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To; Carol Rasco 
From: Patrick Lester 
Date: 7-12-94 , I 
Re; Briefing for 7-16 NEGP meeting in Boston 

,
================================================================= 

",I 
agenda for the 7/16 mE!eting is attached, but there are only 

two issues that you IX should be aware of going in. 

(1) 	 NESIC Nominations: s~nce Goals 2000 was signed by the 
President March :31, NEGP Working Group sessions have been 
preoccupied primarilY, with NEGP nominations for NESIC. 
Every member of Goals Panel was lowed to make as many 
initial nominations a,s he or she chose. This lengthy list 
was narrowed through ,'three rounds balloting to the final 
list of 12 that ~is a~tached .. The President is obliged to 
appoint 4 from ihis list to the 19 member panel. 

At the last mee~ing of the Working Group (7 11) 
significant time was;devoted to deciding whether or not 
these nominations shquld be made public. From the 
President's poi~t ofjview, releasing the names might not be 
a good idea because of potential embarrassment for nominees 
not ultima~ely appoiri,ted, and the inevitable lobbying 
pressure that wj}ll be put on the White House once the names 

.1. 	 " 

are known. The :group declded, however, on a 7-6 vote to 
release the names atlthe 7-16 meeting because it was t 
the information would be leaked anyway, and making them 
public in Boston wou]d allow the members to put a positive 
spin 	on their choice~. 

, 	 :! 

(2) 	 Core Indicators for Goals: At Governor McKernan's request, 
the Working Group has, developed 16 core indicators for the 
original 6 Goals, and yearly benchmarks for each indicator 
to determine nat'iona], progress. The Working Group 
considered, but :decided against, establishing similar 
measures for .states. 1 The Group also considered 
establishing minimum :Iprogress yearly benchmarks for each of 
the indicators,but it was felt that doing so might signal a 
retreat from the Goal,st so the idea has been shelved for 

now. Finally, the wOlking Group rejected the addition of a 
proposed smoking indicator to measure progress toward Goals 
6 (safe and drug fre~ schools). While their was some 
support for 'idea)1 it was considered too contentious. 

\ 
! 
" 
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I 
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8:30 - 8:45 

8:45 - 9:15 

9:15 - 9:30 

9:30 - 10:00 

10:00 - 10:30 

10:30 - 10:45 

10:45 - 10:55 

10:55 - 11 :00 

NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL 
SUMMER MEETING 

Sheraton Hotel and Towers 

Republican Ballroom B 

Boston, Massachusetts 

Satl(rday, July 16, 1994 


, 8:30 a.m. - 11 :00 a.m. 
! 

TOPIC 

Welcome New Members 

CO,mmunlty Toolkit 

Technology Principals/Resolution 

Plan for 1994 Goals Report 

"p~isone~s of TIme," Milt Goldberg 
I ,, 

NESIC/Standards Update 

September Report Release and Forum 

NEGP Information Kit 
I 
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ANNUAL MEETING ' , ' 

·':Pr~'sident"CllntontoAddress. Nation's Governors 
·Memb~rsofCongress and other administration officials will meet with governors in Boston 

'.' ,:J:>. , 4 . ':'I~esident Bill Clinton will ad- Democratic and Republican perspective ment on Tariffs and Trade. 

,', .. ':ares,sthe nation's gove~ors ~,t or the sta~us ofhealt~ care legislatio~ in When the NGA Committee on Natural 

... ,'. .).; t,he. NGA annual meetIng In Congress 'at the openIng plenary sessIon Resources meets on Monday, ] uly 18,
B· .:~::·;'Bosto/1; Mass.,'Jtiiyl~~19. '. on Sunda~, July 17. .' Environmental Protection Agency Ad­

, * '\.' _<::; • "', ,-. ~ • 'l \ ' • , . " ~ 

.Presiaent Clinton and Senate Minority : On Mopday, July 18. U,S. Department . ministratorCarol M. Browner is expected 

Leade~'~Robert ' Dole (R-Kan.) are ex- or Transportation Secretary. Federico to discuss the administration's environ­


.• p~,cie~/io! sPeak at: the closing plenary Pel1a wilI;address NGA's Committee' on . mental priorities and pending environ­

'session'July 19. B'oth are expected to Economic Development and Commerce mental legislation, including the Safe 
discusfn~ti6.1al issues of importance to .about sta(e-federal issues in transporta- Drinking Water Act, the Clean Air Act, 
stateari.~ h?cal governments, such as health tion. :1 . / and Superfund. 

· care arid welfare reform. Later, at that same session, U.S. Trade At the.saine session, Dr. John Graham, 
: In add.ition, 'S~n~te Majority Leader Representative Mickey Kantorwill speak Director of Harvard's School of Public 

, George';Mitchell (D-Maine) and Sen. to the committee abo!Jt adoption and Health, will discuss risk·analysis in set­
Don N'ickl4s (ii-Okl;}.) will present a implementation :bf the General Agr'~e- ting environme!italpolicy:::' 
··r· . . . " ;' . A wide variety of other speakers will 

}~" : \.' ", " .')" .. : discuss important state,' issues ranging 
CHAIRMAN'S INITIATIVE ~. from the int~gration' of children's' ser­

.. ' .:y . , ,"., ". '., " 'i'· vices 19 tele'coinmlinic,atiohs, iI.. :,.' 
~. Pat~nerships)\1a~~ ~r,?gte.,~~,S; '.' :. .,~..;. .;. ,;'~' 

'"." ,-' 

.Outing NGA Cbair·man~$ Tefiurl~: ,:' " HEALTH REFORM 

·;y GJv:"~Q/T~Il'~,' c~~Pbeil Jr; ~<', '.': '. ':. ~uChJf ~~;is ~~~~ ~iu~~ qngoing; but, . NGA:"Lawstit(WIll '. 
: Soi.itr·C~rolina " . \'. ',i . I believe We have establishe'd a good basis .... . ," " .;'., 

;~.,. .... ' ',' " ·f~otn'\~ih:iCh·f.tO' proceed ·.~n~;'in sOTpe' : Hinder Hea.lth:Care: . 
""'.' ." ~~~i~~·~:rtp~:;~~~~~~J~~;riq~jtSf~r~~;:" ~~~~~;tJr';:s~j~~:lf~;l~~.d~~;O~ghS in ',,~.~f~~r~,·~lr~r~,~':~;":: ""., .. 
,: .. ,identified in:m'y '.'Pilftne~ships fo.r ,~, , '" A I~WSUlphatSef:k.stq sJoP federal Waiy.: 

., '''' d':' ,,' Health eare . ,...... '. .... ','"Progre~s, agen a., . " ",<." l' ";;~' . \".''':,. .) '., {</ ,er~J~at em1l:>!e statestp p.!i~sue health «¥e' 
· ,.;Gpv~rno.rshavenelpedtoshapeimpor~, :. NO.:\',s'ieaith Care Leadership Team 'refcitm 'willactuafly deny' healthcar~' "1.'. 

t,~ntti~Hf)~al,po'li~ies irf the crltical.'Meis' :.' h'a'~ ~b~t!§~~d t~.siay)ndo.secqiitact~·ith, coverage)opneal]~:t.'5 mill!on 'currently 
.of he.alth care reform, unfunded mandate, ': th~,.White ..Houseand. Congress on, the.' . unirisured people ': and chinder· national' 
· .reli~f~ ~~~lfare reform,.e~ucatioll! epvi~'; st~!.e .imJ.iitati~nsc o~ heal~h.care refo.rijl.·· .h~aith'care refpl:m ~ff~rts, ac~ording to . 
ronme'ntalprotection,children'sissties(,W" If··af.;lR····fc~', .. · ::: .. ,,' .. ; ":{ NGA. ,.':, .. ', '.' .', ." , .: ". ....., .'. .', ere, e arm '. ... . " :,'.
and tec~nology and telecommUnicatIOns: .: .,;. "', -, \' ' ,0; TI1e. Nation~1 Associati()n of CommU­
A!Jd, as:) had, noped,' we"have ·J:na4{,·' .NGA ~loselY' consulted with the: ad~.. nity Health C~.ntersJNACl:IC)filed a 


· progress' in :m~ny cif these'areas b'y estab"·'·. ~inis~ratio~ d~ring the formulatio!1?f its . lawsuit seeking t().enjoint~eD~p~~tment 

· IishingC :p'artnerships-,-with' the private' " .~elfar.e ~et0!fTI plan; ~~ek'iilgsimplifiCa. ofHealth, and: H~walf SerVites (HFlS) 

sector; ~ayors', city adininist~tors,co:;iIJtY: ' ti?'~ 'and ~t,~~e ~e,~i~i IitY. t~ in?v.e w~lrar~: from l.!pprovinKSectipn. l,115a:waivers 

and~t~t~'le,gislators, Congress, and ·the , ~he~ts t~~~~d~el~.~~f~cl~n~y: ... , .' for states seyking'to,implernentstate,wirle" 


. "-admtn~.~~~atl0?' '" .',. "'J':"~i: :i:.· .. ,:,.C~ntinuedonpa~er. "': ·§ontinuf!.i:l.'o.npage,5. 
_, ',"I'·". .' \',~'~' . :.,):.: •• : •• !, \; ::!j.:.~..~.~.\,""~~~-,"'.;:;:~~~~,~'"-1, 

In this issue ... 

":" 
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BOSTON 
NGA 1994 

I ' ~ 

PORTANT DEADLINES ' 
I 

me 3, 1994: Last day special advance registratio.n {ee appl~es. , 
me 27, 1994: Last day to. mail advance registratio~! fo.rms and payment. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
1. TYPE OF AUTHORIZATIONOFFICIAL TRAVEL AUTHORIZATION 

(Privacy Act Stotement and instructions on baCk) , 
XJ TDY D Amendment 

Carol H. Rasco 
2. Traveler (First name, middle inUial, last name) 

Assistant to the President .:for Domestic 
3. Title of Traveler 

(Show items amended) 

Invitational Relocation 
(Noll EOP Employees Only) 

Subsistence (unusual circumstances) * 
5. Office Phone 

456-2216 

6. Official Duty Station 

Washington, DC' 

8. TRAVEL INFORMATION 

To attend National Governors' Association 1994 Annual MeetingPURPOSE: __________________________________--___________________________________________ 

. 7 1594
DATE(S): Travel Begm On Travel End On_'_7_ 

Washington, DCITINERARY: Point of Origin (City. State) __________________________________ 

Boston, MA
Place(s) of Official Visitation (City. State) 

" i : t.."~ . '".' ,,' 

Point of Return,(City. State) 
.Washington, DC 

ie =:a===:;j:!"'~~·:~~·:~t'F':~"~~..~.,'=i.~:c=o=mJmCe=rclaI:=:Trans==',:po=rtati='.:.='o=n:.~~.~;~;.=li=iJ=9t'!,.~ ..;:t.~p:e:.r:D~ie::mI~A~c~tu~a~1S~U~b~s~is~te~n~ce=____~$~J1J1l4L.JOUOL-----.. ..::\.r=·":=·,L=.,;='1;=s.='i~=·I:· 
I Coach Exira Fare* Coach Tourist· Business,*J., First·,Class ;j: Transportation - 0­

r--~---------------------r----~~------------
'Rental Car .. : ",...:.::' "'! :; • .'.,). "-,,, , 

Miscellaneous 2 6 4 • 0 0 

Auto 
TOTAL $ 378.00Other 

D Registration Fees (meeting. training. etc.) 
"'f '. '.', 

--::::-L-,--:--,......".~-.-:-:-:-:-.-:=:..J.-----'--- ••--_:____----__1 D Commercial Rental'em: "..-<,'- "•... 
(c) []:GOv't QWBec.:Vehlcle',':> . - D 

' ~~,' " <M.. ,~~"',,,",,",,,~,~"'"-...,,', ,: ,Excess Baggage not to exceed ______--;,--;,~:-:-,~,____ 

, D Other (Please identify) 

13. '" Special ProvisionsIRemarks (JustifICation for fITSt c/QSs:/business lextra fare travel, annual leave enroute, actual subsistence, etc.) 
I 
I 

1) Air Fare provided: in Kind· , <.. !.', 

2) Actual expenses authorized 

l : 

:! ' ,.:, 
j

•
j 

I certify that the travel herem was reviewed and determined 
to be essential for the accompli~hmeitt of agency p~~aIDs 
and missions' " . 

, Approval Official (Signa 

'::15. Accounting data (AppropritJtion, division, project, vendor'number) 

; ... "//t/-::>::::tOD" -::r~ .. :;;'J; 

-. .~.... 

8 July 1994 

OAfORM22 
REVISED nlilUARY 1993 

ORIGINAL IR8l'R~j WIT", To.aVEL VOUCHER) 



"'''; 
\,<1 

'" 
~ , I " D Registration Fees (meeting: training, -etc,) , ,." . ··Li 1~;>: 

t,. '. '. 

;-----:=-.l...-....,.,.-,--'-__--.-..".",~'-,--_-'---...;;...;,-'-----''------_,_-j. 0_..2~m~er~jal)~~n~1 Cai" 

tj','~:~;~s '~~~~~-ge'no;:to eXgeed ',-,--,-.;,-;,..,.'-'~'_'.-'--'-"'-;-_-'---'-__--'­

.0 

" ,'W' .,-,------:---,-:--.:....:;;..~"--"--'-;--'--'-'---'-:---;--~'--'-':'----.,...---.:......·;;EXECUTIVKOFFICE't)FTHKPRESIDENT·· .. ! .~ ..:'.-;:/. 
1. ':IVPE OF Al,JTHORizATION . :'\:·OFFICIAL.,TRAVEL.AU~HORIZATION:<, L~~~··'F' > - , 

(Privacy Act Statement and instructions;on back). .' 
\ 


" I 
 o Amendment ,. 
(Show items amended) 

"~ ,D.i~~it~ti~~~l:· ':1,' D Relocation~, ., "',2. Tr:ivelerc(First name;:1TiiddU: initidl,.kistname)· , S ".", 
\ ...... ,'''''', (Non EOP Employees Only) ~'" ' .; 

A9sistaDt to 

,3iTitie of Traveler .. :.-, .... '.;: 


OPO/DPC 
~. Office Pl!oiIe,"" .' : 6;'Official Duty Stalion 

. , .. '~:~~e!~~Aqt91'!,~ J}.~.~,,~ . 
" 7;, O!fPer->;Diem :. "':;;;::.~" i, .. ::- / 'j,' 

,'" ':~ [3/Actual Subsistence (unusual circumstances);!" 
,,', .. , , ..,:' Rate( s ):... 

'. 8. TRAVEL' .' .,' ~ . '?' "" 

PURPOSE: 

.' ""." 

,: 

,~ W,;' :.,,, , .,1 ,. ,15 .9.4. . 7 l' 94 
DATE(S): . Travel, Begm On ,.:;..':-'.. I~I~ :...• \' .. , , .....;,.. : . ',:Travel'End'On ';7/':·;·J"';::'I."·~ :.;'/ : >, 

. " .Wal!!hin9't.~n,,:~ 
. '" JTlt-IERARY:. pointoCQrigin(Cify,:'Siaie); _.'-'..:-...:. ..,'--.:.._._'Ce-'---'-'~.__-'-'...;c'';'"_'"""___ • -,,-' __... ...:; ..-=- '",,,"'-"''-'--'--'--'----:.-'---'-'--"-"--'.~'_.'_'_"_"_.'_"._____ , 

,1~OSt.om~ ltA 
F' . Place(s) ofOfficial Visitation (City, State), .' .'--_--'-__-'--_--~.--'--""'-',-------'---"--'--"--'-'-,-';"':'
4;",:'_'----,--'- ­

'~. 

Washington, DC 

,. I"",,'" . \ 

...~~~:.:.:...:....:.,----,---=-~~-,--~~~~~"-2~~~~~~~~~:':':":"':":~~....:.....:....~':"":'-'''' -",: 
,,'... . .13.* ,speCial ProvisionSIRemarks'(Justif!cation for first ClasslbusimisSlextra fare,travel, annual leave enroute, 'actual subsistencei,etc:) '. >-',.• '. ,',,:., .. ':-", 

;' ., ~~ . >•. :. \ ;>..' 

I) Ai.r Pare provide~ .. ln"Ktr,u:t 
2) Actual expenses authorized 

14(a}'Requested,by , " , .. ;:;. 
...... 0{ • 

/' " i. 
]5. Accounting data (Appropriation, division, project" vendor. number) 

///,/. /, 
1 . • ..... J "<~' .• 

" .\., ]4(b) ':C~~~tify ihat'th~ travel hei'ein ~asreVie~ed,'and'determined /16. Fundsai'e'available·todefray travelcost.specified above' f'" ' 

• ~>-'•• 

'.,: "." .~::e':~:s~:~:1 for the accomp~,ishinent of agepcy pr'6'g'rams:.· , ' .•,:;,~,?:n"~,_~s.',~.,, .•~,·n. :~.~,.,e ,'.,.......a.· .. ,~.',s~:certificatiOn(Signature)",',.:1 ':'... 


" , ' ", Approval Official (Signatur,e"imd Title). '." . . , .. ;.~ , , , .. -_ ;:'~"r.'":"": 

,;' ".".<" /,~'~':::J 17. Date' ~" 18. Travel Authorization,No. 

: ..~ :{:/£-tI;:(.~'j·;'~~,J~"~;~:~~-;;'~~~~l:'" <::.,..-•.-~., a July 1994 )< I\~L}L-L-L 
OAFORM22, 
REVISED FEBRUARY_1993 

TRAVElER'S COpy 
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N... 'THE SHERATON BOSTON 'THANKS YOU FOR .YQU~,RESERV~TION. YOUR ROOM 
.;: 

., 
.~j 
'II. ;';/:;'~t~,·t~ili;'~.~~'4~~1i~{·';~~1.ill~~;iiJ,;;~~!~~~!~i~~iP~~:e·~,j;;·~t" 

IASTBOUND-IXIT 22 ON "'ASj. TPK. . 
.. lOUTHBOUND-STOIROW·Dilve';';COPLEY SQ. EXIT 

II~ RESfRvAn~ OFFq.~:Y, (611L2,36-~OfO FAX. (617) ~36-609S (HE(K I~ TI,!,E 15, !'f!~~ 3:00 P.M. NORTHBOUND-RT. 3-MASS. AVE. (ittT 
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REGISTERING AT THE SHERATON BOSTO:~; ~tJTJUTOWERS 

Reservations held for ;::11 rillal P:ISl ·1pm require gtlur[!nH:~u 01 pDymcm 

nes€!valions Inny be gonr,Hltfed lJ, ArnerlCrJll EXPlo,.;-SS, Cane Blanche. 

lJincls,lv1aSlelcard, VISA or by O'!G lli£ltl(S :1.(1vanc.: (!i:.'PD~11 


fiesf:rvarion chnn\jf:::S will UtI at..:ci:ptbcllnis,;d on .1'.',.!I:dJilir'/ 

For your protection Ihis h:servatlon is not IlflP1slerl1tllc. 


