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TO: Tom Fagan 

FROM: Mike Cohen 

SUBJ: Draft Q's and A's on Specter amendments 

Here are some thoughts on the draft you circulated last week: 

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 purposeis to 
make sure that thsoe providing the assurances--and those who ~ill 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 (1 see the example below as illustrative-':'and it may 
not be entirely accurate): . 

• 	 In states that use the alter:native to Secretarial approval, the governor and the chief 
state school officer assure that the state's plan addresses: 
--a process for developing state content 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 involvement 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 helping school dr9pouts return to school and reach 
state standards 
--stratgegies for coordinating the implementation of the state improvement 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 mechanisms for listening and responding to public input, etc ... 



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

• 	 States using tbis alternative must submit to tbe Secretary bencbmarks of improved 
student performance and indicators of progress in implementing tbe plan, wben tbe 
plan is completed~ (Need to fill in some detail bere--see below) 

3. Bencbmarks and timelines. 

I think we need a different emphasis on benchmarks and time lines 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 things we can find from these efforts that 

- will lead to some good clear illustrations.} 

4. Direct Grants to LEA's--How tbe 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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,-:-use a variety ofmechanisms for keeping the public informed about progress in' 
implemeting the state improvement plan and improving student achievement 

• 	 States using this alternative must submit tothe Secretary benchmarks of improved 
student performance and indicators of prqgress 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 improvemepts 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 ~hem. 
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looked at work by Jack McDonald, Alan Ginsburg, the Urban Insitute, or examples of iJlidcators 
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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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--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 flU in some detail here--see belowj 

3. Benchmarks and timelines. 

I think we need a different emphasis on benchmarks and timeli,nes 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 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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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? 

No. Unlike the first six, there i~ no requirement that three be 

small and three be large states. 


3 . Must states have' appr9ved 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 submit 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. 


Alternative to Secretarial Approval of State Plans for Continued 
Eligibility for Goals 2000 Funds 

5. If 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 chief state 

school officer that the state has a plan that meets the 

requirements of the Goals 2000 Act, that the pl?ln is widely 

available throughout the state, and that any amendments to the plan 

will likewise meet the requirements and be made widely available; 

and 


(2) benchmarks of improved student performance and 
of progress in implementing the plan, and timelines 

. against which progress will be measured. 
f\~ "'-l .. ~ .\\....c.j"' ..( 

We eel •• 8, on the basis of information given us by states that~ 
have undergonef ~ "the peer review process is helpful to the 'fc l(Jo'V'1 

states and also to the reviewers. It's main purpose has been to ~~: 

0.. ~ ~ ~~c...c....). 



give states fe~dback from a group of "critical friends" on their 
plans and implementation of them. Therefore, the department will 
offer to provide for states that choo~e the alternative procedure 
a similar peer review process that is not. tied to Secretarial 
approval, but provides to those the same obj ective review and 
feedback for state use. As noted above, however " states that 
choose to use the alternative procedure will 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 case~internal) produc'ts or 
procedures against which the states'~roau__ or~cesse~ill be 
compared to determine their quality. For knstance, a state that is 
developing content standards in mathematics may use the standards 

~ developed by the National Council for Teachers of Mathematics as
J \). the benchmark to which ,its owns standards will be compared - are 

~ d, they at least as rigorous as those developed by NCTM? Or a state 
\J ~.developing a writing assessment may use writing assessments 

~ developed by other states as benchmarks for comparison. BenchmarksIG 	~ 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 determineth~ quality of their major activities 
p and products, such as standards, assessments, professional 
~) 	 de;:lopment" and technical assistance. 

~~me~s contain the schedule for completion of major activities' 
I. kn the plan as well as those for expected increases in student 

U 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' specific enough to determine if regul!3-r'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 'aft·er the plan has been implemented. 

Direct Grants to Local Educational Agencies in States That Were Not 
Participating in Goals 2000 as of October 20, 1995 

7 . How will the department determine what states were not 
participating 'as of October 20, 1995? 

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 OctobE ?n ~ they no longer 
wished 'to participate €(jDtO~i 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. If a st~te that was participating as of October 20, 1995, ~ 
chooses to withdraw later; }"e ibJ Ii to .b.;we H:e LEAs apply directly 
to the department for funds. -c.. ~ 

No. 

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

The Department has contacted the affected states to ascertain 
if they will allow their LEAs to apply to the department fo 
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? 

. ,he department will cOndUC~g!~titive grant process· for 
~+...&l ui lN 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 
will be made for one year, with continuation awards available 

, for an additional year. Continuation awards must be used to 
implement comprehensive improvement - grants for development 
of the plans are limited to one yea~. The notice will contain 
additional, information, including the criteria by which 
applications will be judged, the necessary application forms, 
and the size and anticipated number of awards in each state. 
The department 'intends to send a copy of the notice to all 
LEAs in affected states. 

11. When ,must funds be spent by LEAs that receive 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
n'\ fiscal year 1996 appropriation and must be obligated 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. May Goals 2000 funds be used by LEAs to purchase technology, 
such 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 is, 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, inmost cases should, include use, of 
technology to help students learn the academic content. Sinc,e 
Goals 20ao funds ~ay be used to carry out all or any part of 
a comprehensive plan, technology like other components such as 
professional development, is 'supportable. While the new 
amendment makes this clear, th~ 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 

mE 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 ClintGn'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. 

Second, Congress passed a package of amendments to the Goals 2000 
Act as part Qf 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 exces~ive 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 object:.ive in incroducing his 
legislation and found the amendments he proposed acceptable. 
They make adjustments in the operation of Goals 2000, ~ithout in 
any way altering its fundamental purpose of helping local' 
communities and states improve student achievement. They honor 
the fundamental principles on which Goals 2000 is based: 
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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. Briefly, these amendments: 

o 	 eliminate the authority to establish the National 
Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC), 
which was never established; 

o 	 eliminate all references to opportunity-ta-Iearn 
standards; 

o 	 maintain the requirement that states aJld local school 
districts participating in Goals 2000 ~~tablish broad­
based planning panels, while eliminating more detailed 
requirements for their composition or operation; 

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

o 	 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 
education agency; and 

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

In 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 s~lected 
federal education programs .. Six states ~- Kansas, Massachusetts, 
Ohio, Oregon, Texas ~nd 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 Secoria-ary 
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, 
\ 

Enclosures 
-.. 
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AMENDMENTS TO GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA AC~. 
1996 Omnibus Appropriations Act 

o 	 Authorization 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 eligible to apply for Ed-
Flex. ' ' ­

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

o 	 Repeal of the National Education 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 funding 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. 

o 	 Elimination of Opportunity-to-Learn Standards 
The authority to establish voluntary model national 
opportunity-to-Iearn standards and the requirement that 
states describe the "standards or strategies" to provide ~ll 
students an opportunity-to-Iearn the content in state 
academic· standards have been repealed. 

o 	 Elimi~ation of Specific Panel Compos'ition 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 with the state education agency and the 
governor. 



