Tb: | Tom Fagan

FROM: Mike Cohen

SUBJ: Draft Q’sand A’s én Specter amendin‘enﬁs
Here are some thc;ughts on the draft you circulé.ted ‘la‘s‘t’we;ek;

1. We should probably‘ not refer to these publically as the Specter Amendments, since it is
sometimes helpful to let Mr. Istook take credit for them. Why not just refer to them as the
amendments in the ombinbus approps and reconciliation act?

2. Alternative to Secretarial Approval. I think we need to include a clear but brief statement-
that shows what the governor and chief are assuring, and what our expectations are regarding
making the plan widely available to the public. This statement should be consistent with the
provisions of the law, but be in clear, nonbureaucratic and legislative language.. Its purpose is to
make sure that thsoe providing the assurances--and those who will be holding them accountable--
have a good tool to use, to determine if the state plan reflects all it should. '

I suggest something along the following lines ([ see the example below as lllustratzve--and it may
not be entirely accurate):

. In states that use the alternative to Secretarial approval, the governor and the chief
state school officer assure that the state’s plan addresses:
--a process for developing state contént and student performance standards, and for
developing assessments aligned to these standards; ‘
--strategies for improving accountability for reaching the standards
--strategies for enhancing parental and community involvcment in education
improvement
--strategies for improving schools throughout the state education system
--strategies for promoting local, grass roots education improvement
--strategies for assisting schools in helplng school dropouts return to school and reach
state standards -
--stratgegies for coordinating the implementation of the state 1mprovement plan with the
states implementation of the federal school-to-work program ‘

. In states using this alternative, the state must make the plan widely available to the
public. The intention is to underscore the accountability of state officials to the
public. Therefore, the Secretary expects that states will, at a minumum:

.. --incorporate the plan into a single document that communicates clearly to parents,
educators, business and community leaders, taxpayers and other interested parties;
--distribute the plan widely, through a variety of communications channels such as the
media, state and local organizations involving educators, parents, employers grass roots
community groups, etc...

--have and use mechamsms for listening and respondmg to public input, etc...



--use a variety of mechanisms for keeping the public informed about progress in
implemeting the state improvement plan and improving student achievement

° States using’this alternative must submit to the Secretary benchmarks of improved
student performance and indicators of progress in implementing the plan, when the
plan is completed. (Need to fill i in some detail here—-see below)

3. Benchmarks and timelines.

[ think we need a different emphasis on benchmarks and tlmelmes than is in the draft. I would
empbhasize that we expect states to indicate how they will determine improvements in student
achievement from year to year--and how they will tell if they are making enought progress. I
would also indicate that we expect them to identify the major implementation milestones they
expect to reach, and how they will tell if they are reachmg them. :

[ have not gone back to look at any earlier guidance we have provided on this topic, nor I have I
looked at work by Jack McDonald, Alan Ginsburg, the Urban Insitute, or examples of inidcators
from the approved state plans. I hope there are some things we can find from these efforts that

~ will lead to some good clear illustrations.)

4. Direct Grants to LEA’s--How the Department determined nonparticipating states

[ believe that when we discussed this with Jack Kristy and Dennis, we agreed that we would not
describe specific criteria, but instead make a judgment about a state based on its overall situation.
This means that we looked at a number of things together to determine if a state was .
participating: had it applied for the funds, could it continue to apply, had it spent the funds it
already received, did it have a planning panel and/or process in place’? :

I thini_( the revised version n‘eedsb to reﬂect this case-by-case judgment rather than identifying
specific criteria
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--use a variety of mechanisms for keeping the public inforfned about progress in
implemeting the state improvement plan and improving student achievement

®  States using this alternative must submit to the Secretary benchmarks of improved
- student performance and indicators of progress in implementing the plan, when the
. plan is completed. (Need to fill in some detail here—-see below)

3. Benchmarks and timelines.

I think we need a different emphasis on benchmarks and t1me1mes than is in the draft. I would
emphasize that we expect states to indicate how they will determine improvements in student
achievement from year to year--and how they will tell if they are making enought progress. I
would also indicate that we expect them to identify the major implementation mxlestones they
expect to reach, and how they will tell if they are reaching them

[ have not gone back to look at any earlier guidance we have provided on this topic, nor I have I
looked at work by Jack McDonald, Alan Ginsburg, the Urban Insitute, or examples of inidcators
from the approved state plans. [ hope there are some things we can find from these efforts that
will lead to some good clear illustrations.)

4. Direct Grants to LEA’s--How the Department determined nonparticipating states

I believe that when we discussed this with Jack Kristy and Dennis, we agreed that we would not
describe specific criteria, but instead make a judgment about a state based on its overall situation.
This means that we looked at a number of things together to determine if a state was

. participating: had it applied for the funds, could it continue to apply, had it spent the funds it

already received, did it have a planning panel and/or process in place?

I think the revised version needs to reflect this case-by-case Judgment rather than identifying
specific criteria
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-~distribute the plan widely, through a variety of communications channels such as the
media, state and local organizations involving educators, parents, employers grass roots
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--use a variety of mechanisms for keeping the public informed about progress in
implemeting the state improvement plan and improving student achievement

. States using this alternative must submit to the Secretary benchmarks of improved
student performance and indicators of progress in implementing the plan, when the
plan is completed. (Need to fill in some detail here--see below)

3. Benchmarks and timelines.

I think we need a different emphasis on benchmarks and timelines than is in the draft. I would
emphasize that we expect states to indicate how they will determine improvements in student
achievement from year to year--and how they will tell if they are making enought progress. I
would also indicate that we expect them to identify the major implementation milestones they
expect to reach, and how they will tell if they are reaching them.

I have not gone back to look at any earlier guidance we have provided on this topic, nor I have I
~ looked at work by Jack McDonald, Alan Ginsburg, the Urban Insitute, or examples of inidcators
from the approved state plans. I hope there are some thmgs we can find from these efforts that
will lead to some good clear 111ustrat10ns )

4. Direct Grants to LEA’s--How the Department determined nonparticipating states

I believe that when we discussed this with Jack Kristy and Dennis, we agreed that we would not
describe specific criteria, but instead make a judgment about a state based on its overall situation.
This means that we looked at a number of things together to determine if a state was
participating: had it applied for the funds, could it continue to apply, had it spent the funds it
already received, did it have a planning panel and/or process in place? :

" 1 think the revised version needs to reflect this case—by—case judgment rather than identifying -
specific criteria
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DRAFT QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON THE SPECTOR AMENDMENTS

‘Additional Ed/Flex States’

1. How many additional states are authorized?
Six |

2. Are they grouped by size? r

No. Unlike the flrst six, there is no requlrement that three be
small and three be large states.

3. Must states have’ approved plans in order to qualify for
ed/flex?

Yes. The alternative procedure for state plan certification
explained below will not qualify states to apply for ed/flex.
States wishing to apply for ed/flex must submlt their plans to the
department for review. ~

4. How will states be selected?

As with the first six, the department will process
applications on a first come, first served basis from eligible

states., Note that in order to be eligible, states must have an

approved Goals 2000 plan.

Alternatlve to Secretarial Approval of State Plans for Continued

Eligibility for Goals 2000 Funds

5. 1If States choose to not send their plan to the department for
review and approval, what must they submit in order to receive
funds? ' '

As an alternative, states may submit:

(1) an assurance from the governor and chlef state
school officer that the state has a plan that meets the
requirements of the Goals 2000 Act, that the plan is widely
available throughout the state, and that any amendments to the plan
will likewise meet the requlrements and be made widely available;
and

(2) Dbenchmarks of improved student performance and
of progress in impleméenting the plan, and timelines
'against which progress will be measured.
He—beiaeuer'on the basis of information given us by states that
have undergone 4 wint Fhe peer review process is helpful to the
states and also) to the reviewers. 1It's main purpose has been to
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give states feedback from a group of "critical friends" on their
plans and implementation of them. Therefore, the department will

offer to provide for states that choose the alternative procedure

a similar peer review process that is not. tied to Secretarial
approval, but provides to those the same objective review and
feedback for state use. As noted above, however, states that
choose to use the alternative procedure Wlll not be eligible to
apply for ed/flex status. :

6. What does the Department expect to receive as benchmarks and
timelines?

- Benchmarks are external (or, in some cases, internal) products or

procedures against which the states’ or @rocesses=will be
compared to determine their quality. For instance, a state that is
developing content standards in mathematics may use the standards
developed by the National Council for Teachers of Mathematics as
the benchmark to which its owns standards will be compared - are.
they at least as rigorous as those developed by NCTM? Or a state
developing a writing assessment may use writing assessments
developed by other states as benchmarks for comparison. Benchmarks
illustrate the quality the state is striving for and provide a
means to determine if that quality has been reached.

The department will expect states to submit the benchmarks they
intend to use to determine the quality of their major activities
and products, such as standards, assessments, professional
development, and technical assistance.

imelines contain the schedule for completion of major activities
in the plan as well as those for expected increases in student
achievement - what the state will do when, and what results are
expected at specific times throughout the plan development and/or
implementation. While limited to major activities, the timeline
should be spec1f1c enough to determine if regular progress in plan-
implementation is taking place. The timeline for expected
improvement student achievement will be specifically tied to plan
implementation and might include expected annual improvements in
student performance after the plan has been implemented.