DEPOSIT POLICY: 
• 	 Reservations oot _ or credH c<lld. am 

subject to cancellation to arrival date, 

CREDIT POLlCV: 
01 

CARTE BLANCHE VISA 

DINERS CLUe JCe 

EN ROUIE DISCOVEH 


CANCELLATIONS AND CHANGES: 
. PI~ilSId do nOll)(~ a no·~how. Please. call ti',t~ SI"tJl;~1011 RVSt!fll(lllon Olllcls 

.10 cll<lnge or en nee I your ruserviitions. (St:~~ Deposit Policy) 

GOING TO ANOTHER SHERATON CITY? 
For leservmioHs 3t any Shuratofl Worldwiclt! Holel, Inll, Resml & All ~:;(J'Ii~, 
call ROO<~2SM3S:!5, Ire(~ from anywhele in tite Conlil1 ..~ill:tl Unlh:d States or C,HliJ{Ja 
Call 24 lhOUfS u day. 7 days ~1 WUt:k.· 

IMPORTANT NOTICE: 
• 	 Boorn I ~1I\l'S confi, med 


Applic:.lblt: t;IX wi!! il(; 


• 

RESERVATIONS OFFICE ONLY 

. (617) 236-2020 


FAX (617) 236-6095 


PLEASE PRESENT THIS 
CONFIRMATION AT REGISTRATION 

All iha ahove is slIbieel to ch,tnUtl '!!ithoul l1oticu. 

",\t 

Directions 10 Sheraton 80sl011 Holel ancl Towers 

From Mass Pike (90) Easl-T"ke E,il lund'lIgrouncl)-AI 

lork. follow Prudential Center si911 Above grounci you'll be 

on Huntington AV811uU---Tal,,! ;] rioht al tirsl li91)1 all 

Belvedere Street-Holel is on your riqht. 

From 93 South-'Take Mass;]clilisetts AVGl1ue/rloxbury ,:,xll 

(on lelt)-Take rinht ,)1 end of oli·ramp onto M;]ssachusetis 

Avenue-Follow l\t1[lssachusetts Avenue for one mile-T;IKe 
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liyht, take a right onto Dalton Sireet-Holel is on yow lulL 
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NATIONAL GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION 
1994 Annual Meeting 

July 16 ·19 .11 Ii I 3 P'T'D 

Boston, Massachusetts 

The NGA Registration Center has received your registration for the NGA Annual Meeting. Please refer to the meeting 
registration brochure for important details related to registration, housing, and transportation, and also carefully note the 
following information: 

NGA REGISTRATION CENTER 

National Governors' Association Telephone Number 

444 North Capitol Street, N.W., 11267 (202) 624-5966 

Washington, DC 20001·1512 Fax Number 

Attn: Laura Bailey (202) 624-5980 


HOTEL RESERVATIONS 

Accommodations for meeting attendees are reserved in the following hotels: 

Sheraton Boston Hotel Colonnade Hotel 

39 Dalton Street 120 HUntington Avenue 

Boston, MA 02199 Boston, MA 02116 

(617) 236·2000 (617) 424-1000 
Check·in time: 3:00 p.m. Check-in time: 3:00 p.m. 
Check-out time: 12:00 noon Check-out time: 12:00 noon 

• 	 Hotels will send reservation confinnations direcUy to attendees. Each hotel requires an advance deposit of 
one nighfs room charge. If you did not check 'charge hotel room deposit' in the credit card authorization 
section of the registration form, please send a deposit directly to the hotel as soon as you receive your 
reservation confirmation. 

• 	 Advance arrangements must be made through your hotel's accounting department if you wish either to pay 
hotel charges using apurchase order, voucher, or claim, or to have hotel dlarges billed directly to you. 

To change a conflnned hotel reservation: 

• 	 On or before Monday, June 27: write or fax the NGA Registration Center 
• 	 Between Monday, June 27 and Friday, July 8: call the NGA Registration Center 
• 	 On or after Monday, July 11: call the hotel direclty 

MEETING REGISTRATION 

• 	 Meeting credentials will not be issued until registration fees have been paid in full. If fee payment did not 
accompany your registration form, payment may be sent separately. Payments should NOT be mailed to the 
NGA Registration Center after Monday, June 27. After that date, all payments should be made on site. 



MEETING REGISTRATION (continued) 

• 	 .As part of meeting security, you will be asked as you register to present two forms of personal identification·-one 
with a recent photograph and one to verify your business affiliation. Meeting credentials will be issued only 
upon presentation of acceptable identifJCation. 

• 	 Refund of prepaid registration fees will be made (minus a $25 nonrefundable processing charge) if written 
cancellation notice is postmarked no later than Friday, July 8, 1994. No refunds will be made for cancellations 
made after that date. Refunds will be issued approximately thirty days after ttJe meeting. 

• 	 No-shows will be bUled the applicable registration fee. 

• 	 Attendees who do not prepay their registration fees will be Invoiced a $25 handling fee for cancellations 
received or postmarked on or before Friday, July 8, 1994, and non-prepaid attendees who cancel after Friday, 
July 8, 1994, will be Invoiced for ttJe full registration fee. 

• 	 General MeetIng RegIstration and News Media Registration, located in ttJe Hynes Convention Center, will 
open on Saturday, July 16, and will be in operation daily ttJroughout the meeting. 

MEETING LOCATIONS 

Most business sessions will be held at ttJe John a. Hynes Convention Center, located at 900 Boylston Street in 
downtown Boston. Additional business sessions will be held at ttJe Sheraton Boston Hotel and Towers, which is 
connected to the Convention Center by ttJe Shops at Prudential. NGA meeting support operations will be located in bottJ 
ttJe Convention Center and the, Sheraton Boston Hotel. Directional signs will be located throughout ttJe Convention 
Center and the Sheraton Boston. 

LATE ARRIVALS 

Attendees who arrive in Boston after registration closes on Sunday or Monday evenings and who wish to attend 
either evening'S social event should use the special shuttle transportation from ttJe hotels to the event site, where 
temporary credentials will be provided. Two forms of identification will be required to obtain temporary credentials. 

TRANSPORTATION 

• 	 Unless ottJerwise notified by NGA, attendees wll need to make their own anangements for transportation from 
their point of arrival in Massachusetts to their hotel in Boston. 

May, 1994 



NATIONAL GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION 
1994 Annual Meeting 

"July 16 -19 i 

Boston, Massachusetts 

',~I________________________R_E_G_I_S_T_RAT_I~O-N--A-C-K-N-O-~-L-ED-G~M_'E_N_'T~~_,__ ~__ ~ ____________________ 

Name: Carol Rasco 
Assistant to the President 
The White House' 
Washington, DC 20500 

Da'te: '07/08/94 

Registration ID: 601140 

Hotel ?:. Nigp.ts 'Rate
". 


Sheraton Boston Hotel & Towers 2 132.00 
Single 
Arrival: 07/15/94 Departure: 07/17/94 

Registration status 

, Special Attendee (27) 

I ' I """ 
r---------------------~----~~I SUMMARy ~~.----~--------------~--~----~ 

Registration FeeS~ssionFee Cancellation Fee Total Registration Fee 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Amt Rcvd: 0.00 
Bal Due: 



SCHEDULE 

CAROL H. RASCO 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR DOMESTIC POLICY 

TRAVEL SCHEDULE INFORMATION 
SKYPAGE NUMBER: 1-800-SKYPAGE 
PIN: 2074765 

FRIDAY, JULY 15 

3:45 	 WH Car enroute to National 
Airport 

4:30 	 Northwest Flight to Boston 
Flight 38 

6:05 	 Arrive in Boston 

AT AIRPORT CHR WILL 	 BE MET BY UNIFORM 
STATE TROOPER OR AIRPORT REPRESENTATIVE WITH 
CHRIS NAME ON SIGN: PERSON WILL ESCORT 
CHR TO BOSTON COACH 	 SEDAN (TRANSPORT TO 
HOTEL) 

CHR WILL THEN HAVE TO GO BACK TO BAGGAGE 
AREA TO RETRIEVE BAGGAGE IF SHE HAS OTHER 
THAN CARRY-ON (this according to Susan 
Ade,:

PHONE NUMBER FOR TRANSPORT: 617-954-2537 
Contacts: Bob Burnette or Roger Spelta 

LODGING: Sheraton Boston Hotel and Towers 
39 Dalton Street 
Boston, MA 02199 
Phone: 617-236-2000 
Fax: 617-236-1702 
Confirmation: #30RA07151132G 
(STANDARD CHECKOUT TIME IS 12:00 NOON ­
IF YOU WILL NEED LATER TIME, INFORM 
DESK PERSONNEL AT TIME OF CHECK-IN) 

CHR will have to pick up credentials 
at Hines Convention 	Center (for NGA) 
Registration Desk Open Saturday, 
July 16, 9:00 - 5:00 (final program 
will be included in 	materials CHR 
will pick-up) Third Level 
(Walkway from hotel 	to Convention Center) 

P6/b(6)



SATURDAY, JULY 16 

8:30 11:00 

1:00 

1:00 4:00 

Contacts: 

Phone: 

4:00 

6:30 

8:11 

8 :11 

NEGP MEETING 
Sheraton Hilton and Towers 
Republican Ballroom A 
39 Dalton Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 
Telephone: 617-236-2000 

DGA Van departs from main Entrance 
(39 Dalton Street) of the Sheraton 
enroute to Meeting 
(Seating confirmed with Katherine 

Whelan 202-479-5153 on 7-14) 

DGA GOVERNORS/-ONLY MEETING 
Residence of Tom & Nicole Hynes 
180 Clyde Street 
Brookline, Massachusetts 
(Agenda & Manifest attached) 

Carol Sullivan and Kaliope Poulianos 

617-731-6924 

DGA Van departs Meeting enroute 
to .sheraton 

Northwest Airlines Flight #39 
Departs Boston 
(If CHR wishes to use Boston Coach Sedan 
for transport back to airport: 617-954-2537) 

Northwest Airlines ight #39 
Arrives DC National 

WH Car enroute to White House 
CAR AWAITING CHR AT FLAG POLE 



TIME 

8:30 - 8:45 

8:45 - 9:15 

9:15 - 9:30 

9:30 - 10:00 

10:00 - 10:30 

10:30 - 10:45 

10:45 - 10:55 

10:55 - 11 :00 

NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL 
SUMMER MEETING 

Sheraton Hotel and Towers 
Republican Ballroom B 
Boston, Massachusetts 
Saturday, July 16, 1994 
8:30 a.m. - 11 :00 a.m. 

TOPIC 

Welcome New Members 

Community Toolkit 

Technology Principals/Resolution 

Plan for 1994 Goals Report 

"Prisoners of Time," Milt Goldberg 

NESIC/Standards Update 

September Report Release and Forum 

NEGP Information Kit 



DE.\10CR.-\TIC GOYER~ORS' :\.SSOCI.-\TIO\; 

TO: Democratic Governors & 
Kev Staff 

FROM: Katie Whelan. Executive Director 

RE: 1994 DGA Schedule 

DATE: 11 July 1994 

-------------------------------------------------------------~------------------------------

1 ; ...... ,I., ,; '. ; ''':: il: ; 
The purpose of this memorandum is to contirm the DGA events that will 
take place at the NGA meeting in Boston. Massachusetts. 

l j"vcrnor Hoh -'tiller 
,'1 ',. SATURDAY, JULY 16, 1994 


(;ovcrnor Ann Rich.ln.Js DGA GOVERNORS'-ONLY MEETING 

Location: Residence of Tom & Nicole Hynes 

180 Clyde Street 
Brookline. Massachusetts 1I0\'crnor HnK~ Sundlun 

. \ £.1 ~ (.: ' 'I i {, ~ :' '\ ; ..: j" •• ; 1~: 

eo\crn~)r lohn \\',\ihcc Phone: 	 (6l7)731-6924 

. Governor David Walters Contacts: 	 Carol Sullivan and Kaliope Poulianos 'r.lfe .1: \ l~JJ1!tll';.l 

Time: 	 1:3Opm - 4:00pm 

Transportation: 	 DGA shuttle vans for staff members 
attending the meeting will 
depart from the main 
entrance (39 Dalton Street) of the Sheraton 
~t 1:00pm, 

Other: 	 The m e e tin g I 0 c a't ion 1 s 
approximately a 20 minute drive 
from Logan Airport and a 15 
minute drive from the Sheraton. 
Maps will be provided. 

The meeting will focus on the 1994 elections and health care. We will be 
joined by White House Deputy Chief of Staff Harold Ickes, Strategic 
Pollster Geoff Garin, Assistant to the President for Intergovernmental 
Affairs Marcia Hale, White House Communications Director Mark Gearan 
and DNC Political Director Don Sweitzer . 

.. 3D Sllurh C.lpitol Strl'l't, S.L • \\'ashington.D,C 20003' r 202lrq.:; 153 \ FAX i 2021-+-9·:; 1:;1'1 

http:Rich.ln.Js
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DEMOCRATIC GOVEll.J.'lORS' ASSOCIATrO~ 

Governors' 	Only. Meeting 

Saturday, July 16, 1994 

Governor Evan Buyh 


Private Residence 

180 Clyde Street 


Brookline, Massachusetts 

(617)731·6924 


l'; \1-:(, l.··11 \. F. (,l ).\L\IITTr.:E 

GovernQr Ga.,tOll Caperton 	 1:30pm - 4:00pm 
.... t.lr4,· IH'\\'f..':\t \'~r~~nlJ 

Govc:rnor Howard Dean 	 Tentative Agenda
,";r.u ..; \,r' \'t,;(nl,'j[lt 

Golt.ernor Bob Miller Meeting Chair: Governor Evan Bayh 
SCJ:": (If S'·Y.l"i~l 

GovernOr Ann Richards 
~l'."tt.: IlrT;:.\lS 

G()verno~ Roy Romer Health Care 

:"tt'lt:;.: >I[ (, OlllT~t..to 
 Status Report 

~ovl:nwr Bruce Sundlun Harold Ickes, Assistant to the andPresident
.,r.lf" Pl' Rh, .. \~ I,:lad 

Deputy Chief of Staff 
Governor John Waihcc: 
':-;L\rl,' 'Jr' H:.\\·.l:~ 	 Geoff Garin, Pollster, Garin-Hart Strategic 
G,)Vernor David Walters 	 Research Group 
,)t.u<: I it' ():':I~h\)I1l~' Marcia Hale, . Assistant to President for 
Katherine Whelan Intergovernmental Affairs 
1':';'~lI:"I't'l )i,.,':.'![I" 

Health Care Politics: . 
Governor Lawton Chiles 
Governor Howard Dean 

-Discussion· 

II. 	 1994 Overview 
Communications • Mark Gearan 
Politics - Don Sweitzer 

III. 	 .. Avoiding Potholes on the Road to Re· Election" 
Geoff Garin, Pons[er, Garin-Hart Strategic Research 

IV. NGA Business 
Governor Howard Dean 

DGA Resolutions 

430 South Clpicol Str~,t5 E." WashingtOn. D.C. 20003 "(202) 479-5153· FAX {2021 479·5156 
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Democratic Governors of the United States and U.S. Territories 


Democratic Governors 

Governor Cecil Andrus 
G'overnor Evan Bayh 
Governor Gaston Capenon 
Governor Mel Carnahan 
Governor Tom Carper 
Governor Bob Casey 
Governor Lawton Chiles 
Governor Mario Cuomo 
Governor Howard Dean 
Governor Edwin Edwards 
Governor Alexander Farrelly 
Governor loan Finney 
Governor Jim Folsom 
Governor Jim Hunt 
Governor Brereton Jones 
Governor Bruce King 
Governor Mike Lowry 
Governor A.P. Lutali 
Governor Ned Ray McWherter 
Governor Bob Miller 
Governor Zell Miller 
Governor Ben Nelson 
Governor Roy Rbmer~" 
Governor Pedro Rossello 
Governor William Donald Schaefer 
Governor Mike Sullivan 
Governor Bruce Sundlun 
Governor Froilan Tenorio 
Governor Jim Guy Tucker 
Governor John Waihee 
Governor David Walters 

(ID) 
(IN) 
(WV) 
(MO) 
(DE) 
(PA) 
(FL) 
(NY) 
(VT) 
(LA) 
(VI) 
(KS) 
(AL) . 
(NC) 
(KY) 
(NM)· 
(WA) 
(AS) 
(TN) 
(NV) 
(GA) 
(NE) 

(tc,) 
(PR) 
(MD) 
(WY) 
(RI) 
(CNMI) 
(AR) 
(HI) 
(OK) 

Attending Saturday Meeting 
at the Hynes Residence 

No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No[ yet confirmed 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
NOt. yet connrmed 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Not yet confirmed 
Yes 
No 
Not yet confirmed 
i"iO.. 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
NOt. yet confirmed 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

16 acceptances 
12 regrets 
S not yet confirmed 



Carol: 

Attached is an internal document I prepared on the impact (or lack of impact) of state 
level reforms. This has not been edited for outside use, but I thought you might be 
interested in it for context for your speaking engagement. I am also attaching suggested 
NGA talking points I prepared at the request of Intergovernmental, though I don't know 
what they plan to do with them. 

