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‘8TRONG PROTBCTION AGAINSBT FEDERAL INTRUBIOﬁ IN GOALS 2000

Goals 2oco is deslgned to provide Federal support, in the form of
financial assistance and models or exemplars of outstanding
practices, to education reforms designed and initiated at the
local and state levels. Education is a State and local
responsibility, and, over the past decade in particular, the
leadership for raising academic standards and improving education
overall has come from the State and local levels. Goals 2000
will enable participating States and local communities to
_strengthen these reforms, broaden grass roots involvement in
them, and more rapidly involve all schools, parents and educators
in education improvement.

Goals 2000 is different from other Federal educet;on programs.
While Federal legislation is often designed and intended to
require or encourage States, localities or individuals to do
things they would not otherwise do, Goals 2000 is designed to
assist States and localities to undertake educatlon reforms they
are already committed to.

COnsequently, the Goals 2000 Act provides maximum flexibility to
States, local education agencies, and individual schools in
designing their own approaches to improving education. The main
requirements of the law are that: (1) these approaches be aimed
at helping -all students reach challenging academic standards set
by each S8tate; (2) these approaches have a reasonable chance of
success; (3) that there is a significant commitment within the
state to implementing them; and, (4)that they provide for a good
deal of local flexibility. ' ; ‘ .

Because the Goals 2000 program is designed to encourage and
support reforms initiated at the local and State levels, it does
not in any way seek to impose a *'federal' approach to specific
State or local approaches. 1In addition, it contains the
following provisions that limit federal involvement and protect
8tate and local control:

o Prohibition on Federal mandates, direction and control.
Nothing in the Goals 2000 Act authorizes any Federal.
official to mandate, direct or control State, local school
district or individual school curriculum, program of

“instruction, or allocation of resources, or to require any
state, local district or school to incur any costs not
covered by Goals 2000. (Bection 318) :

° State and Local Government Control of Education. Reaffirms
that State and local governments have primary responsibility
for control of education, and that the Federal government
shall not directly or indirectly impose standards or

- promulgate rules or regulations that would reduce or
undermine State and local control. (Section 319)
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Unconditioned State Participation. No State shall be

~.required to obtain certification of its standards from the
‘National Education Standards and Improvement Council

(NESIC), nor participate in Goals 2000 in any way, as a

‘condition of participating in any Federal education program,
such as Chapter 1, Drug Free Schools, vocational education, -

or Goals 2000. (8ect1on 213(h) (1))
voluntarx national stangards shall be certified by NEBIC

only if they are sufficiently general to be used by any

State without restricting state and local control of

. currxculum. (Sectlon 213(e))

National standards do not create legallg enforceable rights.
Standards and assessments certified by NESIC do not create

legally enforceable rights against States, school. d1str1cts
or individual schools. (Section 213(h)(2))

States gart1czgating in. Goals 2000 do not submit their
standards for review to NESIC (see above) or to the
Secretary of Education for review and approval. In order to
receive funds under Goals 2000, States must present plans

for a process to develop state content standards. -They are
not required to submit the actual standards to the Education

. Department for approval. (8ection 306 (c) (1))

Opportunity to learn stendards or strategies. While States
must develop opportunity to learn standards or strategies,

they only have to include the factors the State itself deenms
appropriate to achieve its own content and performance
standards. In other words, opportunity to learn strategies

. or standards are determined by a State and focused on

improved student learning. (Section 306 (d4))

In addition to these specific provisions of the Goals 2000 Act,
the U.8. Department of Education has taken additional steps to
reduce the possibility of inappropriate federal intrusion, and to
preserve all of the State and local discretzon incorporated into

‘the law: . V R ' , \
o The Department of Education has not issued any new

requlations to implement Title III of Goals 2000. The
Education Department intends to implement the program of

grants for S8tate and local education improvement without
issuing additional, comp11ceted regulatlons that micromanage
a flexible pregram.v .

The Education Degartment has designed a streamlined

application procedure for states, that cuts paperwork
congiderably. The initial application for states to request

Goals 2000 funds is only 4 pages long, asks only for
information required by law to award funds, and eliminates

'numerous forms._
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STRONG PROTECTION AGAINST FEDERAL INTRUSION IN GOALS 2000 ‘

uGoals 2000 is de31gned to prov1de Federal support, ‘in the form of
financial assistance and models or exemplars of outstand1ng
"practices, to education reforms de31gned and initiated at the
local and state levels. Education is a State and local: .
responsxb111ty, and, over .the past decade in partlcular, ‘the .
‘leadership for raising academic standards and improving educatlon-
overall has come from the State and local levels. " Goals 2000
will enable participating States and -local communities to
.strengthen these reforms, broaden grass roots involvement in
them, and more rapidly. 1nvolve all schools, parents and educators
in education 1mprovement. .

Goals 2000 ‘is. different from other Federal education programs.
While Federal legislation is -6ften designed and intended to
require or encourage States, localities or individuals to do
things they would not otherwise do, Goals 2000 is designed to
assist States and. localltles to undertake educatlon reforms they
are already commltted to.

COnsequently, the Goals 2000 Act provzdes maximum f1931b111ty to‘
_8tates, local education agencies, and individual schools in
designing their own approaches to improving education. The main
‘requirements. of the law are that: (1) these approaches be ‘aimed
at helping all students reach challenging academic standards set
by each State; (2) these approaches have a.reasonable chance of
‘success; (3) that there is a slgnlflcant commitment within the
state to implementing them; and,{(4)that they prOV1de for a good
- deal of local flexxblllty.

Because the Goals. 2000 program "is de31gned to encourage ‘and
support reforms initiated at ‘the local and State levels, it does
'~ not in any way seek to 1mpose a "federal' approach to specific
state or local approaches. 'In addition, it contains the T
following provisions . that limit federal 1nvolvement and protect
state and local control: :
o ' - Prohibition on Federal mandates, dlrection and control.
Nothing in the Goals 2000 Act authorizes any Federal
- official to mandate, direct or control State, local schoolv
. district.or 1nd1v1dua1 school curriculum, program'of -
.instruction, or " allocation’of resources, or to require any.
~ 8tate, local district or.school to incur any costs not '
;covered by Goals 2000. (Sectlon 318) ‘

o State and Local Government COntrol of Educatlon. ‘Reaffirms
that State and local governments have primary responsibility
for control of education, and that the Federal government
shall not directly or indirectly impose standards or
promulgate rules or regulations that would reduce or
undermine State and local control. (Sectlon 319)
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- Unconditioned state Participation. No State shall be
required to obtain certification of its standards from the
" National Education Standards and Improvement Council '
" (NESIC), nor participate in Goals 2000 in any way, as a
- condition of participating in any Federal education program, .
such as Chapter 1, Drug Free S8chools, vocational education,
or Goals 2000. (Section 213(h)(1))

© . Voluntary National standards shall be. certified by NESIC -
" omnly if they are sufficiently general to be used by any
-.8tate without restricting State and local control of
curriculum. (Section 213(9)) 4

o - National Standards do not create legallx enforceable rights.
. Standards and assessments certified by NESIC do not create
legally enforceable rights against States, school districts
or individual schools. (Section 213(h)(2))

o~ S8tates participating in Goals 2000 do not submit their
' standards for review to NESIC .(see above) or to the

Secretary of Education for review and approval. In order to
receive funds under Goals 2000, States must present plans

for a process to develop state content standards. They are
not required to submit the actual standards to the Education
Department for approval, (SQction 306 {e) (1))

o  Opportunity to learn standards or strategies. While States
-must develop opportunity to learn standards or strategies, .
they only have to include the factors the State itself deenms
‘appropriate to achieve its own content and performance
- standards. In other words, opportunity to learn strategies
or standards are determined by a State and focused on
improved student learning. (Section 306 (d))

In addition to these specific prOViS1ons of the Goals 2000 Act,-
the U.8. Department of Education has takenh additional steps’ to
reduce the possibility of inappropriate federal intrusion, and to
preserve all of the State and 1oca1 discretion incorporated into
the law: . , ,

o The Department of Education has not issued any new -
requlations to implement Title III of Goals 2000. The
Education Department intends to implement the program of
grants for State and local education improvement without

- issuing additional, complicated regulations that micromanage
a flexible program. : ,

o ‘The Education Degartment has designed'a'strea&lined

. application procedure forAstates, that cuts paperwork
considerably. The initial application for States to request

Goals 2000 funds is only 4 pages long, asks only for
information required by lawv to award funds, and eliminates
numerous forms. ~
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S8TRONG PROTECTION AG&INST FEDERAL INTRUSION IN GOALS 2000

Goals 2000 is: deslgned to provxde Federal support, in the form of

financial assistance and models or exemplars of outstanding

practices, to education reforms d331gned and initiated at the -

local and state levels. Education is a S8tate and local

responsibility, and, over the past decade in particular, the

" leadership for raising academic standards and improving education

overall has come from the state and local levels. Goals 2000

. will enable participating States and local communities to

. strengthen these ‘reforms, broaden grass roots involvement in
them, and more rapidly involve all schools, parente and educators

in educatlon 1mprovement. .

-
-«

Goals 2000 is dlfferent from other Federal educatlon programs.
While Federal legislation is often designed and intended to

- require or encourage States, localities or individuals to do
things they would not otherwise do, Goals 2000 is designed to
assist States and localities to undertake educatlon reforms they
are already commltted to. ’ : e -

CQnsequently, the Goals 2000 Act prov1des maxlmum flex1b111ty to
states, local education agencies, and individual schools in
designing -their .own approaches to improving education.: The maln
requirements of the law are that: (1) these approaches be aimed’
at helping all students reach challenging academic standards set
by each state; (2) these approaches have a reasonable chance of .
success; {3) that there is a significant commitment within the
‘state t¢ implementing them; and, (4)that they prov1de for a good
deal of local flex1b111ty. U : R -

'Because .the Goals 2000 program is deszgned to encourage and -
support reforms initiated at the local and State levels, it does
-not in any way seek to impose a ‘'federal’ approach to spec1f1c
State or local approaches. ‘In- addltlon, ‘it contains the

.following provisions that 11m1t federal 1nvolvement and protect L

. 8tate and local control:

] Prohibition on Federal"® mandates. direction and control. -
' : Nothing in the Goals 2000 Act authorizes any Federal )
official to mandate, direct or control state, local school o
.district or 1ndiv1dua1 school currxculum, program of i ‘
instruction, or -allocation of resources, or: to require any
State, local district or school. to incur any costs not
covered by . Goale 2000. (Sect1on 318)

- Btate and. Local Government ‘Control of Educatlon.‘ Reaffirms
B ' that State and local governments have primary responsibility
for control of education, and that the Federal government
‘'shall not directly or indirectly ‘impose standards or
promulgate rules or regulations that would reduce or
'undermlne State and local control. (8ection 319)
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o Unconditioned state Participation. No State shall be '
required to obtain certification of its standards from the
National Education Standards and Improvement Council
(NESIC), nor participate in Goals 2000 in any way, as a
condition of participating in ‘any Federal education program,
such as Chapter 1, Drug Free Schools, vocatlonal education,

. or Goals 2000. (Sectlon 213(h) (1)) :

o Voluntary National Standards shall be certified by NESIC
only if they ‘are sufficiently general to be used by any
‘8tate without restricting State and local control of
currlculum. (sectxon 213 (e))- ‘

-] National Standards do nct create lqullv enforceable rights.
gstandards and assessments certified by NESIC do not create
legally enforceable rights against States, school districts
or individual schools.: (Section 213(h)(2))

° States participating in Goals 2000 do not submit their
standards for review to NESIC (see above) or to the
- 8ecretary of Education for review and. approval. In order to
receive funds under Goals 2000, States must present plans
for a process to develop state content standards. They are
not required to submit the actual standards to the Education
Department for approval. {Section 306 (c) (1))

: . \ ,
o . .Opportunity to learn.standards or strategies. While States:
' must develop opportunity to learn standards or strategies,

they only have to include the factors the State itself deems
appropriate to achieve .its own content and performance .
‘standards. In other words, opportunity to learn strategies
.or standards are determined by a State and focused on
improved student learnlng. (Sectlon 306 (d)) ’

In addltlon to these specific provxalons ‘of the Goals 2000 Act,
the U.8. Department of Education has taken additional steps to.
reduce the possibility of - inappropriate federal intrusion, and to
' preserve all of the State and lacal dlscretlen 1ncorporated into
the law: : . : . :

o',“ The Department of Education has not issued any hew

requlations to implement Title III of Goals 2000. The
" Education Department intends to implement the program of

grants for state and local education improvement without
issuing additional, compllcated regulations that mlcromanage
a flexlble program.

o The Education Department has designed a streamlined

application procedure for states, that cuts paperwork ‘
congiderably. The initial application for States to request

.IGoals 2000 funds is only 4 pages long, asks only for
~information required by law to award funds, and ellmmnates
numerous forms.
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- Goals 2000: Educate America Act
4 ~ Legislative Summary
Overview :

The Goals 2000 Act, signed into law March 31, 1994, provides resources to states
and communities as they work to improve student academic achievement. States and
communities are using Goals 2000 funds to provide quality professional development -
for teachers, expand the use of computers in classrooms, raise academic standards,
and increase parental and community involvement in education.

Compohents of the "Goals 2000: Educate America Act"
Title I: The National Education Goals |

® This title formalizes in law the original six National Education Goals. These goals
concern: readiness for school; increased school graduation rates; student academic
achievement and citizenship; mathematics and science performance; adult literacy; and
safe, disciplined, and drug-free schools. The Act adds two new goals that encourage
parental participation and improved professmnal development for teachers.

L These goals are symbolic expressions of what the President, the nation’s Governors,
and now the U.S. Congress, hope we will accomplish as a nation by the year 2000.
Some states and communities have adopted the original goals, others have adapted
them to their own circumstances. Neither the Goals 2000 Act nor any other federal
legislation requires states to adopt or implement the National Education Goals as a
condition of receiving federal funding.