Direct Grants to Local Educational Agencies in States That Were Not
Participating in Goals 2000 as of October 20, 1935 :

7. How will the departﬁent determine what states were not
participating as of October 20, 199572

There are three categories of states that meet the criterion:
(1) States that had never applied for Goals 2000
funds or were legally barred from participating as
of the October 20th date;

(2) States that had formally informed the



Secretary prior to Octobeg g.that they no longer
wished to participate gnd did ne~do 89; and

(3)  States that had applied for and received
funds, but did not spend them.

The department believes that the affected states are AL, MT,
OK, NH, and VA.

8. 1If a state that was participating as of October 20, 1985, “oe
chooses to withdraw later, 4dse—able—to-hawe—iea LEAS apply dlrectly
to the department for funds. o~

No.

9. How will LEAs in the affected states know if they are able to
apply dlrectly for funds?

The Department has contacted the affected states to ascertain
if they will allow their LEAs to apply to the department fopy
funds. LEAs in states that do allow such participation wil
be contacted by the department and perhaps by the SEA as well

10. How will awards be made to LEAs in direct grant states?
~ .
- The department will conduct ac mpetitive grant process for
<}4+~$ o' each of the states. A - inviting applications is
expected to be published in with applications due on
July 15. Awards will be made by September 30, 1996. Awards
VVJA will be made for one year, with continuation awards available

for an additional year. Continuation awards must be used to
3 : implement comprehensive improvement - grants for development
(3J\p 99 of the plans are limited to one year. The notice will contain
additional information, including the criteria by which
' yf) / appllcatlons will be judged, the necessary appllcatlon forms,
and the size and anticipated number of awards in each state.
The department ‘intends to send a copy of the notlce to all
LEAs in affected states.

11. When must funds be spent by LEAs that recelve awards?

Awards will be made from the fiscal year 1995 appropriation
and must be obligated by September 30, 1997. This date may
NOT be extended. Continuation awards will be made from the

(flscal year 1996  appropriation and must be obllgated by
September 30, 1998.

12. What activities may be carried out with these funds?

Awards are - for the development and implementation of
'/ comprehensive education improvement plans, tied to bring all
<students to reaching the high standards of academic attainment
the states and local communities have set for them. Where a
state plan exists, local plans must support it. A further

)



description is included in the notice.

Use of Goals 2000 funds for technology

13,
such

May Goals 2000 funds be used by LEAs to purchase technology,
as computers, and train staff in their use.

Yes, when the purchase and use of the technology is part of a
comprehensive plan. At the heart of Goals 2000 is reform that

is comprehensive (that 1is, covers all aspects of the
educational effort) based on setting high standards in the
core academic areas that all children are expected to reach.
That plan may, and, in most cases should, include use of
technology to help students learn the academic content. Since
Goals 2000 funds may be used to carry out all or any part of
a comprehensive plan, technology like other components such as
professional development, 1is ‘supportable. While the 'new
amendment makes this clear, the department believes that it
has always been allowable. Note that the development of the
plan must come first. ~ ‘
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
o THE SECRETARY

May 2, 1996

Dear Chief State School Officer:

I am writing to inform you of some important developments
regarding the Goals 2000: Educate America Act that have occurred
as a result of the 1996 Omnibus Appropriations Act, which
President Clinton signed into law on April 26, 1996.

Most importantly, Congress, with President Clinten’s strong
support, has continued its bipartisan support for this very
important program. In FY 1996, Goals 2000 is funded at $350
million, just slightly less than current funding levels. These
funds will be available to states beginning July 1. For your
information, 'I have enclosed a table that shows the allotment for
each state. V

Second, Congress passed a package of amendments to the Goals 2000
Act as part of this appropriations bill. These amendments were
authored by Senator Arlen Specter. Senator Specter’s amendments
were offered to respond to concerns raised in states that were
not participating in Goals 2000. As Senator Specter said when he
introduced the amendments in October 1995, "It is my view that
there are no excessive intrusions at the present time. But in
order to eliminate any concern about that issue, it was my :
thought that legislation might ease the concerns of some in the
country who think there are too many intrusions."

I strongly believe that Goals 2000 is already being effectively
implemented in most states and could continue to be implemented
without any changes to the legislation. I also recognize that.
some provisions in Goals 2000 have been widely misunderstood.

I supported Senator Specter’s objective in incroducing his
legislation and found the amendments he proposed acceptable.

They make adjustments in the operation of Goals 2000, without in
any way altering its fundamental purpose of helplng 1ocal
communities and states improve student achievement. They honor
the fundamental principles on which Goals 2000 is based:

600 INDE.PENDEIILS AVE., S W. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202-0100

Qur mission is 1~ ens, e cyual access to ruucation and to promote educational excellence throughout the Nation.
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challenging academic standards for all students as the.basis for
state and local education improvement strategies, state and local
control of education, broad-based involvement in education
reform, and accountability for results.

I have enclosed a brief summary of these amendments, as well as
the specific legislative language. Brlefly, these amendments:

o

eliminate the authority to establish the National

Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC),
which was never established; “

eliminate all references to opportunity-to-learn
standards;

maintain the requirement that states and local school
districts participating in Goals 2000 €stablish broad-
based planning panels, while eliminating more detailed
requlrements for their composition or operation;

provide states with an alternative to federal review
and approval of state education improvement plans,
while maintaining appropriate accountability;

permit local school districts in states that were not
participating in the Goals 2000 program as of

- October 20, 1995 to apply directly to the U.S.

Department of Education for part of a state’s share of
Goals 2000 funds, subject to the approval of the state
educatlon agency; and

clarify that Goals 2000 does not require outcomes-based’
education, school-based health clinics, or other
controversial practices.

lIn addition, Senator Hatfield authored an amendment to the Goals

2000 Act that authorizes an additional six states to participate
in the Ed-Flex demonstration program. As you know, this program
enables me to delegate to state education agencies the authority
to waive statutory and regulatory requirements in selected
federal education programs. Six states -- Kansas, Massachusetts,
Ohio, Oregon, Texas and Vermont -- have already been selected for
this program. Unlike the initial selection, there is no
requirement that the next six states be divided evenly between
small and large states. As in the past, states must have an
approved Goals 2000 plan in order to be eligible to participate.
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In the near future, the Office of Elementary and Secondary
Education will provide more specific guidance on the
implementation of these provisions. Until then, if you or your
staff have any questions regarding the implications of these
amendments to Goals 2000, please call Mike Cohen, my Senior
Advisor on Education Reform, at (202) 401-3385.

Yours sincerely,

- \
Richard W. Riley

Enclosures



AMENDMENTS TO GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT.
1996 Omnibus Appropriations Act

Authorizatlon of Six Additional ED-Flex States

The Secretary of Education is authorized to select an
additional six states to participate in the ED-Flex
demonstration program. This program allows the Secretary to

" delegate to state education agencies the authority to waive

statutory and regulatory requirements in most federal
education programs. State agencies may then waive federal
requirements for local districts and schools if these
requirements interfere with state or local approaches to
improving student achievement.

States must have an approved Goals 2000 education
improvement plan in order to be ellglble to apply for Ed-
Flex.

Kansas, Massachusetts, Ohio, Oregon, Texas and Vermont are
currently participating in Ed-Flex.

Repeal of the National Educatlon Standards and Improvement
Council

The provisions in Goals 2000 to establish the National
Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC) are
repealed. The Council would have been responsible for
reviewing and approving voluntary national standards. No
state would be required to use standards certified by NESIC,
and no federal fundlng could be tied to the use of standards
recognized by NESIC.

At the request of Secretary Riley and the members of the
National Education Goals Panel, President Clinton agreed
last year not to appoint members to NESIC, pending
Congressional action to repeal the authority to establish
NESIC.

Elimination of Opportunity-to-Learn Standards

The authority to establish voluntary model national
opportunity-to-learn standards and the requirement that
states describe the "standards or strategies" to provide all
students an opportunity-to-learn the content in state
academic standards have been repealed.

Elimination of Specific Panel Composition Requirements '
The specific requirements governing the composition of the
Goals 2000 state planning panels and local planning panels
have been eliminated. The Act now provides simply that
state plans must be developed by a broad-based state panel
in cooperation wlth the state education agency and the
governor.




Establishment of Alternative to Pederal Approval of State
Education Improvement Plan Based on Increased Accountabzlitv
to the Public in Each State '
States are required to complete the development of an
education improvement plan, based on challenging academic
~standards, in order to be eligible for continued funding
after two years of participation in Goals 2000. As
initially enacted, Goals 2000 provided that this plan be
reviewed by a nonfederal panel of educators, business
‘leaders and others involved in education reform, and
approved by the Secretary of Education based on a
recommendation of this panel.

States may continue to rely on this procedure. As an
alternative to submitting its education improvement plan to
the Secretary, a state may instead:

(1) submit an assurance from the Govexrrmdbr and the chief
state school officer that it has a completed plan that
meets the requirements of the Goals 2000 Act; ‘
(2) make its education improvement plan, and the
indicators it will use to judge progress in
implementing the plan, widely available to the public
within the state; and.

(3) report annually to the public on progress the state
is making in meeting its indicators of progress.