Finally, I also want to point out that Bob Dole's recent plan caps Medicaid payments to 
the states with no accompanying relief on state responsibilities under Medicaid, which 
would cause huge budget shortfalls to the states. Preliminary CEA estimates are that 
states would experience a budgt shortfall of $101 billion dollars over 7 years. 

Please call if you have any questions. 



Draft talking points for NGA 

As a Governor grappling with the health care issue every day, I'm glad 
that after more than a year of debate and discussion, the Congress is 
moving full speed ahead on health care reform. This Congress has 
already brought health care reform further than any previous Congress in 
hist()ry. There should be no turning back now -- we must move forward 
and pass a bill with universal coverage. 

Universal coverage is crucial not only to our nation's health, but to my 
state's fiscal health as well. States have been unable to increase spending 
in areas like crime and education due to the rising number of uninsured· 
and the increases in Medicaid spending. Medicaid costs have increased 
more than400% since 1980, and threaten to further overwhelm state 
budgets unless we work together to solve this problem and cover 
everyone. 

The biggest losers in a non-universal system would be middle class 
working families. Without universal coverage, the middle class will see 
their costs go up to pay for subsidies for the poor, and those with 
insurance coverage will continue to pay for those without. 

That's the problem we have today: the poor get government help, and the 
rich can afford it on their own. It's the middle class that lose their 
coverage when they change a job, that take out loans to pay the costs of 
an illness, that give up better jobs for fear of losing the coverage they 
have now. 

Some in Congress are urging the quick fix: pass some insurance reforms, 
provide government subsidies for the poor, and call that universal even 
though it isn't. We've tried that at the state level -- it doesn't solve the 
problem. 

Others say we should set a target and see if market reforms alone will get 
us there. As a Governor I can tell you: the only acceptable target is 
coverage for everyone, and the only way to get us there is through shared 
responsibility and universal coverage. . 

When it comes to health care, the middle class have been squeezed for too 
long, it's time everyone do their part so that everyone has solia. coverage. 



'. 


Incremental Reforms: State Experience Proves They Don't Solve the Problem 

/I At least 37 states have enacted insurance reforms essentially identical to the [Dole] 
reforms proposed in Congress. I think any insurance commissioner would say these 

reforms are a necessary but not sufficient way to decrease the number ofuninsured. To 
say they're going to improve access are a bit misguided. " -- Patricia Butler; Health Care 

Consultant [Boston Globe, 7/3/94] 

Many federal health reform proposals, such as the Dole plan and the Rowland­
Bilirakus plan, reject the goal of universal coverage and focus instead on expanding 
"access" through a patchwork of incremental reforms including small group market 
reforms, insurance reforms, low-income subsidies, community rating, medical savings 
accounts, voluntary aJliances, tax credits and malpractice reforms. Proponents of these 
plans argue that these measures will, in themselves, make health care more accessible and 
affordable, increasing coverage and controlling costs as a result. Republican health 
strategist William Kristol noted these bills were "straightforward reforms that make 
insurance more stable, accessible, and affordable. "I 

However state-level experience with these very same reforms, implemented in 
recent years, has had no appreciable effect on total coverage levels or costs. Overall 
coverage levels have gone down nationwide, particularly among working people. And 
state health care spending, state Medicaid spending, and per capita health spending have 
all gone up. Even states that have conducted demonstrations aimed specifically at 
increasing coverage through voluntary measures have fallen fall short of their goals, with 
results analysts call"disappointing."2 

State level' experience proves that incremental reforms alone don't solve the 
problem -- costs for government go up, costs for businesses go up, costs for families go 
up, and more and more middle class working people continue to lose their coverage. 

How many states have passed incremental reforms? 

Beginning in the late 1980s and early 1990s, health care reform activity 
heightened significantly at the state level, with more than 32 states passing incremental 
health reform measures between 1989 and 1992, and more than a dozen more acting in 
1993 and 1994.3 All tolled, more than 45 states have passed many of the incremental 
health refouns proposed in the Cooper, Dole. and Rowland-BHimkus bills. 

I Boston Globe, July 3, 1994 
2 Testimony ofW. David Helms, Ph.D., before the United States Senate Committee on Finance 
3 Intergovernmental Health Policy Project, George Washington University, 1994 



The CBO analyzed a Dole-style incremental reform bill proposed in 1992, and 
found that "guaranteed health insurance coverage for small businesses, the pooling of 
risk, and the prohibition on denying coverage on account ofa person's health would 
reduce the cost ofinsurance for people considered to be bad risks but would increase the 
cost ofinsurance for good risks. "8 

Conservative economist Mark Pauley noted this phenomenon in analyzing the 
likely impact of the current Dole plan, saying the measures would ''probably do almost 
nothing, or maybe even make things worse." He explains: "To the extent you force 
insurers to take all comers or in other ways not charge what they cost, the insurer has to 
raise what they charge other people. You exchange some insured healthy people for 
some uninsured unhealthy people. The net effect ofthat is probably somewhatofa loss. ''9 

The recent experience in New York State, where community rating was 
implemented without universal coverage, bears out some of these predictions. Although 
there are some diffemeces in levels of community rating among different states and 
different federal proposals, an analysis in the Wall Street Journal noted that "almost one 
year after New York State adopted stiff insurance reforms, fewer people have health care 
coverage than under the old system. "10 The reason: young people dropped coverage as 
rates went up, causing rates to rise further: between 20-35% for some insurers. 

5. The promise of better rates or cheaper benefits has not enticed non-insurin~ 
small businesses to purchase insurance 

Beginning in 1986, 11 states and non-profit groups began a demonstration 
program aimed at specifically at increasing coverage by'making health insurance both 
more affordable and available to uninsured small businesses and individuals. Of the 11 
demonstration projects, all. used voluntary measures: 10 developed new, less expensive 
insurance products or subsidized existing insurance products, and one developed a health 
insurance information and referral service. 

These demonstrations reached relatively few of the small businesses and 
individuals previously uninsured. Leading the study to conclude that "there is little 
evidence that voluntary efforts alone will close the gap on the uninsured problem."Il 

What can we conclude from the state experience? 

State-level experience with incremental reforms call into question the idea that 
these changes will alone increase coverage and control costs. First, state level reforms 

8Estimates of Health Care Proposals from the 102nd Congress, July 1992 
9Boston Globe, July 3, 1994 
10"New York Finds Fewer People Have Health Insurance a Year After Refonn", lfS.[, 5/27/94 
11 Testimony of W. David Helms, Ph.D., before the United States Senate Committee on Finance 



Reform Measure Number of states with 
these reforms 

% states with these 
reforms 

Guaranteed Issue 35 70% 

Guaranteed Renewal 42 84% 

Portability 37 74% 

Community Rating 

Rating Bands 

19 

34 

38% 

68% 

Voluntary Alliances4 20 40% 

Tax Incentives 13 26% 

Medical Savings Accounts . 12 24% 

Low-Income 
S ubsidies/Medicaid 
Expansions 

46 92% 

Unfortunately, states have been unable to extend these reforms to the entire state, 
because of federal restrictions(ERISA) on states to affect the employer-based market. In 
other words, many middle-class working people do not benefit from these state reforms. 

Even states which have enacted more sweeping reforms have been hampered by 
federal restrictions such as ERISA and Medicaid. 

What has been the impact of state-level incremental reforms? 

While many states have passed and implemented reforms in the past two years, 
others have had small group market reforms and other insurance reforms in place for two 
to three years, allowing time for measurable results. With very few exceptions, the health 
care situation, in terms of both costs and coverage, is no better after incremental reforms 
than it was before. 

4 Includes purchasing pools for publicly funded programs, voluntary private pools, statewide purchasing 
cooperatives, regional cooperatives and competing cooperatives 



1. The number of uninsured has increased mainly among working n 

people 

While the U.S. population as a whole grew by only 1.3 million, the number of 

uninsured Americans grew by 6.4 million people. Of the 6.4 million newly uninsured, 

nearly 4.8 million ofthem -- more than 75% -- work.5 


2. State spending on health Care has rapidly increased 

State spending on health care has increased by more than 44% between 1988 and 
1992, and Medicaid spending has increased by more than 150% (87-93). State spending 

. on health care has far outpaced spending on other needed programs, rising more than 
twice as fast as state spending on police, and roughly 50% faster than state spending on 
education.6 . 

3. Increased coverage has been limited to high cost populations and low-income 
women and children 

Expansions in coverage at the state level (including low-income subsidies and 

Medicaid expansions) have largely been focused on indigent residents and low-income 

children and the unemployed, expanding coverage in these categories but bringing no 

relief to the middle class. 


In fact, while 14 states that passed refonns with low-income subsidies or 
Medicaid expansions did successfully increase coverage from 1988 to 1993 in the state as 
a whole, half of those same states had a decrease in coverage among working people.7 

4. Insurance reforms without universal coverage can increase private insurance 

premiums 


As insurance refonns have taken effect, populations traditionally excluded by 
insurers due to their high cost are brought into the system, and their costs are spread 
among other insured people. This causes insurance premiums to rise, compelling young, 
healthy people to drop coverage in a non-compulsory system. This causes further 
premium increases, and the cycle continues. 

• 
51988 and 1993 March CPS, Bureau of the Census 
6 State Goyernment Finances. Commerce Dept. 1988; 1992, HCFA Office of the Actuary, Form 64 
7 March CPS, 1988 and 1993, Bureau of the Census (Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas(-.J), Colorado(-.J), Hawaii, 
Indiana, Kentucky(-.J), Montana, Nebraska(-.J), New Mexico(-.J), Oregon, Tennessee(-.J), Utah(-.J), Vermont(-.J 
), Washington) 



have been most beneficial to limited groups of people, namely high-cost populations and 
low-income populations. Secondly, state level refoms haven't had as broad an impact as 
states would like, in part because of their limited reach. Most of the working popUlation 
do not really benefit from reforms applying to the small group market, and without 
ERISA pre-emptions or waivers, states have limited ability to influence the security and 
quality of coverage for working families. Unfortunately none of the federal reforms 
rooted in incremental changes fully remove these barriers, so it is hard to imagine they 
would have any greater effect than state-level efforts. . 
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A "DO-It-YOURSELF" KIT FOR EDUCATION RENEWAL 

In building and renovating homes, most people call in a team of qualified 
professionals to do the work- architects, plumbers, electricians, and other 
contractors with unique talents and skills to do the job. 

When it comes to rebuilding and renovating the U.S. education system, the 
same kind of teamwork is required. There is no single person or group of experts 
whose sole job it is to moke schools better. Everyone in the community must 
pitch-in with their unique talents, skills, and perhaps most important, commitment. 

In many communities across this great nation, concerned citizens are 
already working together as dedicated "education architects" to build a system of 
teoching and learning that will achieve the National Education Goals. This kit, 
created by the National Education Goals Panel, contains "tools" that can either 
add power to existing efforts or accelerate the process of mobilizing friends and 
neighbors into an effective team that can renew education and support lifelong 
learning in each community. 

FEATURES OF THE COMMUNITY ACTION TOOLKIT 

Guide to Goals and Standards 
The Guide to Goals and Standards 

provides an overview on the National 
Education Goals and movement to set 
high expectations and standards for 
student learning and performance. It 
describes what is at stake and introduces 
the "Goals Process," whereby communi­
ties set their own education improvement 
goals, mount strategies to achieve them, 
and make a commitment to create an 
accountability system with specific 
performance benchmarks to monitor 
progress along the way. 

# to •••••••• II • II ••• II ••••••• It • • • • • • II • • • • • • • • 110 

WHAT IS THE 
NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL? 

" 

The National Education Goals Panel is a unique bipartisan body 
of federal and state officials created in July 1990 to assess state and 
national progress toward achieving the National Education Goals. The 
national and state leaders who established the Goals Panel believed 
that adopting the Goals without providing any process for measuring 
their success would be an empty gesture. 

With the passage by Congress of the 1994 "Goals 2000: Edu­
cate America Act," the Goals Panel became a fully independent 
executive branch agency charged with monitoring and speeding 
progress toward eight National Education Goals. Under the legisla­
tion, the Panel is charged with a variety of responsibilities to support 
system-wide reform, including: 

• 	 Reporting on national and state progress toward the 
Gaols over a 1 O-year period; 

• 	 Working to establish a system of academic standards 
and assessm~nts; 

• 	 Identifying promising and effective reform strategies; 

• 	 Recommending actions for federal, state and local 
governments to take; arid 

• 	 Building a nationwide, bipartisan consensus to achieve 
the Goals_ 

Panel members include eight Governors, four members of 
Congress, four state legislators, the U.S. Secretary of Education and 
the President's Domestic Policy Advisor. 

i 
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Community Organiling Guide 
The Community Organizing Guide details a 

step-by-step process to mobilize communities to 
achieve the Notional Education Goals. Each 
element of a successful community action plan is 
described- including suggestions on how to 
identify a leadership team, develop a common 
vision, create and implement strategies, identify 
resources, troubleshoot, and evaluate results. 

A local Goals Reporting Handbook 
The handbook describes how to set up a 

local reporting process to track progress in 
education reform- similar to the process used by 
the Notional Education Goals Panel in issuing its 
annual report showing how well the states and 
the notion are doing in reaching the Notional 
Education Goals. Community leaders will find 
references, sources, and helpful ideas to use in 
collecting data and preparing a local goals 

report. 

A Guide to GeUins Out Your Masase 
The success of most initiatives is directly 

related to the success with which it is commu­
nicated. This guide, features information to 
increase the impact of grass-roots communica­
tion techniques and media relations activities­
including tips on how to croft messages, 
generate visibility and make news that will 
inform public opinion. The guide also includes 
valuable sample materials such as news 
releases, speeches, articles and public service 
ar')nouncements for your consideration. 

Resource Directory 
This notebook offers space to add your most valuable local notes and 

resources, and features a directory for quick reference to many organiza­
tions and reading materials that can 
support and enrich your community 
campaign to achieve the National 
Eclu'cation Goals. A glossary of 
frequently used education terms is 
included. 

Other Valuable Materials 
The Toolkit includes camera­

ready Handouts for easy duplica­
tion and distribution of select mate­
rials. The enclosed computer disk (in Ward Perfect format) will allow you 
to modify and adapt all written materials to your needs. The audiotape 
features public service announcements which you may choose to use with 
radio stations in your community. 

Response Card 
Please take a moment to fill out and return the enclosed response 

cord to let us know how you are using the Community Action Toolkit. 
Indicate whether you would like to receive more information from the 
National Education Goals Panel and your colleagues in communities 
across the country on their efforts to improve teaching and learning in the 
United States. 
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RESOLUTION OF THE NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL 

PRINCIPLES FOR THE DEPLOYMENT AND USE OF NETWORK TECHNOLOGY 
TO ACHIEVE THE NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS 

The National Education Goals Panel· is charged with reporting 
.. ;. 

... on promising or effective actions being taken at the national, State, arid local 
levels, and in the private sectors, to achieve the National Education Goals. 

In light of the current national discussion about the role the National Information Infrastructure 
can and will play in almost every aspect of our lives, the Panel convened a task force to gather 
expert advice on how network technology could support attaining the National Education Goals. 

The task force reminded us at every step of the way that network technologies are not a solution 
themselves; indeed, they are just one aspect of modem technologies, all of which must be 
properly coordinated and deployed as tools for education reform and restructuring. 

The National Education Goals Panel believes that effective telecommunications and technology 
planning within a context of a comprehensive education reform agenda is critical if the National 
Education Goals are to be achieved. Therefore, to assist local communities, states and the federal 
government with their new and ongoing planning efforts, we offer the following guiding 
principles:

• 1. Invest in the appropriate technology infrastructure for real educational 
reform and restructuring: 

.' 
Build easy-to-use, interoperable, and seamless systems which connect schools to 
each other as well as to homes and other information resources such as libraries, 
universities, museums, research and development centers, science laboratories, and 
community centers; 

Ensure that schools have full and affordable electronic access to public 
information resources such as libraries, universities, and research and development 
centers; 

Use licensing and regulatory authority to assist schools and libraries in securing 
connections to networks to support interactive learning and communications; and 

Coordinate the network-technology related education activities conducted by 
federal departments and agencies as well as state agencies . 

• 1 
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• 
2. Provide extensive professional development and technical 

assistance for all teachers, administrators, and other school 
personnel: 

Ensure that preservice education certification programs provide the opportunities 
for teachers to use technology in developing their pedagogical skills; 

Redesign inservice opportunities and technical assistance strategies for learning 
on-line, for implementing standards-based curricula, and for developing a 
professional collegial community; and 

Develop the means to update access to content and pedagogical resources and to 
communicate with other schools using similar reform approaches. ' 

3. 	 Promote a plan for improving student learning opportunities with 
technology: 

Tie technology spending in states, districts, and schools to comprehensive planning 
for the integration of new technologies across the curriculum in support of state 
content and performance standards and systemic reform initiatives; 

• 
Redesign each area of the curriculum so as to engage students in collaborative 
interactive work, individual interactive research, and the creation of their own 
learning products and tools consistent with the evolving national content standards; 

Develop and disseminate quality education aPRlications for network technology; 
and . 

Develop new learning materials and activities that enable learners to access remote 
information resources and to produce and share their learning products. 

4. 	 Forge strategic connections among schools, communities, and the workplace: 

Support ongoing evaluation of the effectiveness and impact of network technology 
to inform policymakers and educators; 

Provide assistance to connect parents electronically for regular communications 
with their children's schools and teachers; and 

Shape new public and private sector partnerships with the schools to use 
workplace tools (e.g., hardware and software) for learning and increasing the 
readiness of students for the workplace . 

• 	 2 
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NATIONAL EOUCATlON GOALS PANEL 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	 Members of the National Education Goals Panel 

FROM: 	 Cynthia D. Prince, Ph.D. 

Senior Education Associate 


SUBJECT: 	 Changes planned for the 1994 Goals Report 

DATE: 	 July 16, 1994 

BACKGROUND 

• 

At the February 1, 1994, meeting of the National Education Goals Panel, Governor 
John McKernan asked staff to explore new ways of making the data in the annual Goals 
Report more meaningful and understandable to parents, educators, and policymakers. 
Panel members' interest in modifying the approach used in the annual Goals Report was 
heightened by a January 1994 CATO Institute publication which reported progress on 14 
fiscal indicators per state re: spending and taxing pOlicies. Panel members suggested 
that staff seriously consider whether the Goals Panel might be able to produce a similar 
publication reporting national and state progress on a small number of core education 
indicators that would clearly convey to the reader the amount of progress the nation and 
the states are making toward the National Education Goals. 