" 

" 
 o 	 Establishment of Alternative to' Federal Approval of State 
Education Trnprovement Plan Based on Tncreased Accp,untability 
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 Gove~r 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) ieport annually to the public on progres$ 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 familiar with the 
state plan. 

o 	 Direct Grants to Local Education Agencies 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. 
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States .covered by this provision will be notified'in the 
next several days of the procedures that· will be-ilsed 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. 

o 	 Clarification regarding Outcomes-Based Education, School­
Based Health Clinics, or Social Services 
The amendments expressly state that Goals 2000 may not be 
construed to require a state, local education agency, or a 
school, as a condition of receiving Goals 2000 assistance, 
to provide - ­

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

o 	 Clarification on Use of Funds for Technology 
Th~ amendments clarify that Goals 2000 funds may be used for 
the acquisition of technology and the use of technology­
enhanced curricula and instruction. 

., 
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IlENfS. 

(0) GoAt.S 20()(): EDIJCAT& AMERICA ACT.­
(1) The table of CO'lIumU for. the Gools 2000: 

EdlJC(Jte -America Acl " o.mend.ed, in the 1t.emJ 
relating w tiUe 11- . 

(A) bll ,triking the Items relating W pan 8: . 
(B) bll ,Iliking "Po,rt C" and inserting "Plln 

8"; Ilnd 
(C) lIli stliking -:Part D~ and il'i$el'ting "Part 

C". . 
{2}Sectioll ~ 0/ ru.ch Act (20 U.s.C. 581)1)" 

amended- . . 
(A) il'l parllllrllJ)/l (I)­
(i) 11'1 Mparllll'llph (8), br (I'i$eI'ting "and" 
~ the 'l!J!l~olon;· 

(II) bll .tliking Mparllllraph (C); and 
(IU) bll rede.rignlltillg Mpa:I'llIlraph (D) III 

n.bpc.rllfr/Ilph (C): Gnd 
(B) ill pa'IlIl,aph (6)-' 


. (IJ bll 'tliking Mparag'llph (C); Gnd 

(Ii) lnI redesignatin/i ",bpa'llll'llplu (D) 

Ulrough (F) as IUbparllll'IlPhs (C) UI,oU9h (E). 
rupectioelw. 

(J) Section l(a) .o/ruch Act (20 U.s.C. 581)Z) " 
cunen4ed-.. ." 

(A) bll ,trikin/i pa'llgraph ('f): eM 
(B) b:v rede.rigtllltin/i pa,a/i'llph.$ (8) UlrCU{1h 

'1Ienl oJthis Act. . . (11) as pc.rllg'llph.$ (7) through (1J). respecti'!lfll~. 
TITLE VI-ADDITIONAL APPROPR.IATIONS (I) SectiOIl 201(3) of "'7h Act (20 U.S.C. 

5&1](J) " o.mend.e.d b:v .1riA.'lng", wlunla'll till-
SEC. 60]. In a44ition w amounu ot.h.e'rtllUe tional ./udent performance" and IlII that 101­

provided in UlI: Act, the foT/OIDing a.11101.1111.1 Gre IoWI UlrCU{1h ·'.rw:h Council" rind il'i$el'tinQ 
herebl/ appropriated as trpecijied for the fo1/O'ID- "and 00lunla1)l national ,/udenl perfortN}.n;;£ 
ing aw,oprilltion Occounu: Health Care PI· ,landardl". 
l'Iancing Admini.slraliol'l, "P,ogram Manlllle- (5) Section 202(1) 0/ ru.ch Act (20 U.s.C. 
ment". 1396,000.000; and O/flCe of the Secrel4'l1. '5822(j)) U o.mend.e.d b:v • trlking". Itu4ent per_ 
"OffICe of In.specwr General", IU.l3O,ooo, eo-' 10rmlll'lCe. Of opportunllll-tc-leIlrn" Gnd in.sert­
(lether with not W UCI!ed m.fr!o.ooo to be traM- ing "or '/udent per/ormance". 
ferre4 Ilnd Upended (J.I authorl.zed b:v .ection (6) Section 203 0/ rw:h Act (20 U.s.C. ~2J) u 
2O](g){1) of the Socia.1 Securilll Act from the amended­
Hospit.a.1lnn.ran;;£ Trust Fund Ilnd the Supple- (A) in M~ (0)­
ment.a.1 Me4icaJ Inn.rlln;;£ Trust hnd. . ii) bJi ,trikin/i para/i,aph.$ (Z) and (3): 

SEC. 602. AWropriation.s and funds ~ (ii) bll redesi/inatlng pa'IlIl'IlPh.$ (I) Ulr01ll1h 
availa.ble pur.l'\jllnt to section 60] 01 thi$ Act N) I.- ",) ... h (~) ><._, 

'::. ..(1.$ pc.ragrap,.. , .. ""roug '. ,upec"~II;,hall be at>aUllble unli: enactment Inw laID of G ,.,... 

n.bseqw;-nt Ilpp'oprilltion lor fl$C01l1eor 1996/0'(' 

anJi project Of activitll provided. lor in section 
titJl. . 

TITLE V/J-AMENDMENTS TO THE GOALS 
2000: EDUCATE AMER.ICA ACT 

SEC.. 701. BUMIXATlO.>W OF rBE NA.710NAL Bl)(J. 
CAnON STAJ,DARDS AND lKPROYB­
)CIi...'.7 COlJNCll. Ah"D OPPOR'lVNITf· 
f'O.LE.4.R.S STA.NDARD$. 

The Gools 2000: Educete Am.erlca Act ao 
. U.S.C. 581)] et .eq.) " CU1Iended- . 

m bJi repellling pan B 0/ CiUe II (ZO U.s.C. 
SU] et .eq.) 

