number of chlldren wnth mental retardation who are institutionalized

_has decreased 63 percent since enactment of lDEA with’ tremendous
- cost savings. \

s



- TITLE IX

Question: In its enforcement of T it!eflx,‘does the Department require

institutions sponsoring intercollegiate and interscholastic athletics programs to o

have programs that exactly reflect the: proportlons of male and female
students enrolled? ‘

Answer: No. The Department’'s position continues to be that an institution
will be in compliance with the Title IX provision requiring nondiscriminatory _
participation opportunities to male and female athletes if it meets any one part ’
of a three-part test: , o

a) by provrdmg athletic partrcupatlon opportunmes in numbers that are
‘ substantlally proportlonate to enroIIment | _

- b) by establishing a history and contlnulng practice of prdgram‘
expansion for members of the underrepresented sex; or .

.. C) by fully and effectlvely accommodatmg the interests and ablhtles of
the underrepresented sex. L

_ No one of these three is preferred or used exciusrvely by the Department or
" lts Office for Civil nghts (OCR)



IMPACT OF EVALUATIONS

Questron How do you ensure that your programs are effectwe?

Answer: We evaluate our programs carefully - and evaluatlon ﬁndmgs dlrectly
u mﬂuenoe policy and legislation. .

Chapter 1 — What the evaluatrons found.: Natlonal Assessment of Chapter 1
gave evidence Chapter 1 was no longer working to close the learning gap
between disadvantaged children and other students. Program was categorical
and prescriptive; operating outside of the regular mstructron and school
systems’ regular acoountabrlrty : : -

The Department’s response. Major changes to: (1) alrgn the Federal program

‘with the same challenging standards states and local school systems are

setting for all students; (2) focus on whole school approaches in high poverty
schools; and (3) provide the addmonal supports the evaluatrons show are
needed. S

: Eisenhower Professional Development — What the evaluations found.

Federally-supported professional development tended to be relatively brief

~ and not part of a comprehensive plan’ to improve curriculum and instruction.

Example: while the Eisenhower program reached large numbers of teachers,
trammg averaged only 6 hours annually.

‘ The Department’s response The reauthonzed Elsenhower program focuses

on mtensrve sustamed professronal development.

Vocatlonal Educatlon — What the evaluations found. Hrgh school graduates
who complete a coherent sequence of vocational courses are more likely than
general education graduates to find tralnlng-related jobs and to earn more in

these jobs, and are less likely to be unemployed over time. - However, high

school graduates were less likely to concentrate their vocatlonal coursework

in an occupational area in 1990 than in.1987.

The Department's response. In School to Work and Perkms reauthonzatlon B
building a framework for a coherent sequence of courses. Also, the '

President’s recently announced Education, Training and Reemployment (ETR). | ;

initiative will further streamhne the federal role consohdatlng 58 categorroal
programs “ : _

"



- - EFFECTIVENESS OF MAJOR FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Questlon What do we know about the effectweness ef major federal educatlen
programs?

Answer Federal programs have been effectlve in mcreasrng access to higher
education, increasing access of minorities and low-income students to quality
educatlon and supportrng a natronal effort for challengrng standards for all chlldren

° The Hngher Educatlon Act of 1965 made fi nanclal aid wldely avallable for
. college students, particularly those from middle and low-income
families, fueling a dramatlc nse in college enrollments

~- Enrollment in postsecondary education lncreased four-fold between
1958 and 1990, from 3.2 million to 13.8 million.

- Minority enroliments in higher educatlon have risen dramatically, with
 black enrollments increasing by 600 percent-from 1970 to 1990.

° Title | and IDEA rncreased the access of low—mcome, mmonty and
' dlsabled students to quallty educatlon

{ R -~ Minority students achleved substantlal gams in science, reading, and
: " math between the 1970’s -and 1992. (T he achievement gap for black 9- -
year-olds was reduced by 36 percent in science, 32 percent in readlng,

‘ and 24 percent in math accordlng to NAEP)

-~ Prior to the enactment of the lDEA in 1975, when one mrllron chxldren
- with' disabilities were excluded from school altogether. Tooday,
graduation rates are up; 57 percent of ycuth with disabilities are-

competmvely employed wrthm 5 years of leavrng school. '

° Federal education lmtlatlves ln the 1980’s and 1990's have focused
, attentlon on the need for excellence and high standards in education

—~  The proportion of high school graduates taking the core curnculum
" recommended in A Nation at Risk trlpled between 1982 and 1990, from
13 percent to 40 percent. . . .