Twenty states have already completed state education
improvement plans and submitted them to the U.S. Department
of Education for review. Each of these states has received
approval of its plan, and none has been required to change. -
its plan in order to gain approval. States have benefitted
from feedback and the interaction with an external review
panel comprised of experts who become famlllar with the
state plan.

Direct Grants to Local Education Aqenciea in
Nonparticipating States

Local education agencies in any state that was not
participating in Goals 2000 as of October 20, 1995 may, with
the approval of the state education agency, apply directly
to the U.S. Department of Education for a portion of their
state’s Goals 2000 allotment.




States covered by this provision will be notified in the
next several days of the procedures that will be - used to
administer the local grants program. There will be only a
brief period for state education agencies to determine
whether to approve local participation in Goals 2000,
because of the need to complete a grants competition by
September 30, the end of the fiscal year.

Clarification reqardinq Outcomes-Based Education, School-
Based Health Clinics, or Social Services

The amendments expressly state that Goals 2000 may not be
construed to reqguire a state, local education agency, or a
school, as a condition of receiving Goals 2000 assistance,
to prov1de -- ,

(1) outcomes-based education;
(2) school-based health clinics, or sqecial services.

Clarification on Use of Funds for Technology

The amendments clarify that Goals 2000 funds may be used for
the acquisition of technology and the use of technology-
enhanced curricula and instruction.




April 25, 1996

subjected to female genital mutilation (whether

in the United States or in their countries of ori-

gin), including o specification of .the nwumber of

g:ds under the age of 18 who have oeeu sub-
oted {0 such mutilotion. -

(2) Identify communities in the Unued States
that practice female genital. mutilation, and de-
sign and carry out oulreach activities to educate
individuals {n the communities on the physical
and psycholopical health effects of such prac-
tice. Such gufreach activities shall be desipned
and implemented in collaboration with rep-
resentatives of the ethnic groups practicing such
mutilation and with representatives of organiza-
tions with expertise in preventing such practice,

(3) Develop recommendations for the edu-

cation of students of schools of medicine and o03- -

teopathic medicine regarding female genital mu-
tilation and complications arising from such
mutilation. Such recommendations shall be dis-
seminated (o such schools,

(c) For purposes of this section uu term “fe—
male genital mutilation®* means the removal or
infibulation (or both) of the whole or part of the
clitoris, the labia minor, or the labia majsor.

(d) The Secretary of Health and Human Serv-

ices shall commence carrying out this section
not iater ‘than 90 days after the dc!e of enact-
ment of this Act.
TITLE VI-ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 601, In addition to amounts otherwise
provided in (Ris Act, the following amounts are
hereby appropriated as specified for the follow-
ing approprniation accounts: Health Care F-
nancing Adwministration, “Program Manage-
ment’', $396,000,000; and Office of the Secretary,
“Office of Inspectar General™, $22,330.000, to-
gether with not lo exceed $20,670,000 to be trans-
ferred and erpended as authorized by section
201{gH1) of the Social Security Act from the
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund and the Supple-
mential Medical Insurance Trust Fund.

Sec. 602. Approprigtions end funds mode
available pursuant to section 601 of this Act
shall be avaflable until enactment into lase of &
subsequen! appropriation for fiscal year 1996 for
S&y project or activity provided for in aet:tion

TITLE VII-AMENDMENTS TO THE GOALS
2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT
SBC. 701. BLIMINATION OF THE NATIONAL RDU-
. CATION STANDARDS AND IMPROVE-
MENT COUNCIL AND GPPORTUNITY-
TO-LEARN STANDARDS.
The Goals 2000: Edurate America Act (X
(ULS.C. 5801 et seq.) Is amended— .

(1) by repealmp part B of Gtle 11 (20 US.C.
5341 et seq.)

(2) by redesignating parts C and Dof itle I
(20 U.S.C. 5861 et seq. and 5871 et 3eq.) as parts
B and C, respectively, of title II; and

(3) ir. section 241 (20 U".8.C. 8871 )—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking *(a} Na-
TIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL.—~""; and

(B} by striking subsections (b) through (d). ¢

SEC. 702, STATE AND LOCAL EDUCAIION §YS
TEMIC LHPROVEMENT.

(A; PaANEL COMPOSITION, OPPORTUAITY-TO-
LEARK STANDARDS, AND SUBMISSION OF PLAN TO
THE SECRETARY FOR APPROVAL.~

(1) STATE IMPROVEMENT PLAN.—Section 306 of

the Goals 2000: Educate America Act 20 U.S.C.

5856) is amended— -
‘m(;) by amending subsection (b) Lo read ar fol-

“(d) PLAN DEVELOPMENT—A State improve-
ment plan under (his title shall be developed by
a broad-based Siate pane!l in cooperation with
the Sfate educational apency and the Gov-

(B) by striking subsection (d).

(b} LOCaL Paner COMPOSITION.—Section
J03(a}(I)(A) of such Act (20 U.S.C. 5889(a}(3)(A))
is amended

(1) in the matier preceding clause (i}, by strik-
ing “that—"" and inserting a semicolon, and

(2) by striking clausés (i) and (i),

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

SEC. 7. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.

(a) GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT.—

(1} The table of contents for. the Goals 2000:
Educate-America Act is amended in the iwms
relating to title Ji—

(A) by striking the {tems relating to part B; -

(B) by striking “Part O and m:ertmg “Part
B a
c(C} by :tnkmg ‘Part D™ and imemnp “Part

) Secaon 2 of such Act (20 U.SC 3801) is
amended-—

(A} in paragraph (4)—

(1) in subparograph (B}. oy insevung ““and"
afler the gemicolon; -

(ii) by striking subparagraph (C); and

(iif) by redesignating mbparagmph (D) ox
subparagraph (C); and

(B) in paragraph (6)— "

- (1) by striking subparagraph (C); and

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (D)
through (F) as subpammaph: (C} through (E),
respectively.

3 Section 3a) of such Act (20 U.S.C. 5802) s
Bm !ﬂ ‘Bd K M N

{A) by striking paragraph (7); and
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (8) through

. {14} as paragraphs (7} through (13), respectively.

(¢) Section 2013} of such Act (20 US.C.
58213)) ts amended by striking*’, voluniary na-
tiona! student performance’ and all that fol-
fows through *“such Council” and inserting
“and voluniary national student performance
stondards™, .

(5) Section 202(f} of wuch Act (20 US.C.

. 8822(3}) & amended by striking™, student per-

Iomance ot opportunity-to-learn’ and (n.sert
ing “‘or student performance”.

(6) Section 203 of such Act (20 US.C. 5823} is
amended— .

(A) in subsection (a)—

(i) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3);

(i) by redesipnating paragraphs () through
(Sid as paragrapht (2) through (4}, respectively;
a .

@if} by amending paragraph {2) {as redesig-
nated by clause (ii)) to read as follows:

*(2) review voluntary national content stand-
ards and volunlory national student per[om

" ance standards.”; and

(B)in rubsecbou oM1)— .

(1) in subparagraph (A), by fnserting “and”
afler the sernicolom;

(i) in subparagraph (B), by striking **; amf »
and inserting a period; and

(1ii) by striking subparagraph (C).

(7) Section 204(a)(2) of such Act (20 uUs.c
S824(a{2)) is amended—

(A) by striking “voluniary national oppor-
tunity-to-learn standards,”, and

(B) by striking * “described in secton 2150

(&) Section 304(a)(2) of mh Act (2 USC
W(a)(s)) is amended-——

(A) in subparagraph (A). by odding “and™ (.

after the sernirolon;

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking *'; and"™
and insertiap a ¥ ¢rind; and

{C) by strikiny subparograph (C),

(8) Section 306(o} of such Act (20 US.C.
3886(0)) s amended by striking *'Slate eppor-
tunity-to-learn standards or strategies,*”.

(10) Section 308 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 5888) is
amended—

(A) in subsection (b)(?)—-

(1) in the matler preceding clause (1) of subdb-
paragraph (A), by striking “'State opponuni:y-
to-learn standards,"’; and

@i) in :ubpwapraph (A}, by striking “includ-

fnp—"" and all that follows through “part B of

title II."-and inserting “‘including throuph con-
sortia of Siates;"; and

{(B) in subsection (¢}, by striking "n(b)(.')"
and inserting “'306(b)",

(11) For the purpose o] expanding the use and
availability of computers and computer tech-

- nology. Section J09(a)(6)(A)ii) of such Act (20

U.5.C. S883(a) 6 A)ii) is amended by inserting

H3909

after “new public schools’ the following: “and
the acquisition of tecknology and wse of tech-
nology-enhanced curricula and instruction®’,

(12) Section 312(b) of such Act (20 U.S.C
58592(b)} ts amended—

(A) by striking paragraph (1); and

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (2} and (J)
paragraphs (1) and (2}, respectively

(13) Section J14{(a }(6)(A) of such Act (20 U.S.C.
5894(aj(6)(A)} & amended by striking “certified
by the National Education Standards and im-
provenent Council and'* .

{14} Section 315 of mc?z Act (20 U.S.C. 5695)

(A) in subsection (b}~
() in paragraph (1)(C), by striking *, includ-

© {ng the reguirenents for timetobles [or oppos'»

tunity-to-learn standards,"”;

(ii) by striking paragraph (2); -,

(iii) by redesignating parographs (3} th'ougb
(5) as paragraphs (2) through ({), respectively;

(iv) in paragraph (1)(A), by siniking “‘para-
graph (4} of thu mbseca‘zm" and inserting .
“paragraph (1)

fv) in paragraph ) (c: rede.mpmwd oy
clause (Hi))— . .