The purpose of this memorandum is to outline the major changes that are planned 
for the 1994 Goals Report in order to address (a) the concerns and recommendations of 
Panel members, and (b) new Goals Panel reporting responsibilities specified in the Goals 
2000 legislation. The proposed changes have been extensively discussed and approved 
by the Goals Panel's Reporting Committee, composed of staff representatives of 
Governors Carlson, Engler, and McKernan, Secretary Riley, Senator Bingaman, and the 
National Governors' Association. The proposed changes have also been approved by 
the full Working Group, composed of staff representatives of all Panel members . 

. . 
TWO ACTIONS ARE REQUIRED OF THE PANEL ON JULY 16,1994: 

1. 	 TO APPROVE OR REVISE THE PROPOSED PLAN OF ACTION FOR THE 
1994 GOALS REPORT; AND 

2. 	 TO DECIDE WHETHER TO INCLUDE MEASURES OF STATE, AS WELL AS 
NAr'ONAL, PROGRESS IN THE 1994 SUMMARY GUIDE. 

PRIMARY CHANGES 

• As in the past, three Goals Panel documents will be prepared for release on 
September 28-29, 1994: 

I B50 M Street. NW 	 Suite 270 Washington. DC 200J6 
(202) 632-0!=l52 	 FAX (202) 632-0957 

National Education Goals Panel Meeting Page 0-1 
July 16. 1994 



• 1. a national data volume; 
2. 	 a state data volume; and 
3. 	 a substantially revised Summary Guide. 

The size of the national data volume will be reduced by approximately 50% (from 
approximately 120 indicators in the 1993 Goals Reportto approximately 60-65 indicators 
in the 1994 Goals Report). The state data volume will continue to include four pages of 
data per state, and for the first time will include comparable state data on school violence 
and crime and at-school drug and alcohol use. Fewer copies of the national and state 
data volumes will be printed than in the past, and distribution of the printed copies will be 
targeted to the primary users of these data volumes. Increased use of technology will 
also enable readers to access these documents electronically in order to reduce printing 
and distribution costs. 

The third document, the "Summary Guide," will undergo the most substantial 
changes: 

1. 	 It will become the central Goals Panel document and will increase in size and 
length. 

2. 	 It will be given a more descriptive title, since it will no longer be simply a summary 
of the findings in the national and state data volume. 

• 

3. Its primary audience, as specified in the Goals 2000 legislation, will be 


policymakers (the President, Congress, Governors, State Legislators), but it will' 

also be written so that it is understandable to parents and the general public. 


4. 	 It will highlight national progress on 16 core indicators from across the Goal areas, 
chosen with the assistance of the Goals Panel's Resource and Technical Planning 
Advi~ory Groups. 

5. 	 If the Panel chooses to do so, the Summary Guide will also highlight state 
progress on a very limited number of the same core indicators. 

6. 	 The Summary Guide will be more broadly disseminated than the national and state 
data volumes. It, too, will be available electronically. 

7. 	 Most importantly, the Summary Guide will address (in a limited fashion during this 
first year) a new Goals Panel reporting responsibility specified in the Goals 2000 
legislation, to identify actions that should be taken by Federal, State, and local 
governments to enhance progress toward achieving the National Education Goals 
and to provide all students with a fair opportunity-to-Iearn. 

The remainder of this memorandum outlines the new approach that will be taken 
in the 1994 Summary Guide to describe not only where the nation stands with relation 
to the Goals, but where the U.S. should be, and the actions necessary in order to reach 
our destination. 

NEW DIRECTIONS FOR THE SUMMARY GUIDE 

• For the past three years the Goals Panel has measured progress toward each of 
the Goals by establishing baselines, reported as percentages, to report how well we are 
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• doing (e.g., 37% of 2-year-olds were fully immunized in 1992,86% of young adults had 
a high school credential in 1990, 20% of 8th graders met the Goals Panel's performance 
standard in mathematics in 1990, etc.). While this information does tell us where we 
currently stand, the Goals Panel has never set specific targets to determine where we 
should be each year if we expect to reach the National Education Goals by the Year 
2000. Panelists have raised concern that simply reporting percentages may not be a very 
effective way to mobiliZe parents, educators, and policymakers to take action, since it is 
not clear whether, for example, an immunization rate of 37% is good or bad. Panel 
members have identified four ways that staff could make the Summary Guide more useful 
to policymakers: 

1 . 	 Focus policymakers' attention on a small number of core indicators that are most 
critical to Goal attainment, so that the Panel's main messages about educational 
performance are not lost in large volumes of statistical data. If policymakers focus 
on improving performance on these core indicators, the nation should be able to 
raise its overall level of "educational health" over time. 

2. 	 Focus on indicators that are policy-actionable so that policymakers will have a 
better understanding of what they can do to improve educational performance. 

3. 	 Set challenging, yet meaningful, benchmarks for performance so that the reader 
clearly understands how far we are from where we should be. 

• 4. Identify and prioritize data gaps at both the national and state levels that impede 
the Panel's ability to measure progress toward the Goals, so that the Panel can 
design short- and long-term strategies for filling them. 

CORE INDICATORS 

On three occasions in June 1994, different representatives from the Goals Panel's 
Resource and Technical Planning Groups were convened to recommend what they 
considered to be the most important indicators of progress toward each of the Goals. 
The Panel's advisors were asked to choose a set of indicators for the core that were: 

a. 	 comprehensive across the six original Goals; 
b. 	 most critical in determining whether the Goals are actually attained; 
c. 	 policy actionable; and 
d. 	 updatable. 

It is important to understand that the indicators selected for the core are not 
necessarily the ideal measures for the six original Goals. They do represent, however, 
the best currently available measures. The list will be expanded as other central 
measures become available for the original six Goals (e.g., student achievement levels 

• 
in science). and the two new Goals on Teacher Training and Parent PartiCipation. The 
16 core indicators to be highlighted in this year's Summary Guide are as follows: 
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GOAL 1: SCHOOL READINESS 

1. Children's Health Index 
2. Immunizations 
3. Family-child reading and storytelling 
4. Preschool participation 

GOAL 2: SCHOOL COMPLETION < 

5. High school completion 

GOAL 3: STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND CITIZENSHIP 
6. Mathematics achievement 
7. Reading achievement 

GOAL 4: MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE 
8. International mathematics achievement comparisons 
9. International science achievement comparisons 

GOAL 5: ADULT LITERACY AND LIFELONG LEARNING 
10. Adult literacy 
11. Participation in adult education 
12. Participation in higher education 

• GOAL 6: SAFE, DISCIPLINED, AND ALCOHOL- AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS 
13. Overall student drug and alcohol use 
14. Sale of drugs at school 
15. Student and teacher victimization 
16. Disruptions in class by students 

Baseline measures for these 16 indicators and the reasons for selecting them for 
the core are presented in Appendix A. 

DEMONSTRATING PROGRESS 

The approach proposed for use in the 1994 Summary Guide to demonstrate 
progress is simply to draw a straight ~rrow from the baseline for e<ach national indicator 
to 100% to emphasize how steep the climb will be if the U.S. is to achieve the target by 
the Year 2000 (see example exhibits which follow). (In the case of indicators we hope 
to decrease, such as sale of drugs at school, the Year 2000 target would be 0%.) 
Twenty-eight of the 34 respondents to an April 1994 Governors' survey agreed that using 
such an approach might help the public better understand how much we will need to 
improve if we are to meet the Goals by the Year 2000. Twenty-nine of the 34 
respondents also expressed their willingness to develop a process in their own state to 
set voluntary improvement targets for the Year 2000 on a small set of core indicators, 

• 
with several respondents stressing the importance of promoting this as a voluntary state 
activity in order to allow states with different starting points to set ambitious, yet realistic, 
goals for progress. 
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IMMUNIZATIONS 
Percentage of 2~year~olds fully immunized against preventable childhood diseases 1 


6O%1-~~~--~~--~--~--------~~~~--~----~------------------~ 

40%r-------37%,~~r-1--------~----------~------------------~----_r~-1 

20%1----­

0%1----­
1990 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 2000 


Year Data Collected 


lFour doses 01 diphtherla-tetanus-pertussls vaccine, three doses 01 polio vaccine, and one dose 01 measles or measleslmumpslrubella vaccine . • Source: National Center for Health Statistics and Centers for Disease Control 

• 
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MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT 
Percentage of students who met the Goals Panel's performance standard1 in mathematics 


Grade 4 


100% 


80% 


60% 


40% 


20% 


0% 
1990 91 92 93 	 94 95 96 97 98 99 2000 


Year Data Collected 


8 


100% 


80% 


60% 


40% 


20% 


0% 
1990 91 92 93 	 2000 


Grade 12 


100% 

80% 

600/0 

40% 

20% 

0% 

94 95 96 97 98 99 

Year Data Collected 


1990 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 - 99 2000 

Year Data Colleded 


National Education Goals Panel Meeting Page D-G 

July 1 G, 1994 




DR FT 


the previous year 
Percentage of 10th graders reporting that someone offered to sell or give them an illegal drug at school' • 
l00%~----------------------------------------------------------------~ 

80%~------------------------------------------------~------------------; 

0% '-------------­

• 
1990 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 2000 

Year Data Collected 

lOr someone had actually sold or given them an lUegal drug aI school. 

Source: University of Michigan 

60% I---~--------------------------------'--------'----__I interpreting graph 
will go here. 

40%1-------------------~----------------__I 

20%r--------------·a'~----------------------~-------------__1 

• 
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• DATA GAPS 

The following pages present three matrices to show the limitations of currently 
available information. The three matrices present: 

1. 	 data collection schedule for core indicators at the national level; 
2. 	 data collection schedule for core indi€ators at the state level; and 
3. 	 NAEP national/state schedule by subject and grade. 

Clearly, even if we narrow the range of indicators we are monitoring in the 
Summary Guide to a core of 16, we are still quite constrained in our ability to provide 
regular updates, particularly at the state level. The matrices show that the Panel faces 
four categories of data gaps: 

1. 	 No current plans to collect any data for some core indicators. 
Examples: 
• 	 national/state student achievement data . in civics, economics, foreign 

languages 
• 	 comparable state data on family-child reading and storytelling, preschool 

participation, international science achievement comparisons, participation 
in adult education, teacher victimization, disruptions in class by students 

• 
2. No current plans to collect data more than once before the Year 2000 for some 

core indicators. 

Examples: 

• 	 national/state adult literacy data 
• 	 national/state student achievement data in history, geography, the arts 

3. 	 Some core indicators are updated too infrequently to report regular progress. 
Example: 
• 	 state high school completion rates are only available every ten years from 

U.S. Census data collections 

4. 	 Although some core indicators will be updated several times during the decade, 
there are no current plans to collect data in the Year 2000 (or close to that time) 
in order to determine whether the nation and the states have actually achieved the 
Goal. 
Examples: 
• 	 national/state mathematics achievement 
• 	 national/state reading achievement 

Panel staff plan to form a Task Force to work with organizations such as the 
National Center for Education Statistics over the coming months to develop strategies to 

• 
fill the Panel's most critical data needs. 
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Data Collection Schedule for Core Indicators at the National Level 

Indicator 1990 '91 '92 '93 '94 '95 '96 '97 '98 '99 2000 

Children's Health Index X X X X X X X X X X X 

Immunizations X X X X X X X X X X 

Family-Child Reading and 
Storytelling 

X X X 

Preschool Participation X X X X 

High School Completion X X X X X X X X X X X 

Mathematics Achievement X X X 

Reading Achievement X X 

International Mathematics 
Achievement Comparisons 

IAEpl 
TIMSS2 

X 
X 

International Science 
lent Comparisons 

IAEP 
TIMSS 

X 
X 

Adult Literacy X 

Participation in Adult 
Education 

X X 

College Enrollment and 
Completion 

X X X X X X X X X X 

Overall Student Drug and 
Alcohol Use 

X X X X X X X X X 

Sale of Drugs at School X X X X X X X X X 

Student and Teacher 
Victimization 

T S S S,T S S S S,T S S 

Disruptions in Class by 
Students (student, teacher 
reports) 

T S S S,T S S S S,T S S 

• 


• lIAEP is the International Assessment of Educational Progress. 

2TIMSS is the Third International Mathematics and Science Study. 
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Data Collection Schedule for Core Indicators at the State Level 

Indicator 1990 '91 

Children's Health Index X X 

Immunizations 

Family-Child Reading and 
Storytelling 

Preschool Participation 

High School Completion X 

Mathematics Achievement X 

Reading Achievement 

International Mathematics 
Achievement Comparisons 

International Science 
Achievement Comparisons 

Literacy 

.; ..:, .; , in Adult Lli....Jpai 

Education 

College Enrollment and 
Completion 

Overall Student Drug and X 
Alcohol Use 

Sale of Drugs at School 

Student and Teacher 
Victimization 

Disruptions in Class by 
Students 

'92 '93 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

S 

'94 '95 '96 '97 '98 

X X X X X 

X X X X 

X 

X 

X X 

X X 

S S 

'99 200 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

S 

• 
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NAEP Schedule by Subject, Grade, Level, and Year Collected·: 

• Subject 

Math 
National 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

State 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

Science l 

National 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

State 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

Readingl 
National 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

• 
State 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

Writing3 

National 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

State 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

i990 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

1991 1992 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

199519941993 

X 
X 
X 

X 

1996 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

1999 20001991 1998 

. '~. 

.. 

• l[n 1990, average science scores were reported; no achievement level data were available . 

2[n 1990: average reading scores were reported; no achievement level data were available. 

3[n 1990 ancl 1992, average writing scores were reported; no achievement level data were available. 
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Subject 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 . 1995 1996 1997 1998 . 1999 2000 

Civics 
National 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

State 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

History 
National 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

State 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

X 
X 
X 

Geography 
National 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

State 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

X 
X 
X 

Arts 
National 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

State 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

X 
X 
X 

Economics 
National 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

State 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

Foreign 
Languages 
National 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 

State 
Grade 4 
Grade 8 
Grade 12 
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• 
DECISION -- INCLUSION OF STATE DATA IN "rHE 1994 SUMMARY GUIDE 

Given the abundance of data gaps at the state level, it is not possible to report 
state progress for more than three of the sixteen core indicators in the 1994 Summary 
Guide. However, Panel members have stressed their concern that this document will not 
be particularly useful to state policymakers unless it includes state, as well as national, 
data. The table on the following page presents a way to include state data in the 
Summary Guide in a way that would enable policymakers to see at a glance whether their 
state is making progress with respect to the core indicators that are currently available 
at the state level. . As new data become available at the state level, this list could be 
expanded. . 

Three types of arrows, such as those found in Newsweek (up, down, or flat). are 
used to describe whether performance is moving in the right direction. It is likely that data 
for two states could be presented on each page, adding a total of 25-28 pages to the 
Summary Guide. 

DECISION: 	 SHOULD THIS INFORMATION, ALTHOUGH LIMITED, BE INCLUDED 
"rHIS YEAR? 

• 

• 
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• 
How well is the. state doing with respect to: 

Most recent Overall 
Baseline Update Progress 

1. 	 Reducing the proportion of infants born 

with 2 or more health risks? 13% 18% 

(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 
 *2. 	 Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 
who met the Goals Panel's performance 
standard in mathematics? 22% 26%** 
(2-year change from 1990 to 1992) t 
Reducing the proportion of all high school 

• 

students who reported using marijuana at 


least once during the past 30 days? 16% 15%ns+ ... ... 

(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 


4. 	 Reducing the proportion of all high school 

students who reported having five or more 


drinks in a row during the past 30 days? 38% 41%ns- .. It 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 

•• 	 Statistically significant improvement. 

ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 

ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 

Please note: 

1. 	 Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates, not sample data. 

2. 	 Updates in column 2 are not actual data. They are merely used to illustrate the four 
ways we could indicate overall progress. 

• 
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FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS: KEY POLICY ISSUES FOR THE GOALS PANEL 

One of the primary drawbacks to setting all national education targets at 100%, as 
we plan to do in 1994, is that the public may perceive 100% targets for every indicator 
as unattainable and may simply give up any attempts to achieve the Goals. An 
alternative that Panel staff and the ReportIng Committee agree holds considerable 
promise in the future is for the Goals Panel to establish a range of acceptable progress 

. that the public might view as more realistic, yet still extremely challenging. 

The U.S. unemployment rate provides a good analogy. It is not considered 
necessary for every American to be working to conclude that we are at full employment. 
In fact, 95% employment may be considered fully successful. Similarly, a 95% 
immunization rate might still be considered fully successful as an indicator of national 
progress toward Goal 1. The main question policymakers must determine is where the 
lower limit of the range of acceptable progress should be set. That is, if 100% is ideal, 
would 95-100% still be considered acceptable? 90-100%? 85-100%? Would it even 
be cost effective for policymakers to seek out the remaining 5-10%? Should the 
acceptable range of progress for each indicator be based on the starting point (e.g., at 
least a 50% increase from the baseline) rather than a predetermined target? Should. 
policymakers set a wider range of acceptable progress for indicators that are more difficult 
to influence by changes in public policy (e.g., overall student drug and alcohol use), but 
set a narrower range for those that can be more easily affected by policy actions? Would 
any educational target less than 100% be miSinterpreted as backing off from the original 
Goals? 

The Goals Panel·s advisors have emphasized that these decisions are not 
technical in nature. Rather, these decisions are a result of reasoned judgment by 
policymakers and the public. Panel staff and the Reporting Committee realize that this 
approach will require sufficient time for public discussion and Panel discussion to build 
stronger reasoned judgment and to give the approach richer expression so that it is not 
misinterpreted. The Goals Panel is in a unique position to stimulate public discussion 
about these issues, beginning with the release of the 1994 Goals Report, and we are 
enthusiastic about continuing to explore these issues for possible use in future Goals 
Reports . 
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APPENDIX A 


CORE INDICATORS 


• 


• 
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CORE INDICATORS FOR 1994 GOALS REPORT 
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CORE INDICATOR REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 

GOAL 1 

I 

1. Children's Health Index 

• Reduce the overall percentage 
of U.S. children born with 2 or 
more health risks. 

