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IMPACT OF FEDERAL BUDGET CUTS ON
PENNSYLVANIA SCHOOLS

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 1, 1981

U.S. SENATE,
SuBcoMMITTEE ON LABOR, HEALTH AND
Human Services, EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Philadelphia, Pa.

The subcommittee met at 9:30 am., in the ceremonial courtroom,
US. courthouse, 601 Market Street, Philadelphia, Pa., Hon. Arlen
Specter presiding.

Present: Senator Specter.

NONDEPARTMENTAL WITNESSES
OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SPECTER

Senator Specter. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. These are
hearings which have been scheduled by the subcommittee of the Ap-
propriations Committee of the U.S. Senate which deals with the fund-
ing of education. These hearings have been scheduled to make inquiry
into the budget situation in the schools of Pennsylvania, with particular
emphasis on the impact of Federal budget cuts on the city of Phila-
delphia and the surrounding environs.

There is a broad consensus in this country as evidenced by the last
election and by the events of the preceding several months that there
must be budget cuts in this country if we are to move for reducing in-
flation and reducing high interest rates and revitalizing the economy to
provide a base of operations for expanded job opportunities in this
country. The issue boils down to one of whether the cuts which are
made in specific fields are appropriate cuts.

DISSATISFACTION WITH EDUCATION BUDGET CUTS

There are many of us who have been dissatisfied with the heavy cuts
which have been undertaken by the education budget. The education
budget constitutes 2 percent of the Federal budget but has been the
recipient of some 10 percent of Federal budget cutting. When Secretary
of Education Bell testified before this subcommittee in Washington on
April 2, he was asked about the tremendous disparity in the cuts to the
School District of the City of Philadelphia which was in excess of some
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25 percent at the time when the overall budget cuts in the Department
of Education were something like 10 percent and that is a question
which I think calls for an answer and, despite repeated inquiries by this
subcommittee, Secretary of Education Bell has yet to respond to that
kind of a very critical question.

ADDITIONAL BUDGET CUTS

There have been suggestions in the course of the past week that there
will be efforts by the administration for further budget cuts. The budget
cuts now are in excess of $35 billion and there is a suggestion that the
administration may be looking at an additional $13 billion in budget
cuts, that it may be looking for those cuts in the field of education as
well as in a number of other fields affecting the social services in this
country and that those requests are going to be directed to the Ap-
propriations Committee.

In my judgment, the cuts which have been made are not cast in con-
crete. The Congress will be responsive to what the cuts mean to the
people of this country and in the education field, to the schoolchildren
and, as we have seen with the suggestions which have been advanced in
the social security system, there have been modifications on Federal
planning when we have seen the response of the public and have
weighed those proposed cuts against the needs of the recipients.

So that hearings of this sort seek to find out what those budget cuts
mean in actual practice as the cuts have already been made which will
give us a basis for evaluating the wisdom of those cuts and also the
basis for making a decision as to whether any further cuts are possible,

It is in this context that we have assembled I think an impressive ar-
ray of experts here today.

PHILADELPHIA PANEL ON ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

STATEMENT OF DR. MICHAEL P. MARCASE, SUPERINTENDENT OF
SCHOOLS, PHILADELPHIA DISTRICT
ACCOMPANIED BY:

HELEN McFADDEN, CHAIRPERSON, TITLE 1 PARENT'S ADVISORY
COUNCIL

JOAN MYERS, DIRECTOR, LIBRARIES, SCHOOL DISTRICT OF PHIL-
ADELPHIA

INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Senator SpecTer. We will begin with the first panel on elementary
and secondary education which consists of Dr. Michael P. Marcase, su-
perintendent of the School District of Philadelphia, Ms. Helen McFad-
den, chairperson, Title I Parents’ Advisory Council, and Ms. Joan
Myers, director, libraries, School District of Philadelphia.

Dr. Marcase, I think you will find your chair somewhat cooler than
those you have been accustomed to occupying by comparison, not-
withstanding the significant cuts which have been directed toward the
Philadelphia Board of Education.
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PREPARED STATEMENT

We welcome you here and we would be pleased to listen to your tes-
tmony. We will first insert your prepared statement in the record.
[The statement follows:]




PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. MicHAEL P, MARCASE

SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS

ScHooL DisTRiCT OF PHILADELPHIA

GOOD MORNING. I APPRECIATE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE AND TO PRESENT TO YOU OUR VIEWS ON THE
OMNIBUS RECONCILIATION ACT.

THERE WILL BE BOTH LONG-TERM AND SHORT-TERM EFFECTS ON THE
SCHOOL DISTRICT OF PHILADELPHIA WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS
ACT.

FIRST OF ALL, IT WILL MEAN AN APPROXIMATE MET LOSS OF $17
MILLION IN THE COMING SCHOOL YEAR. THOSE FUNDS ARE CRITICALLY
IMPORTANT AND CANNOT BE REPLACED BY ANY OTHER FUNDING SOURCE.

ALSO, THIS COMES AT A TIME WHEN THE SCHOOL DISTRICT ALREADY
FACES A VERY SERIOUS FINANCIAL PROBLEM WHICH HAS RESULTED IN
DEVASTATING CUTBACKS OF SOME $200 MILLION IN PROGRAMS AND SERVICES
FOR CHILDREN FOR THE COMING SCHOOL YEAR.

WE HAVE HAD TO CLOSE 13 SCHOOLS, INCREASE CLASS SIZE, LAY
OFF 3,500 EMPLOYES AND ELIMINATE MANY SERVICES AND PROGRAMS VITAL
TO THE SCHOOL CHILDREN OF PHILADELPHIA.

NOW, WITH THE LOSS OF AN ADDITIONAL $17 MILLION IN FEDERAL
FUNDS UNDER THIS NEW LEGISLATION, OUR PROBLEMS ARE COMPOUNDED
EVEN FURTHER. IN SHORT, THE SITUATION IS CRITICAL.

OUR TITLE I FUNDING, WHICH HELPS EDUCATE 92,000 PUBLIC AND
PAROCHIAL SCHOOL CHILDREN, WILL BE REDUCED UNDER THE LEGISLATION
BY SIX PERCENT, FROM $35.7 MILLION TO $33.6 MILLION, EVEN THOUGH

THE REDUCTION NATIONALLY WILL AVERAGE JUST FOUR AND A HALF PERCENT.

PORTUNATELY, WITH OUR TITLE I PROGRAMS, A CARRYOVER OF
FUNDING WILL ALLOW US TO MAINTAIN THE SAME LEVEL OF SERVICES
IN THE COMING SCHOOL YEAR AS WE DID LAST YEAR.

HOWEVER, UNDER THE NEW BILL, FUTURE TITLE I PROGRAMS,
BEGINNING IN THE 1982-83 SCHOOL YEAR, WILL SUFFER TREMENDOUS
CUTS DUE TO SALARY INCREASES, INCREMENTS AND THE INFLATIONARY

COSTS OF MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND OTHER EQUIPMENT.




UNDER EMERGENCY SCHOOL AID ACT PROGRAMS, THE CUTS RECOMMENDED
BY CONGRESS WILL RESULT IN A LOSS OF $923,000 IN THE BASIC GRANT,
LEAVING US WITH A 40 PERCENT CUT IN STAFF AND THE ELIMINATION OF
PROJECTS INVOLVING HUMAN RELATIONS COUNSELING, STUDENT INTERACTION,
STUDENT-STAFF RELATIONS AND TWO SPECIAL CENTERS FOR INSTRUCTIONAL
ENRICHMENT.

IN OUR MAGNET SCHOOL PROGRAM, OUR GRANT IS SCHEDULED TO
DECREASE BY $695,000, WHICH WOULD RESULT IN THE DISCONTINUATION OF
FUNDING FOR A COMMUNICATIONS MAGNET PROGRAM AT ONE HIGH SCHOOL,

A SCHOOL FOR THE HUMANITIES, A MIDDLE SCHOOL MAGNET PROGRAM FOR
SCIENCE AND MATH, AND DELAYS THE START OF TWO NEW MAGNET HIGH
SCHOOLS UNTIL AT LEAST FEBRUARY, 1982,

IT IS SOMEWHAT IRONIC THAT WHILE THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT STILL

TALKS, ON ONE HAND, OF DESEGREGATING THE NATION'S SCHOOLS, CONGRESS,

ON THE OTHER, CUTS BACK FUNDS FROM ONE OF THE FEW VOLUNTARY DE~-
SEGREGATION PROGRAMS IN THE COUNTRY THAT IS WORKING AND WORKING
WELL.

ANOTHER EFFECT OF THE NEW LEGISLATION IS THE ENDANGERING
OF THE SCHOOL DISTRICT'S IMPACT AID FUNDS, OF WHICH WE ARE
SCHEDULED TO RECEIVE $4.9 MILLION THIS COMING YEAR.

THESE FUNDS HAVE LONG BEEN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S ONLY
PRINCIPAL CONTRIBUTION TO OUR GENERAL FUND, AND THEIR LOSS, OR
DRAMATIC REDUCTION, AT THIS TIME, WOULD CREATE YET MORE SERIOUS
PROBLEMS FOR THE CHILDREN WE SERVE.

I THINK IT'S ALSO IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT IF ALL FEDERAL
PROPERTY AND LOW RENT SUBSIDIZED HOUSING WERE NOT TAX EXEMPT,
INSTEAD OF BEING ENTITLED TO $4.9 MILLION, THE SCHOOL DISTRICT
WOULD HAVE BEEN ENTITLED TO $12 MILLION.

ADDITIONALLY, THE ELIMINATION OF PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT
HAS MEANT A REDUCTION OF 1,000 EMPLOYES WHO PROVIDED CRITICAL
SERVICES FOR OUR SCHOOL BREAKFAST AND LUNCH PROGRAMS AND CLERICAL
SUPPORT TO OUR SCHOOLS. THIS CUT REDUCES OUR ABILITY TO MAINTAIN
OUR SCHOOLS AND HAS ELIMINATED AN AVENUE OF EMPLOYMENT FOR
MENTALLY HANDICAPPED CHILDREN WHO DID PACKAGING AND CUSTODIAL

WORK IN SHELTERED WORKSHOPS.




IN OUR FOLLOW THROUGH PROGRAM, A 40 PERCENT CUT IN FUNDING
WILL MEAN THE ELIMINATION OF TWO OF OUR FOLLOW THROUGH CENTERS.
PARTICULARLY SIGNIFICANT IS THE LOSS OF FUNDING TO THE LUDLOW
SCHOOL AND THE ELIMINATION OF OUR BILINGUAL PROGRAM IN THAT SCHOOL.

THIS HAS BEEN A SEVERE BLOW TO OUR HISPANIC POPULATION, WHICH
HAS COUNTED VERY HEAVILY ON THIS PROGRAM TO HELP PROVIDE A VEHICLE
FOR ITS CHILDREN TO MOVE INTO THE MAINSTREAM OF REGULAR EDUCATIONAL
PROGRAMS .

THESE ARE JUST A FEW EXAMPLES OF THE KINDS OF CUTBACKS
NECESSITATED BY THE RECONCILIATION BILL.

AND, UNFORTUNATELY, WE SEE NO RELIEF OR HELP AT THE PRESENT
TIME FROM EITHER THE CITY OR THE STATE IN ASSUMING ANY OF THE
COST FOR THE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES LOST UNDER THIS BILL.

THEREFORE, WE FEEL IT IS EXTREMELY IMPORTANT, IN DEVELOPING
A DISTRIBUTION FORMULA UNDER THE BLOCK GRANTS PROPOSAL, THAT
LANGUAGE BE WRITTEN INTO THE APPROPRIATIONS BILL WHICH CLEARLY
INDICATES THAT AN URBAN FACTOR BE CONSIDERED.

PHILADELPHIA, AND OTHER MAJOR SCHOOL SYSTEMS THROUGHOUT THE
COUNTRY, ARE DEEPLY CONCERNED OVER THE FLEXIBILITY GIVEN TO STATES
IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF TITLE II BLOCK GRANT MONIES.

HISTORICALLY, THIS NATION'S MAJOR URBAN COMMUNITIES HAVE HAD
TO FIGHT FOR THEIR FAIR SHARE OF FUNDING FROM THE STATES.

WE FEEL THAT SCHOOL DISTRICTS LIKE PHILADELPHIA, WITH THEIR
DIVERSE POPULATIONS AND THEIR COMPLEX EDUCATIONAL AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC
PROBLEMS, SHOULD RECEIVE SPECIAL CONSIDERATION, NOT ONLY IN THE
DISTRIBUTION OF 80 PERCENT OF THE FUNDS WHICH MUST BE PASSED ON ~
TO THE LOCAL DISTRICTS, BUT ALSO FOR A PORTION OF THE 20 PERCENT
DISCRETIONARY MONEY TO BE DISTRIBUTED BY THE STATES.

WE FEEL THAT THE LAW, AS WRITTEN, IS SIMPLE AND CLEAR, AND

THAT THE PROHIBITION IN TITLE IIT AGAINST REGULATIONS, AND THE

DECLARATION OF POLICY IN TITLE I, SHOULD BE A CLEAR SIGN TO STATE
DEPARTMENTS OF EDUCATION NOT TO DEVELOP GUIDELINES WHICH WOULD RE
EVEN MORE RESTRICTIVE THAN THOSE ALREADY PASSED BY THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT .




HOWEVER, ONE OF OUR FEARS IS THAT THE STATE LEGISLATURE,
WHICH HAS THE AUTHORITY TO DESIGNATE HOW THESE FUNDS WILL BE
USED, MAY TRY TO SUPPLANT CURRENT STATE FUNDING WITH FUNDS
AVAILABLE UNDER THE TITLE IXI BLOCK GRANT.

OUR BASIC FEAR HERE IS THAT WE DON'T IN ANY WAY WISH TO
HAVE OUR CURRENT SUBSIDY FROM THE STATE REDUCED BECAUSE OF THE
BLOCK GRANT FUNDS WE WILL RECEIVE UNDER TITLE II.

ADDITIONALLY, THE CONSOLIDATION OF PROGRAMS UNDER TITLE IIX
WILL RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT CUTBACK OF FUNDING CURRENTLY AVAILABLE
TO THE SCHOOL DISTRICT. WE ARE NOT, THIS TIME, ABLE TO FULLY
ANALYZE THE IMPACT OF THIS ACT UNTIL WE KNOW THE LEVEL OF FUNDING
WE WILL RECEIVE FROM THE STATE.

HOWEVER, WE DO KNOW, BECAUSE WE HAVE BEEN AMONG THE VERY FEW
RECIPIENTS OF FUNDS UNDER ESAA, TEACHER CORPS, TEACHER CENTER,
CONSUMER EDUCATION, AND WOMENS EDUCATIONAL EQUITY, THAT CONSOLIDATING
THEM INTO A BLOCK GRANT WILL MEAN LOSING MILLIONS OF DOLLARS THAT
ARE VITALLY NEEDED BY THE SCHOOL DISTRICT.

THUS, SOME PROVISIONS SHOULD BE MADE SO THAT SCHOOL DISTRICTS
WHO HAVE RECEIVED THIS FUNDING IN THE PAST WILL NOT SUFFER A
DISASTROUS CUT. THE STATE IN DISTRIBUTING THIS FUNDING SHOULD
CONSIDER CONTINUITY AS ONE OF THE FACTORS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF
A FORMULA FOR DISTRIBUTION.

OUR DESIRE IS THAT ANY GUIDELINES DEVELOPED BY THE STATE OR
THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION BE VERY SIMPLE IN NATURE, AND
NOT RESTRICTIVE, AND THAT SCHOOL DISTRICTS BE GIVEN THE DISCRETION

INTENDED BY THE BILL ITSELF TO ADMINISTER THESE PROGRAMS.