(1) by atriking subparagraph (A);

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) amf ,
((i)d as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively;
a

(1) in :ubpmaprcph (A) (as redesipnated by
subctanse (11)) by atriking ¢, voluntary natural
sudent performance slandqrd.s and poluntary .
natural opportunity-to-learn standards devel-
oped under part B of title 11 of this Act” and in-
serting *“and vo?untam national studen! per--
formance stondaor .

(vi) in subparagraph (B} of parograph (3 (os
redesignated by clause (iii}), by striking “'para~-
graph (5),” and inserting "paragraph (), and

(i) in parapraph (€) (a1 redesignated by
clause (ii)), by striking “‘porapraph ()" eack
place it appears and inserting “‘paragraph (1) :

(B) in Lthe matier preceding subparapraph (A)

Jof subsection (c}{Z)—-

(() by striking “‘subsection (bj(d)’" and insert-
ing “subsection (b)(:) and

(i) by striking * nnd to provide a fromework
for the ;mpzmentauon of opportunity-to-learn
stondards or strategies'”; ond

{C) in subsection (f}, by striking * ‘subsection -
)L esch place it appem: and msertinp
“gubsection (U)(3)".

(15)(A) Section 216 of :uch Aet (20 U.S.C. 5896}
is repealed.
(B) The table of contents [or such  Act fs
amended by striking the item relating to section
6.
(16) Section 37 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 5897} ix

amended—

(A) in subsection (d)(4), by striking ""promote
the standards and mate;ne: descnbed in section
06(d)."”; and

(B) in subsection (e)— .

{i) in paragraph (2), by {nserting “and”’ qfter .
semicolon;

@i} by striking paragraph (), and

(iii) by redesignating paragraph ({} as para-
graph (3).

(17) Section 563 of such Act (20 us.c. 58313) is
amended—

(A) in subsection (b)— .

(i) in paragraph (1)—

(1) in the matier preceding subparagraph (A),
by striking 28" and inserting *27°%;

(11) by striking subparagraph (D); and

(111} by reddsignating subparagraphs (E}
through (G) as subparagraphs (D) throuph (F),
respectively;

(i) in paragraph: (21, (1), and (5), by striking
“subparapraphs (E), (F), and (G)" each ploce 2
appears and insertx‘np “subparagraphs (D), (E),
and ( F)"

(ifi) in pamgraph (2. by slriking "mbparu-
grapk (6‘) and inserting *'subparapraph (F)*

(iv} in paragmph (), by striking *(C), and
(D)’ and inserting "and (C)"; and

() in the matter mecedmg submmp'aph (A)
of parapraph (5), by striking “subparagraph
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(EL (F)_or (C) and inserting *“subparagroph
(D), (E), or (F)"; and

(B) in subsection (&)~

(1) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking “subpara-
graph (E)" and inserting *subparagroph (D)™
and

ii) in poroprapk ), by miidng “subpara-
grophs (E), (F). and (G} and (nserting “nd-
paragraphs (D), (E), and (F)"

(18) Secnon 504 of such Act (N U.S.C. 553) is

mndad

‘(A) by .ﬂnkmp subsection {f); anc

(B) by redeszpnatmg rubsection (g} as mb-
section (f).

(b} ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDD-

CATION ACT OF 1965, — - -

(1) Section 1111 of the Elementary aud Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6311} s

(A) in subsection (D)8)(B), by striking
“fwhich may include opportunity-to-learn
standards or astrategies developed under the
Goals 2000; Educate America Act)™;

(B) in subsection (f), by striking “oppor-
tunity-to-learn standards or strategies,”; :

(C) by striking subsection (g); and

(D) by redesignabing subsection (A) as tub-
section (g).

(2) Section 1116 o! such Act (20 vs.c 631?)

emended—
- {A)in s-ubsecﬁoa {e)~

(i) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking all be-
ginning with *, which may” throuph “Act™;
ond ’ -

(i1} in paregraph (S B)i)~ .

(in rubctause (v, by imﬂng “and" after
the semicolo

(11} in mbcfause (Vi) by striking *; and*
and {nserting a period; and

(111} by striking subclouse (VIII); ond

{B) in yubsection {d)~

1).in paragraph (4XB), by striking alI bepifs-
ning with *, and may " through “Act™; and

{ii) in mtagraph (EXB)(i)~

{1) by striking subclause (IV); and

(11) by redesipnating subclouses (V) through
(VIJJ) a3, rubclauses (IV) through (V11), respec-

(3) Se.ctxon 150}(0)(2)(8} of ruch Act (ao U.&C'
&451(a)(2)(B}} is amended— .

(A) by striking clause (v), ond :

(B) by redesipnating clauses (o) vuouc)g ()
or clouses (v) through iz}, r

(4) Section 1010IOHINANG)) of m-ch Act (20
U.S.C. 8001(b)(1)(A)i)} is amended by striking
*and opportunity-to-learn standards or strate-

“gles for student learning™.

-(5) Section 14701(bXINB)(v} of such Act (20
U.S.C. 834:(0)(1)(B)(v)) is amended by striking

“the National Education Gools Panel,” and all -

that follows through “assessments)” and inseft-
ing *“and the National Education Goals Panel'.

(c) GENERAL EDUCATION PROVISIONS ACT.—
Section 428 of the General Educotion Provisions
Act (20 U.S.C. 12280}, a3 amended by sechion 237
of the hnproving America's Schools Act of 1994
(Public Low 103-382), 2 amended by stricing
“the Nationa! Education mmm ang Im-
provement Council,”,

(8) EDUCATION AMENDMENTS or 1978.—Section
1121(b) of the Education Amendments of 1978 (23
U.8.C. 2001(b)). as amended by section M1 of the
Improving America's Schools Act of 1994 (Public
Low 103-382), is amended by ttnkmp "213(:.)"
and inserting “203(a )2}, ~
ch 04 DIRECT GRANTS 0 bOCU. IDU-.

R CATIONAL AGENCIRS. -

Section 304 of the Gools 2000 Educate Ameﬂcc'
At USC. Ssad)uwwndedbynddtagmmc'

end the following new subsection:

This Act may be cited as the "Departmenu of
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation, .ond Related Apm& Appropﬂaaonz
Act, 1996,

“(e) Dirscr Gum r0 Locn:. Eovc.momx.
AGENCIES, ~

“(1) IN G&\mn.—-ﬂohmhstandmg mbsechon
(c). if-a Srate educational agency was not par-
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Hoipating in the program under this section 08
of October 20, 1995, and the Stafs educational
agency approves, the Secretary shall use all or
a portion of the allotbnent that the State would
Aave received under this section for o fiscal year

. to award grants to local educotional apencies in

the State that have approved applications under
paragraph (2) for such fiscal year.

*(2) APPLICATION.—Any local educational
agency that desires Lo receive a grant under this
subdsection: shall submit an application to the
Secretary that {s consisient with the provisions
of this Act and shall notify the State edu-
cational agency of such application in accord-
ance with paragraph (1). The Secrelary may &3~
tadlish a deadline for the submission of suck ap-
plications. )

(3} AWARD BASIS—~The Secretary may use
the student emrollment of 6 Wial educational
agency or other foctors as a basis for awarding
gronts. under this subsection.”,

S8BC. 708 ALTERNATIVE 10O SECRETARIAL AP-
PROVAL OF STATE PLANS.

(@) STATE IMPROVEMENT PLANS.—Section
X5(n) of the Goals 2000: Educote Americg Act
(20 U.8.C. 3886(n)) s omended by nddmgatthe
end the following nex parograph;

*(¢) ALTERNATIVE SUBMISSION

“YA) IN CENERAL —Notwithstanding any o!her :

provision of this title, any State educctional
ogency that wishes fo receive an allotment
under this hitle after the first year such State
educational apency receives such an allotment
may, in Heu of submitting its State improvement

.plan for approval by the Secvetary under this
Jubsection and section J0Nc)(2), or submitting

major amendments o the Secretary under sud-
section (p), provide the Secretary, as part of an
applicotion under section 05(c) or as an amend-

© . ment to a previously approved application-—

@) an assurance, from the Governor and the
ehief State school officer of the State, that—

“¢1) the State Aoz o plan that meets the re-
guirernents of thir section and that is widely
available throughou! the State; and

*(1I) any amendments the State makes to the
plan will meet the regquirements of (Ris section;

and :

i) the State’s benchomarks of tmproved stu-
dent performonce and of progress in implement-
{ng the plan, ang the timelines against which
the State’s progress in wrvymg out the plan con
be measured.

*“(B) ANNT'AL REPORT.—Any State educational
agency that chooses to use the allernative meth-
od descrided in paragraph (1) shall anrnually re-
port W the public summary information on the
use of funds under this title by the State and
loca! educclional agencies in the State, os well
ar the State’s progress toward reeting the
Benchmarks and timelines described m subparg-
groph (A)).""