1990 baseline: 14% 

• Eliminate disparities between 
the proportions of White and 
minority infants born with 2 or 
more health risks: 

1990 baselines: 
(gap in percentage points 
between minority and White) 

American Indian/ 
Alaskan Native 16 

Black 9 
Hispanic 2 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Addresses one of three major Goal 1 domains (children's health and 
nutrition. 
Combines six potentially modifiable birth characteristics that have been 
empirically linked to children's later health, academic achievement, and 
behavior. The at-birth health risks are: 
• Late (third trimester)· or no prenatal care 
• Low maternal weight gain (less than 21 pounds) 
• Three or more older siblings 
• Mother smoked during pregnancy 
• Mother drank alcohol during pregnancy 
• Closely spaced birth (within 18 months of a previous birth) 
Advantage of an index over a single indicator (e.g., prenatal care) is that 
the index provides an indicator of the percentage of children who are at risk 
on multiple measures. Reducing the percentage of children born with 
multiple risks (Le., 2 or more) is where we should be most concerned. 
Large racial/ethnic differences indicate that it is also important to 
concentrate on reducing disparities among groups. since children in some 
racial/ethnic groups are at greater risk than others. 
Indicator can be updated every year from 1990 through 2000, and is 
available at both national and state levels. 
Including the Children's Health Index as a core data element reinforces the 
message that parents playa critical role in achieving the Goals, and that 
parents' behavior (even before birth) affects children's school success. 

~ 
?­"" 



• • 
--_._ ................. ._ .............._._ .......... __._ ........ _._ .. ­

• 

C. Prince - 7/16/94 

<-z 
~~ ... g
9>e. 
~~ 
~~ 

~ 
G) 
o 
II> 
iii' 
"'0 
II> 

~ 
s: 
$s: 

, 

CO 

__ 

CORE INDICATOR REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 

GOAL 1 

2. Immunizations 

• Increase the percentage of 
2-year-olds who have been fully 
immunized against preventable 
childhood diseases.1 

1991 baseline: 37% 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Addresses one of three major Goal 1 domains (children1s health and 
nutrition. 
Important to include a measure of the level of health care services 
preschool-aged children are actually receiving, not simply conditions at 
birth. 
Important to monitor immunizations of 2-year-olds, since this is where 
there is greatest concern. At age 5 nearly all children have been 
immunized because immunizations are required by state laws for school 
entry. Not true at age 2, and this is where greatest efforts should be 
targeted, since most U.S. children are weaned by this age and are no 
longer protected by their mothers' antibodies against infectious diseases. 
Indicator can be updated every year at the national level, from 1991 to 
2000. Comparable state level immunization data should also be available 
next year in time for inclusion in the 1995 Goals Report. 
Including immunizations as a core data element reinforces the message 
that parents play a critical role in achieving the Goals and that parents' 
behavior affects children's school success. 

1Four doses of diphtheria-tetanus­
pertussis vaccine, three doses of 
polio vaccine, and one dose of measles 
or measles/mumps/rubella vaccine. 
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CORE INDICATOR 


GOAL 1 


3. 	 Family-Child Reading and 
Storytelling 

• Increase the percentage of 
3- to 5-year-olds whose 
parents1 read to them or tell 
them stories regularly.2 

1993 baseline: 66% 

c...zc: DI 
-<= ... g
9>!!!. 
-m 
~o. 
li: g 

1Parent or another family member.g: 
:l 

2Aegularly =read to every day or told a~ 
iii story three or more times in previous week.
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REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 


a. 	 Addresses one of three major Goal 1 domains (parent involvement). 
b. 	 Early, regular reading to children is emphasized by the early childhood 

education field as one of the most important things parents can do with their 
children to influence their later school success, serve as their child's first 
teacher, instill a love of books and reading, etc. 

c. 	 However, some parents have relatively low levels of literacy skills, and in 
some cultures storytelling and oral traditions playa more central role than 
reading books aloud. Therefore, the recommended core indicator includes 
both reading and storytelling, since both activities are highly desirable. 

d. 	 Indicator can be reported three times at the national level before the Year 
2000 in order to measure progress (1993, 1995, 1996). (However, no 


. comparable data are currently available at the state level.) 

e. 	 Including family-child reading and storytelling as a core data element 

reinforces the message that parents playa critical role in achieving the 
Goals, and that parents' behavior affects children's school success. 
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CORE INDICATOR REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 

GOAL 1 

4. 	 Preschool Participation 

• 	Eliminate disparities in 
preschool1 participation rates 
between 3- to 5-year-olds2 from 
high-income3 families and those 
from low-income4 families. 

1993 baseline: 
(gap in percentage points 
between high-income and 
low-income)c...zc: 	 I»'<g. 

-:::l 
!»~ [to be calculated].... m 
~§ 
~ o· 
:::l 

G) 

o 

~ 
"t) 

~ 
!l!.. 
s:: 1/nc/udes nursery schools, prekindergarten 
~ programs, preschools, daycare centers,c5 and Head Start. 


2Excluding those enrolled in kindergarten. 

3High income is defined as [x). 

4 Low income is defined as [yJ. 


a. 	 Addresses one of three major Goal 1 domains (preschool experiences). 
b. 	 There is growing consensus in the early childhood education field 

that participation in a group setting promotes positive educational 
development among 3- to 5-year-olds. 

c. 	 Since the first objective for Goal 1 specifies that "all children will have 
access to high-quality and developmentally appropriate preschool programs 
that help prepare children for school," it is essential to monitor 
the extent to which factors such as family income are barriers to preschool 
participation. Thus, this indicator is framed in terms of equity -- the goal is 
not that all 3- to 5-year-olds will attend preschool, since experts agree that 
the decision to send a child to preschool should be based on informed 
parental choice. Instead, the goal is that the gap in preschool participation 
rates will be eliminated between children from high-income families and 
those from low-income families. 

d. 	 Indicator can be reported four times at the national level before the Year 
2000 in order to measure progress (1991,1993,1995, 1996). (However, no 
comparable data are currently available at the state leve\.) 
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CORE INDICATOR 

GOAL 2 

5. High School Completion 

• I ncrease the percentage of 
19- to 20-year-olds1 who have 
a high school credential2 to at 
least 90%. 

1990 baseline: 86% 
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• Eliminate disparities in high 
school completion rates between 
White and minority students 
aged 19-20.1 

1990 baselines: 
(gap in percentage points 
between White and minority) 
Black/White gap 6 
Hispanic/White gap3 26 

100es not include those still enrolled in 
high school. 
21ncludes traditional high school diploma 
and alternative credential. 
3Hispanic rates may vary more than rates 
for other groups because of a small sample 
size. 

l' 
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REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 

a. 	 Indicator is the most direct measure of this Goal. 
b. 	 Indicator can be updated every year at the national level from 1990 through 

2000. However, the only currently available comparable state data are 
obtained from the U.S. Census, wnich meanS that baseline data-collected in 
1990 can not be updated until 2000. 

c. 	 Although the nation is very close to achieving the 90% high school 
completion rate specified in the Goal, the high school.completion rates for 
Black and Hispanic students are lower than the completion rate for White 
students. 

d. 	 Thus, in addition to attaining a 90% high school completion rate by the end 
of the decade, the U.S. must also close the gap in completion rates 
between White and minority students if we are to achieve Goal 2. 

i 
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CORE INDICATOR REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 

GOAL 3 
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6. 	 Mathematics Achievement 
• 	Increase the percentage of 

students in Grades 4, 8, and 12 
who meet NEGP's performance 
standard in mathematics (Le., 
performance at the Proficient or 
Advanced level on NAEP). 

1990 baselines: 4th 8th 12th 
13% 20% 13% 

• 	Eliminate disparities between 
the percentages of (a) White and 
minority students, and (b) male 
and female students who meet 
NEGP's performance standard. 
1990 baselines: 
(gap in percentage pOints 
between White and minority, 
male and female) 

4th 8th 12th 
American Indianl 

Alaskan Native 12 15 12 
Black 15 18 14 
Hispanic 12 18 12 

Female<male 1 3 6 

a. 	 Student achievement results in mathematics and reading are perhaps the 
most essential measures of the nation's overall educational progress. 
(N.B.: Additional student achievement data in other subject areas will be 
added to the set of core data elements when (a) NAEP data become 
available in these areas, and (b) achievement levels have been set to 
indicate the percentage of students "who have demonstrated competency 
over challenging subject matter.") 

b. 	 Recommendation is to profile student achievement at three grades (4, 8, 
and 12), since specified in the wording of the Goal. 

c. 	 Indicator can be updated three times at the national level for Grades 4, 8, 
and 12 between 1990 and 2000 (1990,'1992,1996). 

d. 	 Indicator can be updated three times at the state level for Grade 8 (1990, 
1992, 1996) and twice at the state level for Grade 4 (1992, 1996) between 
1990 and 2000. 

e. 	 In addition'to increasing the overall percentages of students in Grades 4, 8, 
and 12 who meet NEGP's performance standard, it is essential to reduce 
disparities in performance between White and minority students, and 
between male and female students. (In mathematics, gaps between males 
and females are minimal at Grade 4, but are greater at increasingly higher 
grades. Males outperformed females in mathematics on baseline.) 
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CORE INDICATOR REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 

GOAL 3 

7. Reading Achievement 
• Increase the percentage of 

students in Grades 4, 8, and 12 
who meet NEGPls performance 
standard in reading (i.e., 
performance at the Proficient or 
Advanced level on NAEP). 

1992 baselines: 4th 8th 12th 
25% 28% 37% 

• Eliminate disparities between 
the percentages of (a) White and 
minority students, and (b) male 
and female students who meet 
NEGPls performance standard. 
1992 baselines: 
(gap in percentage points 
between White and minorityl 
male and female) 

4th 8th 12th 
American Indian/ 

Alaskan Native 16 16 19 
Black 24 26 27 
Hispanic 18 21 22 

a. 

b. 

c. 

I d . 

Ie. 

"Student achievement results in mathematics and reading are perhaps the 
most essential measures of the nation's overall educational progress. 
(N.B.: Additional student achievement data in other subject areas will be 
added to the set of core data elements when (a) NAEP data become 
available in these areas, and (b) achievement levels have been set to 
indicate the percentage of students "who have demonstrated competency 
over challenging subject matter.") 
Recommendation is to profile student achievement at three grades (4, 8, 
and 12), since specified in the wording of the Goal. 
Indicator can be updated twice at the national level for Grades 4, 81and 12 
between 1990 and 2000 (1992, 1994). 
Indicator can be updated twice at the state level (Grade 4 only) between 
1990 and 2000 (199211994). 
In addition to increasing the overall percentages of students in Grades 41 81 
and 12 who meet NEGPls performance standard, it is essential to reduce 
disparities in performance between White and minority students, and 
between" male and female students. (In reading, gaps between males 
and females are fairly small at Grade 4, but are greater at increasingly 
higher grades. Females outperformed males in reading on baseline.) 

n 
Male<female 6 11 11 
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CORE INDICATOR REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 

GOAL 4 

8. International mathematics 
achievement comparisons 

• Reduce the number of countries 
in which 13-year-olds 
outperform U.S. students in more 
than one area of mathematics. 

1991 baseline: 

4 out of 5 countries outperformed 
the U.S. in more than one area 
of mathematics. 

a. 
b. 

c. 

d. 

Most direct measure of the Goal available. 
Why compare 13-year-olds? International mathematics performance of 
13-year-olds has always been profiled in the annual Goals Reports, since 
at that age the majority of students are still receiving mathematics 
instruction in the participating countries. However, participation in advanced 
mathematics courses becomes increasingly selective at higher grades in 
some countries, increasing the likelihood that samples of older students 
would yield biased international comparisons. 
International mathematics comparisons will be available for 1991 and 1995. 
Although different assessment instruments will be used each time, the new 
assessment instrument (TIMSS) will still allow international rankings to be 
made in order to determine performance of U.S. relative to other countries. 
International mathematics comparisons available for states in 1992 only. 
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CORE INDICATOR REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 

GOAL 4 

9. International science 
achievement comparisons 

• Reduce the number of countries 
in which 13-year-olds 
outperform U.S. students in more 
than one area of science. 

1991 baseline: 

5 out of 5 countries outperformed 
the U.S. in more than one area 
of science. 

a. 
b. 

c. 

Most direct measure of the Goal available. 
Why compare 13-year-olds? International science performance of 
13-year-olds has always been profiled in the annual Goals Reports, since 
at that age the majority of students are still receiving science 
instruction in the participating countries. However, participation in advanced 
science courses becomes increasingly selective at higher grades in 
some countries, increasing the likelihood that samples of older students 
would yield biased international comparisons. 
International science comparisons will be available for 1991 and 1995. 
Although different assessment instruments will be used each time, new 
assessment instrument (fIMSS) will still allow international ran kings to be 
made in order to determine performance of U.S. relative to other countries. 
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CORE INDICATOR REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 

GOALS 

10. Adult literacy 

• Increase the percentage of 
adults aged 16 and older who 
scored at or above Level 3 in 
prose literacy on the National 

. Adult Literacy Survey (NALS). 

1992 baseline: 52% 

a. Most direct measure of the "literacy" portion of the Goal available, even 
though there are currently no plans to administer NALS once again before 
the year 2000. 

b. Prose literacy chosen as illustrative (rather than performance on document 
literacy or quantitative literacy scales). since prose tasks are closest to what 
most people think of as traditional literacy tasks. (Since performance across 
three scales is generally quite similar. not necessary to show all three.) 

c. Level 3 and above recommended as performance target since analyses of 
1992 NALS data showed clear distinctions between economic profiles of 
adults at Level~ 1/2 and those at Levels 3/4/5 re: earnings. employment 
status, number of weeks worked. welfare dependency, etc. Literacy field 
generally considers those adults performing below Level 3 to lack the 
skills and knowledge necessary to compete in a global economy and to 
exercise the rights and responsibilities of citizenship. 

d. Baseline data available for 12 states. 
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CORE INDICATOR 


GOALS 


11. 	 Participation in adult 
education 

• 	Eliminate disparities in adult 
education participation between 
adults aged 17 years and older 
(a) who have a high school 
diploma or less, and (b) who 
have completed a college degree 
or some postsecondary 
education or technical training. 
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REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 


a. Most direct measure of the "lifelong learning" portion of the Goal available. 
b. Adults with a high school diploma or less were targeted, since analyses of 

previous labor and education data indicate that adults with the highest levels 
of education and skills are the ones most likely to receive additional training . 
Those least likely to receive additional training to upgrade their current 
levels of skills and qualify for better jobs are those who may need it most, 
i.e., adults with a high school diploma or less. Increased efforts should be 
targeted toward this population of adults if the nation expects to achieve this 
Goal. 

c. National indicator available in 1991 and 1995; no comparable state data 
available. 
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CORE INDICATOR 

GOALS 

12. 	 Participation in higher 
education 

• 	Eliminate disparities in college 
entrance rates between white 
and minority high school 
graduates who enroll in two- or 
four-year colleges immediately 
after graduation. 

1991 baselines: 
(gap in percentage points c...z 

~g. between White and minority) 
-:;,
9'>!!:!. Black/white gap 1 7 
-m:Se. Hispanic/White gap 11 
~~ 

!!:!. o· 
:;, • 	 Eliminate disparities in college
G) 
o completion rates between White !!!.. 
1.1> 


'"0 
 and minority students aged 
25-29.~ 

3:

I II 	 1992 baselines: 

(gap in percentage pOints 

between White and minority) 

Black/White gap 15 
Hispanic/White gap 12 

• 
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REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 


a. 	 Enrolling in college immediately after high school is not necessarily 
the optimal choice for all students. However, there is.widespread 
agreement that no student who chooses to go to college should be denied 
access. Thus, this indicator is framed in terms of equity -- the goal is not 
that all students should go to college, but that the gap in college enrollment 
and completion rates will be eliminated between White and minority 
students. 

b. 	 College completion rates are considered as important to monitor as college 
enrollment, since minority students both enroll and complete college at lower 
rates than White students. 

c. 	 National data available annually. No comparable state data available, nor 
recommended. Since state level data would include a broad mix of 
students schooled in state, out-of-state, and from outside the U.S .• it would 
not be particularly useful to monitor this indicator at the state level. 
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CORE INDICATOR REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 

GOAL 6 

13. Overall student drug and 
alcohol use 

• Reduce the percentages of 10th 
graders reporting that they used 
illicit drugs or alcohol during the 
previous year. 

1992 baselines: 

Any illicit drug xx% 
Alcohol 70% 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Although Goal 6 refers to making schools alcohol-- and drug-free, data on 
alcohol and drug use are not available at the school level. Instead, the 
percentages of students who report using alcohol and drugs are 
recommended as proxies. 
Although NEGP's advisors recognize that schools have little control over 
what students do when they are not on the school campus, they 
recommend that reducing overall student drug and alcohol use should be 
a core indicator of U.S. progress toward this Goal. Rationale: student drug 
and alcohol use at any time (whether at school or outside of school) can 
affect students' learning. 
Profiles of students in Grade 10 recommended as illustrative. (Grade 8 
data not recommended because behavioral patterns in junior high markedly 
different from in high school. Grade 12 also not recommended because . 
population of students still in school changes markedly and can skew 
measures of student drug/alcohol use.) 
National data available annually. Comparable state data collected for 
approximately 30 states, beginning in 1993, and updated every two 
years thereafter. 
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CORE INDICATOR 

~.- .. -......... ~.- ..-­

REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 

GOAL 6 

14. Sale of drugs at school 

• Reduce the percentage of 10th 
graders reporting that someone 
offered to sell or give them an 
illegal drug at school during the 
previous year. 

1992 baseline: 18% 

a. 
b. 

c. 

d. 