-~ Participation in Advanced Plaoement (AP) courses tnpled from 1982 to
1994 (to 450,000).

- Overall student performance in smence math and readlng has .

R increased. For example, math proficiency for 9-year olds increased
{ _from an average score of 219 in 1978 to 230 in 1992. |
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FEDERAL ROLE IN EDUCATION
HISTORY.

Important federal role for over 100 years in K-1 2 and post-secondary.

o

0O 00O

land grant college system (Morrill Act, 1862)
established office of education in 1867 (research & statnst:cs)

. vocational education (Smith Hughes Act, 1917)

Gl bill (1944 - sent 2.2 million veterans to college)
National Defense Educatlon Act for math and science (1958)

NATIONAL DEFENSE

o

.0

0

Armed Forces this year will recruit alrﬁdst "200,000 young americans

To présenée military preparedness their goal is for.at least 90% to have a

- high school diploma and at least 60% to have above average skills

' STRONG ECONOMY .'

Education foundation of better economic performance. In this century
educational increases in the workforce accounted for almost 30% in the

“growth of the nation’s wealth; advances in knowledge (better education,

R&D, and new technologies) accounted for 55%.

High returns to education for individuals. In 1992, the average annual.
earnings for those with a bachelor's degree were almost twice those with
only a high school dtploma and two and one-ha!f times those who did not

- finish high school.

- America’s moblle populatlon Almost one-tenth of our population moves

across state lines every five years. This the local quality of education has
national implications—whether dealing with unemployment or promoting
economic growth. Weak schools have consequences all across the
nation. = o '

EQUITY: AND CIVIL RIGHTS

-0

Children who are disadvantaged, disabled or have hm:ted english
proficiency must not be left behind.



IMPORTANCE OF DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

0 National Voice for Education R . -

- - Challenging " standards for all children- - National
Goals/Charlottesville o R
-- Nation at Risk
-- A seat in the Cabinent

0 Access to higher educatron creatrng the mlddle class
--75% of all student aid is from federal government -
- —in last-20 years, 40 million have received a federal student loan
- coltege enroliments have risen .

o A clearinghouse of good ideas catalyst for solutions
-- research’ (AskEric; demonstrations; charter schools)
-- technology
-- facilitating exchanges of mformatlon between 50 states and
16 000 school districts .
-- seed money for effective strategres (ex ‘Tech Prep has spread
"widely; federal support has spurred states to adopt this strategy wrth
thetr own funds) r .

o A supportrve partner to states, commumttes schoots and cotteges
-- Goals 2000 ‘
- Schoot to Work

.0 Supportmg elements essentlal to good schools
3 - safe and drug free schools
' — high standards
— teacher training
-- family. mvolvement

0 Ensunng no chlldren are left. behlnd .
' ‘ - Disadvantaged, disabled, : ‘limited english proficient



Given cqmpeting' needs and fiscal strains at state and local level, assist -

communities by targeting resources to the most needy.

ESEA focuses to raise academic achievement of poor and disadvantaged

~ students. Since the law was enacted in 1965, achievement gap between
black and white students narrowed substantially ' A

20 years go close to a million children with disabilities were entirely .

excluded from school Now they are in school,. and many are in the
regular classroom i

Student ﬁnancial aid has helped millions of poor and middle-class students

, go to college.

FOUNDATION FOR DEMOCRACY AND RESPONS!BLE ClTlZENSHIP

o
,o'
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0
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About 44% fwelfare ec:ipients are school drop outs.
82% of all people locked up in jail and prisons are drop outs.

Education is a powerful welfare and crime elimination program America
Simply cannot afford not to invest in education

~ TODAY IS THE EDUCATION ERA ADDRESSING THE "HUMAN DEFlClT‘““

New Demands technology, intemational competition

In this decade, 89% of jObS being created reqUire some form of post
secondary training. Even more reqi.iire a high school diploma o ‘

PUBL!C SUPPORT FOR EDUCATION o

79% oppose reducmg funding for the Department of Education while only
5% support this Wall Street Journal poll, March 1995. .

81% support the balanced budget amendment But, only 22% favor
balancing the budget by cutting spending on education -- a drop of 59%.
New York Times/CBS poII December 1994