° The National Education Goals are not mandates, and there are no enforcement or
compliance ‘monitoring mechanisms written into law.

Title II: National Education Reform Leadershlp, Standards, and
Assessments

e The bipartisan National Education Goals panel, was originally created by President
Bush and the nation’s governors in 1990 to monitor the nation’s progress toward the
National Education Goals. The Goals Panel is comprised of eight Governors, four
state legislators, four members of Congress, the Secretary of Education and the
Pre51dent s Domestic Policy Advisor.



¢  The National Education Standards and Improvement Council is made up of a
" bipartisan, broad base of citizens, employees, and educators, to examine and certify
voluntary national and state standards submitted on a voluntary basis by states and
organizations working on particular academic subjects.

- (NOTE: Despite the carefully delineated authority provided to NESIC under the
Goals 2000 Act, concerns have been raised about any certification of standards.
Upon recommendation of the National Education Goals Panel on January 28, 1995,
the Secretary of Education has asked the President not to appoint NESIC. Legislation
has passed in the House and is pending in the Senate to eliminate NESIC.) .

° This title also authorizes grants to support the development of voluntary student
~ assessment systems aligned to state standards, and for the development of model
opportunity-to-learn standards. Funds have not been available for the development of
model opportumty-to-leam standards. Nine assessment grants have been awarded to a
total of twenty-five states to develop or field test new student assessment systems
aligned to high standards. Co :

Title III State and Local Education Improvement

For first-year funding, states submitted a brief application that described how a broad-based
citizen panel will develop a plan to improve schools. States have the option to use plans that
already have been developed. The application also described how subgrants were to be made
for local educanon nnprovement and better teacher preservice and continuing professional -
development. : .

Broad-Based Citizen Involvement in State Improvement Efforts

@ The Governor and the Chief State School Officer each appoint half the members of a
broad-based school improvement panel. This panel is comprised of teachers,
principals, administrators, parents, representatives of business, labor, and higher
education, and members of the public, as well as the chair of the state board of
education and the chau's of the appmpnate authonzmg commmees of the state
legislature. .

®  States that already have a broad-based panel in place that has made substantial progress
in developing a education improvement plan may request that the Secretary of
Education recogmze the ex1stmg panel.

Comprehensive Improvement Plan Geared to High Standards of Achievement

®  The State Planning :Panel is responsible for developing a comprehensive. reform plan.
The plan must be approved by the state education agency and be consistent with state



law.

States with improvement plans already in place will not have to develop new plans for
Goals 2000. The U.S. Secretary of Education may approve plans, or portions of plans,

~ already adopted by the state. To date, six states have submitted preexisting plans:

Kentucky, Massachusetts, Ohio, Utah, Michigan, and Oregon All these plans have
been approved.

In order to receive Goals 2000 funds after the first year, states submit their school
improvement plan or an application that indicates they have made substantial progress
in its plan development.

A peer review panel is brought together to review the state improvement plans. This
panel, comprised of non-federal educators, employers, parents, and state and local
officials, offers guidance to ‘states and recommends to the Secretary of Educanon
whether the education unprovement plan should be approved ~

The purpose of reviewing and approvmg state education reform plans is to ensure that
federal funds are mvested only in state education reforrns thh a reasonable chance of
success.

As of Novefnber 14A 1995, fourteen states have snbmitted and had their education
improvement plans approved. No state has had their plan rejected, nor has any state
been reqmred to modlfy its plan.

In general, the plans address:

Strategies for the development or adoption of student academic standards, assessments,
and plans for improving the preparation and advanced professional training of teachers.

Strategies to involve parents and the community in helping all students meet .
challenging state standards and to promote grass-roots, bottom-up involvement in
educatlon -

Strategles for ensuring that all local educational agencies and schools in the state are

involved in developmg and implementing needed nnprovements

Strategies for unproved management and governance and for promoting accountability
for results, flexibility, sne—based management and other pnncxples of high-performance
management. ~

Stfategles for providing all students an. oppoﬁumty to learn at higher academic levels.
While these strategies have to be outlined i in the plan the implementation of the
strategies is voluntary. Q



Strategies for assisting local educational agencies and schools to meet the needs of school-
age students who have dropped out of school. '

- Strategies for bringing technology into the classroom to increase learning.

Funds are also available to states to support the development of a state technology plan, to be
1ntegrated with the overall reform plan.

Broad-Based Involvement in Local Education Improvement Efforts

Each local school district, applying to the state for Goals 2000 funds will be asked to
develop a broad consensus regarding a local improvement plan. :

Local districts encourage and assist schools in developing and implementing
improvements that best meet the particular needs of the schools. . The local plan would
1nclude strategles for ensuring that students meet higher acadermc standards.

All of these strategres focus on improving student achrevement Decisions regarding
the content of curriculum, assessments, and social services remain local decisions.

~ Section 318 of the Act spec1ﬁcally prohibits federal mandates direction and control of

education.

‘Waivers and Flexrbrhty

States with approved Goals 2000 plans may request from the Secretary of Education
waivers of statutory and regulatory requirements in most other federal education
programs, if these requirements interfere with implementation of the state’s approach to

_ education improvement. Local school districts and individual schools working on

education improvement may similarly request waivers through their state regardless of -
whether they recerve goals 2000 funds.

Certam requlrements such as the allocatlon of funds to school dlstrxcts and certain
laws, such as civil rights and special education laws, may not be waived.

Up to six states will participate in the “Ed-Flex Demonstration Program,” in which the
Secretary of Education delegates his waiver authority to the state education agency.
This permits state officials to waive federal requirements for local school districts and
schools if they unpede educatlon reform efforts :

To date, Oregon, Massachusetts Kansas, and Ohio have been selected as Ed Flex -
states. . a

Prior to the enactment of Goals 2000, no U.S. Secretary of Education had the authority



to waive any statutory or regulatory requirements for any reason.

Timetable and Funding

In 1994, $105 million was appropriated for Goals 2000. Congress appropriated $372
million for 1995. The Senate Appropriations Committee has proposed.$310 million for
1996 while the House of Representatives eliminated funding for Goals 2000. The
President has stated that he w111 veto any bill that substantrally reduces funding for
education.

Goals 2000 funds are avallable to states on a formula basrs Attached is a chart with

- the state funding levels for 1994 and 1995. -

During the first year of participation, at least 60 percent of each state’s funds were A
awarded to local school districts. Seventy-five percent of those funds went directly to
schools.

During years 2-5, at least 90 percent of each state s funds will be awarded to school

" districts. At least 85 percent of those funds are awarded to schools.

Title IV. Parental Assistance -

This title creates parental information and resource centers to increase parents’
knowledge about child-rearing and to strengthen partnershlps between parents and
educators in meeting the educational needs of chlldren

Local non-profit agencies serving parents are eligible to receive funds to establish
parent resource centers. These grants are awarded independent of state participation in
Title IIT of Goals 2000. Agencies in states not participating in Goals 2000 can and
have received grants under this title. Theu' act1v1t1es are not necessarily related to the
state’s Goals 2000 activities.

Twenty-eight parent resource centers were. funded by the U S Departrnent of
Education in 1995. - - ‘ »

Title V. National Skill Standards Board

This title creates a National Skill Standards Board to support the development and
adoption of voluntary occupational skill standards and certification. The Board is
responsible for identifying major occupations in the U.S. to facilitate voluntary -
partnerships to develop skill standards for each occupation. The Board will endorse

- those skill standards submitted by the partnerships that meet certain criteria.



Other Provisions Contained in PL 103-227, but not related to Goals 2000

" Title VI. International Education Program

®  This title authorxzes mternatlonal exchangc activities desngned to promote democracy
‘and free market economies. Through grants or contracts awarded by the Secretary,

curricula and teacher professional development programs in civics and economics
developed in the United States are made available to eligible countries in Central and

Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. Two grants were awarded in 1995 one

focusing on civics educauon the other on €CONnOMmics educanon

Title VIL  Safe Schools

®  Title VII creates the Safe Schools Act of 1994, which provides funds to help “local
school districts achieve Goal Six of the National Education Goals. Nineteen grants
were awarded in 1995, to help schools develop programs to address drugs and violence.

Title VIIL Minority-focused Civics Education

®  This title authorizes thc award of grants for seminars in American government and
civics for elementary and secondary school teachers and other educators who work with
minority and Native American students. The program consists of summer institutes
followed by inservice training programs during the acadermc year. No funds have
‘been made available for tlus title.

~ Title IX. Educational Reséarch and Improvement 1'

~®  This title, the “Educational Research, Development, Dissemination, and Improvement
Act,” reauthorizes the Department’s research and dissemination unit. It establishes five
research institutes, an office for reform assistance, the National Library of Education, a
research policies and priorities board, and administrative structures to support them.
This title does not directly relate to Goals 2000.

Title X , MiscellaneOus .

®  Sections in this title include authorization for a study on how well students with
disabilities are represented in school improvement efforts funded under Goals 2000.
The title also contains other provisions unrelated to. Goals 2000

11/29/95
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Goals 2000 - Titie {1l

State

TOTAL, 52 STATES:

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

" IOWA
KANSAS .
KENTUCKY

" LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND o
MASSACHUSETTS -

' MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW.HAMPSHIRE
NEW.JERSEY
NEW.MEXICO
NEW.YORK

NORTH.CAROLINA
NORTH.DAKOTA
OHIO

OKLAHOMA
OREGON

" PENNSYLVANIA

RHODE.ISLAND

SOUTH.CAROLINA

SOUTH.DAKOTA

TENNESSEE

TEXAS

UTAH

VERMONT

VIRGINIA

WASHINGTON

WEST.VIRGINIA

WISCONSIN

WYOMING

DISTRICT.OF.COLUMBIA

PUERTO.RICO '

FY 1994
Final
AHotmont

$91,480,000

1,604,625
460,574

1,364,600

993,175

10,514,198 .

1,086,789
962,265
406,278

4022211

2,358,215
417,745
458,232

4,138,448

1,737,392
888,162
865,991

1,479,642

2,064,025
506,617

1,450,703

1,884,961

3,622,852

1,389,913

1,361,751

1,694,086

449,712
568,280
410,679

0

2,445,502
742,764

7,166,140

2,060,116
406,852

3,711,499

© 1,155,879

1,048,333

4,070,640
442,901

1,276,721
427,589

1,680,252

7,286,644
710,199

407,301 .

0
1,583,754
779,620
1,685,573
370,640
477,300
2,381,661

FY 1995
Final
Allotment

$358,251,300

$5.941,766
1,547,345
5,450,582
3,650,495
42,111,705
4,288,514
3,460,756
1,291,544
15,861,034
8,959,402
- 1,381,641
1,568,397
15,992,571
6,557,145
3,219,618
3,193,916
5.775,274
7.968,128
1,647,540
5,379,938
6,990,859
14,371,488
5,377,078
5,094,972
6,525,935
1,560,150
1,986,104
1,419,052
1,290,294
8.792,536
2,782,261
27,112,295
7,745,087
1,340,576
14,833,684
4,396,613
4,012,392
15,529,194
1,480,004
4,710,359
1,412,549
6,387,802
29,228,278
2,587,039
1,272,847
6,658,924
. 6,328,974
2,799,259
6,582,007
1,262,907 '
1,523,409
9,608,968



" Goals 2000: Educate America Act
Legislative Summary
Overview - :

The Goals 2000 Act, signed into law March 31, 1994, provides resources to states
and communities as they work to improve student academic achievement. States and
communities are using Goals 2000 funds to provide quality-professional development
for teachers, expand the use of computers in classrooms, raise academic standards,
and increase parental and community involvement in education.

Components of the "Goals 2000: Educate America Act"
Title I: The National Education Goals |

. This title formalizes in law the original six National Education Goals. These goals
' concern: readiness for school; increased school graduation rates; student academic
achievement and citizenship; mathematics and science performance; adult literacy; and
safe, disciplined, and drug-free schools. The Act adds two new goals that encourage
parental participation and improved professional development for teachers. '

® . These goals are symbolic expressions of what the President, the nation’s Governors,
and now the U.S. Congress, hope we will accomplish as a nation by the year 2000.
Some states and communities have adopted the original goals, others have adapted
them to their own circumstances. Neither the Goals 2000 Act nor any other federal
legislation.requires states to adopt or implement the National Education Goals as a
condition of receiving federal funding.

° The National Education Goals are riot mandates, and there are no enforcement or
compliance monitoring mechanisms written into law.

Title I: National Education Reform Leadership, Standards, and
o Assessments

° The bipartisan National Education Goals panel, was originally created by President
Bush and the nation’s governors in 1990 to monitor the nation’s progress toward the
National Education Goals. The Goals Panel is comprised of eight Governors, four
state legislators, four members of Congress, the Secretary of Education and the
President’s Domestic Policy Advisor. ‘



L The National Education Standards and Improvement Council is made up of a
~ bipartisan, broad base of citizens, employees, and educators, to examine and certify
* voluntary national and state standards submitted on a voluntary basis by states and
organizations working on particular academic subjects. . ;

(NOTE: Despite the carefully delineated authority provided to NESIC under the

Goals 2000 Act, concerns have been raised about any certification of standards.

Upon recommendation of the National Education Goals Panel on January 28, 1995,
+.the Secretary of Education has asked the President not to appoint NESIC. Legislation
. has passed in the House and is pending in the Senate to eliminate NESIC.)

L This title also authorizes grants to support the development of voluntary student
‘ assessment systems aligned to state standards, and for the development of model
opportunity-to-learn standards. Funds have not been available for the development of
model opportunity-to-learn standards. Nine assessment grants have been awarded to a
total of twenty-five states to develop or field test new student assessment systems
-aligned to high standards. : ~ :

Title III: State and Local Education Improvement

For ﬁrst-year fundmg, states submitted a brief application that described how a broad-based -
citizen panel will develop a plan to improve schools.” States have the option to use plans that
already have been developed. The application also described how subgrants were to be made
for local education improvement and better teacher preser\qce and continuing professxonal
development. :

Broad-Based Citizen Involvement in State Improvement Efforts

® The Governor and the Chlef State School Officer each appoint half the mernbers of a
* broad-based school improvement panel. This panel is comprised of teachers,
principals, administrators, parents, representatives of business, labor, and higher
education, and members of the public, as well as the chair of the state board of
education and the chairs of the appropnate authonz:mg committees of the state
legislature.