Best available measure of the extent to which schools are drug-free. 
Important to include sale of drugs at school as a core indicator because this 
is an indicator over which schools can exert considerable control. 
Profiles of students in Grade 10 recommended as illustrative. (Grade 8 
data not recommended because behavioral patterns In junior high markedly 
different from in high school. Grade 12 also not recommended because 
population of students still in school changes markedly and can skew 
measures of student drug/alcohol use.) 
National data available annually. Comparable state data available for 
approximately 30 states, beginning in 1993, and updated every two years 
thereafter. 
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CORE INDICATOR REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 

GOAL 6 

15. Student and teacher 
victimizatio n 

• Reduce the percentages of 10th 
grade students and public school 
teachers reporting that they were 
threatened or injured at school 
during the previous year. 

1992 baselines: 

Students xx% 
Teachers yy% 

a. 
b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Best available measure of the extent to which schools are safe. 
Important to combine both threats and injuries, with or without weapons, to 
produce an overall indicator. Although injuries and use of weapons are 
considered more serious offenses than threats or victimization without a 
weapon, threats to student and teacher safety are more prevalent and 
should therefore be included in an overall measure of school safety. 
Profiles of students in Grade 10 recommended as illustrative in order to be 
internally consistent for Goal 6, even though evidence suggest that threats 
and injuries to younger students (Grade 8) highest among the three grades 
sampled (8, 10, 12). 
National data available annually for students. National data collected in 
1991, 1994, and 1998 for teachers. 
Comparable state data on student victimization available beginning in 1993 
and updated every two years thereafter. No comparable state data on 
teacher victimization . 
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CORE INDICATOR REASONS FOR INCLUDING INDICATOR AS A CORE DATA ELEMENT 

GOAL 6 

16. Disruptions in class by 
students 

• Reduce the percentages of 10th 
grade students and high school 
teachers reporting that 
disruptions often interfere with 
teaching and leanling. 

1992 baseline: 
Students 17% 

1991 baseline: 
Teachers 33% 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Best available measure of the extent to which schools are disciplined, 
although NEGP advisors consider this a necessary but not sufficient 
condition for learning to take place. 
I mportant to monitor both student and teacher perceptions, since teachers 
likely to have lower tolerance threshhold for class disruptions than students. 
Profiles of students in Grade 1 0 recommended as illustrative in order to be 
internally consistent for Goal 6. 
National data available annually from student reports. National data 
collected in 1991, 1994, and 1998 from teacher reports. However, no 
comparable state data available from either student or teacher reports. 
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• 	
Overview of Activities 

Release of 1994 Goals Report 
and 

Community Action Toolkit 

A variety of media activities and public forums are being planned to release the 1994 
National Education Goals Report and the Panel's new Community Action Toolkit. 
Together, the activities emphasize the Panel's commitment to providing not only valuable 
data, but tools to help communities engage the public and organize support for Goal 

• 

attainment. The lead events, summarized below and elaborated in the following pages, 

are designed to reach target audiences of media, policymakers and constituency group 
leaders in the education, business, civic and government arenas. 

ACTIVITIES AT A GLANCE 

Wednesday, September 28, 1994 

7:00 - 8:15 pm 	 Tentative Welcoming Reception 

8:30 	- 9:30 pm National Teleconference on the Goals for Community Leaders. 
Sponsored by the US Department of Education, Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting, USA Today, and Coalition for Goals 2000. 

Thursday, September 29, 1994 

9:00 am 	- 12:30 pm Washington Forum: "Building a Nation of Learners" 
Panel members provide an overview and discuss the importance 
of key findings from the 1994 Report. 

• 
1 :00 - 3:00 pm National Teleconference on the Goals for Educators and other 

Practitioners. Produced by the National Telelearning Network. 
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• 	 OB..IECTIVES 

The plan for release of the 1994 Goals Report and Community Action Toolkit is designed 
to address several priorities. 

• 	 Enhance news coverage by providing opportunities and sufficient time for media to 
digest and report intelligently on the full breadth and scope of data we present. 
Reporters will receive "embargoed" copies of the Goals Report and Community Action 
Toolkit in advance. They will also be invited to attend a staff-led data briefing to 
review information in the Goals Report and answer detailed questions. 

• 	 Provide opportunities for NEGP's Partner Organizations (approximately 150 
education, civic, business and government groups with a state and/or local affiliate 
structure) to: 

Discuss the findings and implications of the data in the Goals Report. 

Build support for the "Goals Process" at the state and local levels, as 
characterized in previous Goals Reports and the Community Action Toolkit. 

• Fulfill several of the "Activities and Results to Achieve" in the strategic plan adopted 

• 

by the Panel on February 15, 1994, which says that the Panel shall: 


"Organize forums - including regional and state hearings - with Panel 
members, a variety of education reform professionals, and thinkers from other 
disciplines to explore more dramatic options for reaching the Goals." 

"Prepare recommendations from these discussions and communicate results 
through a variety of strategies." 

"Promote the urgency for action by focusing efforts on policymakers, educators, 
parents and others concerned with education at the state and local leveL" 

FOR CONSIDERATION IN SCHEDULING PARTICIPATION 

Panel members may be asked to participate in select national media opportunities on 
September 28-29, including editorial board meetings with major daily newspapers and 
syndicated radio and TV talk shows. Also for those interested, NEGP Communications 
will arrange one-on-one interviews between Panel members and home-state reporters. 

Panel members are encouraged to attend all events, but should concentrate their 
• attendance on Thursday morning from 9:00 to 12:30 p.m. 
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• 	
FULL AGENDA AND DETAILS 

Wednesday, September 28 

9:00 - 7:30 pm Optional participation in pre-scheduled editorial board meetings, talk 
shows and select media interviews. 

7;00 - 8;15 pm (Tentative) Welcoming reception. 

8:30 - 9:30 pm Kick-off of Washington conference and opening teleconference: 
"A Public Forum: Building a Nation of Learners" 

Participants to include leaders from education, governance, civic and 
business groups. 

Live, televised "National Town Meeting" and presentation of a video Goals Report 

I 
Sponsored through the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, the Goals 2000 Project of 
the US Department of Education, USA Today, the Coalition for Goals 2000, and the 
National Education Goals Panel. 

• 
Message: The Goals are achievable when various facets of the community work 

together, set high expectations for student learning and performance, and 
make a commitment to develop strategies and accountability systems to 
monitor and speed progress toward the Goals. 

Audience: 	 Community leaders and citizens. 

Approach:· Lively, half-hour program showing Goal-related success stories, followed 
by a half-hour, interactive "National Town Meeting" with participants in 
PBS-affiliates and other downlink sites across the country. 

Thursday, September 29 

6:00 - 8:00 am Early morning news and talk shows. 

9:00 - 12:30 pm Continuation of the Washington conference. 

Approach: 	 Bring together members of the Panel with leading education reform 
advocates, state and local leaders, and innovative thinkers from 
disciplines outside of education to explore more dramatic options to 
achieve the Goals. 

Purpose: 	 To discuss findings and implications of Goals Report. 
To spark local goals reporting and state benchmark setting activities. 

• 
To explore promiSing and effective strategies to achieve the Goals. 
To identify more effective public engagement strategies . 
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• 
Thursday, September 29 (continued) 

9:00 - 9:50 Opening and introduction 

"The Top 16 Indicators to Watch" 
Panel members provide an overview and discuss the importance of 
key findings from the 1994 Report. 

"Results to Achieve Today" 
Ken Nelson outlines how the remainder of the morning will be spent 
in three breakout sessions to more fully explore the data in three 
different categories-- the before school years, the formal school 
years, and years after high school. 

10:00 - 11 :25 Three concurrent break-out sessions featuring Panelists and members of 
the NEGP Resource Groups as "lead discussants" in roundtables to 
explore such questions as: 

What conclusions can we draw from the entire body of Goals Report 
data in this category? 

What are the implications of this data? 

• Given these implications, what can the Panel, the various levels of 
government represented on the Panel, and the various Partner 
Organizations and constituencygr:oups do to help local communities 
achieve the Goals? 

Each session will have a moderator and recorder. Twenty minutes to a 
half hour will be reserved for questions to be posed by the assembled 
audience to the lead discussants in each break-out session. 

11 :30 - 12:30 Closing session to formally release the Community Action Toolkit and 
report back on the conclusions and/or priority issues raised in each of 
the break-out sessions. 

1:00 - 3:00 Live, 2~hour teleconference for educators and other practitioners on 
the Community Action Toolkit and the "Goals Process." 

This program is the first in a series of ten daytime teleconferences on 
the National Education Goals. 

The series is produced by the National Telelearning Network (NTN). a 
independent company offering professional development opportunities 
and inservice training for school personnel with technical guidance 

• 
and assistance provided by the National Education Goals Panel. 

Page E-4 ­
National Education Goals Panel Meeting· 

July 16. 1994 



• 
Thursday, September 29 (continued) 

All Day 	 Select, pre-scheduled telephone interviews with radio and print reporters in 
home states; and in-person interviews with Washington, DC-based news 
bureaus covering for home states. 

NOTE: 	 With the exception of the outgoing and incoming NEGP Chairs, Panel members 
will not have formal speaking roles in the teleconferences. 

However, all Panel members may want to consider coordinating a "downlink" site 
or "miniconference" in the home state on Wednesday evening and promoting the 
educator's teleconference on Thursday afternoon. 

NEGP Communications will prepare promotional packets and information kits for 
those interested in working on the teleconferencing activities. 

For more information on these and other communications activities of the National 
Education Goals Panel, please contact: Ruth Whitman Chacon, NEGP Communications 
Director at (202) 632-0952 . 

• 

• 
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NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL 

• 
Update on Goals Panel Action on Education Standards 

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act assigns the Goals Panel 
the duty to review criteria and standards proposed for 
certification submitted to it by NESIC. Upon a 2/3 vote, the 
Panel may disapprove these NESIC actions. 

To inform these decisions, and to help concerned 
stakeholders inform NESIC, the Panel has requested advice from 
several sources. A year ago we convened a technical planning 
group headed by Shirley Malcom that in November submitted its 
report, Promises to Keep. That report identified a variety of 
issues relating to the certification of standards and recommended 
initial potential review criteria and procedures for certifying 
standards. 

Currently, four critical stakeholder groups have been asked 
to review and extend that advice regarding the certification of 
education standards: 

States: CCSSO Task Force 

Who: Chief State.School Officers from 12 states 
representing diverse approaches to standards policy. 

• 
What: 1) Documenting how states currently approach setting 

standards; 2) Recommending additional criteria and 
procedures likely to make the process appealing to 
states to engage in; 3) Trying out proposed criteria on 
current state policy 

When: Met twice - March 23 and June 21 
Draft paper currently being revised 
Final paper expected July 16, and currently available 

from the Goals Panel upon request 

Observations of special note: 

1. The paper will document differing state approaches 
to setting standards, including some that focus on 
agreeing to achievement levels on the state's testing 
instruments and others that focus first on developing 
state and community agreement regarding the content to 
be taught. 

2. The Task Force recommends making the application 
process stimulating, encouraging of self-reflection and 
supportive of related state reform efforts, more like 
applying for a Baldridge award than engaging in a 
competition for external approval. 

• 

3. The states recommend holding national standards to. 

the same criteria of cumulative feasibility and 

adequacy .to which sets of state standards are held. 
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• 
Business: NAB Task Force 

Who: Leaders of 	high performance companies 

What: 1) Conducting internal self-studies of knowledge and 
skills their companies require to hire, retain, and 
promote employees; 2) Meeting to prepare paper 
recommending how standards be reviewed to insure that 
they reflect what employers need; 3) Launching 
associated multi-year effort to assist standards 
efforts and inform business community about it. 

When: Task Force members currently being selected 
Meeting planned for October 
Final Paper expected in November; Planning paper 

available upon request 

Observations of special note: 

• 

1. As the business community begin their work they 
have expressed initial concern that standards should 
focus on the knowledge and skills critical for success 
in the workplace. Business leaders anticipate a need 
to distill what is essential for students' success from 
all that scholars and academics may recognize as . 
desirable to know • 

2. Concern has been expressed that standards may be 
developed and therefore certified in traditional 
subject areas without a mechanism to examine the best 
way to integrate 	"the various standards being 
promulgated on a subject-by-subject basis." 

3. Concern has been expressed that the national 
content standards will add up to more than a student or 
school can feasibly do. They fear "the sum of these 
efforts reflects unrealistic requirements no student 
can reasonably be expected to achieve." 

4. The business task force intends to produce new 
information identifying the knowledge and skills 
required by task force members, high performance 
corporations, to hire, retain and promote employees. 

Higher Education 	Task Force 

Who: Mike Timpane chairs group including 10 distinguished 
higher education leaders. Meeting co-hosted by the 
American Council on Education (ACE) and National 
Association of Independent Colleges and Universities. 

What: 1) Preparing individual comments on Promises to Keep• and the role of higher education in education 
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• 
Higher Education Task Force continued 

standards; 2) Writing advisory paper for Goals Paneland 
NESIC; 3) Discussing these issues within the higher 
education community. 

When: One meeting scheduled July 14 
Paper expected in early August 

Observations of special note: 

1. Representatives of the higher education task force 
have expressed concern about how to preserve academic 
freedom and autonomy of teachers while at the same time 
securing community involvement and political support 
for the standards. 

2. Others have indicated the need to integrate the 
operation of the college admissions process with the 
use of the K-12 standards, including the need to 
document high levels of performance, that predict 
success in college study with the need to help all 
students achieve higher standards. 

• 
Standards Projects 

Who: 	 Tony de Souza of the Geography Standards project, 
chairing projects developing national education 
standards (in arts, civics, foreign language, English, 
math, history, science, and social studies). 

What: Preparing a white paper commenting upon and proposing 
possible review criteria and procedures. 

When: Meetings May 16 and sometime in early 'August 
Paper expected in early August. 

Observations of special note: 

The standards projects have not yet agreed on their 
collective recommendations. One must note the 
extensive effort and consensus-building process each 
has undertaken absent clear indications of how content 
and performance standards would ultimately be defined 
or the review criteria and procedures to which they 
would be held. 

The papers resulting from these efforts will be shared with 
Goals Panel members and forwarded as background information to 
NESIC members as soon as they are announced. Communication among 

• 
the 4 groups is occuring by, whenever possible, inviting 
representatives from each task force to attend the meetings of 
the other groups. 
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NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL 

National Education Standards and Improvement Council: 
Nominations from the Goals Panel 

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act creates the National 
Education Standards and Improvement Council to review and certify 
education standards voluntarily submitted to it. These standards 
will play an important role assisting communities improve student 
achievement and preparing them for citizenship, employment and 
further learning. The Council is expected to help schools, 
communities, scholars, and business consider what we expect 
children to know and be able to do. . 

The Council is to be composed of 19 members appointed by the 
President from 4 slates of candidates. Nominees will be 
submitted by the National Education Goals Panel, the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, the Majority Leader of the Senate, 
and the Secretary of Education. Candidates will be proposed in 
four categories specified in the law (see attached). One 
candidate will be selected from the slate of three nominated in 
each category by the Goals Panel. 

In March the Goals Panel collected nominations of over 200 
potential candidates suggested by Panel members and organizations 
or associations representing the professional roles called for in 
the legislation. Between April and July the Panel undertook a 
deliberative review process and agreed upon the following slate 
of nominees. 

The candidates nominated by the Goals Panel in each of the 
four categories called for in the legislation are: 
1) as professional educators - Iris Carl, Judith Lanier, and 
Richard Mills; 2) as representatives of business, industry, 
organized labor and post-secondary institutions - Ed Bales, Diana 
Nata1icio, and A1 Shanker; 3) as representatives of the public -
Ja Net' Crouse, Wilhelmina Delco, and Hilary Pennington; and 4) 
as education experts - Laurie Chivers, Robert Linn, and James 
Ysse1dyke. See attached for further biographic information. 

The Goals Panel is pleased to nominate highly qualified 
individuals representing a wide range of the competencies and 
role types called for in the law. Combined with the lists of 
candidates nominated by the Senate, House, and Secretary, we 
anticipate the appointment of a Council of outstanding 
individuals . 
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Experts from Goals 2000: Educate America Act 

• 1. The Panel Role Nominating Candidates 

"The 	Goals Panel shall nominate 12 individuals for 
membership on the Council, of whom 3 individuals shall be 
nominated from each of the categories described in clauses 
( i) and (iv) of subparagraph (A). II 

2. 	 Categories of Nominees called for by the law 

"The members of the Council shall be appointed from among 
the following categories of individuals: 

(i) 	 "Professional educators, including elementary and 
secondary classroom teachers, preschool educators, 
related services personnel, and other school-based 
professionals, State or local education agency 
administrators, and other educators. 

(ii) 	"Representatives of business and industry, 
organized labor, and post-secondary institutions. 

• (iii)lI-Representatives of the public, including 
representatives of advocacy, civil rights and 
disability groups, parents, civic leaders, State 
or local education policymakers, (including 
members of State, local, or ',tribal school boards). 

(iv) 	IIEducation experts, including experts in 
measurement and assessment, curriculum, school 
finance and equity, and school reform." 

3. 	 Additional Qualifications specified by the law 
" 	 .,~"'" 

"To the extent feasible, the membership of the Council shall 
be geographically representative of the united States and 
reflect the diversity of the United States with regard race, 
ethnicity, gender, and disability character,istics. \I 

"Not 	less than one-third of the individuals nominated and 
appointed under subsection (b) shall have expertise or 
background in the educational needs of children who are from 
low-income families, from minority backgrounds, have limited 
English proficiency, or have disabilities." 

• 
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• 
BIOGRAPHIC INFORMATION REGARDING GOALS PANEL NOMINEES TO NESIC 

PROFESSIONAL EDUCATORS 

"including elementary and secondary classroom teachers, 
preschool educators, related services personnel, and other 
school-based professionals, state or local education agency 
administrators, and other educators" 

IRIS CARL was president of the National Council of Teachers of 
Mathematics (NCTM) while they developed the academic content 
standards other disciplines are now seeking to parallel. A past 
Teacher of the Year, she was also a member of the NCTM Commission 
on Standards for School Mathematics, the National Council on 
Education Standards and Testing (NCEST), and the Goals Panel's 
Goals 3 and 4 Technical Planning Group. She is currently 
Director of Mathematics for Houston Independent School District, 
and a member of the National Academy of Education Panel's Trial 
State Assessment Project. 