(2) bl! rede.rignllting paTtI C and D 0/ title 11 
(20 U.S.C. 5861 el seq. and 5871 et seq.) as parts 
Band C. rispectivelJl, Of tiUe II; and 

(3) ir. seetion 21] (20 [·.S.C. 5871)­
(A) in Msection (a). b~ 'triking "(G) NA­

rlONAL EDUCATION GOAt.S PAN£L.-:"; and 
(B) b.ll 'lriA.inQ S'Ubsec/:iQru (b) Ulrol.l{1h(If). 4 

&Be. 70%. STArE A.,.."D l.OC.AL BDDCA.nON If>YS.. 
f'E.lt{I C LHPROYE..KENl'. 

(Ai PANEL COMPOSITION; OI'POJlruIlITr·TO­
LEAJUI STANDAADS; AND SUBMISSION 01 plJJi J'O 

mE SECRETARY FOR MPRDI'AL.­

(1) STATE IMPRO~·£M£Jo.7 I'L.AJ,'.-8eetion :xJ6 0/ 
Ule Goals 20()(): Educate America Act (20 U.s.C. 
StJ16) is o.mend.e.d- " 

(A) bJi IlI1Ien4ing M$eCtion (b) CO read 01101­
lo1u.r: . 

"(I» Pl..AN DEVEWI'MEHT.-A S/a.I.e improve­
IIIe1It plan under Ulis tiUe .hall be developed bll 
G broa.d-tHue4 Slate panel in cooperation!DiUl 
the State edlJC(Jtional Q,Qel'lCJl GndtM Gav­
ernfn'."; . . 

(B)bJl .,nking tIIbsection (If). 
(b) LocAL PAIo'EL COMPOSITJOA·.-&ction 

309(a)(3)( A) 0/ n.ch Act (20 U.S.C. 5&89(a)(3)(A») 
"Cl1'I'4Imd.ed­

(1) ill the matter precedin/i clause (t). bJi ,trik­

(iiI) 1>11 o.m.en4ing pc.,agrllph aJ (as r~
fUlted bJi cla\l.Se (ii)) w read as folloW: 

"(Z) review \IOlun14'l1 tIIltiona./ content Mnd-

Grdl and wlunto.rJl national ,/udent per/O'f"fII" 
Gn;;£ ,landarcb;"; and 

(B) in ....._ ..._ (I.Xl' ­
nw_ ..v .. " , ­

(i) in Mparagrllph (A>. bll (Me1'ting "Gnd" 
alter the ~l()fl: 

(if) In lubpa'llgraph (8). bll stliking "; and" 
and il'i$el'tin/i Il period; Gnd 

(Iii) bll ,Inking I'I.I.bpc.tagraph (C). 
(1) Section ZOf(a)(Z) 0/ ru.ch Act (10 U.s.C. 

5821(a)(2)) iI CU1Iended­
(A) bJi ,trlking "wlunl4'l1 national Uf!11(Ir­

tunilll-to-lellrn .Ulnda,d.t. "; Gnd 
(B) bll "liking "described in Jeciion ~J3m". 
(8) Section ~(1l)(2) 0/ .rw:h Act (20 U.s.C; 

5&I(a)(2») is a.men4ed­
.(A) in IUbparagraph (A>. "" od&lIg ·'GM"· 

after the lemirolon; 
(B) in Mpc.rllll'llph (8), b:v ,trikifl/l "; 1PI4" 

and i n.sert,;"I/i a s: triDd; Gnd 
(C) b~ Itrikinlirubpa'llIlraJlh (C). 
(9) Section :xJ6(0) f1f ru.ch Act (20 U.s.C. 

StJ16(0)) " amended b:v .triking "Slale Uf!11(Ir­
tunitJl-w-leorn .tandards or 'trlltegieJ.... 

(10) Secwm 301 0/ rw:h Act (20 U.s.C. 5&88) II 
GIl'If1I4ed-- . 

(A) in M$eC/iOIl (b)(lJ-:-­
(i) ill the matter prece4in/i clause (f) of rub­

parll/iraph (A). btl .tlikin/i "Slate opportunilll ­
CO-learn 'landa,dI. "; and 

(Ii) in MpaJQ,Q,aph (A). 1>11 Ittilring ''(l'IClud­

eng "thllt-"end inserting a semicololl; and . nolo/i~. Section 309(a)(6)(A)(ii) of ruch Act (10
m bJi striking cla\/.Se, (i) and (U). U.s.C. 5889(a)(6)[A)(il) is amend.ed bll in.serting 

. 

o,[ler "netl' Pl'blic schools" the 10T/olDlng: "o,nd 
the acquisition of t.echno1og/l and \/.Se of tech­
ftologli~'hhanced CIlmCll1a and in.slroctWn". 

(12) Section 3]Z(b) of rw:h Act (20 U.s.C. 
5892(b» I: amend.ed- • 

(A) bll striking paragraph (/); Gnd 
(B) b/l redesigni:Ming paragraph.$ (Z) and (3) 01 

parllg'llph.$ '(1) and (2). respectivelll .' 
(13) Section 311(a)(6)( A) 01 ruch Act (20 U.S.C. 

5$9I(Il)(6)(A» " Cl1'I'4Imded bll slriling "certi/Ie!J 
1>11 lhe Natiollel EdlJC(Jtion Standards and 1m· 
pro'[)ement Council Ilnd" • 

(11) Section 3]501 ruch Act (20 U.s.C. 5895) " 
omen.ded-' 

(A) In tIIbsection (1))- . 
(I) in pc.,agraph (1)(C). bll .trlking ", fl'lClud-

Ing flu: requir.,lIen!S lor timeta.bles lor opptJ1' 
tunilll-to-lea'n 'landard.t. "; 

(ii) lnI,triking parllllraph (Z):', • 
(iii) bJi redesignatin/i paragtllphl (3) UI,CU{1b. 

(5) CI.S pa'llgrllph.$ (2) tllrOU9h (I). respectivelll; 
(Iv) in parag,aph (1)(04). bz,o .• lrikinQ "para· 

graph (I) of Ulil tIIb5ection" and Inserting 

"paragrllph (3)"; 


(II) in pa,agrllph aJ (as rede.ri/itlllted "" 

clause (tl.l»- . 