®  States that already have a broad-based panel in place that has made substantial progress
in developing a education improvement plan may request that the Secretary of
Education recognize the existing panel. -

Comprehensive Improv_ement Plan Geared to ngh Standards of Achievement

®  The State Planning Pa.nel is responsible for developing a comprehensive reform plan.
The plan must be approved by the state education agency and be consistent with state



faw.

States with improvementvplans already in place will not have to develop new plans for

Goals 2000. The U.S. Secretary of Education may approve plans, or portions of plans,
already adopted by the state. To date, six states have submitted preexisting plans:
Kentucky, Massachusetts, Ohio, Utah, Michigan, and Oregon. All these plans have
been approved. : .

In order to receive Goals 2000 funds after the first year, states submit their school
improvement plan or an application that indicates they have made substantial progress
in its plan development

A peer review panel is brought together to review the state improvement plans. This .
panel, comprised of non-federal educators, employers, parents, and state and local
officials, offers guidance to states and recommends to the Secretary of Education
whether the education improvement plan should be approved. :

- The purpose of reviewing and approving state education reform plans is to ensure that

federal funds are invested only in state education reforms with a reasonable chance of
success. : o

As of Novefnber 14, 1995, fourteen states have submitted and had their education |
improvement plans approved. No state has had their plan rejected, nor has any state
been required to modify its plan.

In general, the plans address: =

Strategies for the development or adoption of student academic standards, assessments,
and plans for improving the preparation and advanced professional training of teachers.

Strategies to involve parents and the community in helping all students meet
challenging state standards and to promote grass-roots, bottom-up mvolvement in
educatlon :

Strategies for ensuring that all local educational agencies and SChools in the state are

involved in developing and implementing necded improvements.

Strategies for improved management and governance, and for- promoting accountability
for results, flexibility, site-based management, and other principles. of high-performance
management.

Strategies for providing all students an cjpportunity to learn at higher academic levels.
While these strategies have to be outlined in the plan, the unplementanon of the
strategies is voluntary. »



+

Strategies for assxsung local educational agencies and schools to meet the needs of school-
- age students who have dropped out of school. ‘ -

Strategles for bnngmg technology 1nto the classroom to increase learmng

| Funds are also available to states to support the development of a state technology plan to be

1ntegrated with the overall reform plan

Broad-Based Involvement in Local Education Improvement Efforts

Each local school district, applying to the state for Goals 2000 funds wxll be asked to
develop a broad consensus regardmg a local unprovement plan <

Local districts encourage and assist schools in developing and unplementing
improvements that best meet the particular needs of the schools. The: local plan would

- include strategtes for ensunng that students meet htgher academlc standards.

All of these strategles foeus on improving student achlevement Decxslons regardmg
the content of curriculum, assessments, and social services remain local decisions.
Section 318 of the Act spec1ﬁcally prohibits federal mandates dtrectlon and control of
education. » : .

Waivers and Flexibility

States with approved Goals 2000 plans may request from the Secretary. of Education
waivers of statutory and regulatory requirements in most other federal education
programs, if these requirements interfere with implementation of the state’s approach to
education improvement. Local school districts and individual schools working on
education improvement may similarly request waivers through their state regardless of
whether they receive goals 2000 funds.

Certam requxrements, such as the allocatlon of funds to school districts, and certain
laws, such as civil rights and special education laws, may not be waived.

Up to six states will participate in the “Ed-Flex Demonstration Program,” in which the -
Secretary of Education delegates his waiver authority to the state education agency.
This permits state officials to waive federal requirements for local school districts and

‘schools if they -impede education reform efforts.

To date, Oregon, Massachusetts Kansas and Ohio have been selected as Ed Flex
states. r . . .

Prior to the enactment of Goals 2000, no U.S. Secretary of Education had the authority



' to waive any statutory or regulatory requirements for any reason.

Timetable and Funding

In 1994, $105 million was appropriated for Goals 2000. ‘Congress appropriated $372
million for 1995. The Senate Appropriations Committee has proposed $310 million for
1996 while the House of Representatives eliminated funding for Goals 2000. The -
President has stated that he will veto any bill that substantially reduces fundmg for
education.

- Goals 2000 funds are available Atb"states on a formula basis.f ‘Attached is a chart with

the state funding levels for 1994 and 1995.

During the first year of parficipation, at least 60 percent of each state’s funds were
awarded to local school districts. Seventy-five percent of those funds went directly to
schools. :

During years 2-5, at least 90 peréént of each state’s funds will be awarded to school
districts. At least 85 percent of those funds are awarded to schools.

Title IV, Parental Assistanée

This title creates parental information and resource centers to increase parents’
" knowledge about child-rearing and to strengthen partnerships between parents and

educators in meeting the educatlonal needs of children.

Local non-profit agencies serving parents are eligible to receive funds to establish
parent resource centers. These grants are awarded mdependent of state participation in
Title III of Goals 2000. Agencies in states not participating in Goals 2000 can and
have received grants under this title. Their activities are not necessarily related to the
state’s Goals 2000 activities.

Twenty-eight parent resource centers were funded by the U S. Department of
Education in 1995 «

Title V. National Skill Standards Board

This title creates a National Skill Standards Board to support the development and
adoption of voluntary occupational skill standards and certification. The Board is
responsible for identifying major occupations in the U.S. to facilitate voluntary
partnerships to develop skill standards for each occupation. The Board will endorse

those skill standards submitted by the partnerships that meet certain criteria.



Title

- Title

- Other Provisions Contained in PL 103-227, but not related to Goals 2000

VI. International Education Program

This title authorizes international exchange activities designed to promote democracy
and free market economies. Through grants or contracts awarded by the Secretary,
curricula and teacher. professional development programs in civics and economics
developed in the United States are made available to eligible countries in Central and
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. Two grants were awarded in 1995, one
focusing on civics education, the other on economics education.

VIL Safe Schools
Title VII creates the Safe Schools Act of 1994, which provides funds to help locél

school districts achieve Goal Six of the National Education Goals. Nineteen grants
were awarded in 1995 to help schools develop programs to address drugs and violence.

Title VIII. Minority-focused Civics Education |

Title

This title authorizes the award of grants for seminars in American government and
civics for elementary and secondary school teachers and other educators who work with
minority and Native American students. The program consists of summer institutes
followed by inservice training programs durmg the academic year. No funds have

'been made available for this title. .

IX. Edﬁcational Research and,lmprovément _

This title, the “Educational Research, Development, Dissemination, and Improvement
Act,” reauthorizes the Department’s research and dissemination unit. It establishes five
research institutes, an office for reform assistance, the National Library of Education, a

- research policies and priorities board, and administrative structures to support them

Title

This title does not directly relate to Goals 2000.

X. Miscellaneous

Sections in this title include authorization for a study on how well students with

. disabilities are represented in school improvement efforts funded under Goals 2000.

~ The title also contains other provnslons unrelated to Goals 2000
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Goals 2000 - Title It

State
TOTAL, 52 STATES:

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA _
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA

HAWAII
[DAHO
JILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND

MASSACHUSETTS -

MICHIGAN

- MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW.HAMPSHIRE
NEW.JERSEY
NEW.MEXICO |
NEW.YORK
NORTH.CAROLINA
NORTH.DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
RHODE.ISLAND
SOUTH.CAROLINA
SOUTH.DAKOTA
" TENNESSEE
TEXAS

UTAH

VERMONT
VIRGINIA -
WASHINGTON
WEST.VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING

DISTRICT.OF.COLUMBIA

PUERTO.RICO

FY 1994
Final
Allotment

$91,480,000

1,604,625
460,574
1,364,600
993,175
10,514,198
" 1,086,789
962,265
406,278
4,022,211
2,358,215
417,745
458,232
4,138,448
1,737,392
888,162
865,991
1,479,642
2,064,025
506,617
1,450,703

1,884,961

3,622,852
1,389,913
1,361,751

1,694,086

449,712
568,280
410,679
0
2,445,502
742,764
7,166,140

2,060,116

406,852
3,711,499
©.1,155,879
1,048,333
4,070,640
442,901
1,276,721
427,589
1,680,252
7,286,644
710,199
407,301

0

1,583,754
779,620
1,685,573
370,640
477,300

2,381,661

FY 1998
Final
Allotment

$358,251,300

$5.941,766
1,547,345
5,450,582
3,650,495
42,111,705
4.288,514
3,460,756

- 1,291,544
15,861,034
8,959,402
1,381,641
1,568,397
15,882,571
6,557,145
3.219.618
3,193,916

- 5,775,274

7,968,128
1,647,540
5,379,938
6,990,859
14,371,488
5,377,078
5,094,972
6,525,935
1,560,150
1,986,104
1,419,052
1,290,294
8,792,536
2,782,261 .
27,112,295
7,745,087
1,340,576
14,833,684
4,396,613
. 4,012,392
15,529,194
1,480,004
4,710,359
1,412,549
6.387,802
29,228,278
2,587,039
1,272,847
6,658,924
6,328,974
2,799,259
6,582,097
1,262,907
1,523,409
9,608,968



Goals 2000: Educate America Act

Legislative Summary
Overview

The Goals 2000 Act, signed into law March 31, 1994, provides resources to states
- and communities as they work to improve student academic achievement. States and
~ communities are using Goals 2000 funds to provide quality professwnal development

for teachers, expand the use of computers in classrooms, raise academic standards,

and increase parental and community involvement in education.

Components of the "Goals 2000: Educate America Act"
Title I: The National Education Goals

® This title formalizes in law the original six National Education Goals. These goals
concern: readiness for school; increased school graduation rates; student academic
achievement and citizenship; mathematics and science performance; adult literacy; and
~ safe, disciplined, and drug-free schools. The Act adds two new goals that encourage
. parental participation and unproved profess1onal development for teachers. ’

® These goals are symbolic expressions of what the President, the nation’s Governors,
and now the U.S. Congress, hope we will accomplish as a nation by the year 2000.
Some states and communities have adopted the original goals, others have adapted
them to their own circumstances.. Neither the Goals 2000 Act nor any other federal
legislation reqmres states to adopt or unplement the National Education Goals as a
condition of recelvmg federal fundmg

L The Natlonal Educanon Goals are not mandates, and there are no enforcement or
compliance monitoring mechanisms wrltten into law. o

Title II National Education Reform Leadershnp, Standards, and
Assessments -

. The bipartisan National Education Goals panel, was originally created by President
Bush and the nation’s governors in 1990 to monitor the nation’s progress toward the
National Education Goals. The Goals Panel is comprised of eight Governors, four
state legislators, four members of Congress, the Secretary of Education and the

- President’s Domestic Policy Advisor.. '



" The National Education Standards and Improvement Council is made up of a
bipartisan, broad base of citizens, employees, and educators, to examine and certify
voluntary national and state standards submitted on a voluntary basis by states and
organizations working on particular academlc subjects

(NOTE: Desprte the carefully delineated authorlty provided to NESIC' under the |
Goals 2000 Act, concerns have been raised about any certification of standards.

~ Upon recommendation of the National Education Goals Panel on January 28, 1995,

the Secretary of Education has asked the President not to appoint NESIC. Legislation
has passed in the House and is pending in the Senate to eliminate NESIC.) '

This title also authorizes grants to support the development.of voluntary student
assessment systems aligned to state standards, and for the development of model
opportunity-to-learn standards. Funds have not been available for the development of
model opportunity-to-learn standards. Nine assessment grants have been awarded to a
total of twenty-five states to develop or field test new student assessment systems
aligned to high standards

~

Title III: State and Local Education Improvement,

For first-year funding, states submitted a brief application that described how a broad-based
citizen panel will develop a plan to improve schools. States have the option to use plans that
already have been developed. The application also described how subgrants were to be made
for local education lmprovement and better teacher preservrce and continuing professional
development

| Broad Based Cltlzen Involvement in State Improvement Efforts

The Governor and the Chief State School Officer each appomt half the members of a
broad-based school improvement panel This panel is comprised of teachers, ‘
principals, administrators, parents, representatives of business, labor, and htgher
education, and members of the public, as well as the chair of the state board of
education and .the chairs of the approprrate authorizing committees of the state

~ legislature.

States that already have a broad-based panel in place that has made substantial progress
in developing a education improvement plan may request that the Secretary of
Educatlon recognize the exrstmg panel

Comprehensive Improvement Plan Geared to High‘ Standerds of Achievement

The State Planning Panel is responsible for devetoping'a eomprehensive reform plan.

" The plan must be approved by the state education agency and be consistent with state


http:development.of

law.

States with improvement plans already in place will not have to develop new plans for
Goals 2000. The U.S. Secretary of Education may approve plans, or portions of plans,
already adopted by the state. To date, six states have submitted preexisting plans:
Kentucky, Massachusetts, Ohio, Utah, Michigan, and Oregon All these plans have
been approved. .

In order to receive Goals 2000 funds after the first year, states submit their school
improvement plan or an application that indicates they have made substantlal progress
in its plan development

A peer review panel is brought together to review the state improvement plans. This
panel, comprised of non-federal educators, employers, parents, and state and local
officials, offers guidance to states and recommends to the Secretary of Educatlon
whether the education improvement plan should be approved.

The purpose of reviewing and approvmg state educatlon reform plans is to ensure that
federal funds are mvested only in state education reforms with a reasonable chance of
success.

As of Ndvefnber 14, 1995, fourteen states have submitted and had their education
improvement plans approved. No state has had their plan rejected, nor has any state
been required to modify its plan. '

In general, the plans address:

Strategies for the development or adoption of student academic standards, assessments,
and. plans for improving the preparation and advanced professional training of teachers.