) STATE APPLICATIONS ~8ection Q05eH2) o!
such Act (20 U.S.C. 5885(c)12)) s amended by in-
serting “ercept fn the case of a Statz edu-
cations! apency rubm{t:mp the information de-
xcrided in section 306(n)(4),” before * include®. .

{c) SEV.RETARY’S REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS mn
Saction YT(b)(1) of sueh Act (2@ USC.
S887(0)(1)) is amended—

{1} in rubparagraph (A), by stdb,np “or”
after the semicolon;

2) in subparagraph (B), by striking *and™
after the semicolon and fnserting “or™; and

(3) by adding at the end the !oltowmy new
subparagraph:

“(C) the State educational apency ha: submit-
ted the information described ta section
306(n)(4); and"™".

(d) PROGRESS REPORTS.—The matier pm:ed
inp paragraph (1) of section 312(a) of such Act
(20 U.S.C. 5852(n)) is amended by striking
“Each’ and inserting “Ezcept in the case ¢f @
State educational agency submitling the infor-
mation described in section 306(n)4), each*".
SEC. 708. LIMITATIONS. ’

Title 111 of the Goals 2000 Educate America
Act (20 U.S.C. 3881 e seq.) 13 further amended
by odding ot the end the following new section:

April 25, 1996

SEC. 320. LIMITATIONS.

_*(a) PROKIBITED CONDITIONS.—Nothing in
this Act shall be construed o require a State, a
locnd educationdl apency, or a school, as o con-
dition of receiving assistance ynder this titlp

*“{1) to provide oulcomes-based education; or

*(2) to provide school-boased health clinics or
any other kealth or social service.

“(b) LIMITATION ON GOVERNMENT OFFk-
CIALS.—Nothing in this Act shall de construed to
reguire or permit any Federal or State official to
inspect o home, judpe how parents raise their
children, or temove children from their parents,
as g vesult of the participation of o State, local
educational agency, or school in ony program or
octivity carried out under thiy Act.”.

(e) For programs, projects pr activities in the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and FKouring
and Urbon Development, and Independent
Agencies Appropriations Act, 199, provided as
Jollows, to be effective a3 if it Aod been enacted
into law as the regular appropriations Act:

AN ACT Maoking appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affoirs and Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry inde-
pendent agencies, boards, convnissions, tor-
porations, and offices for the fiscal year end-

. inp_September 30, 199, and for other purposes

TITLE
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION
COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the payment of compensation benefits to

- of on behalf of veterana as authorized by law

{38 U.S.C. 107, chapters 11, 13, 52, 53, 55, and
61); pension benefits to or on behalf of veterans

as authorzed by law (3 U.S.C. chapters 15, 51..

53, 85, and 61; 82 Stat. 2508); and burial benefits,
emergency and other officers’ retirement pay,
odiusted-service credits and certificates, pay-

. ment of premiums due on commercial life insur-

ance policies puaranteed under the provisions of
Article IV of the Soldiers’ and Seilors’ Civil Re-
Nef Act of 1840, us amended, and for other bene-
fits as authorized by low (M U.S.C. 107, 1312,
1977, and 2106, chapters 23, 81, 53, 85, and 61, 80
U.S.C. App. 540-542; 43 Stat. 122, 123, 45 Sat.
735, 76 Stat. 1152); $18,331,561,000, to remain
availoble until expended: Provided, That not to
erceed 325,180,000 of the amount appropriated
shall be reimbursed to “*General operating ex-
penses”’ and “Medical care” for necessary er-
penses {n implementing those provisions author-

ized in the Omnibus Budget Reconcilintion Act .

of 1990, and in the Veterans' Benefits Act of
1982 (32 U.S.C. chapters 5], 53, and 35), the
funding source for which is specifically provided
as the “Compensation and pensicns’ appropno-
tion: Provided further, That such sums as may
be earned on an actual qualifying patient basis,
shall be reimbursed to “"Medical facilities revoly-
g fund” o augment the funding of individua!
medical facilities for nursing home care provided
to penyioners as outhorized by the Veterans'

" Benefits Act of 1982 (38 U.S.C. chapter 85): Pro-

vided further, Thol §12,000.000 previously trans-
Sferred from “Compensation and pensions™ to
“Medical facilities revolving fund' shall  be
transferred to this heading. .. .

. READJUSTMENT BENEFITS -

For the payment of readjustment and rehabili-
fation benefils to or on dehalf of veterans as gu-
thorized by law (38 U.S.C- chapters 21, 3¢, 32,
M, X5, 35, 09, 51, 53, 55, and 61), 31,345,300,00G,
to remain aoailoble until erpended: Prowided,
That funds shall be available to pay any court
order, court award or any compromise settle-
ment arising from litigation involving the voca-
tional training program authorized by section J&
of Public Law $8-77, as amended.

VETERANS INSURANCE AND INDEMNITIES

For military and naval insurance, national
service life {nsurance, servicemen’s indemnities,
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Goals 2000: State and Loca! Education Systemic Improvement

361,870,000

State or 1995 Appro. 1996 Estimate 1957 Request
Outlying Area for 1996 for 1997 ' for 1998
Alabama $5,941,766 '$5,675966 $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 3434818 4 800,135
Califomia 42,111,705 33,211,219 54,798 617
Colorado 4,288,514 3.822624 5,585,002
Connecticut 3,460,756 3,148,595 4,453,445
Delaware 1,291,544 1,242,928 1,742,164
Florda 15,861,034 14,713,635 - 20,880,761
Georgia 8,959,402 . 8515014 12,087,389
Hawaii - 1,381,641 1,307,668 1,830,605
fdaho 1,568,397 1,478,175 2072738
Hiinois 15,992,571 15,050,826 20,965,088
Indiana 6,557,145 6,280,894 . 8,734,445
fowa 3,219,618 3077877 - 4261417
Kansas 3,183,816 3,088,621 4,350,864
Kentucky 5775274 5 545 490 7,709,898
tousiana 7,968,128 7,642,099 10,577.254
Maine | . 1,647,540 1,535,403 2.147 204
Maryland 5,379,838 $016,113 7,070,017
Massachusefts 6,990,859 6,242,461 8,845,858
Michigan 14,371,488 13,653,547 19,081,265
Minnesola 5377078 5,062,082 7,103,635
Mississippi 5,084,972 4 864,881 6,746,306
Missoun 6,525,935 6,132,073 8,574,360
Montana 1,560,150 . 1,459,914 2,044 513
Nebraska 1,985,104 . 1,834,350 2,661,198
Nevada 1,419,052 1,303,042 1,868,241
New Hampshire 1,290,294 1,232,612 1,728,084
New Jersey 8,792,536 7,804,168 11,130,562
New Mexico 2,782,261 2.610,240 3691669
New York 27,112,285 25,358,328 35,384,032
North Carolina 7,745,087 7,280,313 10,327,046
North Dakota 1,340,576 1,258,984 1,765,253
- Ohio 14 833,684 14,226,873 18.844 608
Okiahoma 4,396,613 4,176,732 5822424
Oregon ‘4,012,392 3,799,963 5312803
Pennsylvania 15,529,194 14,454 447 20,258 933
Rhode tsland 1,480,004 1,358,668 1,902,901
South Carolina 4,710,358 4511625 6,263,574
South Dakota 1,412,549 1,308,817 1.8356,220
Tennessee €.387,802 5,999,453 8432635
Texas 29,228,278 27.187.479 38,181,903
Utah 2,587,038 2452958 3429258
Vermont 1,272,847 1,225,743 1,717,476
Virginia 6,658,824 6,200,305 8,704 627
Washington 6,328,974 6,056,946 8432110
‘Wes! Virginia 2,799,259 2,788,423 3,829,992
Wisconsin 6,582,097 6320177 8,806,412
Wyoming 1,262,907 1,224,150 1,715,593
District of Columbia 1,523,408 1,353,218 1,895,003
Puerto Rico $ 608,968 9,064,078 12,632,327
American Samoa 184,247 173,864 247,560
Northern Marianas 102,549 96,770 137,787
Guam 194,658 183,688 261,548
Virgin islands 380,157 358,733 510,788
Palau 102,549 79.187 82,791
Marshall Islands 102,549 96,770 137.787
Micronesia 302,433 285388 406 357
BlA & Alaska Federation of Natives 2.249.558 _ 2125600 3,005,382
Subtotal, Outlying Area, BIA, & AFN 3,618,700 3,400,000 4,760,000
Peer Review 300,000
Total 240,000,000 476,000,000
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June 17, 1996

MEMORANDUM

TO: Dennis Koeppel
- Tom Fagan
[
FROM: Mike Cohen

SUBJECT: Q&A’s for Goals 2000 amendments

\

Attached are marked up copies of the Q&A for the Goals 2000 amendments from me and
separately from Jennifer. I basically agree with her suggestions.. In addition, I’ve got two
concerns that I think are not adequately addressed in this document--though I do not believe that -
this document alone is the vehicle for fully addressing them.

1. Reporting Requirements: The document accurately reflects the somewhat confused
reporting requirements for states seeking and receiving approval of improvement plans, and
those certifying the plans themselves. However, it also creates the impression that the
Department will not require states in either category to account to the federal government each
year for how they use Goals 2000 funds, at least by telling us which LEA’s received the funds
and how they were used. This is a big mistake--it creates the impression that there is no

~ accountability, and it leaves us without information we desperately need. At a minimum, we

must require this information from states when they apply for funds, and the Q&A should

convey this expectation--or at least not preclude it.