FINALLY, WE FEEL THAT IT IS CRITICAL THAT THE APPROPRIATIONS
COMMITTEE FUND THE FULL AUTHORIZED LEVELS FOR TITLES I AND IT OF
THE CONSOLIDATION BILL, AS WELL AS P.L, 94-142 AND IMPACT AID.
THESE ARE THE FOUR PRINCIPAL PRIORITIES OF THE SCHOOL DISTRICT
RELATIVE TO FEDERAL FUNDING.

I APPRECIATE VERY MUCH THIS OPPORTUNITY TO APPEAR BEFORE

YOU, AND I WILL BE GLAD TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS YOU MAY HAVE.
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OMNIBUS RECONCILIATION ACT

Mr. Marcase. Good morning. I appreciate this opportunity to testify
before the subcommittee and to present to you our views on the
Omnibus Reconciliation Act. .

There will be both long- and short-term effects on the School District
of Philadelphia with the implementation of this act.

First of all, it will mean an approximate net loss of $17 million in the
coming school year. Those funds are critically important and cannot be
replaced by any other funding source.

Also, this comes at a time when the school district already faces a
very serious financial problem which has resulted in devastating cut-
backs of some $200 million in programs and services for children for
the coming school year.

We have had to close 13 schools, increase class size, layoff 3,500 em-
ployees, and eliminate many services and programs vital to the school-
children of Philadelphia.

Now, with the loss of an additional $17 million in Federal funds un-
der this new legislation, our problems are compounded further. In
short, the situation is critical.

TITLE 1 FUNDING

Our title I funding, which helps educate 92,000 public and parochial
schoolchildren, will be reduced under the legislation by 6 percent, from
$35.7 million to $33.6 million, even though the reduction nationally will
average just 4% percent.

Fortunately, with our title I programs, a carryover of funding will al-
low us to maintain the same level of services in the coming school year
as we did last year,

However, under the new bill, future title I programs, beginning in
the 1982-83 school year, will suffer tremendous cuts due to salary in-
creases, increments, and the inflationary cost of materials, supplies, and
other equipment.

EMERGENCY SCHOOLS AID ACT

Under Emergency Schools Aid Act programs, the cuts recommended
by Congress will result in a loss of $923,000 in the basic grant, leaving
us with a 40-percent cut in staff and the elimination of projects involv-
ing human relations counseling, student interaction, student-staff rela-
tions, and two special centers for instructional enrichment.

BLOCK GRANTS VERSUS DISCRETIONARY GRANTS

Senator SpecTer. Dr. Marcase, let me ask you to skip ahead to some
testimony which appears at page 4 of your statement which involves the
subject of block grant versus discretionary grants, but before I do that, I
know that Mr. Murray has arrived in the hearing room and I'd like
you, Mr. Murray, if you would to join the panel. I think that the inputs
which you will-have will be broader than the panel where you have
been asked to testify. I'd like your comments as we move along on the
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testimony. So if we can pull up an extra chair for you, we would ask
you to join us there,

Dr. Marcase, the testimony that I'm concerned with—in your written
statement you say at page 4:

We feel it is extremely important in developing a distribution formula under the
block grants proposal, that language be written into the appropriations bill which
clearly indicates that an urban factor be considered * * *

And that leads to my question to you: What is your general view of
the wisdom of the block-grant approach versus the categorical require-
ment?

Dr. Marcase. Well, on the positive side, hopefully there will be less
regulations involving the manner in which these funds can be spent. On
the negative side, there’s no question in our mind that it will result in
less dollars coming to us for programs that had been categorically
designed in the past.

EFFECT OF REGULATIONS ON OPERATION

Senator Specter. How problemsome are the regulations in terms of
impeding your operation?

Dr. Marcase. 1 don't think that they are impossible to live with. 1
would personally prefer the regulations and full funding than to envi-
sion the kinds of cutbacks that we are talking about without regulations
and it still needs to be determined whether the States who receive these
funds and channel it to the local districts will develop their own regula-
tions:

Senator SpecTER. Some say that with the elimination of the bureau-
cratic redtape that a 25-percent cut will not mean less money in hand.
Do you agree with that conclusion?

Dr. Marcase. 1 do agree with that conclusion.

DECREASE IN FEDERAL REGULATORY PROCESS

Senator Specter. Do you have an approximation as to what saving
could be obtained as a result of a decrease in the Federal regulatory
process?

Dr. Marcase. I really don't have that at my fingertips. Mr. Rossica
may have done an analysis on that issue and, if I could, I would refer
that question to him,

Senator SpecTer. Can you give us your best judgment as to what kind
of a saving might be effected as a result of a reduction in regulation?

Dr. Marcase. Well, I would say 3 or 4 percent.

PROBLEMS IN URBAN COMMUNITIES

Senator Specter. When you talk about language that the urban factor
be considered, what are you referring to there, Dr. Marcase?

Dr. Marcase. Well, as we all know, there are special problems in ur-
ban communities that are not prevalent in rural and suburban areas.
We are talking about low-income problems, we are talking about the
municipal overburden within the urban communities, we are talking




10

about the need to provide very highly specialized areas because many
children who have special needs come into the urban communities and
I think we need to be cognizant of the fact that urban centers are ex-
periencing these tremendous cutbacks in general funds that have dis-
sipated appropriations for materials, supplies, and other kinds of essen-
tial ingredients in educational programs.

I think that legislation that deals with these block grants need to take
that into consideration to insure that those factors such as the problem
that already exists because of shrinking local funds is taken into con-
sideration.

Senator SPECTER. Aren't you really suggesting then that if you add
those requirements to the block-grant concept that you are really back
with a categorical grant?

Dr. Marcase. As I mentioned initially, I would prefer to see the
categorical grants and receive full funding because at least we would be
assured of funding at the same level that we have in the past and there
are 100 many unknown quantities in the present legislation.

PRIOR FUNDINC IN BLOCK GRANT FORM

Senator SPECTER. In a context where it is reasonably plain that prior
funding is not going to be maintained would you prefer to see it in the
categorical grant form or in the block-grant form?

Dr. Marcase. Under those circumstances | would rather see it in the
block-grant form as much as certain programs have been removed from
the block grants that had been initially considered. However, again, |

think that it should be very clearly indicated that the school districts
must receive a fair share of this amount through the State appropria-
tions.

Senator Specter. Dr. Marcase, 1 would like you to give some thought
to the kind of language which you would like to see. I would suggest to
you that if you are talking about language like fair share that you may
as well not even use language like that because it is not sufficiently
definite or sufficiently precise to obtain any objective which you seek
and on the subcommittee we are wrestling with this problem of categori-
cal grant versus the block grant and I'm very much interested in your
conclusion that you would like to see the block-grant concept retained,
although you do say you want language which will assure your own dis-
trict its fair share, but we would welcome the specific kind of language
which you could provide to us because you are aware of the specific
kinds of problems you face in a much more detailed way than our sub-
committee can be and, as you focus on that particular bit of your tes-
imony in your prepared text, that raises an issue which we have
labored over. So I would request that you give us specifics as the mat-
ters progress in committee.

Dr. Marcase. You certainly will have that in the immediate future.

Senator SpecTerR. We very much appreciate it.

Dr. Marcase. Would you wish me to continue the—

Senator SpecTer. I would prefer to continue, Dr. Marcase, in a sum-

mary form and then we will come to questions after others on the panel
have testified.
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EFFECT FROM LOSS OF FEDERAL FUNDS

Dr. Marcase. Our testimony indicates that under the present formula
for distribution, funds and legislation that we will be losing $17 million
in Federal funds in this coming year and, really, an unknown amount
much greater than that in the ensuing years. It will compound our fi-
nancial problems. We will have programatic cutbacks. We have set very
high priorities, for example, in title I, in bilingual, in education of the
handicapped and in impact aid.

I mean, that's an issue that is very, very sensitive with us in every
year for the past 5 or 6 years. The only funds that came directly into
our general fund came in the form of impact aid and we think that the
B public housing children should certainly be included in any impact
aid compromise that develops because we have many children in that
category and that would provide urgently needed funds to our general
fund and, in effect, be a type of block grant that would be continued.

We think that our desegregation program will be hurt through this
consolidation bill by virtue of the fact that it’s our perception that the
block grants, if you take 4-B and 4-C and our desegregation programs
into consideration, that we will not be able to function because we will
be losing $923,000 alone in the ESAA programs and our voluntary
desegregation program that we think has shown some promise and cer-
tainly has met its preliminary target objectives would be clearly hurt.

We have already suffered an almost mortal blow in the cutback of
the public service programs, Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act—CETA—programs. Our food service program, our lunch programs,
clerical support that we got from that has suffered immensely by that
loss and we mentioned that the block grants should take into considera-
tion the urban factor, considering the size of big cities and their unique
problems, consider the diverse populations and complex educational/
socioeconomic problems, consider urban problems, distributing both 20
percent in the discretionary funds as well as the 80 percent designated
for local districts, and that’s along the lines that you had suggested, but
we will have some detailed suggestions there for the distribution of
those block grants.

We are hoping that State guidelines again would not be so restrictive
that they would supplant the Federal regulations and we hope that
there will be no reduction in State subsidies because of these block
grants flowing through the State and then into the cities and there has
been some discussions concerning that possibility.

Even though we haven't been able to fully analyze our funded loss
under title I consolidation into block grants, we believe that it will be
significant and, of course, we are hoping that we will have full funding
for titles I and II and also Public Law 94-142 and impact aid.

Senator SpecTer. Thank you very much, Dr. Marcase.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MS. HELEN McFADDEN

Ms. McFadden, Thank you for submitting your written testimony in
advance.
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Ms. McFappen. Thank you. You're welcome.
[The statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF HELEN MCFADDEN

Good morning Senator Specter and honorable members of your distinguished sub-
committee. X

I am pleased to have this opportunity to testify before the U.S. Senate Appro-
priations Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services,

1 am Mrs. Helen McFadden, chairperson of the ESEA, Title 1 District-wide Parents
Advisory Council for the School District of Philadelphia. Our program provides basic
skills services in reading and mathematics to 78,000 public and 9.900 nonpublic stu-
dents in 161 public and 57 nonpublic schools, Presently, we receive $33 million in
Federal funds for title I It is especially significant that over 1,800 parents—public and
nonpublic—are directly involved in our title | program through mandated parental in-
volvement requirements of Public Law 95-561.

I come before you today as an advocate for the title 1 program. As one who has par-
ticipated in the planning, implementation and evaluation of the title I program since
1971, 1 can attest to the fact that this program is working and provides positive sup-
plementary benefits to the eligible students in Philadelphia. As a mother of five
children, three of which received the benefits of the title I program, | am a witness to
the quality of title I and the positive impact of the services provided to my children,
As a member of the title | Parents' Advisory Council, 1 have been fortunate to observe
the title I program operating in the schools throughout the district. Based on my obser-
vations, the title I program is challenging, motivating, exciting, but more importantly,
our children are learning.

It is my hope that funding for title I will continue and be expanded if possible so
that more students can receive the intensive services provided by title L.

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN TITLE |

I also feel that one of the most important components of the program is parental in-
volvement. Through the mandated requirements of Public Law 95-561. the thrust has
been to encourage parents to participate in the total program both at the school and
district levels. Parents are involved in the program, and through the cooperative associa-
tion with the school district, I feel as though our partnership is partially responsible for
the effectiveness of the title 1 program. As a result of the new law, what is the role of
parents? Is there any change in the definition of parental involvement for title 17

In summary, the title I program in Philadelphia is working and students are learning.
Please continue the funding of title I as a major priority because our schoolchildren
need all of the help they can get If in the near future you would like to visit our
program, we would be proud to show you our title I program.

Thank you, Senator Specter, for the opportunity 10 testify before your subcommittee.

BASIC SKILLS PROGRAM

Ms. McFapDEN. | am Helen McFadden and 1 am the chairperson of
the title I parent’s advisory council. Good morning Senator Specter and
honorable members of your distinguished subcommittee.

I am pleased to have this opportunity to testify before the U.S.
Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Labor, Health, and Human
Services.

I am Mrs. Helen McFadden, chairperson of the ESEA. title I district-
wide parents’ advisory council for the School District of Philadelphia.
Our program provides basic skills services in reading and mathematics
to 78,000 public and 9,900 nonpublic students in 161 public and 57 non-
public schools. Presently, we receive $33 million in Federal funds for
title L it is especially significant that over 1.800 parents—public and
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nonpublic—are directly involved in our title I program through man-
dated parental involvement requirements of Public Law 95-561.

I come before you today as an advocate for the title I program. As
one who has participated in the planning, implementation, and evalua-
tion of the title I program since 1971, I can attest to the fact that this
program is working and provides positive supplementary benefits to the
eligible students in Philadelphia. As a mother of five children, three of
which received the benefits of the title I program, I am a witness to the
quality of title I and the positive impact of the services provided to my
children. As a member of the title I parents’ advisory council, I have
been fortunate to observe the title I program operating in the schools
throughout the district. Based on my observations, the title I program is
challenging, motivating, exciting but more importantly, our children are
learning.

It is my hope that funding for title I will continue and be expanded
if possible so that more students can receive the intensive services
provided by title L.

I also feel that one of the most important components of the program
is parental involvement. Through the mandated requirements of Public
Law 95-561, the thrust has been to encourage parents to participate in
the total program both at the school and district levels. Parents are in-
volved in the program, and through the cooperative association with the
school district, 1 feel as though our partnership is partially responsible
for the effectiveness of the title I program. As a result of the new law,
what is the role of parents? Is there any change in the definition of
parental involvement for title [?

In summary, the title I program in Philadelphia is working and stu-
dents are learning. Please continue the funding of title I as a major
priority because our schoolchildren need all of the help they can get. If
in the near future you would like to visit our program, we would be
proud to show you our title I program.

Thank you, Senator Specter, for the opportunity to testify before
your subcommitiee.

Senator SpecTer. Thank you, Mrs. McFadden.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MS. JOAN MYERS

Now, Ms. Myers, director, libraries, School District of Philadelphia.

We have received your written testimony in advance. We appreciate
it. We would like a summary and perhaps like to start you with a ques-
tion which arises from the course of your testimony.

[The statement follows:]
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THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF PHILADELPHIA
DIVISION OF LIBRARIES

PREPARED STATEMENT oF Joan B, Myers

DIRECTOR OF LIBRARIES

One of the fundamental goals of education is to produce a literate
electorate capable of reading, comprehendinn and interpreting the news
to help understand and participate in the surrounding world. The school
cannot attain this goal alone. The family in the home is a partner in
providing education before the children even beqin formal schoolina., In
fact, many experts in learning and human behavior believe the most signif-
icant phase of mental development occurs from birth to ace five. As we
all know many homes throughout this country have no printed material in
them, no books, no magazines, not even a daily newspaper. Recognizino
the vital role of parents in the total educational process and the lack of
printed material in the home, the School District of Philadelphia, under
the leadership of Dr. Michael P. Marcase, Superintendent of Schools,
initiated a Books for Tots program as part of the Parent Partnership Pro-
ject. A local foundation, the William Penn Foundation funded this oroject,
and the Books for Tots Program as we know it was initiated six years aqo.
The Books for Tots Bandwagon provides quality paperback books and
other printed materials to parents of 3 and 4 year old children to
foster the development of reading and readina-related skills in the
home. Parent workshops, held two or three times each year in more
than 200 public elementary schools throughout the city make it possible
to distribute several free books to every three and every four vear old
child in the City of Philadelphia. Providine these books to preschool

children helps families to start a library in the home.
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This preschool program became an immediate success. Recognizing
its success the School District of Philadelphia aoplied for RIF match-
ing funds in order to extend the program to the Kinderaarten (5 year
old) children. Philadelphia was successful and the joint Books for
Tots, RIF program was inaugurated.

The Philadelphia RIF program provides every kinderaarten child in
the city with books and other printed materials to introduce youna
children to age-appropriate readinn materials. Books are distributed
in every kinderaarten class in Philadelphia and children are permitted
to select their own books from a wide variety of titles especially
selected for them. Children also particate in activities desioned to
stimulate their interest in readino. To the present a total of AN2,030
books have been distributed through the two proorams.