Strategies to involve parents and the community in helping all students meet:

challenging state standards and to promote grass -roots, bottom -up involvement in
education. , : :

Strategies for ensuring that all local educational agencies and schools in the state are

involved in developing and implementing needed improvements.

Strategies for improved management and governance, and for promoting accountability

for results, flexibility, site-based management, and other principles of high-performance
management.

Strategies for providing all students an opportunity to learn at higher academic levels.
While these strategies have to be outlined in the plan the implementation of the

' strateg1es is voluntary



Strategies for assmtmg local edueatlonal agencies and schools to meet the needs of school-
age students who have dropped out of sehool

Strategles for brmgmg teehnology into the classroorn to increase learning.

Funds are also available to states to support the development of a state technology plan, to be
mtegrated with the overall reform plan.

‘ Broad Based Involvement in Local Education Improvement Efforts

' Each local school district, applying to the state for Goals 2000 funds w1ll be asked to .

develop a broad consensus regardmg a local tmprovement plan.

Local dlStI‘lCtS encourage and assist schools in developmg and unplementmg

improvements that best meet the particular needs of the schools. The local plan would

include strateg1es for ensuring that students meet hxgher academic standards.

All of these strategies focus on unprovmg student achlevement "Decisions regarding
the content of curriculum, assessments, and social services remain local decisions.
Section 318 of the Act spec1ﬁcally prohlbrts federal mandates d1rect1on and control of

education.

Waivers and Flexibility -

States with approved Goals 2000 plans may request from the Secretary of Education
waivers of statutory and regulatory requirements in most other federal education

programs, if these requirements interfere with implementation of the state’s approach to
- education improvement. Local school districts and individual schools working on

education improvement may similarly request waivers through their state regardless of -
whether they receive goals 2000 funds. : :

Certain requu'ements such as the allocation of funds to school dlstncts and certam
laws, such as civil rights and special education laws, may not be waived.

Up to six states will participate in the “Ed-Flex Demonstration Program,” in which the
Secretary of Education delegates his waiver authority to the state education agency.
This permits state officials to waive federal requirements for local school districts and
schools if they impede education reform efforts.

To date Oregon Massachusetts Kansas, and Ohio have beén selected as Ed Flex
states.’ : .

Prior to the enactment of Goals 2000, no U.S. Secretary of Edncatlon had the authority



to waive any statutory or regulatory requirements for any reason.

Timetable and Fuhding

In 1994, $105 million was appropriated for Goals 2000. Congress appropriated $372
million for 1995. The Senate Appropriations Committee has proposed $310 million for
1996 while the House of Representatives eliminated funding for Goals 2000. The
President has stated that he will veto any bill that substantially reduces funding for
education. :

Goals 2000 funds are available to states on a formula basis. Attached i 1s a chart with
the state funding levels for 1994 and 1995.

During the first year of participation at least 60 percent of each state’s‘ funds were
awarded to local school dnstncts Seventy-five percent of those funds went directly to

- schools.

Title

Title

During years 2-5, at least 90 percent of each state’s funds will be awarded to school
districts. At least 85 percent of those funds are awarded to schools.

IV. Parental Assistance
This title creates parental information and resource centers to increase parents’

knowledge about child-rearing and to strengthen partnerships between parents and
educators in meeting the educational needs of chxldren

- Local non-profit agencies .servmg parents are ellglble to receive funds to establish

parent resource centers. These grants are awarded independent of state participation in
Title I of Goals 2000. Agencies in states not participating in Goals 2000 can and
have received grants under this title. Their activities are not necessarily related to the
state’s Goals 2000 activities. ‘

Twenty-eight parent resource centers were funded by the U. S Department of
Education in 1995. ,
V. National Skill Standards Board

This title creates a National Skill Standards Board to support the develo'pment and
adoption of voluntary occupational skill standards and certification. The Board is

“responsible for identifying major occupations in the U.S. to facilitate voluntary

partnerships to develop skill standards for each occupation. The Board will endorse
those skill standards submitted by the partnerships that meet certain criteria.



Other Provisions Contained in PL 103-227, but not related to Goals 2000

Title V1. International Education Program

®  This title authorizes international exchange activities designed to promote democracy
and free market economies. Through grants or contracts awarded by the Secretary,
curricula and teacher professional development programs in civics and economics
developed in the United States are made available to eligible countries in Central and
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. Two grants were awarded in 1995, one
focusing on civics education, ‘the other on economlcs education.

Title VIL.  Safe Schools

® Title VII creates the Safe Schools Act of 1994, which provides funds to help local
school districts achieve Goal Six of the National Education Goals. Nineteen grants
were awarded in 1995 to help schools develop programs to address drugs and violence.

Title VIII. hﬁnority-focuseﬂ Civics Education

®  This title authorizes the award of grants for seminars in American government and
civics for elementary and secondary school teachers and other educators who work with
minority and Native American students, The program consists of summer institutes
followed by inservice training programs during the academic year. No funds have
been made available for this tltle :

Title IX. Educational Research and Improvement

®  This title, the “Educational Research, Development, Dissemination, and Improvement
Act,” reauthorizes the Department’s research and dissemination unit. It establishes five
research institutes, an office for reform assistance, the National Library of Education, a-
research policies and priorities board, and administrative structures to support them.
This title does not directly relate to Goals 2000.

- Title X. Miscellaneous

®  Sections in this title include authorization for a study on how well students with
disabilities are represented in school improvement efforts funded under Goals 2000.
The title also contains other provnslons unrelated to Goals 2000.
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Goals 2000 - Title 11l

State

TOTAL, 52 STATES:

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
FLORIDA -
GEORGIA
- HAWAI
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
-MAINE -
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS -
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW.HAMPSHIRE
NEW.JERSEY
NEW.MEXICO
NEW.YORK
NORTH.CAROLINA
~ NORTH.DAKOTA
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
RHODE.ISLAND
SQUTH.CAROLINA
SOUTH.DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST.VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
DISTRICT.OF.COLUMBIA
PUERTO.RICO

FY 1984
Final
Allotment

$91,480,000

1,604,625

460,574
1,364,600
993,175

10,514,198

1,086,789

962,265

406,278
4,022,211
2,358,215
417,745
458,232
4,138,448
1,737,392
888,162
865,991
1,479,642

2,064,025
506,617

1,450,703
1,884,961
3,622,852
1,389,913

1,361,751

1,694,086
449,712
568,280
410,679
0
2,445,502
742,764
7,166,140
2,060,116
406,852
3,711,499
1,155,879
1,048,333
4,070,640
442,901
1,276,721
427,589
1,680,252
7,286,644
710,199
407,301
0
1,583,754
779,620
1,686,573
370,640
477,300

2,381,661

%

- FY 1985
Final
Allotment

$358,251,300

$5,941,766
1,547,345
. 5,450,582
3,650,495
42,111,705
4,288,514
3,460,756
1,291,544
15,861,034
8,959,402
1,381,641
1,568,397
15,992,571
6,557,145
13,219,618
3193916
_ 5775274
7,968,128
1,647,540
5,379,938
6,990,859
14,371,488
5,377,078
5,094,972
6.525,935
1,560,150
1,986,104
1,419,052
1,290,294
8,792,536
2,782,261
27,112,295
7,745,087
11,340,576
14,833,684
4,396,613
4,012,392
15,529,194
1,480,004
4,710,359
1,412,549
6,367,802
29,228,278
2,587,039
1,272,847
6,658,924
6.328,974
2,799,259
6,582,097
1,262,907
1,523,409
9,608,968
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GOALS 2000: Supporting State and Local Strategies to Improve Student Achievement .

To fully appreciate the depth of reform called for in Goals 2000, it helps to examine a couple
of states that launched similar efforts prior to the enactment of the Act. In both Maryland
and Kentucky — after six years of sustained effort and comxmtment to high standards -
students are showmg achlevement gams

In 1990, the Kentucky State I.eg1slature passed the comprehensive. Kentucky Education

. Reform Act. A central part of the Act is high standards for all students: each strategy is tied

to achieving -high standards so that-all activities complement and reinforce one another. For
example, a curriculum framework provides schools the tools to develop a curriculum based
on the state’s high standards as well as assessments to measure student progress.

New state assessments t:ed to hlgh standards have been de51gned and in place since 1992.
Every year, students, educators, and policymakers are held accountable for student learning
through a school performance reporting system that includes rewards for outstanding schools .
and interventions for low performing ones -- ranging from technical assistance to state
takeover. At the same time, schools have been given greater autonomy and. authority to
manage themselves through school-based decision making councils that include teachers,
parents and community members. o '

A new financing system brought greater equity across districts. Teachers now get more
trammg to teach to high standards, and schools have greater access to educational technology
&m their classrooms. Also, more students enter school ready to learn due to expanded
preschool programs, family resource centers, and extended school services for those who
need additional support to achieve high standards. Kentucky has targeted its Goals 2000
funds toward accelerating local reforms with a parncular emphasis on strengthening parent
involvement in schools. : :

Comprehensive reform is beginning to pay off in Kentucky. - Students are showing gains in
academic achievement. The state’s 4th, 8th, and 12th graders made substantial improvement
on the 1993-94 state assessment and continued improvement on the 1994-95 assessment, with
the most dramatic gains experienced by 4th graders. In all grades, the percentage of students -
performing at the proficient/distinguished level in mathematics, reading, science, and social
studies increased over time. In grade 4 the average of the scores across all subjects tested

_ rose from 24 in 1993 to 38 points in 1995, on a scale from O to 140. In reading, the
percentage of 4th graders scoring at the proﬁment/dlsungmshed level increased from 8% in

1993 to 30% m-1995 5

~ Similarly, Mﬂryland launched a comprehenswe reform effort -- Schools for Success -- after
the National' Education Summit in 1989.. The comerstone of Maryland’s reform effort is its
accountability system that establishes high standards for student achievement and related
statewide assessments of student progress. toward meetmg the high standards. Over 3,000
teachers have been involved in designing and scoring test items for grades 3, 5, and 8 as part
of the Maryland School Performance Assessment Program (MSPAP). Every year the state
reports school progress along such indicators as student achievement in relation to the state’s
standards and school attendance and dropout rates. Low performing schools receive such ~ /
interventions as training, consultations and grants, and, if performance does not improve, can ‘
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ulnmately face reconstitution which may mvolve changmg a school’s admlmstratlon staff,
organization, and/or instructional program.

The state has also developed curricular frameworks in subject areas that are designed to
assist administrators and teachers in planning, developing, and implementing local curricula
and- assessments that support the achievement of state standards. Schools are now governed
by School Improvement Teams -- comprised of the principal, school staff, parents, and
business and community members -- that develop and implement school-improvement plans
with objectives, strategies, and activities to achieve the state standards.

Maryland chose to use Goals 2000 to comprehensively review and refine its Schools for
Success initiative. A 54-member statewide planning panel -- co-chaired by a local educator

_and a business partner -- met for over a year to review current school reform activities, and
develop strategies to fill in gaps. In particular, Goals 2000 funds were used to make awards
to districts for local improvement initiatives, increase public involvement in education,
accelerate development of a high school performance assessment, and develop strategies to
improve educational technology throughout schools. '

Maryland reforms are also showing posmve results. In companson with 1994 state
assessment results, in 1995 52% more schools met or approached the standards for .
satisfactory performance at the third grade level. The number of schools similarly improving
has increased by 13% at the fifth grade level and by 32% at the 8th grade. Stldents have
also made gains: 40% of all students statemde met the state standards -- a 25% gain over
1993.8

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

‘Vermont’s Green Mountain Challenge’ |

Goals 2000 builds on Vermont's comprehensive reform effort — the Green Mountain Challenge —
that was launched in 1991. Vermont’s challenge is simply stated: high skills for every student, no
exceptions, no excuses. Recognizing that such a vision would require dramanc changm the state
has actively engaged citizens throughout Vermont in school improvement.

The Green Mountain Challenge calls for the development of world-class academic standards,
comprehensive assessments, and an education system that provides every student an opportunity to
meet the standards. In 1993 Vermont adopted the Common Core of Learning that describes 20
"vital results® (learning goals), after more than 4,000 Vermonters actively provided input. Work
is underway to develop a framework for curriculum and assessment that includes concrete
standards of performance as well as suggested types of learning experiences. Local districts will
determine how best to reach the state standards. Vermont also has an annual school report night
“when parents and community members are umted into schools for a presentation and discussion of
student performance. :

Goals 2000 has afforded Vermont an opportunity to review, assess, and improve its reform activity
to date. The state used Goals 2000 to target three areas of weakness in its education system:
dropout prevention, accountability, and local reform activity. The state designed a comprehensive
prevention program to reduce its dropout rate; It also developed a Framework of Standards and
Learning Opportunities, indicators to measure educational progress at the schoel, district, and state
levels. Now a report is available that compares all schools in Vermont on 24 indicators. Local
Goals 2000 grants have focused on developing and mplementmg school plans that support the

achievement of high standards by all students and address weak school indicators.
e e
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UNI’I‘ED S’I‘A’I‘ES DEPAR’I‘MENT OF EDUCATION
wasmmron DC 20202 )

Promotmg Flexnbthty to Support State and Commumty
Educatton Reform Efforts An Ovemew

“A. 'Waivers- from federal statutory and regulatory requtrements.

States school dtstrtcts and schools may now request waivers from the vast majortty of statutory,

. and regulatory requirements in the reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and
-. certain other federal education programs. The Department is prepared to work with your State

to remove federal requirements impeding your. ability to help all children reach challenging -
academic standards. States or school districts considering requesting waivers may contact Bill
Kincaid on the Department’s waiver assistance line, on (202) 401 7801 or 1- 800-USA LEARN |

~or they may contact the relevant program ofﬁce

B Ea‘-F!ex Demonstratron Program authonty for states to grant federal waivers.