(1) bJi ,Iriking S'Ubparagrllph (A>: 
(II) bll red.esignllting n.bpa'IlIl'aph.$ (8) Gnd . 

(C) as IUbparllgrllph.$ (A) Ilnd (B). respectioeJlI: 


Gnd

(lUi in n.bparllg'llph (A) «(1.$ rede.ri/inated b:v 

JUbc#cjrlM (11)) bll .Iriling ", wlunla'll nCltu1'a.I 
.Iudent per/ormo.nCl! Stllndards. and ,!)01untat)' . 
natu.1lI owortunilll-w-Iearn ,tandard.! deoe/. 
oped under pc.,t B 01 tiUe /1 of Uli.! Ad" and tn­
$el'ting "and ooluntll'll na/:iQnal ./udenl per­
/ormanCl! .tandatd.t"; . 

(vi) in ",bpa'llfr/aph (8) 01 pa'agraph (3) (01 
redesignate4 bll c1a!l.Se (iii)); h ,trikin/i "para­
grll~h (5)." and in.serting "paragraph .(1). "; Gnd 

(vii) in pa'Q,Q,aph (I) (Q.I rede.rifrlUlted "" 
cllluse (ii». b~ .triking "pc.'Q,Qrllph (I)" ea.ch 
place it IlppeGrS end ir.sertin/i "pc.rllllraph (3)"; 

(B) in the matter prtcedin/i lUbpa'IlIl,aph (A) 
.ofMsec/:iQn (e)(ZJ­

(/) L •••1":"'I·n" .... · .. ~><on n..)(~'" ~- .. i--."If '...... ......,~.. .""/ w"'"' ._. 
'nQ "M.section (b)(3)"; Gnd •

(ii) bt. ,trikin" "Ilnd W nrOlli4e a jirametDOf'k
'" '" ,. 

for the implementation of opportunilll-w-leam
J/anda,ds or It'ategia "; and. . 

(C) in tIIbsectioll (1'). b.ll ,trikinQ "Mm:iion . 

(b)(I)" each place tt a.wea" and. iruer1iIl(l
"M$llCtion (b)(3)". 

(15)(04) Section J]6 0/ru.ch Aci (20 U.s.C. 5496) 
"repeaJed.. 

(B) The table 0/ contentl lor ru.ch. Act " 
amended bll ,triA.ing the item relating tli section 
316. 

(16) See/:iQn JI7 of Mh Act (20 U.s.C. 5897) II 
cmended­

(A) in n.bsectlon (d)(I). b.ll .trikinQ "promote 
the nda ds d . t.Iescribed. ti.o
:xJ6(~~"; G~ .an 'tratel11a In.ec n 

(B) in Mseeti.on (e)- . 
(i) il'l pc.,a/i,aph (2). lnI 'ruerting "Gnd" alter .

tk .emic%n;· . 
(ii) b:v .triking pc.ragraph (3); and 
(iii) b~ rede.rivnatin/i pc.rllllraJlh (I) as PCl"Cl­

,raph (3).' . . . 
(17) Sec/:iQn 503 of ru.ch Act (20 U.S.C. 5933) " 

amen.c1ed­
(A) i1l ",bsection (1))- . 
(i) In pc.rafr/aph (1)­
(1) in flu: mallet precedinll n.bparagrllph (A). 

bll llriking "28" and insertin/i "Z7"; 
(11) 1>11 strikin/i subparllllraph (D); Gnd 
(III) bw ,etasi/inlltln/i n.bparag,aph.$ (E) 

th,ough (G) as n.bpa,a/i'llplu (D) Ulrough (F). 
respectioelll; 

(ii) in pc.rag,aphl (Z). (3), and (5). bll ,triking 
''11(1-'' o,nd IlII that follow5 Ulrou/ih "pan 80/' "rubparQ,Qraph.$ (E), (F). end (G)" each place at 
tiUe ll;"-Ilnd il'i$el'ting "inclll.din(l Ulrou(lh con· 
_tia 01 Slal&;"; aM . .' 

(B) in tIIbsection (e), btl strikill/i ":xJ6(b)(1)" 
and inserting "306(b)". 

(11) For the pu'pose of upc.nding the \/.Se and 
GlXl11abilil~ of COI1lPl'ters and computer tech· 

appears and inserting "rubpa'llIlraphl (D), (E). 
and (F)";',. . 

(iii) in paragraph (2). bll ,triking "n.bpc.ra­
grllpll (G)" end inserting "n.bpa,ag,aph (F)"; 

(iv) in pc.'ag'aph (I), btl ,trikil'lg "(C). and 
(D)" Qnd in.sertinQ "Ilnd (Cl"; and 

('D) in the lIIatter preee4ing subpa'ag,aph (A) 
of pa'IlIl'aph (5), bll ,trilin/i "subparafr/aJlh 

http:n.bpc.ra
http:Mseeti.on
http:c1a!l.Se
http:amend.ed
http:cla\/.Se
http:cla\l.Se
http:Cl1'I'4Imd.ed
http:o.mend.ed
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(El, (FJ_D'f (Gr' and iuerting "mbparal1'allh 
(O), (E), or (F)"; a"" 

(B) in subsection (ei­
(i) ill palogroph (1)(B), ~ .trikillg "rubpara­

11'0ph (E)" and ill.Serting "subpa l ogroph (D)";
e"" 	 .

(if) in paro.gropll m, bll ItrWng "1"UbpaJ'a.­
,rop~ (E), (F), and (Gr' and (nserling "11Il>­
palogrop~ (D), (E), 0"" (F)" \ . 

(18) Section 5(U of IUCh Act (20 V.s.C. 5934) " 
amendecf-	 . 

. (A) bli striking subuetioll en; aU 


(B) 	bli redesignating subsectioll (g) C&I tub­
sectioll en. 

(II) ELEMENTAR' AND SECONDAR' EDU­
CATION ACT OF 1516S.- '. • 

(1) Sef:tion 11 11 of Ole E'lemen. taTJ 0"" Sec­
o!'ldaTJ Edurotion Act of 196.5 (2() V.s.C. 6JIIJ " 
amendecf­

(A) ill IUbsef:tioll (II)(I)(B), b ,triA-illg 
M(IDh1ch mali il'lCluU opportu1'I.it}<-U>-lea.r II 
rtandoreb Dr .trotegiu developed IlJl.der eM 
Ovals 2«XJ: EdtJCtlte America Act)",; .' 