Since its inception RIF has been a cateaorical arant which has
enabled community groups to apply for matchino funds for needs felt at
a grass roots level. Churches, community croups, home and school aroups

have participated extensively in the proaram throuchout the nation because

community funds alone cannot support book distribution proarams of any

size. RIF has been the enabling factor.

If RIF were thrown into a block arant it would have to comoete
with all other programs in that block arant for a share of the funds.
We have received information that the RIF projects would be competinn
with other groups included in the block grant such as: proorams for
neglected and delinquent children; reaional, vocational, adult and
post-secondary programs; programs for qifted and talented children; for
metric education; alcohol and drua abuse education; women's educational
equity -- and others.

There is another fact that also must be taken into account and
that is the 1982 Federal budget. The competition will be even more
severe inasmuch as the President's budget includes cuts in the

appropriations.
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So not only would local RIF projects be competina with all other
previously earmarked programs for fundina, they would also be competino

for a slice of a smaller pie.
The most important fact that is beino overlooked if RIF were thrown
into a block grant is that local community initiative which is the basic

component of the RIF prooram would be stifled.
SUBSTITUTION OF BLOCK GRANTS FOR CATEGORICAL GRANTS

Senator SPeCTER. You have noted that since its inception RIF has
been a categorical grant which has enabled community groups to apply
for matching funds for needs felt at the grass roots level and my initial
question to you would be what do you think would be the result of
your program if block grants were substituted for the categorical grants?

Ms. Myers. I think two factors would be involved. The first factor is
that it would be competing with many, many other projects and per-
haps it wouldn’t even be funded. It would have to compete with many
other programs and, secondly, since Federal funding is cut, even if we
were to get the grant and it were allocated through the block-grant sys-
tem, we would be getting less as a result of it also.

I, frankly, think that it would have a terribly negative effect, if not
completely negative effect, because the testimony I submitted, Senator,

describes a very, very large program, probably one of the largest
programs in the United States, but I think what we have to keep in
mind also is that local communities, scout troops, churches, local or-
ganizations, community organizations, can raise very little money and
yet get a match from the RIF foundation and that way be able to sup-
ply books and reading materials that are so desperately needed in the
homes today.

CURRENT STATUS OF READING MATERIAL

Senator SPECTER. Are those reading materials and books relatively up-
dated?

Ms. Myers. Yes, sir; they are current, the latest thing. Our only prob-
lem is, of course, in—if I could speak for a minute to our own specific
program and just describe this.

All grant money usually stays at the same funding level but the infla-
tionary factor has been so tremendous today and has affected the book
industry to such an extent that we are able to buy less and less with the

money from the grant, so that it really is essential—inflation has had a
terrible effect.

STATUS OF RIF PROGRAM

Senator SPECTER. Is it your basic thought that a program like RIF
should remain a categorical grant?
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Ms. Myers. Yes, I do; and I'll tell you another thing, Senator.

Senator Specter. It is currently under the Secretary’s discretionary
fund which has removed it from the mandate of the categorical grant
program.

Ms. Myzrs, Right.

Senator SpeCTER. As you know, of course.

Ms. Myers. Yes; I can attest to the fact that I receive many calls
from interested parents in the city who have heard some of the commer-
cials on television and the other various means that RIF has used to ad-
vertise the program inquiring and wanting to start small RIF programs
of their own. I receive many calls each year from RIF in Washington
because parents in this area have written to RIF asking for information
to start a local RIF program. So I think you can see the interest in the
community at large in the program.

Senator SpecTeR. Thank you very much, Miss Myers.

PanaperHIA FEDERATION OF TEACHERS

STATEMENT OF JOHN P. MURRAY, PRESIDENT, PHILADELPHIA FEDER-
ATION OF TEACHERS

Senator Specter. Mr. John Murray, president of the Philadelphia
Federation of Teachers. 'm going to ask you and Dr. Marcase to sit in
on the panels as we progress to have your comments and your views as
to each one of the specific items of subject matter which I think would
be useful because of the obviously critical roles which you two gentle-
men are playing at the moment in the evaluation of where the educa-
tional system is heading in the city.

Mr. Murray, we have received your testimony. I have read your tes-
timony. I have noted your concerns about the cuts in the number of
specific items. 1 would ask you to summarize your testimony and per-
haps focus again at the start on your view as to the overall direction
that the Federal Government has headed in with respect to budget cuts
generally and as they have impacted on the field of education, what
you think about it all.

[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF JoHN P. MURRAY
PRESIDENT

PHILADELPHIA FEDERATION OF TEACHERS

I am John Murray, President of the Philadelphia
Federation of Teachers. On behalf of our organization, I
appreciate this opportunity to share our views on the Omnibus
Reconciliation Act. It is encouraging that there are members
of the Senate who are dttempting to find out what the effects
of the new budget will be. It did seem that in the rush to
pass these widespread budget cuts, many legislators were not
even fully informed as to what programs were being cut, let
alone their impact on our citizens.

The Act we are considering presents us, in Philadelphia,
with a disaster on top of a disaster. This year, neither our
State nor our City Government have been willing to deliver
funds promised for our School District.

Pennsylvania has not come through with 40 to 50 millions
of dollars allocated to meet State guidelines for Special
Education. In addition, our School District counted on the

Governor's campaign pledge to boost the State's share in funding

local districts. These monies also have not materialized.

The situation in Philadelphia is far more severe. In the
past years Philadelphia's share in funding the School District
has significantly decreased. Opportunities to fund our schools
have been ignored. For instance, in 1978 real estate taxes

were raised 14 mills. Despite the that real estate is

traditionally, the ‘major source of school funding, only one mill

of this increase was designated for schools.
More recently, at the end of the passed fiscal year,
Philadelphia announced a §37,000,000 surplus. Not one cent

was allocated to the School District despite the widely pro-

claimed $233 million dollar debt.
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As a result of the Mayor's failure to provide funding
for our School District we are facing an unprecedented breach-
of-contract. Besides the abridgement of our members'salary
and benefit gains, there will take place what only can be
described as the decimation of education in Philadelphia's
public schools.

School children will lose completely or suffer cuts in

the following programs for services: Reading and Math spe-

cialists, elementary school counseling, libraries, librarians,
specialists in Art, Music, Science, and Physical Education,
Motiviation Programs, emaller class size for special education,
funds for Desegregation, bilingual education, the teachers of
English as a second language, books and supplies, and nurses
and health services among others. Class size will be boosted
from 33 to 36 or more. Clearly, education as we know it in
Philadelphia is suffering a disasterous setback.

On top of this we must now confront the overriding federal
cuts called for in the Omnibus Reconciliation Act.

Title I was designed to help boost the achievement of
students living in economically disadvantaged communities.
After years of intense educational work, we are finally seeing
the beneficial results of these programs being reflected in
rising national test scores of inner-city youth. This year we
will sustain a 6%, or $2 million loss in Title I funds. It
does not sound severe, but in view of the fact that we need
to increase these programs to have a long-term effect on the
achievement of the disadvantaged, we will be hampered in our
efforts.

However, next year a huge cut of 30% to 40% of Title I
funding is scheduled. This will completely destroy the
School District's work in behalf of 80,000 public school
children who are serviced by Title I Programs. In addition
to the Follow-Through Program at the McCall School, the Bi-
lingual Follow-Through Program will be wiped out at the Ludlow

School located in the heart of a heavilv Hispanic populated
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area. We need to drastically increase these programs for our
16,000 Hispanic children, a number which has risen to over
7% of our public school population.

For years the Federal Government has ruled that deseg-
regation is the law of the land. In fact, the Philadelphia
School District has been under a Pennsylvania court order to
desegregate for years. Even the modest steps we have taken in
this direction -- the creation of magnet schools and the prepa-
ration of personnel for desegregation -- are now threatened by
the loss of almost §1 million under the Emergency School Aid Act.

The CETA Program provided services for schools that no
other category of employees provided. Lunchroom supervision
helps maintain order in make-shift space that was never meant
for dining areas. In the inner-city where poor and working
class families either cannot provide lunch or are working during
the day, a healthful, hot lunch program is a necessity. This

program is difficult, at best, ta manage, and in fact, unsanitary

without the supervision and custodial services provided by

CETA workers.

Under the Aid To Impacted Areas, Philadelphia gets about
$§5 million per year for its School District. This money rep-

resents the only funding that the Federal Government provides

directly to our general operating budget. The withdrawal of
this program will further impoverish our School District.

But most ominously looms the great probability that the
new Federal policy of issuing block grants to the States will
gravely reduce in quantity the federal contribution to public
education. But quite apart from the quantitive reduction of
federal funds is the fear, not unfounded, that the State will
not be sympathetic to the special needs of urban areas.

Heretofore, Block Grants have been earmarked for particu-
lar projects that may not seem essential from the viewpoint of
suburban or rural legislators, but to those of us who work in
the cities they constitute an important survival factor not

only for us, but for those we service.
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These are times of crisis for public education in general,
but especially for the urban areas which are not only being
frozen out of State aid, but often face resentment and resis-
tance to full funding from their own municipal governments.

For us to be further victimized by federal cuts and new policies
which deemphasize the needs of the disadvantaged, especially in
the cities,will constitute an intolerable burden from which

public education may not recover.
STATE SUPPORT OF PUBLIC PROGRAMS

Mr. Murray. If I could digress from the summary 1 have here,
Senator, my concern is that I think the tenor of the times certainly set
by Washington is to move away from concentration of Federal support
and effort in social and public programs and education being, I think,
one of the most basic services in :hat type of program, I think the Fed-
eral Government has backed off it with the understanding, of course,
that the responsibility for it would be assumed by the State more
directly with the assistance of block grants.

In my testimony that I have given you I have tried to make a com-
parison of the city problems that we have here and one of the state-
ments | made in my testimony was that block grants and the removal
of categorical finance out of the city of Philadelphia from the Federal
Government just presents us with one more disaster on top of the dis-
aster that already exists here. To take the money away that would be
earmarked specifically for programs in the city of Philadelphia and to
assume that they are going to be met, the needs of those programs are
going to be met by block grants in a trickle-down theory from the State
government in Philadelphia is not going to happen because Phila-
delphia happens to be in Pennsylvania and I believe that the concern in
Harrisburg which would have the authority over these block grants is
not in tune with the needs of an urbanized school district such as the
city of Philadelphia.

One of the biggest problems we have had since I have ever been as-
sociated with school teaching in Philadelphia—and that’s only been 16
years—is getting the State of Pennsylvania to do what it has to do in or-
der to support an urban education center such as the city of Phila-
delphia.

Senator SpecTerR. Mr. Murray, before coming to the question of block
versus categorical grants, where I'd like you to expand the testimony
you have already given—you represent a union in the city of Philadel-
phia consisting of thousands of teachers who are the victims of inflation
in our system, like everyone else. Your members go out to buy homes
and face an interest rate which makes it impossible for them to deal
with the kinds of borrowing necessary with the interest rates.

What is your feel as to the overall direction that the Reagan ad-
ministration and the Congress has taken to try to deal with the prob-
lems of inflation and interest by making budget cuts?
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EFFECT OF BUDGET CUTS ON INTEREST RATES AND INFLATION

Mr. Murray. I don’t believe necessarily, Senator, that budget cuts are
going to have an effect directly on inflation and interest rates. So far it
hasn’t been proven true, in my estimation, and the substantial needs of
this school system are suffering a lot faster than people are gaining any
benefit from a reduction in inflationary, in the inflationary spiral, or
reduction in interest rates.

I appreciate the concept that if you cut down the spending of the
Federal Government, it may tend to reduce inflation, but we are not
cutting down the spending of the Federal Government. We are cutting
it down in one area and increasing it in another area and I don’t neces-
sarily believe that in the overall picture, in the overall scheme of
things—and I'm not an economist. I couldn’t really testify to any kind
of expertise—that we are really not going to benefit the vast majority of
the people who live in our major cities by the economic program that
the President is espousing.

Senator SpecTer. Do you think that it is on the right track to at least
move toward the budget cuts?

Mr. MuRrray. I believe that there has to be some cutback in the
amount of money that the Federal Government is outlaying and I think
that they are attributing—one of the major contributing factors toward
inflation in this Nation today.

As 1 said before, we have our differences on areas where the cuts
should come,

Senator SPECTER. Your disagreement would be as to the specific cuts
and the cuts in the education field which I have already noted from
your statement, but I am interested in your overall view that you do
agree with the general philosophy that some cuts in Federal expendi-
tures are necessary in order to try to cope with the problems of infla-

tion and interest rates and the economic problems which this country
faces today.

Mr. MuURrraY. Yes.
BLOCK GRANTS VERSUS CATEGORICAL GRANTS

Senator SPecTER. On the subject of the block grants versus the cate-
gorical grants, you have already testified about your concerns as to what
Philadelphia will receive from the Commonwealth on the block grant
concept.

Do you believe that it would be preferable overall to maintain the
categorical grant concept as opposed to the block grant concept?

Mr. Murray. Yes, I do, Senator. I don't see the alternative being
beneficial to Philadelphia.

PROPOSAL TO ELIMINATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT

Senator SpecTer. Let me ask a question of the panel in general,
which is sort of a threshold question in the entire field. and that is:
Should we eliminate the Department of Education in the federal sys-
tem, which is one that the Congress is going to have to grapple with?
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Dr, Marcase, you have some experience in this field. What is your
opinion? ,

Dr. MARCASE. My opinion is that it should be maintained. I had some
skepticism initially, but in looking at it after it has been developed, I
believe that education, without minimizing the role of the Secretary of
Education on the Federal level, Senator, has suffered tremendously in
the United States and I think to eliminate the Department of Education
at this point in time would further erode public education in this
country that I think has been the keystone of the foundation of our
society.

I would hope that the Department of Education would be main-
tained. However, I think that they should be examined very closely to
determine whether budget cuts can be made throughout the United
States in the central area as well as the regional offices. I am not certain
whether the regional offices are as effective as they could be and
whether they really require the level of staffing and expenditures that

has been allocated to them, but I would certainly want to see that main-
tained at a Cabinet level.

PROBLEMS WITH LOCAL REGIONAL OFFICE

Senator Specter. Dr. Marcase, do you have any specific complaint
with the local regional office?

Dr. Marcase. Well, the general complaint is, first of all, a general am-
bivalence on their part in terms of involvement in our current prob-
lems. We really don't know they exist until they force upon us certain

requirements, especially in the Civil Rights Division of the Office of
Education in Philadelphia.

Senator SpecTer. Specifically what?

Dr. Marcase. Well, for example, any complaints that come in and
are investigated by them usually involve a tremendous amount of time
on the part of our staff. They make demands on us that are very exten-
sive and in some instances the manner in which they operated has
Jeopardized all of our Federal funds that, by threats or veiled threats—
in some cases not veiled threats—to withhold Federal funding under
title VI untl we have resolved the certain issues that are, in their opin-
ion, needed to be resolved.

Senator Specter. Do you think that factually the complaints they
make are unfounded?

Dr. Marcase. I think there is some thread of truth in them but I
think they can be handled through negotiations and discussions and in-
volvement other than the manner in which they have been handled in
the past. They have really been obstructing progress in many instances
through this instance.

REGULATIONS OF DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Senator SpecTer. Miss McFadden, do you have an opinion as to
whether the Federal Department of Education ought to be retained?

Ms. McFapDEN. Yes, | think they should be retained, but the regula-
tions are so confusing. They have their regulation and you think you
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are going by them and then there seem to be a different set of regula-
tions to the State and it’s so confusing as to which regulation are you
supposed to go by.

Senator Seecter. Do you agree with President Reagan that we ought
to cut doen the regulations?

Ms. McFabpen. Not necessarily cut down the regulations but all the

redtape that you have to go through. I think they should be more
universal,

FLEXIBILITY IN ED REGULATIONS

Senator SPecTER. Ms. Myers, do you have an opinion as to the reten-
tion of the Federal Department of Education?