The Goals 2000 Educate Amertca Act establishes an educattonal ﬂexxbtltty demonstratton
program (Ed-Flex program) under which the Secretary may delegate up 10 six State educational

. agencies (SEAs) the authority to waive certain Federal statutory or regulatory reqmrements
affecting the State, its districts and schools. To be eligible to apply for Ed- -Flex status. an SEA

must have an approved State improvement plan'under Goals 2000. In addition, the SEA must
waive its own related statutory or regulatory education requirements, while holding LEAs and
schools affected by the waivers accountable for the performance of thelr students

The Secretary is prepared to review Bd Flex applications as soon as they are reeelved and to
grant Ed-Flex waiver authority to a State whose application demonstrates substantial promise of .
a551stmg ‘that . State, its communities, and schools in carrying out comprehensive education
reform.  Those States desiring to participate in the program are encouraged to submit their
applications as soon as possible. Attachment A is an invitation for States to pamcxpate in Ed-
Flex. For addtttonal mformauon contact Tom Fagan on (202) 401-0039

C. Charter Schools Demonstrazton Program

The d'evelopment of public charter schools is an important new strategy to promote ‘local
innovation and results-based accountability in education. Because one of the greatest challenges’
facing charter school developers is getting started, the new Improving America’s Schools Act.
(IASA) provides start-up grants to public charter schools, in States with charter school laws, for
up to three years. Moreover, the Charter Schools program in the IASA gives the Secretary
broad authority to waive, for publtc charter schools most federal education laws and regulattons

’ @ ' Our mission is to ensure equal access Lo education ql‘ld to promote educational excetlence throughout the Nation,
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' _The Admtntstratron asked for $15 million to fund th1s grant program in FY 1995 and Congress |
~ appropriated $6 million. In addition to these funds, States can use funds under Goals 2000. the

IASA. and other federal programs to support the development and operations of charter schools.

Attachment B prov1des a descnpnon of. how States, and. charter schools may apply for these C
. funds. : o o

C D OIher prowszons promoung ﬂexzbtl:ry m the Improvmg Amenca ) Schoois Act

The Improvmg Amenca s Schools Aot of 1994 (IASA) which reauthonzed the Elementary and
Secondary Educanon Act (ESEA), -promotes new flexibility for comprehensivé .school reform

efforts in States, communities, and schools New opportumues for ﬂexrbtltty under the IASA

include the followmg
‘Sehoolwzde programs ’
~Title 1 srgmﬁcantly expands the number of schools eltgtble to become schoolwrde
programs. By the 1996 school year, schools with at least 50% low-income children will
- be eligible for schoolwide status, increasing ‘the total number of potennal schoolwrde
programs from 8 000 to 20 000 schools nanonwrde ~ ‘

L Moreover for the first time, these schools will be able to- combtne most of the1r federal

Afunds not-solely their Title I funds, to support schoolwide reform. In addition. they will

be free from most federal requirements. In return, these. schools will develop
comprehensive plans to improve teachmg and learning in thetr enttre school and meet the
needs of all chxldren served : :

Eltmznat:on of many federal requiremenrs for' Chapter 1 testing and reponing.

The IASA elrmmates burdensome Title I testing and reporting requrrements No longer

will the federal government require schools to-give annual norm-referenced tests to all .

participating students in grades 2-12. Nor will the federal government require States to

comply with burdensome annual reporting requirements. Instead, States will use their

own assessments to evaluate the progress of schools and districts served by Title I

programs. Moreover, assessment results' will be used to inform parents, teachers.
- prineipals and others of progress, rather than be reported o the federal government.

Submzmng a smgle (consolzdated) plan fo recezve most. federal Sfunds.

The Improvmg Amertca S Schools Act allows the Secretary of Education to accept a
single State plan for most federal funds supporting elementary and secondary education.
The development of -a single plan eliminates the need to develop separate, often
overlapping, plans for many federal programs. A consolidated plan can reduce program

~ fragmentation and improve the use of federal funds to support State and local reform



~ efforts. Under the IASA States may also enable school dxsmcts to develop a smele plan o
for many federal programs :

A copy of the Federal Regnste notice, pubhshed on January 13 1994, whxch outhnes
how States and school districts may take full advantage of" this opportunity, is being
~mailed to you under separate cover. If you are interested m dlscussmg this further.
please contact Bill Wooten on (202) 260- 1922

! Consol:danon of State and Iocal admzmstrattve ﬂmds
An SEA may consohdate funds avallable for State admlmstranon under Tule I, other

major IASA programs, and Goals 2000. In addition, an SEA may authorize LEAs to - |
- consolidate administrative funds. - L e o
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1. - Encouraging High. Standards and Accountability in the Basics and Core Acadernics

The Clinton Administration has overhauled the federal role in elementary and secondary education
to focus on supporting state efforts to establish challenging academic standards with assessments
and accountability geared to those standards:

® . _'Go'als' 2000: Forty-eight states received funding under-the Goals 2000: Educate America

Act to develop and implement their own challenging academic standards. The majority of
the funds available through Goals 2000 are assisting local districts and schools with the
implementation of challengmg standards Almost 10,000 schools are currently benefitting -
from Goals 2000.

[ -With Goals 2000 funds, nine assessment grants were awarded in 1995 to a total of
~ twenty-five states to develop or field test new student assessment systems aligned to
t.he state s standards.

L Elementary and Se‘condary Education Act (ESEA): Title I of ESEA provides 50,000
- schools with extra resources to strengthen achievement in the basics. It was completely
overhauled in 1994 to focus on high'standards and state assessments to measure progress

* toward the standards :

®  School- to-Work Opportumtles' Act. The Administration's School-to-Work Act also -

encourages the use of challengmg state academic standards in school as well asskill
standards.

® National Skill Standards Board: Created Under the Goals 2000 Act, this board helps to
" stimulate the development of voluntary occupational skill standards and certification-in such
fields as bio-science, advanced manufacturing, and health care. These skill standards will
help students know what skills are needed in these fields and provide a voluntary 1ndustry
certification that lets employers know that the skills have been obtained.

2. Increasing Flexibili d Pr .v1dm NewWa‘lverA thority

" Under theClinton Administration, the U.S. Department of Ednc_ation has eliminated 79% or 3/4 of -
- the regulations affecting elementary and secondary education programs. Prior to 1993, the US

Secretary of Education did not have the authority to waive rules and regu'llations-of federal



education laws. Upon passage of the Goals 2000 Act, the School to-Work ‘Opportunjties Act and
the reauthorization of the Elementary, and Secondary Education ‘Act, the Secretary was granted
. broad wa1ver authonty

' No new regulations were 1ssued to carry out the Goals 2000: Educate America Act and the

School-to-Work Opportunities Act.

Close to 1‘00'waivers have been approved_ in little more than a year under the authority
granted in the Goals 2000 Act, the School-to-Work Opportunities Act, and the Improving
America's Schools Act.

SlX states have been designated "Ed- Flex" states, where the Secretary of Education delegates

his waiver authorlty over certain federal programs to the states.

All of the Admmlstrann s elementary and secondary programs now encourage streamlining
and burldmg on state reform efforts through consolidated appllcatlons and planmng

Expandin arterS hools d Public School Choice

The Clinton Administration has supported a variety of public school choice options including charter
schools and the expansion of magnet schools: -

In 1993, the President proposed, as part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act,
a program to provide start-up funds for public charter schools around the nation. This

- program is now providing start-up funds to charter schools in 11 states.

The Department has encouraged states and school districts to consider using Goals 2000,

Title I and other federal funds to support charter schools. Already, at least three states --

Michigan, Minnesota, and Massachusetts -- are using Goals 2000 funds for charter schools.
\ , , ‘

The President also continues to support magnet schools, another important form of public

school choice. The magnet schools program is tying magnet schools to overall school

reform eﬁ'orts and to challengmg state standards in 25 states.

The Department of Education is fundmg the nation's most comprehensive study of charter
schools. This 4-year study will provide important information for educators, governors and

other policy-makers, and commurutles mterested in the success of, and challenges facing,

charter schools. . -



U MOGER Rer 4 Lo

4.

Supporting the Use of Technology _in Education

The Adn1inistration's Technolo_gy_ Initiative supports technology planning, infrastructure
~ development, classroom connections to the information highway with affordable access, computers
~ and software for teaching and learning, and professional development for teachers. Bringing every

school and classroom into the 21st century is a national effort that includes every sector of
government commumty leaders'and the pnvate sector. The elements include:

Partnerships of local ‘schoolsystems, universities, and private businesses to create new

applications of technology for learning across the curriculum. Nineteen Technology -
Challenge Grants were awarded .in. 1995 to consortia of districts in 23 states. Other
educational and community partnerships in educational telecommunications are supported

 through the Telecommunications and Information Infrastructure Assistance Program. The
‘Star Schools Program, another example of partnerships between education and

telecommunications entities, helps over one million students and their teachers in all 50
states improve instruction in math, science, foreign language, and literacy skills.

Five million dollars was provided to 48 states for state technology infrastructure
development under the Goals 2000 Act. In addition, many states are using portions of their
Goals 2000 funds to mtegrate technology into profe551onal development, assessment, and

student learning.

b

Most of the federal governmentslargést education and training p;ograms including Goals
2000, Head Start, Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the School-to-Work
Opportunities Act, the Perkins Vocational Education Act, and the ‘Individuals with

~Disabilities Education Act allow funds to be used for educational technology, including

training for -teachers to mcorporate technology into their classrooms and purchasmg
hardware and software.

Helpmg statm, school districts, schools, teachers, parents, professional organizations and the
private sector know and share what works in educational technology is a major function of

* the six regional technology centers, the ERIC clearmghouses the Regional Education Labs
-and other entities. :

On March 9, 1996 the President, Vice President and other adm'mistration officials joined
20,000 volunteers and more than a hundred-industry sponsors, to lay 6 million feet of cable
in California Schools for NetDay '96. This was the first of such efforts in Cahforma and

.plans are to hold NetDay in other states

The Admmlstrahon will prov1de leadersl:up and work with Governors, educational leaders,

‘parents, industry. providers, and regulators to carry out the provisions in the 1996

Telecommunications Act. This Act promotes affordable access and connections to the

" internet and other technology resources to schools, libraries, hospitals and clinics.
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5.

- The Technology Literacy Challenge is a chalienge>to the Nation to provide all teachers with

the training and support they need to help students learn through technology, develop -
effective and engaging software and on-line learning resources, provide access to modern
computers for all teachers and students, and connect every school and classroom in America

to the information highway. The President has proposed a $2 billion, 5-year fund that will
~ catalyze and leverage state, local, and private sector efforts to meet these goals.

king Investments in Education a To Priori

The Clinton Administration has made inilestiﬁg in education an top priority of its ‘Administration.

6.

From 1993 to 1995, the Clinton Admlmstratlon mcreased mvosunenrs in education programs
from $23 7 billion to $24.5 brlllon an increase of $800 mrllron

The President has presented a seven year balanced budget proposal that invests in education
priorities. Over the next seven years, the President's budget proposes $311 billion for

education and training, $61 billion more than the 1996 congressional budget resolution.

Supporting the American ily in Children's

The most - important -teachers in any child's life are her pareots “The Clinton Administration
recognizes this and has helped to encourage and support parent and family mvolvement in learning
through a vanety of initiatives:

The Family Involvement Parmershrp for Learmng, whrch was launched in September 1994,
brings together over 250 national education, family, and civic organizations and employers
to encourage more family involvement in education. .The partnership includes thirty-five

~ national religious denominations representing over 75% of church-going Americans.

There are two major projects of this partnership:

READ"‘WRITE*NCW!, launched in the spring -of 1995, reached over 425,000
children last summer. Over 125,000 reading partners provided mentoring and
- literacy support S ' ‘

AMERICA GOES BACK TO SCHOOL, orgamzed each September since 1994 to

~encourage Americans to get involved in education. This effort has included

~ celebrities, community leaders, parents and thousands of volunteers who went back
" to school to highlight the importance of educauon

Natronal and local employers all over the country, mcludmg Disney, Mamott, HBO,
Hewlett-Packard, John Hancock Financial Services, are srgmng the "Employer's Promrse
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to adopt family-friendly business practices that encourage employees to help their own
chlldren learn and to volunteer tlme in schools. :

e  Nonprofit organizations in 28 states were awarded $9.9 million in 1995 to establish parent
information and resource centers. These centers are collaborating with schools, institutions
of higher education, social service agencms and other nonprofit organizations to help
children learn. :

-® ‘ The reauthonzed Elementary and Secondary Education Act emphasizes parental

. involvement in education through school-parent compacts to increase student achievement.
‘The Goals 2000 Act also encourages parental involvement in all aspects of education reform
and improvement efforts from setting standards to developing school improvement plans.

7. Preparing Young People for a Strong Transition from School to Work

Seventy-five percent of students do not attend college directly after completing high school. The
 Clinton Adminstration recognized how important it is that these young people have opportunities
to develop the skills they need to get good paying jobs and be productive, responsible citizens.  The
Administration and Congress passed the School-to-Work Opportunities Act in 1994 to help support
local partnerships--among businesses, schools, community organizations and state ‘and local
governments--and to create opportumtles for young people to receive the skills and training they
need. :

. In 1994 all 50 states received School-to-Work planning grants to begin to produce |
comprehensive plans for helping students develop the skills they need to successfully
transition from school to work

e ' To date, 27 states have recelved muln-mxlhon dollar 1mp1ementat10n grants totaling over
$215 million.

®  Local School-to;Work grants have also beerl awarded to 37 communities.

8. ' _E)ﬁpgr_)ding Access to Collggg

Since 1992, the President has substantially mcreased the level of Federal ﬁnancnal assistance
actually available to students. In 1992, $22.5 billion (grants, loans and work-study) was available
to help students pay for the costs of higher education. "The 1997 budget proposes $41 5 billion in
-aid available, an increase of $19 b11110n or 84 percent since 1992. :

e The Dlrect Student Loan, proposed by President Clmton, simplifies the process for receiving
a student loan and provides more flexible repayment options. -The Direct Loan program has

“ been successfully implemented at 1 ,330 institutions and borrowers ‘and schools have
indicated overwhelming support. ‘ '



° The President has proposed a substantial increase in the maximum Pell grant award to
$2,700--an increase of $360 of 15 percent above the current 1995 level.