2. Encouraging review of state plans. The document has a Q&A intended to permit us to
encourage states that will not seek ED approval of its plan to undertake a peer review anyway.. -
As an editorial matter, I think the Q&A format is a bit contrived, and suggest we drop it in favor
of a more straightforward statement. We also need to indicate that we are prepared to be more
flexible than the current text does.

- We should have a strong statement that encourages peer reviews, explains clearly why they are
valuable based on the experience of nearly 20 states, and indicates that ED is prepared to help in
a number of ways, including (1) coordinating ihe review (if necessary, without receiving a copy
of the feedback to the state); (2) providing funds to help underwrite the review; (3) suggesting
reviewers to the state for its own review; (4) providing the state with the guidance document we
have developed, for the state’s own use; (5) helping a state design a peer review that meets its
own unique needs.

600 INDEPENDENCE AVE.. S W. WASHINGTON. D.C. 20202

Qur mission is to ensure equal access to education and to promote educational excellence throughout the Nation.

-~



Page 2

[ also think we need an aggressive strategy for encouraging states to use a peer review, well
beyond this document. I know that Tom’s staff will offer this to states as they complete their
plans. You might also want to put together a brief document describing the experience of other
states, and maybe featuring testimonials or other statements of support from chiefs, gov’s
advisors, etc. This will take some thoughtful marketing in order to work.

Attachment

cc:  Jennifer Davis
Gerry Tirozzi
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GUIDANCE ON THE GOALS 2000 AMENDMENTS

INTRODUCTION

On Aprif 26, 1996, the President signed into the law the Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and Appropnataons Act of 1996, which, among other
things, amended portions of Title i of the

Goals 2000: Educate America Act. As the Secretary explained in his May 2, 1996 letter to Chief State School Offi icers, the amendments made -
certain adjustments in the operation of

Goals 2000, while honoring the fundamental principles on which Goals 2000 is based: challenging academic standards for all students, state and
local control of education, broad-based involvement in education reform, and accountabmty for results. — ; *Q* ((] 4/
' e

This guidance addresses the changes to and clarifications in the Title Il legislation. Attached to the guidance is a complete copy ofﬂ

amended (Attachment A). M
;;\‘ 7
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1. How many State educational agencies (SEAs) may be delegated Ed-Flex waiver authority?

The Secretary is authorized to delegate Ed-Flex waiver authority to SEAs in up to twelve states. Six Ed-Flex designations were authorized
in the original Goals 2000 legislation, and an additional six have been authorized by the 1996 Omnibus Appropriations Act.

2 How many SEAs have been delegated Ed-Flex authority to date?

Seven SEAs have been delegated Ed-Flex authority. The six original Ed-Flex states are Kansas, Massachusetts, Ohio, Oregon, Texas
and Vermont. Maryland recently received one of the six newly authorized Ed-Flex designations. Applications from two additional SEAs are
currently being reviewed by the Department.

3. The six Ed-Flex designations that were authorized in the original Goals 2000 legislation had to be awarded to SEAs in three large
" states (states with populations of 3.5 million or greater) and three small states (states with populations of less than 3.5 million).
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Does this same distinction govern the six additional Ed-Flex designations that are now authorized?

No. Unlike the first six Ed-Flex designations, there is no requirement that the addltlonal six designations be divided evenly among SEAs in
large and small states. |

Other than mcreasmg the number of Ed-Flex states authorized, did the Appropriations Act make other changes to the Ed-Flex

authonty?

No. The Appropriations Act simply increased the number of Ed-Flex states that are authorized. All other aspects of Ed-Flex -- including

-the criteria for approval of Ed-Flex plans and the programs for which waivers are authorized -- remain unchanged.

.What criteria govern the selection of Ed-Flex states?

The new Ed-Flex designations, like the original selectidns, will be made on the basis of the criteria in section 311(e)(4)(B) of the Goals

- 2000: Educate America Act. The Secretary will approve an Ed-Flex application from an eligible SEA only if he determines that the

application demonstrates substantial promise of assisting the SEA and affected local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools in carrying
out comprehensive educational reform and meeting the purposes of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. Potential applicants are
encouraged to review the attached notice inviting Ed-Flex applications that was published in the Federal Register last year (Attachment B)

* This notice discusses in detail the Ed-Flex criteria.

Must an SEA have its Goals 2000 state improvemént plan approved by the Secretary in order to qualify for Ed-Flex?

Yes. In order to qualify for Ed-Flex, an SEA must have its state improvement plan approved by the Secretary. SEAs that follow the new
alternative submission procedures discussed below, rather than submit their state plans to the Secretary for approval, are not eligible for
Ed-Flex. .

The statute authonzes only a l|m|ted number of Ed-Flex desngnatlons How premsely will an SEA's priority order for Ed-Flex be
determmed?

The Ed-Flex designations will continue to be made on-a "first-come, first-serve" basis. The first SEAs to meet the Ed-Flex criteria will be
granted Ed-Flex authority, until all of the authorized Ed-Flex designations are made. An SEA's priority order for Ed-Flex will be set
according to when it has both received Secretarial approval of its

Goals 2000 state plan and submitted a complete, approvable Ed-Flex application. The Department will review and approve state plans in
the order in which they are received. So long as an SEA's complete Ed-Flex plan is received by the time its Goals 2000 state plan is .
approved, the Ed-Flex plan will be considered immediately following state plan approval. If the Ed-Flex plan is received at some point after
state plan approval, or requires substantial revisions, it will be considered at-the later time.
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If a state is not participating in Ed-Flex, can the state and its districts and schools still receive waivers of Federal education
requirements? . ‘

Yes. Eligible applicants may seek waivers under the general waiver authorities in Goals 2000, the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, and the School-to-Work Opportunities Act.

ALTERNATIVE TO SECRETARIAL APPROVAL OF STATE PLANS AND REVISED

'REPORTING OBLIGATIONS

Is an SEA required to submit its Goals 2000 stateé plan to the Secretary for review and approval in order to receive continued

. Goals 2000 funding?

No. An SEA may submit its Goals 2000 state plan (ermajor-amendments-to-the-state-plani-io the Secretary for review and approval, but is
not required to do so in order to receive continued Goals 2000 funding. In lieu of submitting a plan (esmaiec-amendmanis-to-the-plen: an

SEA may
submit --
(a) an assurance from the governor and chief state school officer that it has a plan that meets the requirements of the Act
~ and that is widely available throughout the state, and that any amendments to the plan will meet these requirements; and
(b). benchmarks of improved student performance and of progress in implementing the plan, and timelines against which

progress can be measured.

~

In states that use the alternative to Secretarial approval, what is the significance of the assurance submitted by the governor and
chief state officer? )

The governor and chief state school officer are assuring that the plan meets the requirements of section 306 of the Act. In particular, they
are assuring that the plan includes:

(o] a process for developing or adopting state content and student performance standards, and for developing and
implementing assessments aligned to these standards;



] Page 4?\

strategies for increasing acéountability for results;
strategies for enhancing parental and community involvement in éducation improvement;
strategies for improving all schools throughout the state education system;

strategies for assisting districts and schools in bringing back students who have dropped out of school and in helping these
students reach the state standards; and

strategies for coordinating the implementation of the state improvement plan with the state's implementation of the Carl D.
Perkins Vocatlonal and Applied Technology program and the federal School-to-Work program.

~

What strategies might an SEA use to make its state plan "widely available” throughout the state?

Each SEA will determine the particular strategies to be used to make its plan widely available throughout the state. The intent of this
reqwrement is to underscore the accountability of state officials to the public. Therefore, the Secretary expects that states will, at a

minimum;

0

Y 3 Q;a‘l] acc sl (h\
incorporate the plan into a document thaticommunicates clearly the state's education improvement strategies to parents,

“ educators, business and community leaders, taxpayers, and other interested parties;

distribute the plan to the public, parents, and various stakeholders through a variety of communications channels, such as
the media, computer technology, state and local orgamzatlons involving educators, parents, employers, community
organizations, and other methods; .

use mechanisms for effectively sohcmng and respondmg to input from parents, educators business groups, and others;
and

use mechanisms for effectively keeping the public informed about progress in implementing the state improvement plan
and improving student achievement.

- Are there any circumstances under which an SEA is required to have its state plan approved by the Secretary?

Yes. An SEA is required to have its Goals 2000 state plan approved by the Secretary if it wishes to be cdnsidered for the Ed-Flex
demonstration. The alternative submission procedure described above (involving the submission of assurances, benchmarks, and
timelines) does not qualify an SEA to apply for Ed-Flex.
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peer review process? — m‘*‘] e e

If a state chooses the alternative to Secretarial approval of its state plan, may the SEA and its school districts or schools still
seek waivers under the general waiver authority in section 311 of the Goals 2000 Act?