(B) in IUbsectioll tn, bli rtriking "~. 
"mit}< -U>-learll 5ta!'lda rds 01 malegia,"; 

(C) ~ strfking sub$ectioll (g); a"" . 
(D) bli redesignating subsectioll' (1l) C&I tub­

aectiOIl (g), 
m Section 1116 of meh Act (20 V.s.C, 6Jl'1) " 

GIlIe1Ided­
(A) in subsecttcm (ei- . 
(I) in paro.graph (Z)(A)(i), bli 1triA-1ng all be· 

ginlling with ", IDhleh mali" thrO'li.gh "Act";
eM . 

(ii) in paro.graph (5)(B){fi­
(J) in lUbe/oust (VI), bll insertillg "4""" after 

tA.r lem:!coWII;. 
(II) in ",bclo\Ut (VII), ~ rtrlkillg "; 4""" 

_ 	 G"" insertillg a period; 0"" 
'(111) ~ .triJ,:ing S1lbcloust (VI//); ad 
(B) in sub!l!Ctloll (ai­
(I). In paro.groph (I)(B). bli Itrikillg 011 6e¢n. 

111119 with ", and mall" thrO"UgII "Act"; aU 
(II) In paragraph (6)(B)(ii­
(I) ~ ltriJ.:ing rubclawe (IV); aU 
(II) bli redesignotillg nd>claw:e:l (V) thr01lgA 

(VIII) cu.S1lbclOIL$8I (IV) thrtnlgh (VII), re:spec­

ttnpating in thl! program under thu .section C&I 
of Ocreber 20, 1m, arid thl! Statll edtJCtltionGl 
o.genC71 approves, thl! SecrelaTJ .h411 ust GIl or 
a partion of thl! allotment that thl! State 'IDOUld 
llave receiv/'d under this section for a furollleor 
tD olMld g-ronts re /Peol educational o.gennu III 
tM Statll that Mr>t opprO"lll!d opplicatio113 un4er 
pilro.groph (Z) for IUCh fucalTiear. 

"(Z) Al'PUCATJON.-Anli locol educatiollCl 
o.glmC"/l tMt de3irl!S re receive a IIrolll under this 
lUb$ection' IIl41l IUbmlt an application tD th.e 
SecretaTJ that " co7lSisl.e1lt with thl! protJisiou
01 thil Act ond. .h411 'fIDtifli tM Sta U! eelli' 
cotionaJ o.genq,o of I'UCh opplicatioll in OCCOfa· 
ance with paro.graph (1). ThI! SecretaTJ maTi a· 
Io.bluh a dro41int for thl! IUbmWion of IUCh al>­
JIlico.tiou . 

"(3) AW.(JW BAS1S.-TM Secreta", mali 101# 
tM .tudent enrellment of III tDtoJ edurotiollCl 
o.genq,o or otlle'r factors C&I a bC&IiI for alll(lrding
ron/! 'Under this sub~:·. 
sse. 7O/L ALnM'Am'B 1'0 SHCRETAJUAL AP­

PROYAl. OF STAT1lPlANB. 
(a) STATE. IMI'IIOVENENT PUNS. ...Se.ctiOfl 

306(11) of th.e GooU 2«XJ: Educate .A.merIco Act 
(i!() V.S.C. 5886(11)) is /V7Ie"M.ed bli adding Qt tM 
end thl! lollowing ntv palOJ11opll: 

"(I) ALTE11..~·ATIVE SUBMISSION.­
"(A) IN OE.~·EItAI..-NotwitMtanding onli OtM 

preMolI of thlJ flUe, anll Statll edurotionaJ 
o.glmC"/l that wilha tD receive all Gllot:me4t 
Il1\deT th" t;t1e after thl! Ii'" liear IUCh State 

educational o.glmC"/l.receit>e.l meh an allot:me4t 

rIIClli. In IIeII of lUbrni.tting it.l State impro~t 


. plo.n for approval ~ thl! SecretaTJ under uu. 

·subsection and .section JO.S(c)(Z), or IUbmitti.ng 

major a.men4mentr re thl! Secretarli u1\deT 1Ub· 

sectioll (p), provid.e Ole SeC1etaTJ, Q$ part of an 
application "Under aedion J05(c) 011U on omt"IId­
ment re a previo"'/li approved applicatio1!­

"m all os.ruro~. /Tom tJJ.e GOt.>eT"nOr a"" tM 
ehll!f State .c1l.oo1 ofru::er of tA.r State, th4!­
. "(1) thl! State 1141 a plan that meetr tM ~ 
qllirementr of.thU section and that II W1iddr 
et>a.Uab~ thro'Ugh01i.t the State: 0"" 

"(1/) onli a.men4mentr the State maker tD tM 
JIlall V!UI meet tM requiremt'l'lU of this .actio,,; 

tive1li.' 	 . ..nd. 
(3) Sectiol'l 1501(0)(Z)(B) of1'IIdI.Act (2D v.s.c. 

UJ1(a)(Z){B)) II amt"II&cJ- . 
(A) ~ striking c:1Q1Ut (fI); aU . 
(B) bll redesigl'latil'lg c101J..!.ell (11f) through (Z) 

cu c1au:s.er (fI) through (!..r), respe:ctivelJl. 
(4) Section 10]01(b)(I)(A}(i)) of IUCh Act (20 

v.s.c. 6()()](b)(J)(A)(i)) is /V7Ie"M.ed bli rtliking 
"and oppo"""l'Iit}<-Ui-leafll rtiI.!'Idardi or wa&e­

. gies for student leomlng·~. 
(5) Section 1I70](b)(1)(B)(fI) of mch' Act (2D 

U.S.C. I9I](b)(1)(B)(fI)) iI iwt.ended ~ ,tTUQng 
..thl! NationaJ Educatioll GC<l1J Panel," 0"" 011· 
that follolD' thlO"Ugh ~a.s~U)" oJa4 in.sen~ 
fng "ond tA.r Notional Edu.ootioll GC<l1J PGnel". 