Ms. Myzrs. Yes, I would go along. I think it should be retained but I
would like to address the regulation issue, if I could, and that is that
there’s certainly a necessity for regulations but I think that there should
be more flexibility in regulations. Programs involve people and [ think
that there has to be more flexibility written into it to permit program
managers the options to move in one direction slightly or another direc-

tion in order to achieve the goal of the program and the intent of the
program.

PROPOSAL TO ABOLISH ED

Senator Specter. Mr. Murray, there is some thought that your union
originally opposed the creation of the Department of Education. Is that
factually correct?

Mr. Murray. That is, Senator, yes.

Senator SpecTer. What is your opinion at the present time?

Mr. Murray. Well, I think that the Department of Education should
be abolished and go back to the HEW structure that we had before, 1
believe that at the outset when this was proposed under a previous ad-
ministration in Washington our concern was that if education policy is
to be set by one person in the capacity of Secretary of Education there
would be less of a chance from other avenues to approach that secre-
tary to try to amend a policy or to in some way divert the policy in
other directions or dilute the policy in what we would consider fay-
orable directions for our members and in HEW we found that that
kind of structure at least did not move or put a monolithic lineup there
that educational policy would go that direction to try to in some way
change the policy, moderate the policy so that it could be beneficial to
the programs we felt had to be addressed. This kind of concern is
raised and I think it’s germane to the kind of discussion we have here
when we talk about categorical versus block grants, I think that this is
the kind of thing that if you had education couched in HEW you
would be able to approach it from many other sides rather than just the
educational side.

Senator SeecTer. And your preference would be to return education
to Health and Human Services?

Mr. Murray. HEW,
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Senator Specter. In formulating the question for this hearing the
chairman of the subcommittee, Senator Harrison Schmitt, posed these
three questions: First, what adjustments in ‘your activities are required
as the result of changes included in the Federal budget as modified by
the recently approved fiscal 1982 budget reconciliation provisions, and I
think this panel has directed a fair amount of attention to that question.

The second question is: What is the capability of State and local gov-
ernment entities to assume a greater share of the cost of the administra-
tion of Federal programs of concern to you? And there has been some
attention addressed to that question, but-perhaps one of you ladies or
gentlemen would care to supplement your testimony as to the capability
of the State and local governments to assume a greater share of the
cost.

Dr. Marcase. There is no capability at all. We can’t maintain basic
programs in Philadelphia that are highly essential just to continuing
with the level of progress that we have shown in the past. It's im-
possible financially to think in terms of being able to pick up any of
these programs either through local sources or State sources.

Senator SPECTER. You would apply that conclusion to the State fund-
ing as well as local funding?

Dr. Marcast. Absolutely.

CAPABILITY OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO FUND

Senator Seecter. Dr. Marcase, what is your opinion as to the capa-

bility of the Federal Government to fund?
Dr. Marcast. In terms of funding?
Senator SpecTer. In terms of money.
Dr. Marcase. Well, 1 think that they can economize in many ways

that perhaps haven't even been explored and provide more dollars to lo-
cal districts.

Senator Specter. Do you have any suggestions?

Dr. Marcaste. Yes, I have suggestions. I think they ought to look into
their own bureaucracies. | mentioned one area in the Department of
Education. | think they suggested tremendous cuts in social welfare pro-
grams and other types of public employment programs. Yet, again, I
personally haven't seen or read to any great degree where they have
trimmed their own operations down throughout the United States. I
think that they could do that. I think there are tremendous savings that
would certainly eliminate some of the redtape that has been mentioned
here earlier. They are just sitting out there waiting for the opportunity
to come in and interfere with local operations.

I think if there were less of those employees around the country and
in these offices that that money could be channeled directly into some
of these services.

FEDERAL VERSUS STATE DEFICIT SPENDING

Senator Specter. The State of Pennsylvania and the city of Philadel-
phia and the school district are required by law to maintain balanced
budgets. The Federal Government is not required by law to maintain a
balanced budget. The Federal Government continues to run at a deficit.




26

When you say, Dr. Marcase, that there are no sources of funding
available to the State or local level, do you think it is wise as a matter
of national policy to continue the tremendous deficit spending that the
Federal Government has undertaken for many years in order to main-
tain the kinds of programs you have testified about?

Dr. Marcast. I think those programs are essential. think that the
Federal Government has a responsibility to examine, first of all, its
sources of revenues to determine whether the local communities are re-
ceiving a fair return for the dollars that have actually gone into the
Federal treasury.

Senator SPECTER. Dr. Marcase, why do you say that the Federal Gov-
ernment has the responsibility more so than the State or local govern-
ments?

Dr. Marcase. Because they are the recipients of these massive
amounts of dollars that come out of the salaries of individuals at the lo-
cal level.

Senator SpecTeRr. But so are the States and local governments,

Dr. Marcast. 1 don’t think to the degree that the Federal Govemn-
ment receives those funds,

Senator Srecter. The Federal Government is now spending more
than it takes in. Do you think it should continue to spend more than it
takes in to fund those kinds of programs?

Dr. Marcase. Over a period of time 1 think that they are going to
scale down their spending. I think eventually they should balance the
budget but I think it should be done over a period of time. I think they
should examine their own bureaucracies nationally. I think they should
examine spending of all programs, including military, and I don’t think
that education should be sacrificed for dollars going into these other
programs and I certainly don’t believe that the country will benefit by
the current policies of tremendously high interest rates, the inability of
young people to purchase homes, the inability of the construction in-
dustry to continue with programs that have led to employment. | think
that's a very serious matter and 1 hope that that doesn’t occur over a
pretty long period of time.,

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Murray, would you care to comment on the
relative considerations on additional funding by State and local govern-
ment as contrasted with the Federal Government. given the require-
ments of law that the State, city and school district must have balanced
budgets whereas the Federal Government has operated in the red for so
many years?

Mr. Murray. Well, again, I don’t believe—and | agree with Dr,
Marcase that the State and local governments are capable of funding
any of these programs that are being removed if they are removed un-
der the block grant program. I don't thirk there is a willingness either
in the governmental structure of the State of Pennsylvania to consider
the programs that we have here that are unique to the city of Phila-
delphia. [ do believe it is the Federal Government's responsibility ul-
timately to fund these programs. '
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Senator Specter. Why do you say that? Why is it the responsibility of
the Federal Government?

Mind you, I'm not disagreeing with you, but that is a threshold philo-
sophical question which we wrestled with at great length with a very
substantial amount of thinking that education is essentially a local mat-
ter.

Mr. Murgay. I believe that the welfare, the lives of anybody who
lives in the United States of America ultimately should be able to de-
pend on the Government of the United States of America when all else
fails and I'm telling you—and I think Dr Marcase is telling you—that
in this situation the State and local governments have failed and to
have the Federal Government bail out now with some kind of a pro-
gram that would put money in other areas and to leave these programs
high and dry, they are not going to be there and we do have a respon-
sibility, if only as a Federal Government, to the citizens of the United
States to see 1o it that these programs are supported and maintained for
the welfare of the people that they serve.

I think if it requires some more years of unbalanced budgets, I think
that'’s something that we are going to have to consider on a priority
level. What is more important, the interest rates and the inflation that
they have had, as Dr. Marcase has outlined, on people trying to pur-
chase things and to live their lives and to balance their own family
budget or the welfare of the people that we serve in these programs
and the rewards that would come from them to the citizens, indeed, of
the United States?

I don't know that we are moving in the right direction to say that,
above all, we must balance the budget and we must reduce spending,
particularly in the public areas. I just don’t believe that’s fair.

BUREAUCRACY IN PHILADELPHIA SCHOOL DISTRICT

Senator SeecTeR. When the issue is presented to the Congress, the
Senate, as to a continuing of the deficit spending, the committees con-
sider what is in the public perception of the way the school districts are
operated.

Dr. Marcase, you have commented that the Department of Education
on the Federal level ought to reduce its own bureaucracy. What about
the bureaucracy of the School District of Philadelphia? What is your
response to the substantial criticism in the public media about excessive
bureaucracy and patronage within your own administration?

Dr. Marcase. Well, first of all, I reject categorically any charges that
there is wholesale patronage in the Philadelphia Public School System.
I disagree with that. I think I could substantiate the fact that there is
little or none. In any organization which is as large as ours you will
find some waste and you will find some irregularities. However, I be-
lieve that we have scaled the system down.

Senator SPECTER. Has there been a scaledown of the system?

Dr. Marcase. There certainly has. In the administrative area over——

Senator SpecTER. To what extent?
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Dr. Marcase. Perhaps there needs to be some additional scaling
down. we are willing to critically analyze our operation and work to-
gether with anyone who would like to assist in examining our system.
We have had investigation after investigation that you hear generalities
that come from those investigations. The recent city/State audit re-
quired that 40 auditors come into the School District of Philadelphia
and spend 3 months in examining the books and there was all kinds of
rumors that this audit would disclose this tremendous patronage and
waste and mismanagement and fraud and the general conclusion of that
audit were that the cost of education was high because there had been
certain concessions made to unions in the past and that the school dis-
trict was, to quote them, unwilling or unable to make hard decisions
that would lead to economy.

I mean, there were no solutions. I don’t recall any part of that audit

that disclosed any of these perceptions that have been raised by the
media.

TEACHER REDUCTIONS

Over a period of time we have scaled down the number of teachers.
This is a case in point that I think is very valid to these hearings. Public
Law 94-142 and other judicial orders and consent decrees have greatly
increased the special education staffs. So while we have been declining
in teachers for general education 300, 400, 500 per year, we have been
increasing in the number of special education teachers and staff that are
required to comply with Public Law 94-142 and other types of orders.

So if you look at the net result, you don’t see any tremendous de-
crease in the number of teachers but you've got to look at it categori-
cally, to use that word, to really be able to make that determination and

there have been surveys after surveys and it depends on who makes the
surveys, but——

SALARY LEVELS IN SCHOOL DISTRICT

Senator Specter. Dr. Marcase, do you conclude that they were in er-
ror when they said in that audit that the salary levels are considerably
higher in your school district than in other comparable Commonwealth
districts such as Pittsburgh, Scranton, and Erie?

Dr. Marcase. I don’t think you can compare Philadelphia with Scran-
ton and Erie.

Senator SpecTER. How about Pittsburgh?

Dr. Marcase. And even Piusburgh. Pittsburgh is a much smaller
school district than Philadelphia. I think you ought to compare Phil-
adelphia with New York, Chicago, Los Angeles, and Dallas and I think
that you will find these statistics that we have. even though it’s been
refuted by the media, is that we are slightly below some of those cities
or on a par and I think that that's where the comparison should be
made.

Senator SpecTer. What about their statement that more than 200
department heads received considerably more pay without a clear dif-
ferentiation of supervisory responsibilities?
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Dr. Marcask. | disagree with that finding.

Senator Seecter. Factually incorrect?

Dr. Marcase. I think so, yes. '

Senator SpecTeR. Is there any significant number of department heads
who receive considerably more pay without a differentiation in duties?

Dr. Marcask. First of all, I imagine they are alluding to the cabinet
level positions. We have a classification of department heads in senior
high schools. I don’t know whether they are alluding to them. If they
were, department heads in senior high schools I think carry out a very
important function, are paid according.to the agreement that were
reached in prior contracts and there’s very little that we can do about
that. | think that that was the reference.

Senator SPecTER. Dr. Marcase, 1 would find it helpful if you would
provide to the subcommittee the response as to some of the accusations
that have been aired publicly because I could tell you when these issues
were discussed at the subcommittee level, those charges have a way of
finding themselves into the volumes of committee reports everywhere
and that it would be very helpful to the subcommittee to have your re-
sponses. Whether you have had an opportunity to respond in the public
media is not—that is something that would be of interest to us and if
you care to make any further response at this time, we would be
pleased to receive it.

Dr. MArcaske. Its just that we have responded in detail to the audit
and we will make that available to you immediately. As far as some of
the other allegations——

Senator SpecTER. Have you made responses to the allegations of prom-
inent people in the city receiving preferential treatment in terms of
employment, pay categories?

Dr. Marcast. Not specifically, but we certainly could.

Senator Specter. I think that would be something which would be
very useful to have.

Dr. MARCASE. Fine, :

Senator SpecTER. Mr. Murray, let me ask you the same question.
With regard to the concept of perception, to the extent that it exists, of
a very powerful union which has exacted more by way of teacher prep
time or more by way of built-in protections, what is your response 10
that, if you care to give one?

Mr. Murray. Well, I don’t know what the criticism of what that
would be, Senator. We have a very strong organization in Philadelphia.
We are the largest local union in the entire Commonwealth. When we
negotiate a contract with the board of education and the city of Phila-
delphia officials, that contract comes out and says agreement. It isn't
something that I have seen characterized lately in the media as a hold-
up or as some kind of a pressure group that holds the board and city
officials hostage. We sit down at a table and agree upon these things
and if the city officials are now taking exception to them being in our
contracts, I fail to see the merit in their argument being raised in 1981
when they were placed in the contracts in 1966.
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My concern is that we as a union organization have to look out for
the rights and benefits primarily of the members that we represent. |
thik we have done better than an adequate job in that in the city of
Philadelphia. 1 don’t hold that necessarily as a negative factor in the
educational system of this city. I think it’s a positive factor. It attracts
people who are interested in being here. Just the same as in Govern-
ment, if the salarey is commensurate with the duties that are performed
and if it’s higher than the duties that are performed you will attract
better people to those jobs. We believe in that concept thoroughly in
Philadelphia.

Senator Specter. Well, you summarized it as better than adequate
which I think is doubtless a fair summary and it is a complement to the
skills which you have brought to the negotiating table that you have
been able to mold the kind of a contract which you have.

The question then arises as the matter comes to the Senate, and we
are considering what additional funding ought to be possible on the
subject matters which we have discussed today: Has John Murray done
100 good a job? Are there too many benefits which flow, albeit very ap-
propriately negotiated, very legiumately achieved, but is there an im-
balance because of Mr. Murray’s extreme skill?

Mr. MURrAY. Senator, I can only answer that by stating that the city
of Philadelphia, if we can just take that as an entity, had an increase in
its budget this year of 12 percent. If the school district got the same in-
crease in its budget there would be no difficulties existing between
myself and the board of education and the city officials. I believe that
there’s more of a question of a political battle going on over these
issues. Did John Murray or others who preceded him in_this capacity
do a better job or t0o good a job? I don’t believe we can do too good a
job. I don’t believe that’s really at stake here. The media is touting the
fact that the educational programs of the city of Philadelphia are failing
because the teachers are the highest paid in the country. I dispute the
latter fact. We may be among the highest, and I take pride in that. I
think we are among the largest school disctrict in this Nation and I
think we should be among the highest paid in this Nation.

I don’t believe that we can in any way say that because of our sal-
aries and benefits that we negotiate that the school district is failing to
meet the educational needs of the children and I think that's a scur-
rilous argument and one that’s just intended to inflame the rhetoric and
to develop a political setting beneficial to other parties.

PUBLIC RESPONSE TO CONDITION OF PHILADELPHIA SCHOOLS

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Murray, what is your feel for the polls which
have been quoted in terms of public response that 75 percent of the
people feel the school district is in deep trouble? Do you think there is
any problem created by that kind of a public perception or would you
disagree with the poll findings?

Mr. Murray. I don't know whether I disagree with the poll findings,
Senator, but the interesting part about it is 81 percent of all the people
polled did not have any interest or children in the Philadelphia school
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system. If that's legitimate enough, if those figures can be relied on as
the perceptions of the public out there, I think that's a disservice to
education.

More importantly, to capitalize on that kind of a poll and to run a
series of articles in the media in any form that castigates the school sys-
tem and call it the shame of the school system rather than try to en-
courage people to get involved in the school system, take an active and
interested part in it, I think that is doing a greater disservice and I chal-
lenge anyone to come forward and let's go through that school system
and see what we can do to put some positive aspects on the story of
education in the city of Philadelphia and where we find the negatives,
don't put them on the front page of the newspaper but get into the
rooms of the people who have to deal with them and try to work out
what they see as the negative.