Yes. Waivers under the Goals 2000 general waiver authority are avarlable if the state has an approved Goals 2000 state plan or if the
state participates in Goals 2000 through the alternatlve submission process. 6

.If an SEA chooses not to submlt its state plan fc.formal approval by the Secretary, may it still avail itself of the benefits of W/w (__ _h
t-l Jw R IV .SL" u/kb\"‘u— (W p—, & Cﬂl “{

Yes. SEAs that have had their state plans peer-reviewed have found the process to be very helpful.  Under this process, state plans are
reviewed by broad-based panels that include classroom teachers, educators, experts on educational reform, policymakers, advocates, and
‘others.” The reviewers engage in discussions with state and local officials, including those involved in designing the plan, and offer a
constructive critique of the plan.

" The Department encourages SEAs to have their state plans peer reviewed, even if they do not intend to seek formal approval of their

plans. For SEAs that request the service, the Department will coordinate peer review of their state plans. “L:rv (w\r(

: 4
What reporting requirements govern SEAs that receive : _ o T ajtkﬁ v jA
Goals 2000 funding? -

The following reporting provisions govern SEA._s participating in Goals 2000: ?‘,Lt\&a—u +Qh e

g S ~ :

(a) An SEA that chooses the alternative’submission method report annually to the publi@nformation on the use of
Goals 2000 funds by the SEA and LEAs in the state, as well as the state's progress in meetlng the benchmarks and
_tlmelmes of its state plan. > i

(b) An SEA that submits its state plan to the Secretary for review and approval reports annually to the Secretary regarding --
(1) progress in meeting state goals and plans;
(2) proposed state activities for the succeeding year; and
(3) in summary form, the progress of LEAs in meeting local goals and plans and i lncreasrng student learning.

SEAs that receive Ed-Flex waiver authority are required, in accordance with section 311(e)(6) of the Goals 2000 legislation, to submit to
the Secretary an annual report regarding their monitoring of activities of LEAs and schools that receive waivers under Ed-Flex. The
Department will be i |ssumg separate guidance on the Ed-Flex reporting requirements.

ske %t o - (O b LEWS (e caend S .
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' COMPOSITION OF STATE AND LOCAL PANELS

What requirements govern the composition of Goals 2000 state panels? -

© Goals 2000 siate plans must be developed by a "broad-based State panel in cooperation with the Stéte educational agency and the

Governor." The specific subparts of section 306(b) of the original Goals 2000 legislation, which governed the selection, composition, and
outreach activities of state panels, have been eliminated by the Goals 2000 amendments. Each state decides for itself the process for
selecting and appointing a broad-based panel. The statute no longer requires that half of the members be appointed by the chief state
school officer and the other half by the governor. Similarly, there are no longer specific requirements concerning who must be represented
on the panel or with whom the panel must consuilt. The amendments, however, have retained as a fundamental requirement of all state”
panels that the panels be "broad-based”. , ,

What requirements govern the composition of local panels?

A local improvement plan under Goéls 2000 must also be developed by a "broad-based” panel. The specific local panel composition
requirements that were included in section 308(a)(3)(A) of the original Goals 2000 legislation have been eliminated.

'USE OF GOALS 2000 FUNDS FOR TECHNOLOGY

May Goals 2000 funds be used to acquire technology and for technology-enhanced curricula and instruction?

Goals 2000 funds support the development and impiementation of comprehensive state and local improvement plans to help all children
reach challenging academic standards. The plans may, and in most cases ggould. include the use of technology to improve teaching and
learning. Thus, as was the case prior to the recent amendments, Goals 2000 funds may be expended on computer hardware and software
and other technology, so long as the purchase and use of technology is part of the state or LEA's overall comprehensive improvement
plan.

DIRECT GRANTS TO LEAs



“J‘Page 7’]

May an LEA in a state that is not participating under
Title Il of Goals 2000 apply directly to the U.S. Department of Education for a portlon of its state's
Goals 2000 allotment?

Under the Goals 2000 amendments, LEAs in a state that was not participating in Goals 2000 és of October 25, 1995 may apply directly to
the Department for a portion of their state’'s Goals 2000 allotment, if the SEA approves LEA participation in the program.

Alabama, Montana, New Hampshire, Oklahoma, and Virginia are the only states affected by this amendment. As of the date of this
guidance, the SEAs in Montana, New Hampshire, and Oklahoma had approved direct LEA participation in Goals 2000. Thus, only LEASs in
Montana, New Hampshire, and Oklahoma are currently eligible to apply directly to the Department for Goals 2000 funding.

How do eligible LEAs apply directly for Goals 2000 funding?

On May 28, 1996, the Secretary published in the Federal Register a notice inviting Goals 2000 apblications from LEAs in Montana and
Oklahoma. A similar notice was published on June 6, 1996 for LEAs in New Hampshire. The grant selection criteria and application
requirements are detailed in the notices. Funds will be awarded on a competitive basis for the development and implementation of

~ comprehensive local improvement plans designed to enable ali children to reach challenging academic standards.

Do LEAs that participate in the direct grant program submit their local plans to the Secretary for review and approval?

No. The Federal Register notice explicitly states that LEAs arg'not required or expected to submit their local plans to the Department for
review and approval, whether or, not the plans are developed of implemented with funds awarded under the Goals 2000 direct grant

program. T e O TR P IR 20 RO loc® opplicchism fer 4%03, o A does mlen
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May LEAs in other states apply directly to the Department for funding under Tltle lll of Goals 2000?

No. LEAs in other states would apply to their SEAs for Goals 2000 funding.

If a state was participating in Goals 2000 as of October 20, 1995, and subsequently withdraws from the program, may its LEAs
apply directly to the Department for Goals 2000 funding? ‘

No. Direct funding is available only to LEAs in a state that was not pamC|pat|ng in Goals 2000 as of October 25, 1995, if the applicable

" SEA approves LEA participation in the program.
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OTHER PROVISIONS

Does Goals 2000 require outcomes-based education?

No. Goals 2000 has never requared states, LEAs or schoois to provsde outcomes-based education. This was made explicit by the recent
amendments to Goals 2000.

Does Goals 2000 requires the provision of health or social services?

No. Goals 2000 has never required states, LEAs br schools to provide school-based health clinics or any other health or social service.

"This was made explicit by the recent amendments to Goals 2000.
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On April 26, 19986, the President signed into the law the Omnibus Consolidat%escissions and
Appropriations Act of 1986, which, amengother-things, amended portions ofiTitle Ill of the
Goals 2000: Educate America Act. As the Secretary explained in his Mav 2, 1998 letter to Cmef
State School Officers, the amendments made certain adjustments in the operatnon of
Goals 2000, while honoring the fundamental principles on which Goais 2000 is based: challenging
academic standards for all students, state and local control of education, broad-based involvement, e il
in education reform, and accountability for results.

' ~ TR o o=
This guidance addresses the changes to and clarifications in the{Titte lHiitegistation. Attached to the
guidance is a complete copy of Title ill, as amended {Attachment A). \% %_0& L oed

A. ADDITIONAL ED-FLEX STATES AUTHORIZED .

1. How many State educational agencies (SEAs) may be delegated Ed-Flex waiver authority?

The Secretary is authorized to delegate Ed-Flex waiver authority to SEAs in up to twelve
states. Six Ed-Flex designations were authorized in the original Goals 2000 legislation, and
an additional six have been authorized by the 1996 Omnibus Appropriations Act.

2. How manhave been delegated Ed-Flex authority to date? —

Seven SEAs have been delegated Ed-Flex authority. The six original Ed-Flex states are
Kansas, Massachusetts, Ohio, Oregon, Texas and Vermont. Maryland recently received one
of the six newly authorized Ed-Flex designations. App! :catlons from two additional SEAs are
currently bemg rewewed by the Department. :

to be awarded to s in three large states (states with populations of 3.5 million or
greater) and three small states (states with populations of less than 3.5 million). Does this
same distinction govern the six additional Ed-Flex designations that are now authorized?

3.  The six Ed-Flex desii iticns that were authorized in the original Goals 2000 legislation had
No. Unlike the first six Ed-Flex designations, there is no requirement that the additional six
designations be divided evenly among S large and small states.

4. Other than increasing the number of Ed-Flex states authorized, did the Appropriations Act
make other changes to the Ed-Flex authority?
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No. The Appropriations Act simply increased the number of Ed-Flex states that are
authorized. All other aspects of Ed-Flex -- including the criteria for approvai of Ed-Flex plans
and the programs for which waivers are authorized -- remain uynchanged.

What criteria govern the selection of Ed-Flex states?

The new Ed-Flex designations, like the original selections, wili be made on the basis of the
criteria in section 311(e)(4)(B) of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. The Secretary will
approve an Ed-Flex application from an eligible SEA only if he determines that the application
demonstrates substantial promise of assisting the SEA and affected local educational
agencies (LEAs) and schools in carrying out comprehensive educational reform and meeting
the purposes of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. Potential applicants are encouraged
to review the attached notice inviting Ed-Flex applications that was published in the Federai
Register last year {Attachment B). This notice discusses in detail the Ed-Flex criteria. -

Must an @ave its Goals 2000 state improvement plan approved by the Secretary in
aorder to quality for Ed-Flex?

Yes. In order to qualify for Ed-Flex, an SEA must have its state improvement plan approved
-by the Secretary. SEAs that follow the new alternative submission procedures discussed

below, rather than submit their state plans to the Secretary for approval, are not ehg»ble for
Ed-Flex. ‘

@:\tatute authorizes only a limited number of Ed-Flex designatidns.' How precisely will an
S

's priority order for Ed-Flex be determined?