(e) GE:"EItAL EDUCATION PlIOVISIONS Ac:r.­
Section 4Z1 of tM Gen.eral Edurotion 1'I"OMOU 

'. 
Act (i!() V.S.C .. J228b) , ~~~ $eCtiD'Il ZJ1 
of tM. Improf1ll'lg Amenco I Sckocu A~ of.lf!94 
~P'IIbllC, ~ID 103-J8Z), .fJ /V7Ie"M.ed' bli striking 

tA.r I"atiollal Ed~t;o" Stand4reb. a"" Jm­
provement eovncu, . , 

(d) EDUCATIO}' A)/ENDME:NTS OF IJ78.~ 
I1Z1(b) of thl! Education Am.e-ndmentr of 1971 (Z5 
v.s.C. 2C01(b)), C&I a.men4.ed bli section JlJ Of eM 
Improtllng America', Schocu Act of 11191 (Public 
Will 1OJ-.Jn) •. " tIme1II1ed br rtriki"fll1 "213(11)" 
and inserting "203(0)(2)". . . 
81IC.. 1N. DIRECT C1/.ANT'S 7"0 toe.u. 1Il>D-. 

Se.cfjOIl JClC:7:-~o!~~~u.oot.t America' 

"(U) tM State • benclLmGrJ:s of bnprowd Ihl­
dent performa~ and ofprOfT't# in Implement· 
'fig thl! plAlI, a"" tM. tfmi!1ina o.gOi'llt IDhlch 
Ole State', fl10fT't# ill C4:'1'lng wt tM ploll can 
be.~r~, 	 . 

(B) MNT.'AL IW'ORT.-Al'IlI State ed~tionGI 
o.genq,o t~ ch..oO$l!:S re ust thl! altern.ative met.h­
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(II) STATE Al'I'UCATIONS . ...Se.ctioll 305(c)(Z) of 
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(e) SEr.ALTAR'·' R.i:1'II:W OF Al'I'UCATIONS.-
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educati07lOJ o.genq,o. or leh..ool ill onli prog-rom D'f 
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(e) For prOp'GTTI$. projectr 01 octivitiu in tM 
DepartmenU of Vef.eJa113 Alfoi" and Howil'lg 
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.. 1!J,_~tem1>1!I' JO, 1~, and for ollle'r Pll.r1>O~ 
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DEPARTME.NT OF VETE.RANS AFFAIRS 


VE1"EJIU}.·S BENEFITS .ADMlHISTII.4TION 


COMI'EJoo'SATION AND PENSIONS 


(lHCWD1NG T1UJISFEJO. OF FUNDS) 
For thl! paJ(l'lle1tt of C017lpe1l$ation bene/lu to . 

. D'f on beh41f Of vetero'll C&I au!h..olized ~ lAID 
(~V.S.C. 107, cll4pter, 11, IJ, 51, 53, &5, 4"" 
61); pe1llio1l beneJltr re or on beh41f of oeterou 
cu aulhor'..zed bli lAID (~ V.s.C. cMpter. IS, 51.. 
53, &5, a"" 61; tl2 Stat. Z5()6); and b"Urial ben.eJlt.l. 
emerglmC"/l and otlle'r offlam' retirement pali, 
.c.d;v..sted-sf;!"l)ice crediU a"" certijicotel. JlGTI­.ment of fl1em/uTTI$ d~. 01'1 comm.ercioJ life illJU;r­
allC€ palicieJ gwl.ranletd"UJI.der tA.r fl1O'11i.riau of 
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1m and ZI06 ch..opter. ZJ 51 53 &5 and 61' 50 
U.s.C. App. St0-54t; IJ siat. 'In, lZJ: IJ sim. 
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~ .. a"" "Medical care" for ftece.uaTJ cr • 
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fud in thl! Omnibus Budget R.econ.ciliatioll Act . 
of 1990, 0"" 11'1 -tM Vetera'll' Ben.e/iU Act of 
1992 (~ (l.S.C. cMpter. 51, 53, ond 55). tM 
fundillg ICUrce for which U '1Jt.CIflCll1ll1 prO'Vided 
cu tM "Compe1l$atiol'l ond pe1U'io'll" approprio­
lion: Provided ",rtM, Th.at IUCh IUTTI$ C&I rIIClll 
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EDUCATION REFORM 

Goals 2000: State and local Education Systemic Improvement 

Slale or 

Outlying Area 


Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Mansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connectialt 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New Yofi( 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 

,Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Soulh Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
WaShington 
Wesl Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
District of Columbia 
Puerto Rico 

American Samoa 

Northem Marianas 

Guam 

Virgin islands 

Palau 

Marshallislancfs 

MicfOnesia 

BIA & Alaska Federation of Natives 


Subtotal, Outlying Area. BIA, &AFN 

Peer Review 

Total 

1995 Appro. 1996 Eslimate 1997 Request 
for 1996 for 1997 for 1998 

$5,941,766 . $5,675,986 $7,895,690 
1.S47,345 1,<437,296 2,015,509 
5,4150,582 5,038,557 7,220,860 
3,650,495 3,413-4,819 4,800,139 

42,111,705 39,211.219 S4,798,617 
4,288,514 3,922.624 5,585,002 
3,460,756 3,149,595 4,453;4415 
1,291,544 1,242,928 1,742,164 

15,861,034 14,713,635 20.880,761 
8,959,402 8.515.014 12,097,369 

. 1,381,641 1,307,668 1,830,605 
1,568,397 1,478,175 2,072,739 

15,992,571 15.050.826 20.965,086 
6,557,145 6.280.894 . 8,734,445 
3,219,618 
3,193,916 

3.077,877 
3,099,621 

.,
• .r 4,261,417 

4,350,864 
5,775,274 5,549.490 7,709,898 
7,968,128 7,642.099 10,577,2S4 

.1,647,S40 1,535,403 2.147.204 
5,379.938 5.016,113 7,070,017 
6,990,859 6.242.461 8.845,858 

14.371,488 13,653,547 19,081,265 
5,377,078 5,062.092 7.103,635 
5,094,972 
6,525,935 

4,864,881. 
6,132,073 . 6,746,306 

8,574,360 
1,560,150 . 1,459,914 2,044.513 
1,986,104 1,834,350 2,661,199 
1,419,052 1,303.042 1,868.2411 
1,290,294 1,232.612 1,728,084 
8,792.536 7,9041.169 11.130,562 
2,782,261 2,610,240 3,691,669 

27,112,295 25.358.328 35,384,032 
7,745,087 7,280,313 10,327.046 
1,340,576 1,259,984 1,765.253 