I think that the media in this city is doing a great disservice to educa-
tion but I think they are doing the political bidding of other parties.

REDIRECTION OF PRIORITIES

Senator Specter. Let us move on to the third question which was
posed by the chairman of the subcommittee, Senator Schmitt, and it is:
What changes in funding priorities would you recommend be con-
sidered by this subcommittee to improve taregeting and efficiency of
Federal programs?

The thrust of that question is that, given the cuts which are currently

on the books, where would you like to see the priorities be redirected?
Do you have any thought on that, Dr. Marcase?

Dr. Marcase. Well, I don’t know where our priorities rest. 1 would
say that title I would have a very high priority and No. 1 priority. Edu-
cation of the handicapped would have almost an equal priority. Bi-
lingual and impact aid—I'm not suggesting that the other areas could
be cut deeper to provide additional funding for those but I would like
to see those programs maintained at their current levels, hopefully, with
funding coming from other sources or the cut in education funding
being reduced | think commensurate and comparable to other cuts.

PRIORITY IN BILINGUAL EDUCATION

Senator Specter. Would you have any thought as to the priority, Ms.
McFadden?

Ms. McFappen. Well, title I would be the No. 1 priority that I would
like to see continued. Bilingual education is very important to the
school system because we have an influx of the Puerto Rican and other
students that speak another language and they do need that bilingual
education to function in the regular classroom and the other programs
that Dr. Marcase mentioned would be my priority too.

Senator SPecTER. Miss Myers?




32
LIBRARY FUNDING

Ms. Myers. Well, in the library field obviously I'm interested in the
library titles and the original ESEA Act, Senator, we had title II which
was earmarked specifically for school libraries. In the recent act it has
been incorporated into title 4B. 1 would like to see the library funds
maintained. We need them.

Senator, I think that we should talk on a positive note and say just
what Federal funds have been able to do and at the inception of ESEA
and the original library title the School District of Philadelphia had 1.9
library books per child. We have well over 10 titles per child now and
that is due to an infusion of both operating budget and Federal funds,
The two of them together have enabled us to build a beautiful library
program in the city and reading is a priority, the top priority of the
school district. Children need books. All the children can take books
home. We have a regular library program and 1 think this is a very,
very big plus.

When I first started I would go into a school that had 200 books and
say to teachers, “These books are terrific,” but there were 900 children
in a building and we couldn’t circulate them and now children take
one, two books home a week and that is a big difference and Federal
funds have enabled us to do it.

Along with operating budget funds—

Senator SPECTER. It's nice to hear that positive note. What do you
think the chance will be for library funding if you have to compete
with others on block grants?

Ms. Myers. We've got problems, serious problems—I know it—if we
have to compete. How bad, I don’t know.

Senator SPecTER. I'd like you to monitor that and let us know.

Ms. Myers. I'd be glad to.

Senator Specter. Because if it doesn’t work out, as | say, it is not cast
in concrete.

PRIORITIES ASSIGNED TO AVAILABLE FUNDS

Mr. Murray, would you care to make a suggestion as to the priority
issue? How would you target the limited Federal funds available?

Mr. Murray. Once you start prioritizing, Senator, you end up giving
the impression that those you don't end up putting on top of the list
you are willing to see cut out. I'd like to go back to the original act and
the thrust of it back in the late 1960's.

Aside from the comments that Dr. Marcase and Ms. McFadden have
made about title 1 and the bilingual programs, I think any Federal
moneys that come into the primary grades to reinforce reading and the
early childhood programs that benefit the children who have preschool
experience, I think that it’s been shown in the city of Philadelphia here
that the records of the children who have the preschool experience
achieve at a faster rate and at a better rate and at a higher level than
any child across the city of philadelphia, whether he comes from a dis-
advantaged area or an advantaged area, that their level of achievement
in the public school system and my concern is that we have been trying
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to put a stop on the cutback from title 20 money out of the Social
Security Administration through DPW and the State of Pennsylvania as
it affects the get set program here and we have a very successful record
in the get set program and the children that go through that program
and their records kept from grades 1 through 4 have done better in the
school system than any child who has not experienced that program
and I find that in the last 2 years there have been moves to cut moneys
out of that type of program and certainly this goes back to my concern
about the State’s willingness or capacity to deal with the needs of
Philadelphia. i

They also have put a cap on the availability of money to Philadelphia
and, indeed, threatened if there were any supplemental agency funding,
these types of programs they would cut out all the money altogether.
We have been managing to try to walk the line between the politics
and the education on these items but I think we are in trouble if we
have to compete again on a block-grant program for moneys that come
into those essential programs.

Senator Specter. Dr. Marcase, Ms. McFadden, Ms. Myers, Mr.
Murray, we thank you very much. We will move on to panel 2 but first
we will take a S-minute recess.

[A brief recess was taken.]

CenTENNIAL ScrHooL DistriCcT
STATEMENT OF JOSEPH A. ALBANO, CENTENNIAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator Specter. Welcome, gentlemen. We thank you for joining us
for these hearings, Mr. Albano, Mr. Gentile, and Mr. Rafsky.

Mr. Albano, we have you at the start. We appreciate receipt of your
testimony in advance.

[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF JoserH A, ALBANOD

BUSINESS ADMINISTRATOR

CeENTENNIAL ScHooL DISTRIcT

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

On behalf of the Centennial School District, I appreciate this
opportunity to present testimony on the importance of Impact Ald (PL 874
and 815) in providing education for Federally connected children as well
as all other children served by our schools.

This report is an updated statement presented before the Commission
on the Review of the Federal Impact Afld Program in Washington, DC on
February 1, 1980 by Dr. Harry P. Quinn, Superintendent of Centennial
School District.

The Centennial School District, created by the General Assembly of
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, serves the Municipalities of Ivyland
Borough, the Township of Upper Southampton and the Township of Warminster.
The Centennial School District is situated in Bucks County; it is located
northeast of Philadelphia and lies within the 8th Congressional District,

In 1979/80 the Centennial School District served 9,953 students with
a total expenditure of $25,423,000 or a Per pupil cost of $2,554. The
major portion of revenue is from local sources, which represent 62.5% of
all budget receipts. (The Real Property tax and other taxes produce 90.9%
of local source revenue.) State revenue sources contribute only 31.5% of

all revenue while Federal revenue sources make up 6.0% of the total, 3.9%

being non-categorical Federal funds.

In 1979/80 the Centennial School District's average daily membership
was 9,953, Of this figure 1,861 or 18.71 represents students who efither
live on Federal property or whose parents work on Federal property. While
it may seem Insignificant, the Impact Ald Revenue for the Federally con-
nected students, which represents approximately 3.6% of
vital part of the basic educational program support for our School District.

Centennial School DPistrict has been a reciplent of Impact Ald funds




since their inception in 1950. Within the District boundaries is the
Johnsville Naval Air Development Center, situated on approximately 650
acres and containing landing strips, aircraft hangars, centrifuge, PX,
enlisted men's barracks, approximately 200 dependent housing units, six
units of officers’ quarters, Captain's quarters, research labs and office
facilities. (See Exhibit I)

This military installation lies within an area designated by the local
zoning and planning agencies as "industrial use'. This property has an
assessed value of $8,231,330 and 1s exempt for tax purposes.

If this Federal installation were placed on the tax rolls and the
Federal Covernment paid its full share as do all other property owners,
the revenue produced would be a minimum of $1,218,236 even without
appropriate reassessment. Entitlement for this property under Section y 24
PL 874 for 1979/80 was $689,332, a loss of tax revenue of $528,904 (See
Exhibit II). This loss was recognized by the U. S. Congress when PL 874
was first drafted in 1950. To compensate for the deficiency, Section 3b
Entitlement was written into the enabling legislation and appropriations
were provided. This wisdom prevailed until the beginning of the seventies.
During the last decade, legislative changes created inadequacies in
entitlement. In the past few years such changes, exacerbated by actual
appropriation decreases, have led to what has rapidly become a totally

insufficient and inequitable entitlement.

Assuming that the approximate!v 650 acres of Federally-owned property
were to be developed into residential housing units on minimum size lots of
one quarter acre, and further assuming that 20% of 130 acres would be set

aside for streets and throughways, leaving 520 acres for houses, then the 520

scres would produce 2090 houses at an average assessment of 38,000 and would

add §16,6640,000 to the tax rolls. At the current millage rate of 148 mills,

the tax revenue to the School District would be §2,462,720. It must be
stated, however, that a change to residential zoning, in the event that the
tract were not used as a Federal installation, is highly improbable.

1f, on the other hand, this Federally exempt property were privately

owned with industrial use zoning, and the assessed value was in line with
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CONSEQUENCE OF IMPACT AID REDUCTION ON CSD

Senator SpecTer. I have noted your statements generally and I'd like
to start with the comments which you make on page 3 that if impact
aid to the Centennial School District (CSD) is eliminated by the Fed-
eral Government, it will require an additional 11 or 12 mill tax in-
crease,

My question to you is: Given the consequence of what appears to be
a reduction in impact aid, how does that leave the Centennial School
District?

Mr. ALBano. If the impact aid were rediced or eliminated?

Senator Specter. We know what the proposals are. The impact aid
has been reduced. It hasn’t been totally eliminated. You have noted in
your testimony that you have Federal installations in fairly heavy pro-
portion in the Centennial School District and my question to you is:
Where does that leave you?

Mr. ALsaNo. Let me see if I understand your question. With the cuts
in the impact aid and what it means to Centennial, first of all, we feel
the latest proposals are attempting to eliminate or attempting to not
fund A and B category children. Although the installation is located in
the district and we are entitled to section 2 funds and that's what the
testimony is pointing toward, Senator, that the installation located in
the district, we feel the Government is not meeting its obligations.
There’s a deficiency in comparison to other property owners, industry
in the Centennial District and we feel that the Federal Government

should meet its obligations as all other property owners in the district.

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Albano, the proposals nationwide would reduce
the Federal funding from $756,750,000 to $475,000,000, which is slightly
more than half. There will be a proportionate reduction if these figures
are carried into effect finally,

" LOCAL TAX INCREASES

What will be the specific consequence for Centennial? What will the
school district have to do? Are you going to have to raise local taxes?

Mr. ALsano. We don’t know what the $435 million is in the author-
ization bill, we don’t know what the Appropriations Committee is going
to do with that, what kind of formula they are going to do with that,
what kind of formula they are going to set up. All the talk has been
eliminate B's, phase out B's, only fund super A’s. If the formula is that
the super A’s are funded, Centennial School District stands to lose ap-
proximately 400-some thousand dollars. This would mean cutbacks or
finding other sources of revenue to meet that loss and without the
added revenue then we have to go in and cut or make the expenditure
cuts.

In the staff area we have been reducing our staff because of decreas-
ing enrollments. Then we will have to continue that.
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DECREASING ENROLLMENTS

Senator SpecTer. You say you are having increasing or decreasing en-
rollments?

Mr. Arsano. Decreasing enroliments and we have been laying off
staff. This would mean the cuts would go deeper or some balance of
whether it's in the supplies or whether it's in the staffing. We would
have to make up 400-some thousand dollars.

EFFECT ON BUDGET FROM INCREASED DEFENSE SPENDING

Senator SeecTer. What would your expectation be if the Defense
budget is increased? Do you know whether or not that would be likely
to have an effect on the enrollment of your district?

Mr. ALsano. If the Defense budget were cut?

Senator SpEcTER. Increased.

Mr. ALBano. Increased?

Senator SeecTer. It's unlikely to be cut. Some of the increase may be
cut, but not overall.

Mr. Aisano. If it were increased, I don’t know what effect that
would have on our district. There is certainly movement afoot to ex-
pand in our area. There's proposed housing on one military installation
that is in the adjacent district. We have been the recipient of Federal
housing just several years ago and there’s more housing that is proposed
in our general area. There may be a step-up in activity in our district
and surrounding districts.

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Albano, we would be appreciative if you would
stay in touch with us as these formulas become specific because we do
want to know what the consequences are in districts like Centennial and
again | repeat we are going to have to see what the experience is like
and modify our actions accordingly because we cannot possibly, sitting
in Washington or Philadelphia or wherever we may be, understand the
full ramifications of what is going to be the consequence on a district
like yours. So please stay in touch and let us know,

Mr. Aisano. Yes, sir.

ASSOCIATION FOR RETARDED CITIZENS

STATEMENT OF ERMAN-ANTHONY GENTILE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, ASSO-
CIATION FOR RETARDED CITIZENS, PHILADELPHIA CHAPTER

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SPECTER. Let us turn to Mr. Gentile. You are the executive
director of the Association for Retarded Children.

Mr. GentiLe. Retarded Citizens.

Senator SeecTer. We very much appreciate the submission of your
testimony in advance. We would ask that you summarize your full tes-
timony which will be made a part of the record.

[The statement follows:]
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The Association For Retarded Citizens
i — PHILADELPHIA CHAPTER —

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ERMAN-ANTHONY GENTILE
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Honorable Committee Members:

My name is Erman-Anthony Gentile, Executive Director of the
Assoclation for Retarded Citizens, Philadelphia Chapter. I am honored and
pleased to have the opportunity to address this Committee on the subject of
federal funding of education programs.

My organization represents the interests of retarded citizens in
Philadelphia County, of whom there are approximately 60,000 to 150,000. We
are a nonprofit, private membership agency. We are part of the largest
advocacy and service provider association for handicapped people in the
United States.

Our invelvement in issues covers the entire Spectrum of services
involved In the prevention, treatment and care during the life of the
retarded citizens and their family. The dominant imperative invelved in the
spectrum of essential services is Education. Education is the single
highest priority in the lives of developmentally disabled individuals.

My concern here today i{s profound! T am concerned that if your
strong leadership and support of special education is withdrawn, we shall
2ll see a potential return to archaic "warehousing”, locked closets in
homes and a major collapse of a foundation to which we have all contributed
and built into something that is in the process of becoming beautiful,
humane, right and moral -- FREE QUALITY PUBLIC EDUCATION FOR ALL
HANDICAPPED STUDENTS!

Education is the single dominant factor which determines whether
the developmentally disabled citizen leads an empty, unproductive life,
spent elther at home or in an institution with accompanying great
emotional, social and economic costs for 1ife, or whether he or she can

achieve a substantial degree of self-sustaining employment and independent

living. It is a fact that over BO% of 2ll people who are hand icapped by

mental retardation are capable of substantial independence if they are

permitted appropriate educational programming .
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: The ARC-Philadelphia has been the pioneer in - and continues to be
- aggressively active in promoting the rights of handicapped persons to a
free, quality public education. For instance, we are currently, and have
been since March 1977, petitioning litigants against the School District of
Philadelphia under and seeking compliance with the temms of the Consent

Decree resulting from the precedent setting case of PARC v. Commonweal th.

In addition, we have carrled out many successful projects with local
educaticnragenCies; have an established record of obtaining and
successfully completing government grants and contracts In the field of
education and are actively involved in state-level education policymaking.

Senators, we feel strongly about the role of the federal government
in education - especlally Special Education. The existence of federal
statues and appropriations is an imperative.

In the remainder of my testimony, I hope to demonstrate this by
telling you about how things used to be, what our role has been in dealing
with education and retarded citizens, the nature of the responsibility
assumed by the federal level, and the profound improvements and benefit
that have accrued.

Senators, the history of handicapped children and public education
is one of exclusion and denial. Time was in the not-too-distant past when
the birth of a retarded child was an almost certain condemnation of the
family to despair and hopelessness. There was little expectation that the
newborn would ever enter a public school, not to mention the possibility of
receiving any education. It was a foregone conclusion that whatever
inherent potential might exist in the individual would be lost.

Mentally disabled children were generally denied even access to the

schools. Adeguate programming was not even a consideration. 2

In fact, as recently as 1971, school officials in pPennsylvania were

authorized by state law to "...refuse to accept or retain beginners who

have not attained a mental age of five years..." 24.P.S. 13-1304.