9. . Making Schools Safe and Discipli

The Clinton Admmlsiratxon has supported a number of mltlatxves and programs to reduce violence
and drugs in the schools. For example: ,

® ‘Since 1994, more than $18 million has been awarded under the Safe‘Schoéls Actto local
- education agencies for violence prevention programs--including conflict resolution, peer
mediation, and teach training--and for metal detectors and security personnel.

®  This program was expanded in 1994. The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities
Act will provide nearly $500 million to communities and states for a wide variety of
violence and drug preventlon programs

° In his State of the Union address the President encouraged communities to explore the
option of implementing uniform pohcles as one approach to reducing v1olence and focus
- students back on Ieammg the basics.

10. HelgingChlldren Start Schogl Ready to Leam

One of the top priorities of the Clinton Administration has been to help ensure that young children
in America start school prepared to learn. The 1994 Head Start reauthorization included efforts to
improve Head Start programs, including professional development for teachers, expansion in
enroliment, and extended days for children with working parents. The administration has proposed
consistent 'growth in Head Start funding, and Congress has provided for continual increases in
.appropriations since 1992. Over 730,000 children are served by Head Start every year.

11, Natigngl and ggomnﬁgmgy Service

The national service program is creating opportunities for young people all over the country to earn
-or pay back college tuition through community service. Through this initiative, more than 25,000
Americans are at work-in schools and neighborhoods across the country helping to reduce youth
gang/violence, providing after school mentonng and tutoring, helping children learn computer sk1lls
and offermg other educational services.
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Setting the Record Straight: Responding
to the Claremont Institute Report on
Goals 2000 and Education in California

The Goals 2000 Act provides resources to states and local communities to improve academic
achievement. States and school districts set standards for basic and advanced skills in academic
subject areas. They undertake education reforms to improve teaching and learning, provide
training to teachers, expand the use of computers in the classroom, increase parental and
community involvement, and make other locally designed education improvements. The federal
government supports these efforts by providing funding, and by providing expanded flexibility
in how these funds, as well as all federal education funds, can be used to support locally
designed reforms.

This document responds to the erroneous assertions made by Izumi and Williams about Goals
2000 and its potential to assist California’s educational improvement efforts in Goals 2000 and
California Education: Devolution in Retreat?, a report from the Claremont Institute. That
paper attempts to cast Goals 2000 (along with related federal programs) as a mechanism for
substantially increasing federal control over education, at the expense of local and state control.
Indeed, as a review of the legislation and the U.S. Department of Education’s track record will
show, the paper displays a shocking ignorance of both new and longstanding federal education
programs, and a complete misunderstanding of key provisions of the law.

More specifically, the paper makes the following assertions:

Assertion:  “The original six goals were expanded to eight by Clinton and his new Secretary
of Education” (p. 3). Title I of Goals 2000, which contains the National Education
Goals, “indicates a greater willingness by the federal government to impose its will than
it would have the public believe. . . . [T]he Act uses the command word ‘will’ at least
Jorty-five times . . . such as: All children will have access fo high-quality and
developmentally appropriate preschool programs” (p. 5).

Response:  The authors are confused. They can't tell the difference between Congressional
endorsement of a vision for the future of American education and federal mandates. The
rest of the analysis in the paper reflects equally glaring misunderstandings of the Act and
of what its provisions actually mean.

° Through Goals 2000, Congress endorsed—on a bipartisan basis—the
goals initially developed by the nation's governors and President Bush.
While Congress added two goals (parental involvement and teacher
professional development) to the original six, the wording of the goals and
objectives is virtually the same as when the goals were initially developed
by the governors and President Bush. The goals use the word "will"
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precisely because they are goals—descriptions of what the governors and
President hoped would occur in the future.

The authors may have beancounted the verbs, but they missed the main
point. The goals are not requirements, and there are no federal funds tied
to adopting or meeting them. The goals have always enjoyed broad,
bipartisan support, both before and after they were incorporated into the
Goals 2000 Act. The wording the authors dissect and criticize has already
been widely accepted by governors and legislators of both parties, parents,
employers, state and local education officials, and civic groups of all
stripes.

In addition, states and communities all across the country have adopted, or
adapted them to fit their particular circumstances.

Assertion: “The minute any state decides to accept any part of the Goals 2000 largesse, the
supposedly ‘voluntary’ goals become mandatory” (p. 9). In order to receive funds under
Title I1T of Goals 2000, states have to meet federal requirements, including developing a
state education improvement plan and submitting it to the Secretary for approval.
“[T]he federal Secretary has significant discretionary power to accept or reject a state’s
application based on the state’s adherence to Washington’s policies . . . [T]here will be
powerful and irresistible pressure on states to conform to federal education policies” (p.

12).

Response:  These criticisms reflect another fundamental misunderstanding of the Act. They
are strongly contradicted by the experience of states participating in Goals 2000.

These criticisms are based on misinformed interpretations of specific
provisions of the Act, taken completely out of context, and conveniently
overlook the track record established over the past 15 months. Forty-eight
states and hundreds of local school districts have received Goals 2000
funds. No state or school district has been told what policies, practices, or
education improvement strategies to adopt as a result of participating in
Goals 2000. Not one local school district has even submitted an education
improvement plan to the federal government, nor will they. Fourteen
states have submitted completed Goals 2000 plans. All have been
approved, and not one state has been asked to change even a single word
in its education reform plan.

Neither Title IIT of the Goals 2000 Act nor any other federal legislation
requires states to adopt or implement the National Education Goals as a
condition of receiving federal funding. The provisions describing what
state Goals 2000 plans must address do not require any particular
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strategies for achieving the goals, and the reviews of state plans have not
looked at this at all. The paper’s warnings of federal intrusion and
increased federal control are myths, designed to play on the fears of
parents and, in this case, to pressure Governor Wilson into turning down
funds that can help California schools.

The federal government was a partner in establishing the goals. The
agreement between the governors and President Bush at the 1989
Charlottesville Education Summit, as well as the goals themselves,
explicitly acknowledge that the federal government must support state and
local efforts to achieve these goals. It would make no sense to establish
widely endorsed national goals and then make the federal government
irrelevant to achieving them. Yet to have no relationship between federal
education programs and the goals would do just that. Designing federal
education programs to assist states in their own efforts to achieve the
National Education Goals should be applauded, not criticized. Failure to
do this would mean that the federal government was failing to do its

" limited and carefully defined share in helping to achieve the goals.

The requirement that states develop education improvement plans is based
on (1) the lessons state leaders themselves learned about how to improve
education; and (2) the fact that every governor in the country committed
to develop education improvement plans when they participated in the
Charlottesville education summit.

The requirement for Secretarial approval of state plans is for the purpose
of responsible federal use of taxpayer funds, not for federal intrusion into
state and local education matters. The review of state plans is conducted
by educators, employers and parents, not federal officials. The purpose is
simply to determine if the plans are promising enough to invest in. The
Secretary does not approve academic standards, tests, or any specific part
of a state plan. The law doesn't allow for an intrusive approach, the
Secretary doesn't want an intrusive approach and the U.S. Department of
Education has not used an intrusive approach—the track record since the
enactment of Goals 2000 leaves no room for doubt. '

The Goals 2000 legislation incorporates the best features of an
accountable block grant—providing unprecedented flexibility in how
funds are spent in exchange for states and districts setting higher standards
for results.

Goals 2000 Act requirements are minimal and focus on achieving better
results for students. In addition, the legislation authorizes states, local

3



districts, and schools to apply for waivers of requirements in elementary
and secondary programs, when regulations hinder reform efforts.
Moreover, the Education Department has issued no new regulations for
the Goals 2000 Act.

Assertion:  The paper claims (supposedly quoting Gov. Roy Romer) that “parents and voters
oppose” Goals 2000 (p. 7).

Response:  In fact, parent organizations, business groups, and educational organizations
representing states and local communities have endorsed and continue to support Goals
2000. It supports their efforts to set challenging standards that will strengthen education
in their states—teaching, curriculum, and testing aligned with the higher standards. The
Goals 2000 Act provides support for effective change. It creates a partnership with states
and local school systems to help our students achieve the high standards they will need if
they are to meet the challenges of the 21st century.

Assertion: :  Goals 2000 “lists the strategies that they [states] must follow in order to meet the
goals,” including ‘one-stop shopping’ and other ways of providing social services, health
care, and other nonacademic activities in schools (p. 11).

Response::  The Goals 2000 Act provides a broad and very flexible framework for state
education improvement plans. It does not, however, in any way determine the specific
content of the plans. Nor does it require any specific practices, such as provision of
social services or the use of particular types of textbooks or instructional materials. The
authors are simply wrong about this. These are local or state decisions.

Goals 2000 does not require any particular strategies; this is up to state and local
discretion. Children who are hungry, need eye glasses or are encountering other
problems do not learn well; ignoring these problems only leads to more problems in
educating children. Fragmenting and duplicating bureaucracies is not a very effective
way to solve such problems; many states and localities have found that coordination of
services is a key to solving complex problems and using tax dollars more effectively.
This legislation simply encourages states to build on what they have already decided
works for them, '

Assertion:  Goals 2000 creates “new bureaucracies” to advance federal control over
education; “resisting federal ‘advice’ will not be as easy as it may seem” (p. 6). They
include: '

—the National Education Goals Panel [“charged with an advocacy mission” (p. 6) to
ensure that local leaders are “educated and propagandized until they come around. The
federal goals will drive local reforms, not the other way around” (p. 7)],

—the National Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC) [“the NESIC's
possible demise does not eliminate the national standards themselves, or the fact that
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states receiving federal funds will have to meet those standards” (p. 7)],

—the Regional Laboratories [”another group of bureaucracies created by the Act, which
have so far received little attention”; they “have the potential to impose their will on
local schools” (p. 8)], and

—the federal research institutes [”the mission outlined for them . . . contains provisions
that would turn them into advocacy organizations” and prevent efforts to develop single-
sex schools for African American males from receiving “a fair hearing and analysis” (p.

8)].

Response:  Once again, the authors demonstrate a fundamental misunderstanding of various
provisions of the Act and the extent to which they interrelate. They also demonstrate
ignorance of ongoing national activities in support of educational improvement by states
and localities—some dating back three decades or more.

None of these entities has authority over state and local matters; they are a
set of resources that can be used at the discretion of states, local
communities or individual schools.

The National Education Goals Panel was established in 1990 by President
Bush as a result of the President's education summit with the nation's
governors. This independent, bipartisan panel has 18 members, nine
Democrats and nine Republicans. Of the eight governors who are
members, five of them (David Beasley of South Carolina, John Rowland
of Connecticut, John Engler of Michigan, Kirk Fordice of Mississippi, and
Christine Whitman of New Jersey) are Republicans. The Panel's primary
purpose is to measure the nation's and states' progress toward the National
Education Goals and to highlight successful community and state efforts
to improve student performance.

Concerning national standards, the authors have done what they accuse
others of doing: confusing a national effort to improve education with a
federal mandate. The U.S. Department of Education is encouraging states
to set their own standards for what students should know and be able to do
in core academic areas. While there are national efforts under way by
various organizations to establish model standards, in many cases
supported by funds provided by the Bush Administration, these are
nationally-developed models, not federal standards. The Department will
not promulgate or endorse them, and states and localities are not under
any obligation to adopt them, regardless of whether or not they participate
in Goals 2000. ‘ :

The regional labs and research institutes are part of the Office of
Educational Research and Improvement—which has been in existence for
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over 30 years, and which is independent of Goals 2000 or any other
federal education program. Their role in schools is determined by local
and state needs, not federal dictates. They provide assistance only upon
request.

Assertion:  The National Skills Standards Board creates “federal entanglement in local
education and the private sector job market” (p. 14). Furthermore, “the education
standards created by the National Education Goals Panel will be incorporated into the
national skills standards. . . . [T]he Clinton administration wants the business community
fo pressure local schools to use the education standards contained in the Act” (p. 14).

Response:  Once again, the authors are confused. The National Education Goals Panel is not
creating standards and imposing them on states, and the business community is not being
deputized to enforce federal changes to local school curricula. Federal funds are not
contingent upon the use of skill standards in any way. Educational improvement is an
issue of national importance and interest, and there is need for national leadership—from
governors, legislators, educators, employers, and the public—on various aspects of
education reform. The Goals Panel and the National Skills Standards Board provide the
structure for this leadership, using modest amounts of federal funds to provide tools for
supporting local and state education reform, with limited involvement of federal officials.

Response:  The National Skill Standards Board (NSSB) and the business community’s
support for education standards are not about pressuring local schools to use a specific set
of standards. NSSB is a group of private citizens -- business, education, and labor
leaders -- that will facilitate a process whereby employers can articulate the skills they
need from workers. Local schools can use that information to chose the curriculum and
programs they think will prepare their students to meet the demands of employers. There
is no federal entanglement. Local schools want the best futures for their children, and
skill standards will provide them more information they can use to better prepare their
students for their futures.

Assertion:  [f the government is handing out skill certificates to select students, then these
students will have an advantage [over students who attend private schools, home schools,
and schools not participating in Goals 2000] in getting a job or perhaps getting into
college.

Response:  Skill certificates give industry an opportunity to let students, parents, and teachers
know what skills are required for employment. Skill certificates give students an
opportunity to let potential employers know what skills they have. The
government does not hand out skill certificates. A skill certificate is a credential
issued by the local school-to-work program. What kinds of credentials to issue
are decided on by the state through its planning process. Skill certificates only
matter if employers look for them in hiring and employers will only look for
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Assertion:

Response:

Assertion:

them if they certify the skills employers are looking for anyway. Therefore,
students benefit from the opportunity to acquire the skills that industries are
demanding. Individuals will also have the opportunity to acquire skill certificates
through postsecondary education, union and apprenticeship programs,
professional associations, and from employers -- not just from public schools.