14,833,684 141,226.873 19.844.608 
4,396,613 4,176.732 5,822,424 

'4,012,392 3,799,963 5,312.803 
15.529,194 

1,480,004 
14,464,447 

1,359,668 
20,258,933 

1.902,901 
4,710.359 4.511,625 6.263,574 
1,412,S49 1.309,917 1,836,220 
6.387,802 

29,228,278 
5,999,4153 

27,187,479 
. 8.432,635 
38,181,903 

2,587,039 2,452,958 3,429,258 
1,272,847 1,225,743 1,717,476 
6,658,924 6,200.305 8,704,627 
6,328.974 6,056,946 8,492,110 
2.799.259 2.788,423 3,829,992 
6,582.097 6,320.177 8.806,412 
1,262.907 1,2241,150 1.715,593 
1,523.409 1,353,218 1.895,093 
9,608,968 9,064,078 12.632.327 

184,247 173.864 247,560 
102,549 
194,658 
380.157 

96,770 
183.688 
358.733 

137,787 
261,548 
510,788 

102.549 79,187 52.791 
102.S49 96.770 137,787 
302.433 285.389 406.357 

2,249,558 
3,618,700 

2,125,60Q 
3,400.000 

~Q05 382 
4,760,000 

300.000 

361,870,000 ~40,000,OOO 176.000,000 

. :-~.:.-...=:-:':.= 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

June 17, 1996 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	 Dennis Koeppel 
Tom Fagan 

FROM: 	 Mike&~ 
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 thein. 

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 ofways. including (1) coordinating the 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.. SW, WASHINGTON, D,C, 20202 

OUf mission is 10 ensure equal access w education and 10 promote educational excellence throughout the Nation, 
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I 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 April 26, 1996, the President signed into the law the Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and Appropriations Act of 1996, which, among other 
things, amended portions of Title III of the 	 . 
Goals 2000: Educate America Act. As the Secretary explained in his May 2, 1996 letter to Chief State School Officers, 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 accountability for results. 	 . -:,~ 'tIl ..f· fl' ll'i.h.. 
This guidance addresses the changes to and clarifications in the Title III legislation. Attached to the guidance is a complete copy £:'fitlelil. 9S - . 1 
amended (Attachment A). 	 ~ 

A. ~DPiITION~ ED~~L~X ~TATES AUTH~RIZED .v." wl.....L ' .&:v-t>~ ~rt. ~ .... ~ j+'W",.k.( ~ UI... 
. c t"'\.]V'( C:;{ ~ 1 b:;x I - (: ~ \- L.- ~ ~ J. ~,~~ \V'"' (\",,{l.')'Oot. ~ f ­

. .. 1- ~t:t- 10"'- ~ 
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 additionai 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 wit~ 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 additional six deSignations be divided evenly among SEAs in 
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? 

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, 

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

The new Ed-Flex designations, like the original selections, will be made on the b~sis of the criteria in section 311(e)(4)(8) 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 8). 
This notice discusses in detail the Ed-Flex criteria, 

6. 	 Must an SEA have its Goals 2000 state improvement 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, rathe~ than submit their state plans to the Secretary for approval, are not eligible for 
Ed-Flex. 

7. 	 The statute authorizes only a limited number of Ed-Flex deSignations. How precisely will an SEA's priority Qrder 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 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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8. 	 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. 

B. 	 ALTERNATIVE TO SECRETARIAL APPROVAL OF STATE PLANS AND REVISED 
REPORTING OBLIGATIONS 

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

~\-- No. An ?EA may su~mit its Goals 2~00 stat~ plan fer Ml!jor ailleil~lllellts ~ tRe state ~I~") to the Secret~ry for review and approval, but is 
(- ~~ wi;' ,I.J-\.-\..i not required to do so In order to receive continued Goals 2000 funding. In lieu of submitting a plan (-Of ER8jAF iUflEilASA4QRiG te tRe " Il!P'I), an 
.,)1. 1/,\pi' . l.ft'" ! SEA '!lay 
'(til,. [ r ~ submit -­

an assurance from the governor and chief state school officer that it has a plan that meets the requirements of the Act \~. ~-t .J>'~V. (a)
LiJ1( J"'" 	 and that is widely available throughout the state, and that any amendments to the plan will meet these requirements; and 

UI"'-, 	 .p'~)]\~~\ c}7. 

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

(b). benchmarks of improved student performance and of progress in implementing the plan, and timelines against which 

".Jl,.... "'"h.u 110' . ill-

progress can be measured. . 

\~~ 
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; 
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o 	 strategies for increasing accountability for results; 

o 	 strategies for enhancing parental and community involvement in education improvement; 

o 	 strategies for improving all schools throughout the state education system; 

o 	 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 

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

3. 	 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 
requirement is to underscore the accountability of state officials to the public, Therefore, the Secretary expects that states will, at a 
minimum: • .Il.~l " ... cr t • 1' •• 1 

,- ill -' 1 1i\.Ct._,,,,,,",, ""'\. 

o 	 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; 

o 	 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 improvement plan 
and improving student achievement. ' 

4. 	 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. 
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5. 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? \ 

::r ___ 	 -7 

;- '"~~~~'(' Yes. Waivers under the Goals 2000 general waiver authority are available if the state has an approved Goals 2000 state plan or if the 
~~ £~·v# state participates in Goals 2000 through the alternative submission process. (, 

~.J..'\ 

~'~~~·6. If an SEA chooses not to submit its state plan fpr formal approval by the Secretary, may it still avail itself of the benefits of tl}e f- rl"ti
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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. ~ ~~f ~ _ 

. 7. What reporting requirements govern SEAs that receive 	 C. """,\ "" o-1\." "cd' 
Goals 2000 funding? ' 

The following reporting provisions govern SEAs participating in Goals 2000:?",l...lk.-~~ 
(a) 	 An SEA that chooses the alternative/submission method report~annuallY to the PublicLS~nformation 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. (TIle 8eciclilPf OFiGOyrages these SEAs also to subnlit annually to the Department information 
on tho J)FOgress they ~a'9'em2lde under Goals 2000.) 

(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 increasing 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 issuing separate guidance on the Ed-Flex reporting requirements. l I . j 
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C. COMPOSITION OF STATE AND LOCAL PANELS 

1. What requirements govern the composition of Goals 2000 state panels? 

Goals 2000 state plans must be developed by a "broad-based State panel in cooperation with the State 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 consult. The amendments, however, have retained as a fundamental requirement of all state' 
panels that the panels be "broad-based". 