Thus, with few exceptions, a five-year-old child with a mental age

of less than five years did not get in the public school door. Those who

did get in received little or no programming that was responsive to the

learning capabilities of the particular student.

The years 1971 and 1972 marked a turning point in this sitvation.
Concerned parents filed suit under the caption of PARC v. Commonweal th in

the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania, arguing
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that the exclusion of their children from public education programs was
unconstitutional. The case resulted in a Consent Decree finalized by the

Court on May 5, 1972, (I am attaching a copy for your information,)

By the terms of the Decree the Commonwealth agreed that handicapped

children have a constitutional right to public education on the same basis
as regular education children. Furthermore, the state agreed to cease and
desist from enforcing state laws that denied access to the public schools
by mentally retarded children. It further agreed to actively begin
locating and identifying mentally retarded children and to develop
comprehensive plans for appropriately educating these children under a
program called Child Hunt,

In the following years tremendous gains were made, More and more
children were admitted to the schools. Programs began to develop. On a
national level other federal courts extended the PARC principles to all )
hand.lcapped children.

But this was not enough. There was no enforcement authority to

apply the law systemwide. There was not enough money. There was no

comprehensive statement of what education officials had to do to ensure

equal educational opportunities,

S0 parents, advocates and concerned professionals went to the

United States Congress and asked for a8 law providing funds to aid states {n

educal:inq- hand jcapped children and specifying the rights and prncedure:-s

that would assure the availability of programs,

Responding, Congress enacted The Education for All Handicapped
Children Act (P.L. 94-142) in 1975, and the former Department of Health,
Education and welfare subsequently promulgated implementing regulations,
With this Act began the Ffirst systematic and comprehensive effort to treat
handicapped children equally with normal children in our educational
system.

In designing P.L. 94-142 Corgress relied heavily on the 1971 pARc

case and the results of Pennsylvania's experience. Many concepts and

phrases are common to both the Consent Decree and the statute.

What have been the results of these court decisions and the federal

First, and most important, handicapped children of all

classifications are in school, They are receiving an education. In
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Philadelphia County the school system is serving approximately 14,000 young

students who are handicapped.

To aid in providing these children with special learning challenges
with an education many concepts and approaches have been mandated and are
being used daily.

* pach child is educated pusuant to an Individualized Education

Program (IEP).

# children are individually evaluated by multidisciplinary teams

who consider all of the special challenges facing each child -

medical, social, psycholegical, educational. In Philadelphia,

these are called Child Study Evaluation Teams {CSET) .

* There is parent participation in the education process along

with parent training so that the special insights that come from

this context are not lost,

* There is personnel development through inservice training to aid

administrators and teachers in meeting the needs and professional

challenges of this unigue population that is taking its rightful

place in the public schools.
The result of all this is that human lives are being developed and
enhanced that formerly were expended in isolation and rejection. This is

of benefit to the individual, their family, and the public.

Consider the following:

It is estimated that institutionalization costs in Pennsylvania
are in excess of $55,000 per annum - and rising - for an
individual, In the past an individual in such a setting would
have contributed little to society in the way of social
{nteraction with the community, serving in the work force,
contributing to the tax fund, and acting as a community economic
factor by self-support activities such as rental housing and
personal shopping. Yet the overwhelming majority of mentally
retarded people are capable of these social and economic
functions. As we have noted before, education is the critical
factor.

what does the alternative cost? Reasonable estimates consider a
public school education, with the child maintaining family ties at
home, to cost $4,500 to $5,000 annually per stodent., This is

truly an economic benefit.
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I would like to conclude my remarks with a general observatfon on
the role of the federal government in Special Education, Senators, the
history of special needs children and public education - which I have
briefly described - is a profound justification for the intervention of the
federal government and for continuing and expanding this role,

We can take no comfort in the currently fashionable political
rhetoric characterized by such slogans as ™local control™ and "returning

responsibility to the local govermments,”

Senators, in the area of Special Education there is little or no
responsibility or control to return to the states and counties. as already
noted, our own Commonwealth not only never assumed any responsibility in
this area but had laws on the books rejecting the responsibility by
excluding special needs children from the public schools!

. The intervention in -~ and Support of - special education by and at
the federal level was and is the single factor that marked the systematic
end of the abysmal state of neglect and exclusion that described the status
of special needs children in American education.

We believe that abdication of the role assumed by the federal
government may signal a return to the deplorable scenes of past times, For
instance, on october 3, 1979, Pennsylvania Secretary of Education Robert

Scanlon testified before the Senate Subcommittee on the Hand icapped.

Referring to the state's obligation to provide extended school year
9 9 P Y

services to some students as decided in Armstrong v. Kline the Secretar
S| v, Rline, i

stated: ",...if the (case) ends up costing my state substantially more than
the P.L. 94-142 funds we receive, we will have no choice but to return your

money,"”

Annually, the breach has widened between the authorized
2ppropriation and the lesser actual appropr °SS. Annually,
we hear more and more dissent from officials and the effort to only

maintain the progress achieved becomes more difficulr,

We are convinced that the states and local governments will not
step in to £il11 the vacuumm {f the federal government abandons its assumed
responsibility. The result will be a disaster for students with mental
retardation, a tremendous burden on the taxpayer as costs mount for caring
for institutional{zed people ... and the ensuing denial of human rights™

will* provide a tragic threat to the future of our country,
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CNITEDSTATIS EST2CT CSCRT
TASTEAN DISTRICT CF FEMNSTLVANTA

PENNSTLYVANIA ASSOCIATICN FCR
RETARDED CETIRZN,
NANCT 3ETH 307 MAN, stal.

Plaiaifis

v. CT/IL ACTIQNW
NO, Tl-42.

COMMONW=ALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA,

DAVID H. KTRATIMAN, =t al,

ﬁ.!uad:uu

AMENDID CSNE=NT AGZETMENT

Tke Cor=plalac ia this ac=ea =aviog bees filed oa Dasuazy 7,
1971, allegiag s .;.:can:.ui:x-.r.iauli:-; of cesaina Poocsylaaia statuzss
and practices uader e Zgual Proteciion Clawse of e Tourszensh
Amesdr=eat acd cermia peades: claimma; 3 three-judge caust taviag

been coeszituzad, afier moiioa, briefing 3ad arzumens thereon, oo

May 25, 1971; aad Order and Stigulazioa Saviog bees eatered om Jese

18, 1971, r=quisiag cotice aad a due process haariag Sefars ir

sducatiseal assiga=aat of aay remrded child may de chaages; aad

evideace tfaviag besa rzezived at prelimicary keasiag on Azzest 12, 1971:

The =acties beizg desirous of esctiag 3a amicablo serflems=al
of t5is actaa, rawizg emtarsd inis a Conseat Ajrocmeoz oa Ociaker 7,
haviag beea givea o members of plalacX acd defzadaat clagsas
- aed cartala cbjectisas kaving been ralaed By members of tts classes,
the objections baviag been heard, aadia tts particulars set forth
bslow, agreed ta, and all but o=s objectiaa kaviag beea withdrawn

by ths membars of the classas.
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NOW, THERTTORE, the sartes agzee this M day
of February, 1972, subject to the approval acd Crder of this Caurt,

to the followiag final amended Consent Agrsemuat,

L. This action r=ay and tareby shall be malatiloed Sy
plaistiifs as a class action ca Behals of all mencally retarded gfersaca,
Tealdents of the Camnmacwealth of Panasylvazia, who kave bYeea, are
being, or :-.-:.a.r Se docied acen3s 3 2 free suhlic FrogTam af ed';r.;x.‘.;a -
aad traiciag waile they aze, or weze, less thaa tweaty-coe years of
age.

It is expressly usderstaed, subject to ihe ?Tovisions of
Paragraph 45 Yelow, that the immediate relief hersinaller provided

shall be provided ta those perscas less :haa tweaty-cae yeazs of age

as of the date of the Order of the Court herwia,

2. This action may azd Sersby shall be craiasilaed agaiast
defendact sckeol disticts 2ad iatermediate .units ap a clasa actioa
agaiast all of the School Dist=icss and Iotarmediate United of the Camicioa~

wealth of Peaosylvaala,

3. Purscaat to Rule 23, Fed. R. Civ. 2., cotice of the extent of
the Coasent Agreer=ect aad the ?TIpoded Order aporaving this Coasent

Agreecect, iz the form set gut ia Appeadix A, shall be given as follows:

{2) to the class of defeadaats, by the Secrztary
of Edacatlaa, by malling immediately a copy of this pToposed Order azd

Coasent Agrsement to the Superiatandeat acd the Dizector of Special

Edacation of each School Distzict acd latermediats Uait ia e Commonwealty

of Peansylvaaia;

(®) to the class of plaintiffs, () by the Pennsylvaaia

Association for Remzded Childrea, by immediately =ailiag a copy of this




proposed Crder 2cd Cosseat Agres=ect to each of its Chapears ia fify-fous
counties of Pezasylvacia; (ii) by the Deparm===: of Jusiice, by causizg
ag advertisermect i the for= s;c out in Azgeadix A, ta Se placed iz

cce zewsgzapes of general circulation ia eachk Cauziy ia the Cammoowealil:

acd (iii) Sy delivery of a joiat press r=leaae of the pazties to the televisioa

acd radio staticas, mewspapers, aod wire services ia the Camr=oawealia.

.

4. Exgest testimoay iz this actioa (adicates =al all meanlly

retazded persocas are capable of benefitizg ITom a progra= of educatisa
aad tralaisg; ttat the grzaiest au=bes of retasded persons, given such
educatioa acd tzaiziag, ass capahble of actieviag self-scificisacy, a2d tte
remalaisg few, with suck education azd traiziog, ars cagable of achieviag
socie degree of self-care; that tha earlies such educatica azd taising
begias, the more thorsughly azd e moars eificisssly a =meamlly recazded
peraon will bemefi: from it 234, whether Segua eaxly or cot, t=ala
mentally retarded person caa beaeiil alaay poiat in his life and develop-

ment {zora 3 program of educatioa and tmaiaisg.

5. The Cor==oawealth of Peaasylvasia has usdernikea to provide
a fzee public educatioa o all of its children betwees e ages of six acd
tweasy-oce years, aod fusttar, bas uzde s ken 2 provide education aad

traiziag for all of its meanlly remrded childrea.

6. Eavizg czdermikea ta pravide 2 freze achlic educaZoa @
all of its childsea, izcludizg its cea=!ly =nzZaed childsea, e Com=—crmwealix
of Peazaylvazia =ay cot deay asy mecnlly remsded gkild access ta a Isew

public progzaz: of educatios aad *malaizg.

7. It is the Cormm—oaweal:a’'s oblization to zlacs each meamlly
retarded child i3 a free, peblic program of ed=catioa aad fTaiaiag approoriaze

to the child's capacity, withia he coatex: of '2e geceral educatiosal policy




that, amoag the alter=ative PT3grams of edus=an asd =aialag requized by
SQtuts 13 be available, placament iaa regulas peblic school clasa is

preferable to placerment ia a special public school slass asd ?lace=ezs in 2
sgecial public sckool class is preferadle o place=en: ia AZy oehsr tyse o2

pProgram of educatioz aad traiziag,

Section 1304

8. Soction 1304 of the School Code of 1949, as amended, 24

Puzd, Stat. Sec. 13-1304, provides;

"Admission of beginae=s

The admission of begioners to the public scioold
sball ba confined to the first two weeks of the
anoual school term in distsicss operatiag oa aa
aancal promotion basis, aad ts the first two
wealks of either the {izsc or the second semests>
of the schoal tar= i3 dist-icts Operatiag oa a
semi-aasual promotion Sasis. Admission skhall
be limited t3 beginners who have attained the age
of five years acd sevea months befars the fzse
day of September if t2ay azrs o be admizzed in tke
fall, aad to *hcse who have atmized the age of
five years aad sevea mooths before the =gt day

of Tebruary if they are to Ye admitted as the begiacing
of the second semester, The Yoasd of sctool direciars
of azy school distzice =ay admit begizness who are
less tiaa five yoars aod sevea rmoct=s of ags=, ia
accardance with stazdards prescribed by the Snts
Board of Tducation. The beasd of sehaol direczazs
ey refuse t2 accept or recin begiaaers wha

Bave ot atzized 1 meaml age of five YEATS, As
determined by the supesvisar of special education

or a properly cartificated public school psychologise
lo accordaacs with smaadards prescribed Sy zhe

State Board of Zducatisa,

"The term 'Segincers, as used ia *his sec:tion, shall
Feda day child :ka: should eatsr the lowest gTade of
the primary school or the lowest primmazy class above
the kindergaztea level."

9. The Seeretary of Sducation, the Skate Zoa sd af Tducation,

the zarmed School Distzicss and Istermediate Uaits, eack of ther, for
.
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themaelves, theis officesy, emplayees, agenzs, azd succsssors agras

thas they shall cease aad cesis: 7o agplying Seeszion 1304 30 as to goat-

poae or la aay way to deny 3ccess to a fres public pragram of educition

and trainiog to aay mentally setasded child.

10. The Attorcey Caceral of the Commoaweslth of Penasylvania
(bersicafiar "The Attoraney Ceaeral”)agTses to (ssue aa Cpialoa
declariag that Section 1304 meacs only that a school distsict may refuse
to accept lato or to retaia in the lowest grads of the regulas primary
achool or the lowest ragulir primary class szbove ths kiadergariea level,

any child whe kas oot attiiced a menal age of five yeass,

. The Attorzey General of the Cammcawealth of Penasylvaaia
sball issae aa Cpiaica thus conatruing Section 1304, aad ths Stats Doazd
of Edccation (hessicaflar "the :;Jaa:d"} shall {ssue segalaticas to i=pler=ens
said coastTuction and to superieds Sqetions’ 5-200 ‘'of the Pagil Atzandance
Begnlatioas, capies of wiich Opizion 22d Regalatioas skall be filed
with the Cous: acd deliveresd o coussel f3r ;lai=Hify on or before Febrmazy 23
1972, acod they shall be issued and procmuizated Tespecsively oa or befors

Maxech 3, 1972 .

12. The afore—enticned Opiaica and Regulatioas skall
(a) provide for notice aad aa oppertaairy for a hearizg as setout in
this Court's Order of Juse 13, 1971, as ameaded, befors a child's admissioa
as 2 begianer ia the lowest grade :of a regalar primary school, or the
lowese reguiar primary class above kisdargzartea, E‘f_h. posipoaed:
(b) r2quire the actzcmalic re-evaleation every two years of any sduca-
tiocal assigarnest cther *iaa to a rogular class, aczd (c) provide fo97 aa
acsual re-avaluatioa at the request of e chilé's pareac or guardiaa,

and (d) pravide upon each such re-evaluation thas the school distsiet
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a3 set Jut ia tkia Court's Cxder of Juane 18, 1971, as ameaded, an

the fladiags 2f the re-evaluatiza and the aporopriataness of the
educatiseal assigoment based theracn. As csed Sereia aad throughage
this Agreemeat the term "re-evalustion’ coatemplates that degrae aof
aoalysis acd investigatioa necessasy £ make a soucd judgmesnt a3 t3 the
Apprapriatacess of the educaticcal assignmeat of the child thought ta be
mecnlly retarded, which in some instances, may iavalve :eiicving

existiag cumulative dat acd docurmestatisa or, ia sther iastaaces

may icvolve camprzhensive paycha-educaciosal taatiag.