School-to-work exists in large part simply to further the reach of Goals 2000.

The School-to-Work Act exists to provide states and communities resources to
help their youth develop the skills they need for citizenship, career opportunities,
and hig{her education. It is part of the Act’s purpose to support academic
achievement and, to that end, it simply says that state school-to-work activities
should not operate at cross purposes with state academic requirements: if there are
state academic standards, school-based school-to-work activities should be
consistent with them. None of these provisions specify what those standards must
be.

“Even though compliance with Goals 2000 is ‘voluntary’ for states, the law holds

disadvantaged children hostage to its dictates” (p. 2) because states that receive funds
under the Improving America's Schools Act (IASA) must align their curriculum,
assessments, and teacher professional development with Goals 2000 standards.

Response:

Neither disadvantaged students nor states are “held hostage” by either Goals

2000 or the Improving America’s Schools Act, which provides assistance to
disadvantaged students under the Title 1 program. Quite to the contrary, the provisions
in both Goals 2000 and Title 1 clearly place the states and local school districts in charge
of determining academic standards and educational policy. They also both serve to
encourage states and local communities to set more rigorous academic standards for all
students, including economically disadvantaged students.

° Goals 2000 requires that participating states establish their own academic
standards in basic and advanced skills for students, and develop tests to
measure student progress toward achieving there standards. The Title 1
program also requires that states set their own academic standards in basic
and advanced skills for participating students, and test to determine
progress toward achieving those standards. When the two programs
operate together, the result will be that disadvantaged students served by
the Title 1 program will be expected to reach for the same academic
standards as are other students in the state. Rather than being “held
hostage”, disadvantaged students are freed from a tyranny of low
expectations, and will be challenged to work harder and learn more.



Assertion:

There are no “goals 2000" standards, only state or local standards,
determined by state or local authorities. The same is true of curriculum,

assessments, and ways of preparing and upgrading the skills of teachers.
These are all determined at the state and local level, without federal
direction or control.

According to a recent report by the American Federation of Teachers, 49
states are setting their own academic standards for its students. The U.S.
Department of Education independently counts all 50 states engaged in
this process. For states participating in Goals 2000 and Title 1, they too
will use the standards they are setting themselves. In either case, the
academic standards that student will be held to are determined by the
state, not by the federal government. And standards used for Goals 2000
and Title 1 are those same standards.

No state is required to participate in Goals 2000 in order to continue to
receive Title 1 funds or funds under IASA or any other federal education
programs. This is stated explicitly in Section 213 of the Goals 2000 Act.

This situation represents an increase in state and local control and a
decrease in federal requirements. The federal government exercises no
control over the resources that states and communities spend on education
or over school and classroom practices. Therefore, if federal programs are
to be effective, they must work in tandem with state and local reform
efforts. The new legislation recognizes this and responds to concern that
in the past compliance with rules and regulations surrounding federal
education programs has often constrained the flexibility necessary to
achieve improvement. For example, reliance on nationally-normed testing
in the Title I program was often redundant with state testing and
consequently cut into instructional time for students who needed extra
help the most. The new Title I allows states to use their own state

assessments that measure performance in attaining the skills and standards

they deem to be important.

“The objectives of Goals 2000 are already mirrored in California’s subject

Jrameworks and its statewide assessment” (p. 2). California’s math and English
Jframeworks “have resulted in the de-emphasis of basic math skills and phonics” (p. 21).
The “connection between these state Math and English frameworks and the Goals 2000
debate over measuring standards . . . lies with the California Learning Assessment
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System (CLAS). . . . The link is that the CLAS test was designed to measure the
effectiveness of education reforms envisioned under Goals 2000 programs” (p. 22). This
type of “performance-based” test “bases its scoring on non-academic benchmarks” not
“right and wrong answers” (p. 22).

Response:  Standards and testing procedures are determined by the state and by local school
districts and schools, not by the federal government. This has been true in the past and
will continue to be true under Goals 2000.

® Any flaws in previous curriculum frameworks and assessments in
California were the complete responsibility of the state, not of the federal
government, and correcting any problems is also California's
responsibility, without regard to whether or not California participates in
Goals 2000. California is in the midst of revising its curriculum
frameworks, and Governor Wilson has just signed legislation calling for
the development of a new testing program. The state can use Goals 2000
funds to supports its own activities in these areas, if it chooses to.
Because education is so important, some aspects of reform are bound to
generate controversy, but how these issues are addressed in California will
be determined by the citizens of California, not by federal
requirements—whether or not the state participates in Goals 2000.

] Goals 2000 promotes assessments that are aligned with each state’s
content standards in academic subjects. These use valid and reliable
academic performance measures to provide coherent information about
student attainments relative to the state content standards.

Assertion:  Goals 2000 promotes outcomes-based education: (1) The Regional Laboratories
have “a primary duty” to promote school restructuring, which is “a buzz word in many
education circles . . . for promoting the controversial principles of outcomes-based
education” (pp. 8-9); (2) One purpose of the Act is to provide “a national framework for
education reform” and “the term ‘frameworks’ . . . is the buzzword for California’s
troubled experiment with outcome-based education” (p. 20).

Response:  These are transparent and illogical attempts to generate objections to Goals 2000
by purporting to find a link to the outcomes-based education controversy. To set the
record straight: (1) The provision that allows the labs to respond to a school’s request for
help with its restructuring efforts is not intended to promote outcomes-based education,
(2) A national “framework” for education reform means a structure of support and is not
a secret code for OBE.

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

Assertion:  One California school district plans to use its Goals 2000 funds to hire school
counselors to address “the supposed emotional and social needs of district children” and
Jocus on “‘soft’ areas of school management and school environment” rather than
academics (p. 23). Therefore, Goals 2000 “will mean a significant expansion” in these
areas, “with no assurance as to improved student performance or a higher quality
classroom instruction” (p. 23).

Response:  Whatever the strengths or weaknesses of the program in this one district, it
effectively illustrates the ability of local schools and communities to use Goals
2000 resources in ways not required by the statute or imposed by the federal
government. By providing flexibility for states and localities to decide how best
to use their Goals 2000 funds, the Act supports local control and decision making,
rather than federal mandates. When control is decentralized, funds will be used
to support a variety of initiatives. The point of establishing state standards and
carrying out a state and local planning process, as Goals 2000 calls for, is to allow
individuals and groups who are concerned about education reform to help decide
how best to improve instruction and student performance.

It is ironic that the authors call for local control of education, and at the same
time they criticize a local district’s use of the authority and resources at it
disposal. Supporters of local control in theory should also support it in practice.

Assertion:  Rigorous academic standards will only be established by involving the public
in a broad-based deliberation on the subject, thereby building a genuine and informed
consensus. Goals 2000 obfuscates and delays that public debate by purveying the myth
that new federal goals, standards, and strategies are meeting these needs.

Response:  We agree completely that academic standards must be established through a
broad-based process, and rest on an ‘informed consensus. That is precisely what Goals
2000 supports-broad-based, grass roots involvement in the development of academic
standards and the necessary education reforms so that students can reach those standards.
It is the authors of this report who have been purveying myths and obfuscating the public
debate. While their attacks are aimed at the federal law, if successful they will deny
resources and opportunities to students, teachers and parents in California.
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: Seiting the Record Straight’: Responding
~ to the Claremont Institute Report on .
Goals 2000 and Education in California

The Goals 2000 Act provides resources to states and local communities to improve academic
achievement. States and school districts set standards for basic and advanced skills in academic
subject areas. They undertake education reforms to improve teaching and lezirning, provide
training to teachers, expand the use of computers in the classroom, increase parental and
community involvement, and make other locally designed éducation improvements. The federal -

~government supports these efforts by providing funding, and by providing expanded flexibility
in how these funds, as well as all federal education funds, can be used to support locally ‘
de31gned reforms.

. This document'responds to the erroneous assertions made by Izumi and Williams about Goals
2000 and its potential to assist California’s educational improvement efforts in Goals 2000 and
California Education: Devolution in Retreat?, a report from the Claremont Institute. That -
paper attempts to cast Goals 2000 (along with related federal programs) as a mechanism for

- substantially increasing federal control over education, at the expense of local and state control.

| - Indeed, as a review of the legislation and the U.S. Department of Education’s track record will

show, the paper displays a shocking ignorance of both new and longstanding federal education
programs, and a complete mlsunderstandmg of key provisions of the law. -

‘More specifically, the paper makes the follong assertions:

Assertion:  “The original six goals were expanded to eight by Clinton and his new Secretary
of Education” (p. 3). Title I of Goals 2000, which contains the National Education
- Goals, “indicates a greater willingness by the federal government to impose its will than
it would have the public believe. . . . [T]he Act uses the command word ‘will’ at least
Jorty-five times . . . such as: All chlldren will have access to hzgh qualzty and
developmentally approprlate preschool programs” (p. 5):

Response:  The authors are confused. They can't tell the dlfference between Congressional
endorsement of a vision for the future of American education and federal mandates. The
rest of the analy31s in the paper reflects equally glarmg misunderstandings of the Act and
of what its provisions actually mean.

. e Through Goal's 2000, Congress endorsed—on a bipartisan basis—the
~ goals initially developed by the nation's governors.and President Bush. -
~ While Congress added two goals (parental involvement and teacher
professional development) to the original six, the wording of the goals and
objectives is virtually the same as when the goals were initially developed
by the governors and President Bush. The goals use the word "will"
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Assertion:

- - precisely because they are goals—descrlptlons of what the governors and

President hoped would occur in the future.

The authors may have beancounted the vefbs,‘ but they missed the main

* - point. The goals are not requirements, and there are no federal funds tied

to adopting or meeting them. The goals have always enjoyed broad,

bipartisan support, both before and after they were incorporated into the

Goals 2000 Act. The wording the authors dissect and criticize has already
been widely accepted by governors and legislators of both parties, parents,
employers, state and local education officials, and cmc groups of all
stripes.

In addmon states and communities all across the country have adepted or.
adapted them to fit their pamcular circumstances. ~ -

“The minute any state decides to accept any part of the Goals 2000 largesse‘ the
supposedly ‘voluntary’ goals become mandatory” (p. 9). In order to receive funds under

Title I1I of Goals 2000, states have to meet federal requirements, including developing a
state education improvement plan and submitting it to the Secretary for approval.

“[T]he federal Secretary has szgnzﬁcant discretionary power to accept or reject a state's -
_application based on the ‘state’s adherence to Washington's policies . . . [T]here will be .
powerful and zrreszst:ble pressure on states to conform to federal education policies” (p.

12).

Response: These criticisms reflect another fundamental misunderstanding of the Act. They
are strongly contradicted by the experience of states participating in Goals 2000.

These criticisms are based on misinformed interpretations of specific

- provisions of the Act, taken completely out of context, and conveniently |

overlook the track record established over the past 15 months. Forty-eight

states and hundreds of local school districts have received Goals 2000
-funds. - No state or school district has been told what policies, practices, or
education improvement strategies to adopt as a result of participating in
~ Goals 2000. Not one local school district has even submitted an education

improvement plan to the federal government, nor will they. Fourteen
states have submitted completed Goals 2000 plans. All have been
approved and not one state has been asked to change even a single word

"in its education reform plan. -

Neither Title III of the Goals 2000 Act nor any other federal legislation
requires states to adopt or implement the National Education Goals as a
condition of receiving federal funding. The provisions describing what
state Goals 2000 plans must address do not require any particular



strategies for achieving the goals, and the reviews of state plans have not
looked at this at all. The paper’s warnings of federal intrusion and -

~ increased federal control are myths, designed to play on the fears of
parents and, in this case, to pressure Governor Wilson into turning down
funds that can help California schools.

The federal government was a partner in establishing the goals. The .
agreement between the governors and President Bush at the 1989
Charlottesvnlle Education Summit, as well as the goals themselves;’
explicitly acknowledge that the federal government must support state and
local efforts to achieve these goals.- It would make no sense to establish
widely endorsed national goals and then make the federal government
irrelevant to achieving them. Yet to have no relationship between federal
education programs and the goals would do just that. Designing federal -
education programs to assist states in their own efforts to-achieve the
National Education Goals should be applauded, not criticized. Failure to
do this would mean that the federal government was failing to do its .

‘ hn:nted and carefully defined share in helpmg to achieve the goals.

The reqmrement that states develop education improvement plans is based .
~on (1).the lessons state leaders themselves learned about how to improve
education; and (2) the fact that every governor in the country committed
to develop education improvement plans when they partxcxpated in the
Charlottesville education summlt

The requirement for Secretarial approval of state plans is for the purpose
of responsible federal use of taxpayer funds, not for federal intrusion into
state and local education matters. The review of state plansis conducted
by educators, employers and parents, not federal officials. The purpose is .
simply to determine if the plans are promising enough to invest in. The
- Secretary does not approve academic standards, tests, or any specific part
- of a state plan. The law doesn't allow foran intrusive approach, the
- Secretary doesn't want an intrusive approach and the U.S. Department of

: Educatlon has not used an intrusive approach—the track record since the
enactment of Goals 2000 leaves no room for doubt. '

The Goals 2000 leglslanon mcorporates the best features of an

accountable block grant—providing unprecedented flexibility in how
funds are spent in exchange for states and d1stncts setting higher standards ~
for results ~

_ Goals 2000 Act requirements are minimal and focus on achieving better
- results for students. In addition, the legislation authorizes states, local
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districts, and schools to apply for waivers of requirements in elementary
and secondary programs, when regulations hinder reform efforts.
‘Moreover, the Education Department has issued no new regulations for
the Goals 2000 Act : - o

Assertlon The paper claims (supposedly quotlng Gov Roy Romer) that “parents and voters |
oppose” Goals 2000 (p. 7).