2. 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 legislation have been eliminated. 

D. USE OF GOALS 2000 FUNDS FOR TECHNOLOGY 

May Goals 2000 funds be used to acquire technology and for technology-enhanced curricula and instruction? /10 

\ 
Goals 2000 funds support the development and implementation of compreh~9sive state and local improvement plans to help all children 
reach challenging academic standards. The plans may, and in most cases !D0uld, 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 
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1. 	 Mayan LEA in a state that ~s not participating under 
Title III of Goals 2000 apply directly to the U.S. Department of Education 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 2000 as 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 LEAs in 
Montana, New Hampshire, and Oklahoma are currently eligible to apply directly to the Departm~nt for Goals 2000 funding. 

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 challenging academic standards. 

3. 	 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 are(not required or expected to submit their local plans to the Department for 
review and approval"~~ether or\.not the pl:ns are developed o~ implemented with funds awarded under the Goals 2000 direct grant 
program. '"'Tk. \~~~ 0( e"""". h, ~ f'<.Vl-t1oJ lu>~~ "9~I1,... h"a...{~ .{"""~' ,"""..I- d.v.~ en.4v­

,,~ ~hh\~ ~b~ .. ~. . 
4. 	 May LEAs in other states apply directly to the Department for funding under Title III of Goals 2000? 

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

5. 	 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 participating in Goals 2000 as of October 25, 1995, if the applicable 
SEA approves LEA participation in the program. 



F. OTHER PROVISIONS 

1. Does Goals 2000 require outcomes-based education? 

No. Goals 2000 has never required states, LEAs or schools to provide outcomes-based education. This was made explicit by the recent 
amendments to Goals 2000. 

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

No. Goals 2000 has never required states, LEAs or schools to provide school-based health clinics or any other health or !,'locial service. 
'This was made explicit by the recent amendments to Goals 2000. 
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On April 26. 1996. the President signed into the law the Omnibus Consolidat 4escissions and 
Appropriations Act of 1996. which, aA=le"g other tnill~. amended portions o:rri~le III of the 
Goals 2000: Educate America Act. As the Secretary explained in his May 2, 1996 letter to Chief 
State School Officers, the amendments made certain adiustments 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 educationreform, and accountability for results. ' '\"V'O.\t<L-. (+S\)~ o.J~ Li.!'. 
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This guidance addresses the changes to and clarifications in the Title III 4e~islatien. 
guidance is a complete copy of Title III, as amended (Attachment A). 

A. 	 ADDITIONAL ED-FLEX STATES AUTHORIZED 

, . 	 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 man@have been delegated Ed-Flex authority to date? 

Seven SEAs have been delegated Ed-Flex authority. The six originai Ed·Flex states are 
Kansas, Massachusetts. Ohio. Oregon. Tei<as 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-Rex d~fg:)jOnS that were authorized in the original Goals 2000 legislation had 
to be awarded to EA n 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? 

No. Unlike the first six Ed·Flex designations. there is no requirement that the additional six 
designations be divided ,evenly among '311 I , 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? 



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. 

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

The new Ed·Flex designations. like the original selections. 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 apP.lication 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 A-merica Act.. Potential applicants are encouraged 
to review the attached notice inviting Ed-Flex applications that was published in the Federal 
Register last year (Attachment Bl. This notice discusses in detail the Ed-Flex criteria. 

6. 	 Must an ~ave its Goals 2000state improvement 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. 

7. 	 ~tatute authorizes only a limited number of Ed·Flex designations. How preCisely will an 
~·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 prior:tY 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 complet~. apDrovable 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. 

8. 	 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 
2060. the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. and the School-to-Work Opportunities 

B. 



AND, REVISED REPORTING OBLIGATIONS 

1. 	 Is an SEA reQuired to submit its Goals 2000 state 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 (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. 

2. 	 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 o.f the Act. In particular, they are assuring that the plan 
includes: 

o 	 a process for developing o'r adopting state content and student performance 
standards, and for developing and implementing assessments aligned to 
these standards; 

o 	 strategies for increasing accountability for results; 
,...,­

o 	 strategies 'for enhancing parental and community involvement in education 
improvement; 

o 	 strategies for improving all schools throughout the state education system; 

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

o 	 strategies for coordinating the implementation of the state improvement plan 
with the state's implementation of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 
Applied'Technology program and the<t!@e~chooHo'Work program. 

1)0 ~~"'~~/' ~ 

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

o 	 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; 

o 	 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 impr9vement plan and improving student 
achievement. 

4. 	 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. 

5. 	 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 available if the state has 
an approved Goals 2000 state plan or if the state participates in Goals 2000 through the 
alternative submission process. 

6. 	 If an SEA chooses not to submit its state plan for formal approval 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 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. 

7. 	 What reporting requirements govern SEAs that receive 
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Goals 2000 funding? 

The following reporting provisions govern SEAs participating in Goals 2000: 

(a) An SEA that chooses the alternative submission method report annually to j
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 tir:'elines of its state plan. (The Secretary encourages these 
SEAs also to sUbm.It annually to the Dep~rtment information on the prog.ress , 
they have made under Goals 2000.11 \..0\.)\""", ~ ~"""~..JL..... ,....,)~\. ,~S"\J~ 

h.(...,Jt 	 ~()f\.~. 
(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 increasing student learning. 

SEAs that receive Ed-Flex waiver authority are required, in accordance with section 

311 (eI(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 issuing separate guidance on the Ed-Flex reporting 

requirements. 


} . 

C. 	 COMPOSITION OF STATE AND LOCAL PANELS 

1. 	 What requirements govern the composition of Goals 2000 state panels? 

Goals 2000 state plans must be developed by a "broad-based State panel in cooperation 
with the State educational agency and the Governor." The specific subparts of section 
306(b) ofthe 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 consult. The amendments, however, have retained 'as a fundamental 
requirement of all state panels that the panels be "broad-based". 

2. 	 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)(AI of the original Goals 2000 legislation have been eliminated. 
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3. 

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 implementation of comprehenSive state and 
local improvement plans to help 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. ' 

DIRECT GRANTS TO LEAs 

Mayan LEA in a state that is not participating under 
Title III of Goals 2000 apply'directly to the U.S. Department of Education 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 
2000 as 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 LEAs 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 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 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 are !lQ! required or expected to 
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. 