13. The aforementzizaed Cpicisa aad Regelatisas shall also
require the '.'L."_"él.y placemeat of aay child whose admission to Tegzlar
primary sckool or to the lowes: regulas primasy class above kiader-
garien i» pasipoced, or wiho is oot reciced ia such schosl or class .
io a [zee public pregram of educatioa acd traiziag purscaz: &3 Sectisas
1371 thraugh 1332 of the Sciool Cade of 1949, 23 ameaded 24 Purd. Stac

Sec. 131371 through Seec, 13-1332,

Sectisa 1325

14. Sectisa 1325 of the Schozl Code of -194?, a3 armencdad,

24 Pusd, Stat. Sec. 13-1325, pravides:

"Ceficitions
e A

The term "compulsasy schosl age,' 33 Serszinafer used
shall mean the periad of 3 child's life fram the time
the child's parents elect ta have the child eates schaal,
which shall be noc lates thaa 2: the 232 of =ighs (S)
yeazs, until the 132 of sevenceen (17) yeazy, The term
skall not iaciude any child wha hoids a1 ce=tificate of

* Wmoh sckaal.”™

e lrntlis csamadisad 3.

15. Tie Secretazy of Tducatioa, the State Rsasd of Sduca-
Hoa, the camed Schiol Districts aad [atermediate Taits, each of them,

for themaalves, their officess, erployees, agaots and successars

AgTwe that they shall crase and desist from applyiag Sectisn 1326 20




a3 to pastpaane, b termicats, 97 la a3y way ta deay access to a Irze public

prograc of education aad trainicg to any meatal ly retazded child.

16, The Atioraey Ceceral agrees to (3s0e 2a Cpiaion de-
clasiog that Section 1325 rmeaas onlv that parezts of a child kave a

campulaary duty while the child is betweea eight 2ad seventeen years

of age 5 assusw his atsendazca ia 3 pragracs of education aad tmaising;

and Sectfisa 1325 dzes ast lirmit the ages betweea which a child rmust
be gracted access %3 a free, public pragram of educatioa and traiziag.
Defendazts are bouzd by Sectiza 1301 of the Schaol Cade af 1949,

24 Purd, Stat. Sec. 13-1301, ™o pravide {r2e public educazisa 2

all ckildren six i tweaty-orne years of ags=.

\
elects o exarczise the right af a child six through eight years aad/or

Ia the event that a parent

seveatesa through tweaty-one years 3f age to a Irse public educatisa,
defeadaats may 2ot deay such child acceas to a program of educatiosa
and traiaiag. Fusthermore, ifa pareat daes nat dischasgze the dusy

of campulsory attendaacs with regard %3 any meanlly retazded child
between eight acd seveateea years 3f age, defencdaass must aad shaill 3
take those steps aecessary 3 compel the child's aitssdaace pursuaz: o
Section 1327 af tta Schaal Cade of 1949, 24 Purd. Staz. Sec. 13-1327,
acd selated srovisisas of the Schaal Cade, and ta the relevaac regu-
lations wi:.:x segasd 223 camauliacy aitendance prormulgaied Yy the Scaczd.

I7. The Aftasney Ceneral skall issse an Opialon thus
canstruiag Section 1325, acd relited Secticns, aad the Jaaszd ahall
promulzate Regulitions to implement said coostzuction, copiss of
which Cpinica aad Regulaticas skall be (iled with the Court and dellverad
to plaictiffs' cgunsel ca or before Tebruary 23, 1572, azd they skall be
issued aad promulgzated respectively oa or before Maxch 8, 1972,

Section 1330 2) )
13, Sectioa 1330 (2) of the Sczool Code of 1949, as acmiended,

24 Pard. Sat, Sec, 13-1330 (2) provides:




"Txcectioas 5 comzuliosy attendanes,

The provisioas of this actica requiring regelas attencases
sball oot azply o aay child waho:

(2) Eas bewa exarized Yy a8 aporaved cennal cliaic
or by a persoa certifiad as a sudlic school Faychologiat
or psychological examiner, 22d Sas beea fausd 10 S
asable to prodit fxoe farther pudlic school atzerda=cs -
and wko bas Seen regporizd 1o the Seard of school dirsczars
and excused, ia accordaace with regulaticas prescrided
by the Stats 3casd joi Zducation.™
19. The Secrscary of Tducatiaa, the Sats Scazd of
Edueazion, the zarmed School Districts aad Intarmediate Units ,
each of thecz, for thecmsnlves, their officers, employees, ageats,
aod succasiaors agrew that thay shall cease aad desist f=arma agplyiag
Section 1330 (2) so a1 to ter—inata or ia Aoy ‘way %o dany acce=sa to a

{zce public prog=am of eduecation aad t= aiziag 2 aay meanlly recmsded

eaild,

2-0. The Attaraey Ceceral agrees to issue aa Crnnlrm
da:h.ins t=at Sectica 1330(2) meacs caly that a zarent may be
excused [rom liability uader the compulsory atteadaces provisioas
of tha School Cada whea, with the approval of the local school board
acd Qe Secrenisy of Tducatioa aad a finding by aa appraoved cliaic
or public school psycholagise or psychological examiaer, ths FAreat
slects to withdraw the child f~ocy attandazecs, Seciica 1330@2) czay
ect be lavoked by defeadasts, cootrary to the pareats® wishes, to
tarmigats or ia aay way i3 deay access to a free public piognm of

educatica aad traiaiag to asy mestally retasded child.

Zl. The Atoraey Gensral shall issue aa Cpizion so ¢on-
stSuing Section 1310(2) aad related provisioas aad the Board shall
proculgits Regulitions to implerment said const=ucton azd ta supes-

sede Sectica 5-400 of the Pugil Ats=ndazce Regulations, a capy oi




which Cpiniea aad Regulatises shall be filed with the Coust and
deliver=d 3 couzsel for 7laizsi!f oa or before Tebr:uacxy 23, 1972, 2ad
they skall be issued acd ;':él:ulgued respectively oa or before

Mazch 3, 1972.

Pre-School T2ucation

22, Defendaczts, tha Commeawealth of-Pacasylvacia, the
Seczetary of Sducation, the Stata Doaxd of Edl.‘u::l‘-'iol-'x. the named School
Dlstricts acd latarmadiate Taits, aad the S-Iee:s':a.:; af Peblic Welfare,
each of ttem, for themselves, their officara, emplovees, age=ts,
and succss3ors agrea that they shall cease aad desist fzom
apolyiag Sectioa 1371(1) of the School Code of 1949, as amernded,
24 Purd. Stt. Ses. 13-13T1(l) 50 33 to deny acceas %0 a [see public

program of educatica aad traizing to aay mentally retarded child,

and r-.buy fusther agres that wherever the Depastment of Educatioa

through izs ians n:l-:r:annlitiu, the School Districts aad [atermediate
Units, or the Depastmeat of Public Welfare thracgh aay of its
iastrurmentalities provides a pre-school program of regulas educa-
tioa azd traiaiag o children below the ags of six, they skall alsa
provide a progrars of educatica azd tralaiag appraariate to theis

learsieg capacizes ta all r=marded childzea of the same age.

23. Sectiza 13T1(l) of the School Cade of 1943, as

24 Puzd, Stz Sec. 13-13Ti(1), pravides:

"Defiaition of excroeisnal childzen:

TezOsts: exxmi=asiza

(1) The term 'exceotional childses' shall meaa children
of sckool ag= who deviate {z=m the averags ia shysical,
mental, emotional or social characteristics to such as
extsat that thay require special educational facilities
or services aad shall ioclude all childsen ia deteatian
bomes . "

Z4.

clarieg that the chrase "childrea of sckool age™ as vsed ia Sectian
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1371 meaas childrea agsd six %o twszty-one aad also, whenever the
Departseat of Tducaticn taraugk any of ics iastTumentalities, the
lou!. Schoel Distsic:, Iater—ediate Uait, or the Depazt=ent of
Public Walfare, through aay of its lastrucmeanlities, provides

3 pre-school progrim of regular education and tra isiag for child-

roa below the 2ge of six, whether kizdsrzarten or hawever 30 called,

=eans all mentally reasded childrea who have Teached the age

~

loss thaa six at which such pre-school programs are available

to others,

25, The Attoraey Geceral shall lssus aa Cpicioa thus
coastruiag Section 1371 and the Board ‘skall Issue regulations to
Implemeat 2aid . constzuction, copies of which Ghicioca and Regulations
shall be filad with the Coust and deliversd ta counsel for plaintii’s
oa or befare February 23, 1972, aand ey skall Se issued and promulzatad

reapectivaly oa or before March 8, 1972,

gt =d Tais - intermg=
Tuoition a=d Tuition 3=d Majatera=cs

25, The SCC:'.'CI'.—? of Zducation, the State Bozrd of
Zducation, thie nazed Sctool Dis ::'il:f-.s azd latermediate Uaits,
each of them, for thermselves, theis officers, e=ployees, ag=ots
and successors agree that they shall cease and desist from applyicg
Sectica 1376 of the School Cad; of 1949, as ameaded, 24 Pu=d.

Stats. Sec, 131376, 30 as to deay tuition or tuitios acd maistesszce

£ aoy ceaally retarded jarson,

27. The Atzorzey Ceaeral igT=es to lssue aa Opiaioca,
and i=e Couscil ef 3asic Tdeeation of the State Soa=d of Zducatian
AgTeea o promwulgate Ragulations, cocstruing the ter—m "S=aia
dacmageas used ia Section 1376 aad as defined ia the Bc;a:d's

'Critaria for Approval . , . of Reimmburszereat” 30 13 to include

tharsuader all meatally retarded persons, thereby cakiag available
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to them tuitioa for day schoal and tuition aad malatenacce for
resideatial school up o the rmaximum sum available for day sckool
or residantial school, whichsver provides the more appropriatas
pm.‘ra.m of educatioa aad traiaiag. -Capics of the afaresaid

Opinica acd Regulations skall be filed with the Caust and delivered

to cocasel for plaiatiif on or befors February 28, 1972, aad they shall

be issced acd procculgated respectively oo or before March 8, 1972,

28, Defecndants rmay deny or withdraw zayrments of tuitica
or tuiticn aad calalacaces whecever the school distsict o iater-
mediats ani? ia which a meotally recarded child resides pravides
a progmar= of special sducation azd taizieg aporapriate to the

child's learaing capaciiies icto whick the child =ay be placed.

29. The decision of defeadaats o deay or withdraw paymeats

of tuition or tuition aad rmaintecaace shall be deemed a change ia
educational assigament as to which aotice shall Ye givea and an
oppartuaity for a heariag aZforded as set out ia this Court's Order
of Juze 18, 1971, as ameaded. The (asce-at such heasiag shall Se
whethar the School Distzict or [atarmediats Unit p;widnn aa
appropriate program of educatioa aad traiaiag for the sasticular
child,

Wheaever aa additional facility o= newly created progrmam
withia a Schoel District or Intermediata Uszik is submitted for aparoval
by the Seeretary of Tducatica, thea ia timely fashica, a School
Dlstrict oz Iatsrmediate Unit, upon writtsa cotice to the parsat
or guardian, may in writing request approval of the Dizectar
of tha Bureau of Special Tducatica, actiog as the Seczetary's
desigoew, for the taasfer of particzlyr children from privats
schools to the additiosal facility or newly creatsd program. Acy distzict or

aait se requesting skall subr=it documentaitioa of the appnprh'u-
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geas of the new facility or progracm for the pasticulas childswa
proposed ” for ansfer, . *2e parents or guasdiaa shall be affasded

a Hely opportuaity to carmcens azd ts subcit any docu—eatation with
regasd to the approval by the Depar=—eat of Sducatian of aa additocal

facility o sewly created program azd with ragarsd o its approps-iatazess

for the particalar child. I aftsr aporopriate izveacdigatioa the
¢

Director of the Bureau certifles the ew facility or aewly czeated
Program as approprials for those childrea aad aporoves theis tsaaslers,
such cextification aad approval skall be ia liew of iadivideal keariags

a3 provided above in this paragraph.

Formebound Iastuction

30, Sectica 1372(3) of 4e Schoal Cade af 1249, aa
ameaded, 24 Pusd, Stat, Sec. B3-1372(3), provides ia relevaat

pares:

'Staadards: slans: soecial classes sr sckoals

(3) Special Classes or Schools Tstaslished aad
Maistained by School Distzicza.

s« IE, .. 0tis oot feasible ta form a special
class io any district or ta provids such educatica
for any [exceaptional] ckild in the public schools
af the distzicet, ths board of sctool directars of
the distric: skall secure such proper education
and trainiag osutside the public schosls 3£ the
district or ia special institutions, or by pravidiag
for teachiag the ckild ia his home . . . "

3l. Tte Secretary of Sducation, the Stata Scas2 of
Edccation, the camed School Districss acd [atermediate Cais,
each of them, for thermsalves, theiz :L"..cizls, employees,
age=ts acd scccessors agree that they shall coase and 2asiss
fzo= denying hYormebouad iastruction uader Secstioa 137Z(3) to

meanlly refazded ckildrea mersly Yecause 20 piys lca'l. disabilizy
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accorapacies the retardatioa 37 because recardation is aoe

a short-term disability.

32. Tte Atzorney Cegeral agrees 3 issue an Cpiaiona
declazing that a mecnlly retarded child, whether or ast physically
disabled, may receive Yomebound inst=uction -;:u! the State 3cazd
of Tdacatioa aad/or the Seczstary of Tducasiaa agrees to pramulgass
revised Regulations sad {arm3 i3 acsard therewith, supersediag the
"Harmebournd [catzuciisa Maacal" (1570) izscias as it caac=sas

mectally retasded childrex,

33, The aforesaid Cpinion and Regulations shall also pravide:

(a) that homegouad instsuctioa is the least preferable
of the prog=ams of educatioa aad trainiag admizistared by the Cegartmen:
of Education aad a3 mestally rstarded child shall aot be assigned o (2

ualess it is the program rast apprapriats ta the child's cagacities;

(b) that homebaouad lastsuctioa akall iavolve aducatioa
aad traianiag for at laast five hours 3 waeaek or for scch other reasocadle

period as the Stats Soard of Tducation may by :e;u!.a:\;:n provide,

(c) that aa assignmest to homebouad {astzuction skall
be re-evaluatad aot less thano every three rmocths, ind aatise of the
avaluation acd aa spporiuaity for a heariag thereon shall Se accorded
to the wcnt. or guasdiac, as set cut (a the Order of this Court dated
June 18, 1971, a3 acecded.

34. Copies of the aisrermenticced Cpizioc azd Regulazizas

sball be filed wizh the Cour? azd delivered 23 czuasel for zlalatiifs ga
or befors Tebracy 23, 1972, aad they skall Se issued aad promulgated

respectively on or beiore Maxch 3, 1572,




Sectioa 1375
35, Sectioa 1375 of tha School Cade of 1949, a3 aceaded,

24 Puzd. Stat, Sec. 13-1375, provides:

"neducable children sravided far S Seza-=—ant

ek
of Public Welis

"The State 3oard 3f Zducation skall eseablish stacdacds

far temparary or permaanest exclusion fram the public
school of childrea who are fouzd t3 be caeducable aed
untTaisizgaole ia the public schaals. Aay child whka

is reparzed by a persoa who is cartified as a public

school psycholagist as being uaeducable ard unt—aine

able ia the public schools, may De rzported by the boazd

of schosl dir=ciara ta the Superiatendent af Public lastzuc-
tioa aad whea aspraved by him, la accasdacncs with the
staodasds of the Sale Boazd of Sducation, shall he ca reified
to the Depart=ent of Public Welfars a1 a child wao is
uneducable acd uetrainable in the pablic schools, Whea a
child is thus certified, the public schaools skall be ralieved
of the oblization of providiag educatiaa 3r traiaiag for

such child. The Dezar:smect of Puslic .. elfaze skall there
upoa arraage {37 ke care, traizizg and supervisiaz af
such child in a r=aacer a9t incansistens wich the laws zaverziaz
meallly defective individeals

36. Defeadacts the Cormmzewealth of Pezasylvazia, the

Secrstary of Tducasiaa, ke State Board of
{ L

School Districts azd [atesmediate Usits « a2d the Secretasy of = ublic

Velfare, each of them, ‘o= termselves, their officars, e=alayees,

ageats and succeasors agree thal they shall cease and desiss Irom

applyicg SectHoa 1375 30 as 13 deay acc=13 19 a f=se public pragram

of education aad trainiag : Ay meatally remazded child.
37. The Ataraey Geaeral agress %3 {ssue aa Cpiaioa de-
clariag that sicce all childsen are cagable of benefitiag frzm a pr3gram

of educatica azd traiaizg, Section 1375 meaas stac izsofir as the Ce-
Fastment 3f Puilic Welfare is charged
azd supervision” of a exild castified »

Welfazz must provide 2 program f education aad traicizg agprozsiate

to the ciracities of thae ckild,
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38. The Atzaraey Cenesal agrzes ta issue aa Cpiaisa
declariag that Section 1375 means that whea ir.. is fovzd, oa the recs-
meisadatioa 3f a pubdlic school psycheolagist aad vpoa the approval of the
local board of school dizectors aad the Secranry of Zducatioa, as
;'-vl-wqd iz the due process hearing as set out la the Crder 3f this
Court dated Junae 13, 1971, that 2 meanlly retarded child would
benefit more {ram placement in a pragram of educatisa and traiaicg
adcinistered by the Deparmment of Public Welfare thaz ke would f2am
any program of educatioa aad traicing admiaistes=d by the Department
ef Tdzcation, he 3%all be c2tifisd to the Cezartmeat of Pullic Walfare

for placermeat ic 3 przgram of education acd traiziag.