• 
JUDITH LANIER is president of the Michigan Partnership for New 
Education, a coalition of state government, business and labor, 
and K-12 and postsecondary educators that develops programs to 
improve teacher education. A former teacher, she is currently 
the President of the Holmes Group, a board member of Educational 
Testing Services, and a member of the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards. Dr. Lanier is the former Dean 
of Education at Michigan State University, and former Director of 
the Institute for Research on Teaching. 

RICHARD MILLS has been Vermont's State Commissioner of Education 
since 1988. Among the strategies on his agenda to restructure 
education for high performance are education goals, a common core 
of learning, a student performance assessment based on 
portfolios, and a teacher majority Professional Standards Board. 
He currently serves on the boards of the National Center for 
Education and the Economy, the New Standards Project, and the 
National Assessment Governing Board. 

BUSINESS, INDUSTRY, ORGANIZED LABOR, AND POST-SECONDARY 

"Representatives of business and industry, organized labor, 
and post-secondary institutions." 

EDWARD BALES is Director of Education at Motorola University, the 
training component of this Baldridge-award winning company. He 
is a leader in developing education/business partnerships in this 
country and abroad. Beginning in 1990, Mr. Bales has 
continuously expanded Motorola's role in the application of 
prinCiples which have made the corporation a world-class 
organization against which others benchmark their programs. 

National Education Goals Panel Meeting Page F-6 . 
July 16, 1994 



• DIANA NATALICIO is President of the University of Texas at El 
Paso, a leader in developing strong relationship between the 
university and the local elementary and secondary education 
system. An applied linguist, Natalicio has degrees in Spanish 
and Portugese. She has served on the US-Mexico Commission for 
Educational and Cultural Exchange, the Texas Business and 
Education Coalition and many other education and civic groups. 

ALBERT SHANKER is president of the American Federation of 
Teachers and senior vice-president of the AFL-CIO. A former 
teacher, Mr. Shanker is a strong advocate of national education 
standards and standards-driven reform. He is presently involved 
in a number of activities that link directly to the standards 
issue, including the National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards and the National Academy of Education's evaluation of 
the trial-state NAEP. 

REPRESENTATIVES OF THE PUBLIC 

"including representatives of advocacy, civil rights and 
disability groups, parents, civic leaders, S'tate or local 
education policymakers, (including members of state, local, 
or tribal school boards)." 

• 
JA NET' CROUSE is Chairman of the National PTA Education 
Commission. Previously, she was Vice President for Region 2 of 
the National PTA and president of the Delaware PTA. Dr. Crouse 
has been a school board member and chaired an education committee 
for the 	League of Women Voters. She is currently a member of 
both the Delaware Math Coalition and Social Studies Commission. 

WILHELMINA DELCO is a state legislator in the Texas House of 
Representatives. She is former vice-chair of the National 
Assessment Governing Board, and serves on many other state and 
national education groups. She is dedicated to education reform 
and an advocate for minority education. 

HILARY PENNINGTON is president and co-founder of Jobs for the 
Future. She is one of the chief architects of the American youth 
apprenticeship movement which has worked to improve the school­
to-work transition. She has advised federal and state 
legislators in their attempts to draft school-to-work transition 
legislation that offers work-based learning opportunities and 
career pathways for all youth. 

EDUCATION EXPERTS 

"including experts in measurement and assessment, 
curriculum, school finance and equity, and school reform." 

• LAURIE CHIVERS, as the Deputy State Superintendent of Public 
Instruction for the State of Utah, develops budget'and 
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.' legislative recommendations for public education in Utah. She 
works with the governor, state legislators, and local school 
districts and boards to ensure that the needs of students and 
school districts are reflected as legislation and budgets are 
developed. Dr. Chivers was the Minority Education Policy 
Director for the United States Senate, and also served as the 
Director of Finance in the Utah State Office of Education. 

ROBERT LINN is Professor of Education at the University of 
Colorado and co-director of the National Center for Research on 
Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing. He is former 
president of the Division of Evaluation and Measurement of the 
American Psychological Association as well as the National 
Council on Measurement in Education. Presently he is the co­
chair of the National Academy of Education's evaluation of the 
trial-state NAEP and chair of the standards subcommittee of the 
National Academcy of Science~s Board on Testing and Assessment. 

JAMES YSSELDYKE is director of the National Center on Educational 
Outcomes for Students with Disabilities. He was also director of 
the University of Minnesota Institute for Research on Learning 
Disabilities for six years. Dr. Ysseldyke possesses extensive 
background and recognized leadership in areas of student 
evaluation, program evaluation, special education policy, and 
nonbiased assessment . 

• 

• 
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DRAfT 

• 
How well is the state doing with respect to: 

Most recent Overall' 
Baseline Update Progress 

1. 	 Reducing the proportion of infants born [available 
with 2 or more health risks? 13% in time for 
(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 1994 Repo 

2. 	 Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 
who met the Goals Panel's performance 
standard in mathematics? 22% 26%** 
(2-year change from 1990 to 1992) t 

3. 	 Reducing the proportion of all high school [available 
students who reported using marijuana at in time for 
least once during the past 30 days? 16% 1994 Report] 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 

• 4. Reducing the proportion of all high school [available 
students who reported having five or more in time for 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? 38% 1994 Report] 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 

--- Data not available. 

•• Statistically significant improvement. 


ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically signHicant. 


ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


Please note: 

Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates, not sample data. 

• 




DRAFT 


• 

How well is the state doing with respect to: 

1. 	 Reducing the proportion of infants bom 
with 2 or more health risks? 
(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 

Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 
who met the Goals Panel's performance 

standard in mathematics? 
(2-year change from 1990 to 1992) 

.. 	Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported using marijuana at 
least once during the past 30 days? 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 

• 4. Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported having five or more 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 

--- Data not available. 

.. Statistically significant improvement. 


Baseline 

15% 

19% 

Most recent Overall 
Update Progress 

[available 
in time for 
1994 Report] 

.. .. 
[available 

in time for 

1994 ~Qr'\l"\rt 


[available 

in time for 

1994 Report 


ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 

ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 

Please note: 

Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates, not sample data. 

• 




DRAFT 


• How well is the state doing with respect to: 

1. 	 Reducing the proportion of infants born 
with 2 or more health risks? 
(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 

2. 	 Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 
who met the Goals Panel's performance 

standard in mathematics? 
(2-year change from 1990 to 1992) 

3. 	 Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported using marijuana at 
least once during the past 30 days? 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 

• 
4. Reducing the proportion of all high school 

students who reported having five or more 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 

--- Data not available. 

•• Statistically significant improvement. 


Baseline 

16% 

23% 

10% 

30% 

Most recent 
Update 

[available 
in time for 
1994 Report1 

27%ns+ 

[available 
in time for 
1994 Report] 

[available 

in time for 

1994 


Overall 
Progress 

.. .­

ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 

ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 

Please note: 

Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates, not sample data. 

• 
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How well is the state doing with respect to: 

1. 	 Reducing the proportion of infants born 
with 2 or more health risks? 
(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 

Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 
who met the Goals Panel's performance 
standard in mathematics? 
(2-year change from 1990 to 1992) 

3. 	 Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported using marijuana at 
least once during the past 30 days? 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 

• 4. Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported having five or more 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? 
(3-year change fro,m 1990 to 1993) 

--- Data not available. 

•• Statistically significant improvement. 


Baseline 

14% 

DRAFT 


Most recent Overall 
Update Progress 

[Available 

in time for 

1994 L.lar,,'H'T 

[Available 
in time for 
1994 Report] 

[Available 
in time for 
1994 Report] 

ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 

ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 

Please note: 

Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates, not sample data. 

• 
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• 

How well is the state doing with respect to: 

1. 	 Reducing the proportion of infants born 
with 2 or more health risks? 
{1-year change from 1990 to 1991} 

2. Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 
who met the Goals Panel's performance 

standard in mathematics? 
{2-year change from 1990 to 1992} 

3. 	 Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported using marijuana at 
least once during the past 30 days? 
{3-year change from 1990 to 1993} 

• 4. Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported having five or more 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? 
{3-year change from 1990 to 1993} 

--- Data not available. 

•• Statistically significant improvement. 


Baseline 

21% 

Most recent Overall 
Update Progress 

. .. 
[Available 
in time for 
1994 l-Ior,\I'\"" 

[Available 
in time for 
1 9 9 4 .... """""UT 

ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 

ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 

Please note: 

Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above {Children's Health Index} 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates, not sample data. 

• 
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How well is the state doing with respect to: 

Most recent 
Baseline Update 

Overall 
Progress 

1. Reducing the proportion of infants born [Available 
with 2 or more health risks? 12% in time for 
(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 1994 Report] 

2. Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 
who met the Goals Panel's performance 
standard in mathematics? 
(2-year change from 1990 to 1992) 

3. Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported using marijuana at 
least once during the past 30 days? 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 

4. Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported having five or more 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 

31% 

[Available 
in time for 
1994 Report] 

[Available 
in time for 
1994 Report] • 

--- Data not available. 

•• Statistically significant improvement. 


ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


Please note: 

Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates, not sample data. 

• 
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• 
How well is the state doing with respect to: 

Most recent Overall 
Baseline Update ProQress 

1. 	 Reducing the proportion of infants born [Available 
with 2 or more health risks? 15% in time for 
(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 1994 Report] 

Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 

who met the Goals Panel's performance 


standard in mathematics? 20% 23%ns+ 

(2-year change 'from 1990 to 1992) 


3. 	 Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported using marijuana at . [Available 
least once during the past 30 days? in time for 
(3-year change 'from 1990 to 1993) 1994 Report] 

• 4. Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported having five or more [Available 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? in time for 
(3-year change 'from 1990 to 1993) 	 1994 Report] 

--- Data not available. 

•• Statistically significant improvement. 


ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant.· 


Please note: 

Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates, not sample data. 

• 
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1. 
with 2 or more health risks? 
(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 

2. 

standard in mathematics? 
(2-year change from 1990 to 1992) 

3. 

least once during the past 30 days? 
(3-year change 'from 1990 to 1993) 

4. 

DRAFT 


How well is the state doing with respect to: 
Most recent Overall 

Baseline Update Progress 

Reducing the proportion of infants born [Available 
12% in time for 

1994 Report] 

Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 
who met the Goals Panel's performance 

29% 37%** t 

Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported using marijuana at 	 [Available 

in time for 
1994 Report] 

Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported having five or more [Available 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? in time for 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 1994 Report] 

--- Data not available. 

** Statistically significant improvement. 


ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


Please note: 

Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates, not sample data. 

• 
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• 
How well is the state doing with respect to: 

Most recent Overall 
Baseline Update Progress 

1. 	 Reducing the proportion of infants born [Available 
with 2 or more health risks? 15% in time for 
(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 1994 Report] 

Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 

who met the Goals Panel's performance 

standard in mathematics? 8% 

(2-year change from' 1990 to 1992) 


3. 	 Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported using marijuana at [Available 
least once during the past 30 days? 11% in time for 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 1994 Report] 

• 4. Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported having five or more [Available 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? 37% in time for 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 	 1994 Report] 

--- Data not available. 

** Statistically significant improvement. 


ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


Please note: 

Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates, not sample data. 

• 




• • 

DRAFT

• 
How well is the state doing with respect to: 

Most recent Overall 
Baseline Update Progress 

1. 	 Reducing the proportion of infants born [Available 
with 2 or more health .risks? 15% in time for 
(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 1994 Report] 

2. 	 I ncreasing the proportion of 8th graders 

who met the Goals Panel's performance 


standard in mathematics? 30% 32%ns+ 
. (2-year change from 1990 to 1992) 

3. 	 Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported using marijuana at [Available 
least once during the past 30 days? 10% in time for 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 1994 

• 4. Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported having five or more [Available 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? 37% in time for 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 	 1994 Report] 

--- Data not available. 

•• Statistically significant improvement. 


ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


Please note: 

Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates, not sample data. 

• 




•• 

DR 

• 	
F1 

How well is the state dOing with respect to: 
Most recent Overall 

Baseline Update Progress 

1. 	 Reducing the proportion of infants born [Available 
with 2 or more health risks? 15% in time for 
(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 1994 

2. 	 Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 

who met the Goals Panel's performance 
 .. ..standard in mathematics? 13% 14%ns+ 
(2-year change from 1990 to 1992) 

3. 	 Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported using marijuana at [Available 
least once during the past 30 days? 11% in time for 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 1994 

• Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported having five or more [Available 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? 45% in time for 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 	 1994 

--- Data not available. 

** Statistically significant improvement. 


ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


Please note: 

Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates, not sample data . 
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How well is the state doing with respect to: 

1. 	 Reducing the proportion of infants born 
with 2 or more health risks? 
(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 

2. 	 Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 
who met the Goals Panel IS performance 
standard in mathematics? 
(2-year change from 1990 to 1992) 

3. 	 Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported using marijuana at 
least once during the past 30 days? 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 

4. 	 Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported having five or more 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 

--- Data not available. 

** Statistically significant improvement. 


DRAFT 


Most recent Overall 
Baseline Update Progress 

[Available 

15% in time for 


1994 Report] 


11% 15%** t 
[Available 


14% in time for 

1994 Report] 


[Available 

41% in time for 


1994 


ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 

ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 

Please note: 

Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates, not sample data. 

• 




• 
How well is the state doing with respect to: 

1. 	 Reducing the proportion of infants born 
with 2 or more health risks? 
(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 

Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 
who met the Goals Panel's performance 

standard in mathematics? 
(2-year change from 1990 to 1992) 

Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported using marijuana at 
least once during the past 30 days? 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 

• 4. Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported having five or more 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 

Baseline 

15% 

21% 

RAFT 


Most recent Overall 
Update Progress 

[Available 

in time for 

1994 Report] 


26%ns+ .. .. 
[Available 
in time for 
1994 Report] 

[Available 

in time for 

1994 Report] 


--- Data not available. 

•• Statistically significant improvement. 


ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant 


ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


Please note: 

Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data 'from birth certificates, not sample data. 

• 




RAFT 

• How well is the state doing with respect to: 
Most recent Overall 

Baseline Update Progress 

1. 	 Reducing the proportion of infants born [Available 
with 2 or more health risks? 13% in time for 
(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 1994 Report] 

Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 

who met the Goals Panel's performance 

standard in mathematics? 27% 

(2-year change from 1990 to 1992) 


Reducing the proportion of all high school' 

students who reported using marijuana at [Available 

least once during the past 30 days? 8% in time for 

(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 1994 Report] 


• 
Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported having five or more [Available 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? 19% in time for 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993). 	 1994 Report] 

••• Data not available. 

•• Statistically significant improvement. 


ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


Please note: 

Notion of statistical significance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates. not sample data. 

• 
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• 
How well is the state doing with respect to: 

Most recent Overall 
Baseline Update Progress 

1. 	 Reducing the proportion of infants born [Available 
with 2 or more health risks? 18% in time for 
(1-year change from 1990 to 1991) 1994 

2. 	 Increasing the proportion of 8th graders 
who met the Goals Panel's performance 

standard in mathematics? 29% 32%ns+ .. ... 
(2-year change from 1990 to 1992) 

3. 	 Reduchlg the proportion of all high school 
students who reported using marijuana at [Available 
least once during the past 30 days? in time for 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 1994 

• 4. Reducing the proportion of all high school 
students who reported having five or more [Available 
drinks in a row during the past 30 days? in time for 
(3-year change from 1990 to 1993) 	 1994 

••• Data not available. 

•• Statistically significant improvement. 


ns+ Change was in right direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


ns- Change was in wrong direction, but was not large enough to be statistically significant. 


Please note: 

Notion of statistical signi'ficance does not apply to #1 above (Children's Health Index) 
because it is based on population data from birth certificates, not sample data. 

• 
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PRELIMINARY REPORT: 

RECOMMENDED CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES FOR CERTIFYING STATE 
AND VOLUNTARY NATIONAL STANDARDS FOR EDUCATION 

Council of Chief State School Officers1 

July, 1994 

Introduction 

Educational standards are currently being developed or completed through 

more than a dozen national projects and by many states. This effort is motivated by 

a desire to change the quality of learning and teaching that occur in our schools. 

The standards are intended, in each subject and across subjects, to set more 

rigorous expectations for our students: deeper, more ambitious knowledge of the 

content of education. 

This is one of the most significant and exciting developments in the history of 

American education. It is a new way of doing business. The standards will provide 

definitive, substantive reference points for our entire education system, serving both 

as goals for students to strive for and as guideposts around which educational 

strategies and policies can be organized. 

With the signing~of Goals 2000, the National Education Standards and 

Improvement Council (NESIC) is established. The Council, with the National 

Education Goals Panel, has responsibility for promoting the development of these 

standards at the national and state levels and for certifying them. How should 

standards be reviewed, evaluated, and used by a variety of constituencies in the 

INote: This preliminary report is for the sole purpose of informing the National 
Education Goals Panel of progress on its project with CCSSO. It is not to be reproduced without 
the express permission ofNEGP and CCSSO. 
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education system? By what criteria of quality, usefulness, and appropriateness 

should they be judged for certification? How should the perspectives of important 

sectors in the system, particularly the states, which have responsibility for 

establishing and using standards, be taken into account in the process of certifying 

standards? 

These recommendations which respond to these questions come out of a 

project by the Council of Chief State School Officers for the National Education 

Goals Panel to advise the Goals Panel and the incoming NESIC on their work 

related to standards. There are three important reasons why this effort is important 

for the states. First, the biggest factor affecting the potential impact of voluntary 

national standards will be whether or not the standards are used by the states. It is 

. through their adoption and implementation by states that standards will acquire 

reality and impact. NEGP and NESIC need to be informed about criteria for review of 

national standards which will yield certified standards most useful to the states. 

Second, the states, and others, must respond in some fashion to the national 

voluntary standards being developed by various groups, whether certified or not by . 