Response:  In fact, parentlorganizations, business groups, and educational organizations
representing states and local communities have endorsed and continue to support Goals
2000. Tt supports their efforts to set challenging standards that will strengthen education
in their states—teaching, curriculum, and testing aligned with the higher standards. The
~ Goals 2000 Act provides support for effective change. It creates a partnership with states
and local school systems to help our students achieve the high standards they will need 1f
they are to meet the challenges of the 21st century

Assertion: . Goals 2000 “lists the strategzes that they [states] must follow in order to meet the
.goals,’ mcludmg ‘one-stop shopping’ and other ways of providing social services, hea!th
care, and other nonacademic activities in schools (p. 11).

Response::  The Goals 2000 Act provides a broad and very flexible framework for state
education improvement plans. It does not, however, in any way determine the specific
content of the plans. Nor does it require any specific practices, such as provision of
social services or the use of particular types of textbooks or instructional materlals The
authors are snmply wrong about this. These are local or state decisions.

Goals 2000 does not require any particular st:ategles; this is up to state and local
discretion. Children who are hungry, need eye glasses or are encountering other
problems do not learn well; ignoring these problems only leads to more problems in

- educating children. Fragmenting and duplicating bureaucracies is not a very effective
way to solve such problems; many states and localities have found that coordination of
services is a key to solving complex problems and using tax dollars more effectively.
This legislation simply encourages states to bulld on what they have already decided
works for them. o

Assertion: - Goals 2000 creates “new bureaucracies” to advance federal control over
education; “resisting federal advzce will not be as easy as it may seem (p 6). Tl hey
include:
—the National Education Goals Panel [ “charged wsth an advocacy mzsszon “(p. 6 ) to
~ensure that local leaders are “educated and propagandized until they come around -The

federal goals will drive local reforms, not the other way around” (p. 7)],

' —the National Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC) [“the NESIC's
possible demise does not eliminate the national standards themselves, or the fact that

4



states recezvzng Sfederal funds will have to meet those standards” (p. 7)],

- —the Regional Laboratories [”another group of bureaucrdcies created by the Act, whzch
“have so far received little attention”; they “have the potential o impose their will on
local schools” (p. 8)], and ' . ' -
—the federal research institutes ["the mission outlined for them . . . contains provisions
that would turn them into advocacy organizations” and prevent eﬁorts to develop single-

- 8)].

sex schools for African American males from receiving. “a fair hearing and analysis” (p.

Response: - Once again, the authors demonstrate a fundamental misunderstanding of various
provisions of the Act and the extent to which they interrelate. They also demonstrate
ignorance of ongoing: national activities in support of educational improvement by states
and localities—some dating back three decades or more

None of these entities has authority over state and local matters; they are a
set of resources that can be used at the discretion of states, local
communities or individual schools.

The National Education Goals Panel was established in 1990 by President

" Bush as a result of the President's education summit with the nation's

governors. ‘This independent, bipartisan panel has 18 members, nine
Democrats and nine Republicans. Of the eight governors who are

" members, five of them (David Beasley of South Carolina, John Rowland .

of Connecticut, John Engler of Michigan, Kirk Fordice of Mississippi, and
Christine Whitman of New Jersey) are Republicans. The Panel's primary
purpose is to measure the nation's and states' progress toward the National
Education Goals and to highlight successful community and state efforts
to improve student performance. «

Concerning national standards, the authors have done what they accuse -
others of doing: confusing a national effort to improve education with a
federal mandate. The U.S. Department of Education is encouraging states
to set their own standards for what students should know and be able to do
in core academic areas. While there are national efforts under way by '
various organizations to establish model standards, in many cases
supported by funds provided by the Bush Administration, these are.
nationally-developed models, not federal standards. The Department will

. not promulgate or endorse them, and states and localities are not under

any obligation to adopt them, regardless of whether or not they pam(:lpate
in Goals 2000. :

The regional labs and research institutes are part of the Ofﬁce of
Educational Research and Improvement——whlch has been in exxstence for
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_over 30 years, and which is independent of Goals 2000 or any other -
federal education program. Their role in schools is determined by local
and state needs, not federal dictates, They provide assistance only upon
request. : ‘ .

Assertion:  The National Skills Standards Board creates “federal entanglement in local
_ education and the private sector job market” (p. 14). Furthermore, “the education
standards created by the National Education Goals Panel will be incorporated into the
national skills standards. . . . [T]he Clinton administration wants the business community
- 1o pressure local schools to use the education standards contained in the Act” (p. 14). .

Response Once again, the authors are confused. The National Education Goals Panel is not
creating standards and imposing them on states, and the business community is not being
deputized to enforce federal changes to local school curricula. Federal funds are not _
contingent upon the use of skill standards in any way. Educational improvement is an
issue of national importance and interest, and there is need for national leadership—from
governors, legislators, educators, employers, and the public—on various aspects of
education reform. The Goals Panel and the National: Skills Standards Board provide the
structure for this leadership, using modest amounts of federal funds to provide tools for
supporting local and state education reform, with limited involvement of federal officials.

Response:  The National Skill Standards Board (NSSB) and the business community’s

support for education standards are not about pressuring local schools to use a specific set .
- of standards. NSSB is a group of private citizens -- business, education, and labor

leaders -- that will facilitate a process whereby employers can articulate the skills they
need from workers. Local schools can use that information to chose the curriculum and
‘programs they think will prepare their students to meet the demands of employers. There
is no federal entanglement. Local schools want the best futures for their children, and
skill standards will provide them more information they can use to better prepare their
students for their futures.

Assertion:  [f the government is handing out skill certificates to select students, then these ,
students will have an advantage [over students who attend private schools, home schools,
and schools not participating in Goals 2000} in getting a job or perhaps gelting info
college. , o

Response:  Skill certificates give industry an opportunity to let students, parents, and teachers
know what skills are required for employment. Skill certificates give students an
opportunity to let potential employers know what skills they have. The
government does not hand out skill certificates. A skill certificate is a credential
issued by the local school-to-work program. What kinds of credentials to issue
are decided on by the state through its planning process. Skill certificates only
matter if employers look for them in hiring and employers will only look for



them if they certify the skills employers are looking for anyway. Therefore,
students benefit from the opportunity to acquire the skills that industries are
demanding. Individuals will also have the opportunity to acquire skill certlﬁcates
through postsecondary education, union and apprenticeship programs,
professional associations, and from employers -- not just from public schools.

Assertion:  School-to-work exists in large part simply to further the reach of Goals 2000.

Response:  The School-to-Work Act exists to provide states and communities resources to

help their youth develop the skills they need for citizenship, career opportun1t1es

- and higher education. It is part of the Act’s purpose to support academic
achievement and, to that end, it simply says that state school-to-work activities
should not operate at cross purposes with state academic requirements: if there are

~ state academic standards, school- based school-to-work activities should be
consistent with them. None of these prowsmns spec1fy what those standards must
be. :

Assertion:  “Even though compliance with Goals 2000 is ‘voluntary’ for states, the law holds
" disadvantaged children hostage 1o ils dictates” (p. 2) because states that receive funds
under the Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA) must align their curriculum,
assessments, and teacher professional development with Goals 2000 standards.

Response:  Neither disadvantaged students nor states are “held hostage” by either Goals
2000 or the Improving America’s Schools Act, which provides assistance to
disadvantaged students under the Title 1 program. Quite to the contrary, the provisions
in both Goals 2000 and Title 1 clearly place the states and local school districts in charge
of determining academic standards and educational policy. They also both serve to
encourage states and local communities to set more rigorous academic standards for all
students, mcludmg eccnomlcally dxsadvantaged students *

e Goals 2000 requires that partlc:lpatlng states establish their own academic
" standards in basic and advanced skills for students, and develop tests to-
-measure student progress toward achieving there standards. The Title I
program also requires that states set their own academic standards in basic
_and advanced skills for participating students, and test to determine
progress toward achieving those standards. When the two programs
‘operate together, the result will bé that disadvantaged students served by
y - the Title 1 program will be expected to reach for the same academic.
o standards as are other students in the state. Rather than being “held
hostage”, disadvantaged students are freed from a tyranny of low
expectations, and will be challenged to work harder and learn more.
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Assertion; -

«

There are no “goals 2000" standards, only state or local standards,
determined by state or local authorities. The same is true of curriculum,
assessments, and ways of preparing and upgrading the skills of teachers.
These are all determined at the state and local level, without federal
direction or control.

. According to a recent ‘report by the American Federation of Teachers, 49 -

states are setting their own academic standards for its students. The U.S.
Department of Education independently counts all 50 states engaged in’

“this process. For states participating in Goals 2000 and Title 1, they too
- will use the standards they are setting themselves. In either case, the

academic standards that student will be held to are determined by the

state, not by the federal government. And standards used for Goals 2000

and Title 1 are those same standards.

No state is required to participate in Goals 2000 in order to continue to
receive Title 1 funds or funds under IASA or any other federal education
programs. This is stated explicitly in Section 213 of the Goals 2000 Act.

This situation represents an increase in state and local controlanda
decrease in federal requirements. The federal government exercises no

_control over the resources that states and communities spend on education

or over school and classroom practices. Therefore, if federal programs are

to be effective, they must work in tandem with state and local reform = -

efforts. The new legislation recognizes this and responds to concern that
in the past compliance with rules and regulations surrounding federal
education programs has often constrained the flexibility necessary to
achieve improvement. For example, reliance on nationally-normed testing
in the Title [ program was often redundant with state testing and
consequently cut into instructional time for students who needed extra
help the most. The new Title I allows states to use their own state

. assessments that measure performance in attammg the skills and standards
 they deem to be 1mportant

The objectives of Goa[s 2000 are a[ready mirrored in Cab’férﬁia 's subject

* frameworks and its statewide assessment” (p. 2). California’s math and English
frameworks “have resulted in the de-emphasis of basic math skills and phonics” (p. 21).
- The “connection between these state Math and English frameworks and the Goals 2000
* debate over measuring standards . . . lies with the California Learning Assessment
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System (CLAS). .. . The link is that the CLAS test was designéd to measure t}re ‘
effectiveness of educat;on reforms envisioried under Goals 2000 programs” (p. 22). This

~ lype of “performance-based” test “bases its scoring on non—academ:c benchmarks” not
rzght and wrong answers”’ (p 22). . ‘

Response: Standards and testing procedures are determined by the state and by local school
districts and schools, not by the federal government. This has been true in the past and
will contlnue to be true under Goals 2000

® Any flaws in previous curriculum frameworks and assessments in

* California were the complete responsibility of the state, not of the federal

" governmient, and correcting any problems is also California's
responsibility, without regard to whether or not California participates in
Goals 2000. California is in the midst of revising its curriculum

. frameworks, and Governor Wilson has just signed legislation calling for
the development of a new testing program. The state can use Goals 2000
funds to supports its own activities in these areas, if it chooses to.
Because education is so important, some aspects of reform are bound to
generate controversy, but how these issues are addressed in California will

- be determined by the citizens of California, not by federal
requrrements-—whether or not the state participates in Goals 2000. .

x " Goals 2000 promotes assessments that are aligned with eachAstate’s
content standards in academic subjects. These use valid and reliable
“academic performance measures to provide coherent informatidrl about
- student attainments relative to the state content standards. ‘

- Assertion:  Goals 2000 promotes outcomes-based education: (1 ) The Regional Laboratories
'  have “a primary duty” to promote school restructuring, which is “a buzz word in many -
“education circles . for promoting the controversial principles of outcomes-based ‘
education” (pp. 8-9) (2) One purpose of the Act is to provide “a national framework for
‘education reform” and “the term ‘frameworks’ . . . is the buzzword for California’s '
| troubled experzment w:th outcome-based educatzon (p. 20)

Response: These are transparent and illogical attempts to generate objections to Goals 2000 -
by purporting to find a link to the outcomes-based education controversy. To set the
record straight: (1) The provision that allows the labs to respond to a school’s request for
help with its restructuring efforts is not intended to promote outcomes-based education;

“(2) A national “framework” for education reform means a structure of support and is not
a secret code for OBE.

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

Assertion: . One California school district plans to use its Goals 2000 funds to hire school
' counselors to address “the supposed emotional and social needs of district children” and
Jocus on “'soft’ areas of school management and school environment” rather than
academics (p. 23). Therefore, Goals 2000 “will mean a significant expansion” in these -
“areas, “with no assurance as to zmproved student performance or a higher qualzty
classroom msz‘rucz‘zan " (p. 23).

Response: ‘Whatever the strengths or weaknesses of the program in this one district, it
effectively illustrates the ability of local schools and communities to use Goals
2000 resources in ways not required by the statute or imposed by the federal
government. By providing flexibility for states and localities to decide how best
to use their Goals 2000 funds, the Act supports local control and-decision making,
rather than federal mandates. When control is decentralized, funds will be used
to support a variety of initiatives. The point of establishing state standards and
‘carrying out a state and local planning process, as Goals 2000 calls for, is to allow

- individuals and groups who are concerned about education reform to help demde

“how best to 1mprove mstructlon and student performance

It is ironic that the authors call for local control of education, and at the same -
time they criticize a local district’s use of the authority and resources at it
disposal. Supporters of local control in theory should also support it in practice.

Assertion:  Rigorous academic standards will only be established by involving the public
in a broad-based deliberation on the subject, thereby building a genuine and informed.
consensus. Goals 2000 obfuscates and delays that public debate by purveying the myth
_that new federal goals, standards, and strategwes are meetzng these needs

Response: ~ We agree compleiely that academic standards must be established through a
broad-based process, and rest on an informed consensus. That is precisely what Goals
2000 supports-broad-based, grass roots involvement in the development of academic
standards and the necessary education reforms so that students can reach those standards.
. It is the authors of this report who have been purveying myths and obfuscating the public
debate. While their attacks are aimed at the federal law, if successful they will deny
resources and opportunities to-students, teachers and parents in California.
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