The Ed-Flex designations will continue to be made on a "first-come, first-serve” basis.. The
first SEAs to meet the Ed-Flex criteria will be granted Ed-Flex authority, until all of the
authorized Ed-Flex designations are made. An SEA's priority order for Ed-Flex will be set
according 1o when it has both received Secretarial approval of its

Goals 2000 state plan and submitted a complete, apnrovable Ed-Flex application. The
Department will review and approve state plans in the order in which they are received. So
long as an SEA's complete Ed-Flex plan is received by the time its Goals 2000 state pian is
approved, the Ed-Flex plan will be considered immediately following state plan approval. If
the Ed-Flex plan is received at some point after state plan approval or requires substantial
revisions, it will be considered at the later time.

It a state is not participating in Ed- Flex, can the state and its districts and schoo!s still
receive waivers of Federal education requirements? :

Yes. Eligible applicants may seek waivers under the general waiver authormes in Goals

2000, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and the School-to-Work Opportunities

Act.
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ALTERNATIVE TO SECRETARIAL APPROVAL OF STATE PLANS




AND REVISED REPORTING OBLIGATIONS

Is an 'SEA required to submit its Goals 2000 state plan to the Secretary for rewew and
approval in order to receive continued Goals 2000 funding?

No. An SEA may submit its Goals 2000 state plan (or major amendments to the state plan}
to the Secretary for review and approval, but is not required to do so in order to receive
continued Goals 2000 funding. In lieu of submitting a plan {or major amendments to the
plan}, an SEA may ‘

submit -~

{a)} . an assurance from the governor and chief state school officer that it has a
plan that meets the requirements of the Act and that is widely available
throughout the state, and that any amendments to the plan will meet these
requirements; and '

{b) benchmarks of improved student performance and of progress in
implementing the plan, and timelines against which progress can be
measured.

In states that use the alternative to Secretarial approval, what is the significance of the.
assurance submitted by the governor and chief state officer?

The governor and chief state school officer are assuring that the plan meets the
requirements of section 306 of the Act. In particular, they are assuring that the plan
includes: ‘

o aprocess for developing or adopting state content and student performance
standards, and for developing and implementing assessments aligned to
these standards;

o strategies for incrgasing accountability for feSgits;

[} strategies for enhancmg parental and community involvement in education
improvement;

o strategies for improving all schodis thrbughout the state education system;

o strategies for assisting districts and schoois in bringing back students who

have dropped out of school and in helping these students reach the state
standards; and

o strategies for coordinating the implementation of the state imbrovement plan
with the state’'s implementation of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and
Applied Technology program and the{federal)Schooi-to-Work program.

Vo we Mt /gackﬁ«:&" z

What strategies mlght an SEA use to make its state plan "widely available” throughout‘ the
state? ’

Each SEA will determine the particular strategies to be used to make its plan widely available



throughout the state. The intent of this requirement is to underscore the accountability of
state officials to the public. Therefore, the Secretary expects that states will, at a minimum:

0 incorporate the plan into a document that communicates clearly the state's
education improvement strategies to parents, educators, business and
community leaders, taxpayers, and other interested parties;

0 distribute the plan to the public, parents, and various stakeholders through a
variety of communications channels, such as the media, computer
technology, state and local organizations involving educators, parents,
employers, community organizations, and other methods;

o use mechanisms for effectively soliciting and responding to input from
parents, educators, business groups, and others; and

o] use mechanisms for effectively keeping the public informed about progress in
implementing the state :mprovement plan and |mprovmg student
achievement. :

Are there any circumstances under which an SEA is required to have its state plan approved
by the Secretary?

Yes. An SEA is required to have its Goals 2000 state plan approved by the Secretary if it
wishes to be considered for the Ed-Flex demonstration. The alternative submission

. procedure described above {involving the submission of assurances, benchmarks, and

timelines) does not qualify an SEA to apply for Ed-Flex.

If a state chooses the aiternative to Secretarial approval of its state plan, may the SEA and
its school districts or schools still seek waivers under the general waiver authority in section
311 of the Goals 2000 Act?

Yes. Waivers under the Goals 2000 general waiver authority are available if the state has
an approved Goals 2000 state plan or if the state participates in Goals 2000 through the
alternative submission process

If an SEA chooses not to submit its state plan for formal approvéal by the Secretary, may it
still avail itself of the benefits of the peer review process? '

Yes. SEAs that have had their state plans peer-reviewed have found the process to be ve'ry
helpful. Under this process, state plans are reviewed by broad-based panels that include
classroom teachers, educators, experts on educational reform, policymakers, advocates, and
others. The reviewers engage in discussions with state and local officials, including those
involved in designing the plan, and offer a constructive critique of the plan.

The Department encourages SEAs to have their state plans peer reviewed, even if they do

not intend to seek formal approval of their plans. For SEAs that request the service, the
Department wm coordinate peer review of their state plans.

What reporting requirements govern SEAs that receive
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The following reporting provisions govern SEAs participating in Goals 2000: -
{a) An SEA that chooses the alternative submission method report annually te

the public summary information on the use of Goals 2000 funds by the SEA
and LEAs in the state, as well as the state’s progress in meeting the
benchmarks and timelines of its state plan. (The Secretary encourages these.
SEAs also to submit annually to the Department information on the progress
they have made under Goals 2000,) Lo ¥~ & PO~ ellon {odetok Tos SV
Yacaf QV\()S{.U,('& .
(b} An SEA that submits its state plan to the Secretary for review and approval

reports annually to the Secretary regarding --

{1)  progress in meeting state goals and plans;
proposed state activities for the succeeding vear; and
in summary form, the progress of LEAs in meeting local goals and
plans and increasing student learning.

SEAs that receive Ed-Flex waiver authority are required, in-accordance with section
311(e}{6}) of the Goals 2000 legisiation, to submit to the Secretary an annual report
regarding their monitoring of activities of LEAs and schools that receive waivers under
Ed-Flex. The Department will be issuing separate guidance on the Ed-Flex reporting
requirements.

‘COMPOSITION OF STATE AND LOCAL PANELS

What requirements govern the composition of Goals 2000 state panelis?

Goals 2000 state plans must be developed by a "broad-based State panel in cooperaticn
with the State educational agency and the Governdr." The specific subparts of section
306(b) of the original Goals 2000 legislation, which governed the selection, composition,
and outreach activities of state panels, have been eliminated by the Goals 2000
amendments. Each state decides for itself the process for selecting and appointing a

‘broad-based panel. The statute no longer requires that haif of the members be appointed by

the chief state school officer and the other half by the governor. Similarly, there are no
longer specific requirements concerning who must be represented on the panel or with
whom the panel must consuit. The amendments, however, have retained as a fundamentai
requirement of all state panels that the panels be "broad-based".

What requirements govern the composition of local panels?
A local improvement plan under Goals 2000 must also be developed by a "broad-based”

panel. The specific local panel composition requirements that were included in section
309(a){3){A) of the original Goals 2000 legisiation have been eliminated.



/‘ D. USE OF GOALS 2000 FUNDS FOR TECHNOLOGY

1. May Goals 2000 funds be used to acquire technology and for technology~enhanced curricuia
~ and instruction?

Goals 2000 funds support the development and implementation of comprehensive state and
local improvement plans to heip all children reach challenging academic standards. The
plans may, and in most cases should, include the use of technology to improve teaching and
learning. Thus, as was the case prior to the recent amendments, Goals 2000 funds may be
expended on computer hardware and software and other technology, so long as the
purchase and use of technology is part of the state or LEA's overall comprehensive
improvement plan. '

“E. DIRECT GRANTS‘TO LEAs

1. Mav an LEA in a state that is not participating under
Title IIl of Goals 2000 apply directly to the U.S. Department of Educauon for a portion of its
state's ~
Goals 2000 allotment?
% — Under the Goals 2000 amendments, LEAs in a state that was not participating in Goals
e duren 2000 as of October 25, 19385 may apply directly to the Department for a portion of their
‘3“\ ,\ IR state's Goals 2000 allotment, if the SEA approves LEA participation in the program. .
" M Alabama, Montana, New Hampshire, Oklahoma, and Virginia are the only states affected by
this amendment. As of the date of this guidance, the SEAs in Montana, New Hampshire,
Q’\m : and Oklahoma had approved direct LEA participation in Goals 2000. Thus, only LEAs in

Montana, New Hampshire, and Qklahoma are currently eligibie 1o apply directly to the
Department for Goals 2000 funding.

g theA—
2. How do eligible LEAs apply directly for Goals 2000 funding?

On May 28, 1996, the Secretary published in the Federal Register a notice inviting Goals
2000 applications from LEAs in Montana and Oklahoma. A similar notice was published on
June 6, 1996 for LEAs in New Hampshire. The grant selection criteria and application
requirements are detailed in the notices. Funds will be awarded on a competitive basis for
the development and implementation of comprehensive local improvement plans designed to
enable all children to reach chailenging academic standards. .

3. Do LEAs that participate in the direct grant program submit their local plans to the Secretary
for review and approvai?

No. The Federal Register notice explicitly states that LEAs are not required or expected 10
submit their local plans to the Department for review and approval, whether or not the plans
are developed or implemented with funds awarded under the Goals 2000 direct grant
program. '