NESIC. NESIC and NEGP can perform a valuable service to the states through 

review and evaluation of the quality of standards. If not done by NESIC and NEGP, 

. the separate states would have to independently undertake these reviews to 

determine the desirability of state adoption of the standards .. 
~ 

Third, NESIC and NEGP need advice on the ways certification of state 

standards can be most helpful for improving education' in the states. This will be a 

very. significant and sensitive role for NESIC; it should be advised on this role as fully 

as possible . 

. These preliminary recommendations on the criteria and processes for 

certification are put forward by CCSSO to guide NEGP and NESIC and the states. 

In addition to developing these recommendations, CCSSO has had a set of states 

"try out" the criteria on their current standards and overall reform efforts (reported 
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separately). The states involved retlect a range of situations in terms of region, size, 

and nature of reform efforts. 

We hope these recommendations guide this important effort. In preparing the 

recommendations, we have reviewed the report of the NEGP Task Force, Promises 

to Keep. Some of our recommendations concur; others differ markedly. 

Proposed Criteria for Evaluating State and National Standards 

NESIC has authority to stimulate development of standards and to set 

priorities for the certification of both vOluntary national standards and state 

standards, subject by subject or in sets of subjects. NESIC can determine which 

subjeCts shall be certified and in what order or combination: it must determine the 

overall framework under which standards are to be considered for certification. 

We recommend the same basic criteria and processes be applied to certifying 

voluntary national and state standards, but some particular considerations should be 

addressed for each level of standards. Both state and national voluntary standards 

should be developed and reviewed for certification under the general principles or 

concepts described below. 

We believe the process of developing and certifying standards should, in 

itself, be generative and inspiring, exciting and intellectually challenging, and result 
,~, 

in high quality products on the part of participating states and standards projects. 

NESIC should consider why states or national projects would be motivated to 

participate: why would they put themselves forward to be "certified?" How can the 

. process be structured to encourage them? It should be fair, collaborative, and 

intrinsically rewarding; and it should be continuous and self-renewing, keeping in 

mind that teaching and leaming--education--is a journey and not a destination. 

Certification of standards should convey a status which is exemplary, a "best 

practice," rather than a status of minimum threshold or minimum qualifications. 
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Submissions by states or national projects should not be dry listings of standards but 

include illustration of the standards through examples of "best practice" at the school, 

student, or teacher level. The examples would demonstrate both the nature of the 

teaching and learning intended by the standards and evidence that such 

expectations are being reached. Examples would convey to studsnts, teachers, and 

the public the high achievement and performance our society needs from our 

students. Submissions might include student or school performance examinations 

and portfolios. 

Certifications of this character would provide exemplars for-approaches to 

teaching and learning. They would set marks for states and standard setters in 

other subjects to strive for. Certification would be a recognition of outstanding quality 

rather than a license to "do business." The awards would be very individual to the 

states or standards projects, but they would be based on demanding criteria, clear 

and fair, as suggested below. This approach would inspire continual elevation of 

standards and the conceptions of learning that are possible. 

Criteria for Certification 

For the consideration of standards, the criteria laid out below are suggested. 

These recommendations encompass some, but go beyond, the recommendations 
~ 

made to the Goals Panel in Promises To Keep, the report of the Technical Planning 

Group on the review of educational standards. Promises to Keep differentiated the 

treatment of certification of national standards and certification of state standards. It 

laid out a number of criteria for national 'standards, each subject to be considered 

separately, and then opined that state standards should be considered in sets of 

subjects. We take a different approach. believing a single set of SUbstantive criteria 

can and should be used for both types of standards. We believe this for two 

principal reasons. First, the same substantive review criteria should apply to 
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standards developed at each level. Second, if state standards can be reviewed only 

in sets, no state standards in any subject could be certified until NESIC had certified 

standards for all subjects in the set. Such a barrier is neither necessary nor 

desirable. 

These recommendations include a combination of qualifying conditions for 

the. consideration of standards; review criteria for evaluating standards; and, 

recommendations for handling the process of submission and review. We tried to 

be parsimonious, simple, and flexible, while addressing the purposes of certification. 

Each set of voluntary national or state standards to be considered by NESIC and 

NEGP must meet these qualifying conditions and be evaluated against the review 

criteria that follow. 

Qualifying Conditions for Standards-­

1. 	 The standards are challenging and for all students. 

2. 	 The standards must be developed through an open, public process, 

and reflect a broad consensus. 

3. 	 The standards must encompass the elementary, middle, and 

secondary levels of education, with indications of achievement goals at 

points throughout these levels. 
6 

4. 	 Content imd performance standards must be included and certified 

together. 

5. 	 Content and performance standards must be definitive and 

assessable. (Standards are effective only to the extent they are used 

with a supportive and appropriate assessment system.) 

6. 	 The standards can be certified only if there is evidence they can be 

achieved and are in use in a state or local district. Examples of student 

performance that meets the standards should be included as part of the 
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submission. The conditions needed for students to reach this level of 

performance in the example should be described. This evidence 

should not be construed as submission of opportunity to learn 

. standards, unless the state explicitly requests that. 

7. 	 The standards must be part of an overall program strategy for school 

improvement by the state, or part of a comprehensive program by an 

applicant for national voluntary standards. For national voluntary 

standards, the applicant must address the relation of the standards to 

those certified in other subjects. 

Review Criteria-­

8. 	 The standards must be internationally competitive and comparable to 

the best in the world. 

9. 	 The standards must reflect sound scholarship and the best available 

knowledge about how students learn to a high level in the subject 

matter. 

10. 	 The standards must be important and focused. They should focus on 

"a limited set of the most important and enduring knowledge and 

skills.;." (Promises, p. 13), particularly those that are addressed in 
~ 

National Goals 3 and 4. 

11. 	 The standards should be useful, promoting students' self-managed 

ability to apply and integrate knowledge and skills from various subjects 

"for citizenship, employment and life-long learning." (Promises, p. iii) 

. 12. 	 Standards themselves should challenge, inspire, and elevate, the 

educational enterprise; the standards being reviewed should invite 

states and localities to use them, and they should inspire students and 

teachers to perform at new heights. 
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13. 	 Standards should be usable, adaptable, and cumulatively feasible 

for implementation over time by states and others. This means that it 

must be conceivable that students could reach all of the standards in 

combination, given the necessary time and resources. 

14. 	 The standards must be balanced on several dimensions (adapted from 

Promises): 

o 	 between depth of understanding and breadth of coverage; 

o 	 between specificity and adaptability; 

o 	 between theoretical knowledge and application; and 

o 	 among subject areas, as cumulative sets. 

The certification of standards by NESIC and NEGP should use this 

review process: 

1) 	 The process used to review standards should be encouraging and 

positive. It should not use a threshold or minimum requirements 

approach, such as used for the Bureau of Standards or standards for 

clean air. Rather, the approach should recognize best practice and 

outstanding examples of what can be done. Further, the processes and 

criteria used by NESIC should be open and public themselves. 
6 

2) 	 Th~re must be a strong, logical connection between standards 

reviewed and certified by NESIC and those addressed by the National 

Skills Standards Board. Both boards must work to achieve this 

connection . 

. 3) Standards may be organized by traditional subject matter 

disciplines or by other conceptual structures of knowledge. 

4) Standards may be submitted and considered either subject by 

subject or in combinations or interdisciplinary sets of subjects; if 
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one by one, they must contain explicit consideration of their relation to 

other standards that have been submiUed--for logical connections, 

cumulative feasibility, etc. 

5) 	 Substantive principles and criteria for national voluntary standards and 

for state standards should be the same. 

Unresolved Issues 

Many of the issues involved in the process and criteria for certification of 

standards are not addressed in this statement. Three issues arising from our 

deliberations follow: 

1. 	 The periodic renewal of certifications must be addressed. Stan'dards 

should not be certified permanently, but by what process should the 

certifications be reviewed? How often should certification be renewed? 

Should NESIC have a process to "de-certify" standards because their 

features, their effectiveness, or the conditions in which they are used 

change? 

2. 	 The certification process must be able to deal with new approaches in 

the future whose nature we cannot anticipate. How can that be 

provided-for? 

3. 	 Should there be only one set of certified national voluntary standards in 

a subject, or might there be multiple sets? How should NESIC review 

competing sets of standards in the same subject?' 

Processes Proposed for NESIC to Use for Review and Certification 

The processes used by NESIC will be crucial for enabling the states and' 
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national projects to develop standards and apply for certification in a constructive 

and beneficial manner. Not only must NESIC address the enormous responsibilities 

of creating processes of quality control for developing, certifying, and disseminating 

state and voluntary national standards, NESIC also must create these processes so 

they inspire the field to enthusiastically expend its best efforts to participate. Setting 

visionary standards can be one of the most inspiring and exciting contributions to 

education. NESIC must elicit this enthusiasm and yet operate with good judgement, 

prudence, and intelligence to make the process credible and reliable. 

Overall Organizing Framework for Standards. Perhaps the most important 

issue for NESIC is to determine the overall organizing framework within which 

national voluntary and state subject-matter standards will be reviewed. NESIC must 

be able to certify quality in the current framework of subject-matter standards, but it 

must be able to certify standards under new concepts for organizing knowledge. We 

conclude with comments on this point. 

Several of the criteria included in Promises to Keep would confine NESIC to 

an organiZing framework for standards limited to considering standards only by 

single subjects or by a discipline-based structure. That is one way of classifying 

subject matter which may be valid and useful. But, other ways exist which 

encompass similar content and performance expectations in different ways. Several 

states are organizing their content domains in such ways. The challenge is to 
• 

provide flexibility for considering the content standards while maintaining attention to 

essential knowledge. With respect to national standards, consideration must be 
l 

given to whether standards are missing or whether the standards which are available 

or being prepared are organized sensibly and coherently. With respect to state 

standards, some consi~eration of adequacy must be made concerning the coverage 

and organization of the standards. 

To assist NESIC in addreSSing this matter, we recommend the following: 

First, NESIC should commission preparation of alternative frameworks for organizing 
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, subject-matter content. Several useful and valid ways of conceiving these 

frameworks should be explored, and some of the more compelling ones should be 

developed, described, and analyzed. 

Second, NESIG should commission preparation of a complete set of skills that 

could be applied flexibly and be approached by standards projects and by states in a 

variety of ways. Knowledge in the traditional disciplines, cross-cutting skills, and 

other goals of schooling can be organized in various ways. NESIC could ask that 

these be addressed, allowing standards projects and states to address'them and 

organize them in their own manner. 

This complete s'et should encompass academic skills, work-related skills, and 

other goals of schooling. One formulation would be to conceive of academic 

competencies in part traditionally but also as needing to be applied to work-related 

situations. In addition, itwould be recognized that students ultimately need to 

acquire skills that are specific to performance on particular jobs. Finally, it would be 

recognized that students acquire other personal and human goals through schooling. 

Stated this way, all of the skills encompassed in the standards addressed by NESIC 

and the National Skills Standards Board would be included and addressed, but they 

could be organized and approached in a wide variety of ways. 

Third, NESIC should invite the states to submit systems of standards and 

related assessments structured around a submission and review process aimed at 
I. 

quality through individuality, flexibility, and recognition. States electing to submit 

their standards would enter a creatively-developed application, to be evaluated for its 

substance, coherence, level of ambition, connection with a well-articulated reform 

strategy, and other criteria. Certification by NESIC would be made in the form of 

awards and would be publicized from among submissions in a given review period. 

State approaches would take on many distinct forms and themes, but they would be 

evaluated against the standard set of criteria recommended in the p~eceding section. 

This approach has the advantage of promoting comprehensiveness anq vision 
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on the part of the states, while avoiding some of the negative consequences of more 

conventional approaches thatcould be. taken re certifying minimum standards and 

assessments. We think this approach would engender excitement on the part of 

states in participating in certification and review, while permitting flexibility in whether. 

and how they participate. 

Together, these suggestions constitute a solution for NESIC to address the 

completeness and organization of standards without specifying a single organizing 

scheme. 

Conclusion 

The Council of Chief State School Officers appreciates the opportunity to 

make these recommendations on the certification of state and voluntary national 

standards. These are very important issues: this is a critical moment in the 

development of our education system. The effectiveness of certifying standards 

depends upon the intelligence and judgement which NESIC and the Goals Panel 

use in designing the criteria and process for making the certifications. We hope 

these recommendations can inform both the criteria and the process. 



QUESTIONS: 


1) Where does change need to happen if the nation is going to reach the Goals by 
the year 2000? 

2) Can reform happen inside the school building? 
the whole community? 

Or does it need to occur witl"lin 

3) How do you feel communities should begin to address the need for reform? 

4) What types of groups need to be "at the table?" 



BACKGROUND: 


The National Telelearning Network (NTN) Goals Series 

The National Telelearning Network (NTN) is producing a series of ten seminars 
addressing each of the National Education Goals, and their objectives for education 
reform and high-performance learning for everyone. The National Education Goals 
Panel is acting as a technical advisor and offering guidance and support to insure that 
program content is sound and accurate. 

The Series 

The overall message of the ten seminars: 

Reform effort after reform effort, one time-tested truth as stood clear - those most 
closely involved with the business of teaching and learning, those with the greatest 
stakes, those on the front lines -- teachers, students, parents and concerned citizens 
in communities across America -- these are the people with the greatest power to 
effect true change. 

But we know today, that one group cannot do it alone -- education is no longer a K­
12 experience that occurs within the school building -- but it is an experience that 
begins before a child is born and continues much after the receipt of a high school 
diploma. And because of this, it is necessary that the schools and communities work 
collaboratively. 

The audience: 

Professional development aimed at educators and other practitioners at the local level. 

The Teleconference on September 29, 1994, 1 :00 pm - 3:00 pm: 

I. Video Goals Report 

Message: 	 At the half-way mark between the announcement of the National 
Education Goals in 1989 and the targeted data for achieving them, 
we are still a long ways from reaching the Goals. The Goals are 
achievable when various facets of the community work together 
and set specific benchmarks as part of the "Goals Process. II . 

Content: 	 The segment will include information about what we know at the 
national level, focusing in on the 16 core indicators. 

Time: 	 5 - 10 minutes 



II. Introduction to the Goals Process 

Message: 	 The Goals Process is an important part of how to reform 
education. 

The Goals Process: 
- Adopt the National Education Goals or similar goals that 
cover the entire breadth of focus from prenatal care to 
lifelong learning. 

- Build a strong accountability system to regularly measure 
and report on progress over time. 

- Set high expectations and specific performance 
benchmarks to mark progress along the way. 

- Identify barriers to goal attainment. 

- Create and mount strategies to overcome barriers and 
meet the performance benchmark. 

- Make a long-term commitment to continuously evaluate 
accomplishments and shortcomings in meeting the 
community goals and be willing to modify your strategy as 
needed. 

Content: 	 From the Guide to Goals and Standards and the Community 
Organizing Guide from the NEGP Community Tool Kit. 

Time: 	 5 - 10 minutes 

III. Using the Goals Process at the Community Level 

Message: 	 Educators are critical players in education reform, but they cannot 
and should not reform the education system without support and 
ownership of the rest of the community. 

Content: 	 There will be two pieces to this section. The first will be a pre­
taped meeting of a community -- a community that is starting on 
reform efforts, trying to include the right types of people, hitting 
various barriers, etc. This pre-taped meeting will be done with 
actors, and will probably have actual local players as "coachesll to 
help the conversation along, bring the actors back to reality, etc. 



The pre-taped video will then be used during this section as 
"discussion continuers." As we see it, we will have four national 
experts (education, business, civic/religious, media) that will 
discuss what they see on the tape, and offer their 
suggestions/comments -- as well as take questions from callers 
and possibly a live audience. 

Time: 90 minutes 



The Goals Process: . Toward More Informed IIEducation Consumersll 

To achieve the National Education Goals, citizens must be engaged and have access to 
knowledge with which they can make good. decisions and manage change. This is the heart of 
the Goals Process. Whether a community embraces the National Education Goals or adopts Its 
own goals specifically tailored to reflect local priorities, it needs accurate information that defines 
current educational strengths and weaknesses. 

Simply· put, the Goals Process helps 
communities figure out where they need and 
want to go, where they are in relation to that 
destination, and what they have to do to get 
from one point to the other. Through the 
Goals Process, communities set ambitious but 
realistic targets for educational improvement, 
assess their current strengths and 
weaknesses, and chart a course of aggressive 
action to reach their goals. 

There are several essential steps in the Goals 
Process. First, each community should adopt 
goals that reflect high expectations for all and 
cover the entire breadth of focus from prenatal 
care to lifelong learning. Next, a· community 
should build a strong local accountability 
system that tracks progress over time and 
incorporates specific performance benchmarks 
to mark progress along the way. 

With a baseline and benchmarks established, communities need to identify barriers and 
opportunities to goal attainment and mount strategies to address them; make a long-term 
commitment to continuously evaluate accomplishments and shortcomings in meeting the 
community goals; and, perhaps most important, modify the strategy according to what is learned 
each step of the way. 

Much as the National Education Goals Panel monitors and reports on progress toward the Goals, 
people in states and communities across the United States are holding themselves accountable 
by preparing local goals reports and making a commitment to use the Goals Process to move 
from a rhetorical vision to a new reality. 

Armed with this information, citizens can pose questions of themselves, their schools, and their 
communities. How is my child doing? How do our schools compare? Does our community have 
high expectations for all learners? Are we making sufficient progress toward our goals? Have 
I done all I can to make a difference? You have a right to know and an obligation to ask. 

Every citizen has a responsibility to become a more informed education consumer - both the 
25 percent of Americans who have children in school and the 100 percent whose livelihood and 
well-being u\timately hang in the balance. 
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Elements of the .Goals Process 


I Adopt the National Education Goals or similar goals that 
reflect high expectations for all and cover the entire breadth 
of focus from prenatal care to lifelong learning. 

I Assess current strengths and weaknesses and build a strong 
accountability system to regularly measure and report on 
progress toward goals over time. 

I Set specific performance benchmarks to mark progress 
along the way and guide the change process. 

I Identify barriers and opportunities to· goal attainment in the 
many systems that support teaching and learning. 

I Create and mount strategies to overcome barriers, selze 
opportunities and meet performance benchmarks. 

I Make a long-term commitment to continuously evaluate 
accomplishments and shortcomings in achieving community 
goals and be ·willing to modify strategies as needed. 