3%. To assuse that aay progTam af educatioa aad *raiaixg

adm—inistesed by the Jepartment of Public Welfare shall grovide educa-
tion acd traiaizg aspsopriate ta a child’'s capacities the plaa seferzed
to ia Paragraph 50 below shall specify, iater alia,

{a) the standasds {37 bours of iastruction, pupil-
teacher ratioa, cassiculum, facilizies, and teacher qualifications
that shall e met {2 pragrams admiaistared Dy the Departheas

ef Puslic Welfare;

(b) the s=aadazds which-3! qualily aay menally
retazsed serson who cormplet=s 3 progTam acmiaistersd by
Depar=man: 3f Fudlic Welfars for a Figh Schosl Certificalz ara

Ce==ifica:s of Atzendance 23 caatemmzlated ia Seztisns 5-152 2ed 3-133 2l =%

Special Tducatioe Regulatians;

{c) tte reporta which will Se required in the coatiauizg
dischasge by tke Depastmeat of Sducatisa of its duty vader Sectica 1302(1)
of the Adrinistmative Code of 1929, as armaecded,7i Pard. Stac. Sec.

152(1), t3 iaspect and ta require reporis of programs of sducatian
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aod trainizg admiaistered by the Departmeat of Sublic VWelfare, which
reports stall include, for each ckhild in such éragra::u ao annual
lhumcn.t of educational strategy (as deficed in Saction 8-123 of the
Special Zducation Regulazioas) for the comiag year and at the close

of tha year aa evaluation of ttat strategy:

(d) tkat the Depar=ment of Zducation skall exercise the
power a=dar Sectioa 1925 of ke Schcol Code of 19493, as Asie=xded,
24 Puzd, Stat. Sec. 19-1925 1t supervise the progra=—s of educasion
acd tmizieg iz all i:uti.:-;:ia.u wholly o rarily supgorzed by the
Cepazt=eat of Public Welfare, acd tte praocedures 23 be adopted

therefor.

40, The Attaraey General agrees to issue aa Coinica 30
coastTuiag Sectioa 1375 and the 3o0ard ta praculgzate Regulacisns
implemeatiag said coesiruction, which Qpiaica and Regulationa »

skall also provide:

(2) tha: the Seccetasy of Tducation shall be Tesponsidle
for assuszisg that every meznlly remzded child is Placed laa gragma—
ef educaiioa and traiziag agsropriats 3 his leaszing cazacities, aad
to 12az ead, by Rules of Procedurs requiring thas reports of the acacal
ceasus aad evaluation, uader Section 1371(2) of the Schoal Cade of
1949, a3 ameaded, 24 Pusd. Star. 13-1371(2), be made to hiem, ke shall
be iaformed as to the ideatity, coaditisa, 2c2 educatisaal status of

every meahlly retasded child within the vasious school distriets,

() that skhould it appear that the pravisions of the

School Code relatiag ta the proper sduc=tion acd t=ainiag of mentally
retarded children have oot Seea commclied with or the aceds of the
mentally retarded child are zot beiag adequately sexved ia 2oy program

admiaistersd by the Desas==sni of Fublic Welfazs, the Department of




Education shall provide such education aed traicisg pusscaat ta
Sectisa 1925 of the School Cade of 1947, a3 ameaded, 24.Puesd, S,

Sec. 19-1926.

(e) tkat the sa=e right to zatice 3zd an opporsuzisy
for-a heariag as is ses out iz the Ordes of this Caus: of Juae 13, 1971,
shall be accorded on any chazge ia sducz“~ioez! assigament aciong
the programs of educatios 3=d training administarad by the Cepartece

of Public Welfazs,

(d) thkat actlasa than every two veass the assiga-
ment of aay meatally retardad child 2 2 pragram of education aad
trainiag admianistersd by thz Depasi=scs of Public Welfaze skall Ye

re~evaliatad by the Depistment of Tducatiza 22d woon such re-avaluasiaa,

the Order of this Cours, Zaisd Jeze 13, 1971, v5s a—ended.

4l. Copies of the aforesaid Coinion aad Regulatiaas shall

be filed with the Csar: and delivered %o counsel far plaiatii’s cn ar

before Tebruasy 23, 1972, acd they skall Ye issued and Promulzated

respectively oca or befors Masch 3, 1572,
Iv.

42, Each of the aamed plaintiffs shall Se immediately
re-avalcated by defencdaats acd, 33 3002 22 possible » but in na event
later tkaa Cctober 13, 1571, shall e aczorded accass %o a f-ee public

program of education aad traiaiag approoriats ®a his learazing casacitles.

41. Zvery retarded persoca betweea the ages of six azd
tweaty-oce years as of the cdals of this Crder aad thereaftar skall he

provided access % a free public pragracs of educatioa aad trailaiag
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appropriate o ki3 capacities as scon as passible bes la 20 evest latesz

than Septe=ber 1, 1972,

44. Wherever delecdants provide 3 pre-school program of
regular education azd traiaizg for childrea less than six yeass of
age, whether kiaderzariea or however called, eve ry ceatally recarded
child of the same ags as of the date of this Ozdex acd herealfter shall Se
provided access to 2 {ree public progra= of oduq:iqu aad imaiziag
aporoprials to his cagacities as sooa as possible but la no sveae

latar thag Sepetamber 1, 1972,

45. The parties exzlicitly resesve their right o heariag
and argument on the question of the obligation of dafeadanss t9 aceard
coripensatary educational apporusity to membaers of the plaineiis
class of whataver Age who were denied 1ccess t3 a {ree Public program

of education aad taiaiag without notica azd without a due process

bheariag while they weras aged six years ta twenty-one years, for a

period equal to the period of such wroagiul deajal,

46. To implement the afsremeaticaed relief acd to assure
that it is extended i3 all rmembers of tha clazs ectitled &5 (e, Heshars
Coldsteia, Ph.D. and Denais =, Fgzesty, S3q. are appoizted Mastess
for the purzose of gverseeiag a proceas of identificatiaa, evalcation,

sotificatizn, azd camplidaace hereinafies d.un::i'.-:ed.

47. Notice of this Order azd of the Order of Juze 15, 1971,
ia form %o e agre=ed upoa by couasel far the Farties, shall be given
by Cammoawealth defeadaazs to the Fareats and guardiaa of every
meatally rexarded persoa, aad of every person thought by defe=dants
ta be meznlly recarded, of :2a 3323 specified la Paragrapas 43, azd
44 above, zow resident ia the Cormmonwealts of Peaasylvaaia, who

Is zot beiag accorded access to a f=ee publia pragzam af education
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and traizciag, weether a3 a sesult =f exclusion, postponement,

excusal, or i2 aay other fashioa, {=r=al or i=fa=mal,

48. Witkia thizzy days of the date of shis Crdez, C

monweallh defeadazts shall far—ulate and skall submmi? 20 the Masters

for their aporaval 3 satisfaciary plia i3 idextily, locate, evaluate
aad give actice ta all the persons descrited in the feregaiag zasa-
Eraphs, aad to identifly all persons described ia Pangrazk 45,

which plaa skall iacluds, Sut not be limited ta, a search of the

records of the local school distzicta, of ‘the lnte=madiata Caits,

of Couaty MH/MR units, of the State Sckools acd Hosgitals, la=
cludiog the waiting lists for admission thersta, 1cd of lntesics cars
facilities, aad, to the extent neces sary, publication ia cewspagess
aod the use of radio acd telavision ia a masner calculated to rsach
‘the persons descsibed ;ia the foregoiag pamagraph. A& copy of the
proposed plaa shall be deliverad o counsel for plaintiffs who skall

be accorded a right to be heard thersoa.

49. Withia cinety days of the date of this Crder, Com=—oa-

wealth defeadaats shall identify acd leeate all gersons described iz

PAT3graph 47 above, give them notice acd zrovide for tieir evaluation,
azd shall repors to the Mastess the eases, circurnstaaces, ths ediuca-

ticcal biszories aad the sducatiormal ciagzcses of all persons so ideatified.’

50. By Aprill, 1972, Commoawealss defendaats shall
for=ulate and subrmit o the Masters for thaiz agproval a plag, %o
be effectuated by September 1, 1972, to commencs or Tecarmrsence
a !:u. public program of education aad traiaiag far all =ecally
Tetarded persoas described {a Paragrazh 4T above, and for all
meotally retasded sersoas of such iges herealter. The plan

skall specily the rang= of proagrams of educatisa and traiaiag,

their kiad aad qumber, cecassary to provide an appropriats
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program of education azd traiaiag to all meatally re;arded childrea,
whers they shall be conducted, a:rangemeants for thair fleaaciag,

and.' if additisnal teackers ars fouad to be necessary, the plaa skall
specily recruitment, biring, aad training arTaagesmaents. The

plaa shall specify such additionsl standazds aad procedures,

lacludiag but aot lirsited 3 those specified ia Paragraph 39 abave,

as may be consistent with this Crder and zecsssasy ta it effectuaticn.
A copy of the pragosed plaa will be deliverad ta coczsel far plaiasiily

whao siall be accorded a zight to be heard thereaa.

51. Kby Sa;uu::-.‘:;p: 1, 1572, azy loaal schoal discsizt
is ot providiag a free public educatiaa m all mentally setasded
persoas withia its resporsibility as provided herzinbefors ia special
classes or schools escablished and maiatzined by school diszrices
or bas not secursd such proper esducatiaa acd traiaing sctside the

public schools of the distric: ar la special iascicutions, aad U

an iatarmediate uaic is oot providicg such education by meazs aof

additiocal classes 3r schools 23 ar= necessasy or otherwise
providiag for the proper edueation dad mainiag of such jersons
wio are eot earzlled (a zlasses or schools miinnined aad operazead
by school distziczs ar who are not stherwise praovided far, tke

Secremary of Tduezatise, zusuaszato Sectian 13TZ(5) of the Public

School Cade of 1949, 24 Susd, Sta:, 1372(3), skall dizeec:ly pravide,
maintaia, administer, supervise and sperate programs [ar the

ecducatiza aad traizing of these children,

52. The Masters shall hear aay members of the plaiaeiss

class who may be aggrieved in the implemestation of this Order,

53. The Mastara shall be campensated by Camrmoawealths

defendaats,
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54. This Cous: shall retain jurizdiction af the matter
antil it bas heasd the fizal regort of the Masters oa a= befare

Octabes 15, 1572,

§5. Axzy child who is mezally retazded asd =ho
also kas acotber exceptiscalily or othes exceptiomalizies, whether
bliad, deaf, cershral ralsied, braiz damaged, —esculys dystroshied
or social or emoticcally disturbed, or otherwise, isrespec:ive of the
primacy diagoosis, atall be considersd mezally retazded ‘or

pusrposes of the Agrsements aad Crdars hersia,

T la( L\ R A

Thormas X. Gilhool J. Srane Creamar
Ansracy for Plaiasiffs /’At'arr-c] Geaeral
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Secretary of Tducation
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Mrs. Helene Woclzepiuin
Secreta Y é.{:’l_tll.i: Welfarse
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Commissioner of Mental
Retardation
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COST OF INSTITUTIONALIZING CHILD

Senator SpecTer. I was especially interested in your statement on a
cost of $55,000 a year to institutionalize a child as opposed to a cost of
$4,500 to $5,500 a year to educate a child. .

I would like to ask you to begin your testimony by giving us the
source of those statistics and the consideration on those matters and
then to proceed to summarize your testimony.

Mr. GenTILE. Actually, my statistics were a little inflated. It even costs
less. I'll be glad to give you the source.

Institutionalization is higher and the costs are lower. The information
that I have is from Mr. Shearsky. The cost per student—

Senator SpecTER. Who is Mr. Shearsky?

Mr. GentiLe. School District Budget Office.

Senator SpecTer. Which school district?

Mr. GenTiLe. Philadelphia, I would assume. I had this prepared for
me.

For the year 1981-82 the per handicapped student cost was $4,000
per annum as computed by State law guidelines. Regular education
costs were $2,100. So it would seem to me that to educate a hand-
icapped child is only $1,900 more than a regular person.

Senator SpecTER. What was the source of your statistic on $55,000?

Mr. Genmie. Comes from the simple division of the amount of
money given to Pennhurst and the number of people that are there that
are housed. It is closer to $60,000, but the budgets are currently being
cut slightly. The latest information 1 had about 1 week ago was some-
where in the vicinity of $160 per day.

Senator SPeCTER. Proceed, please.

Mr. Gentie. On the basis of this information, if we start public
school at 4.7 years and we keep the developmentally disabled citizen
there until he is 21, that is 16.3 years of education. That's $1,900 extra
that we are paying during that 16 years, which is a total of about
$31,000 for 16 years of education.

If we were to put the individual into an institution at $55,000 a year,
and those are pretty standrd figures, it would be close to $1 million for
that same period of time, $896,500. Education is 29 times less than in-
stitutionalizing.

Now, I'm speaking strictly economics. I'm not even going to make
mention to the humanitarian concerns, the isolation, the brutalization of
the human being which goes along with it.

PREFERENCE FOR CATEGORICAL GRANT

Senator SeecTer. What is your sense, Mr. Gentile, as to the ad-
visability of going the block-grant route as opposed to the categorical
grant route?

Mr. GentiLe. Well, can I read the statement? We believe in the cate-
gorical form. It is imperative that special education moneys not be
block granted. Based on the history of special needs children in the
public education sector, we cannot confidently agree to any reformation
of present statutory law that would make the kind of educational ser-
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vices provided to special needs children a discretionary matter with lo-
cal educational agencies. There are simply too many financial and politi-
cal pressures on local governing bodies which would threaten the in-
tegrity of special education programs that are discretionary.

Therefore, we urge this subcommittee to reject any proposals for
block granting. Block granting as it has been proposed would put spe-
cial education funds into a lump with other funding streams and allow
local educational agencies to use this lump as they see fit. We believe
that special education moneys would be diverted into other uses under
such a system. '

I wonder, Senator—I have some broad statement that 1 think would
be wiser to speak of first. It would take about 1 minute or so.

Senator SpecTER. Fine.

Mr. GentiLe. Then perhaps you could go into it a little more deeply.
I have always been fighting, you know, for the past 10 years—a large
part of my time has been in the area of special education and the court
fights that have happened and sometimes these are 10- and 15-hour
days, 80 percent of the time, you know, and it always seemed to me
that 1 fight my old enemy, time. How do you compress all that kind of
knowledge in a 2-minute discourse in front of people that are going to
affect the life of our children? I thought the wisest way to do it would
be—o

Senator SpecTer. Have you been involved in this litigation entitled
the Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v. the Common-
wealth since its inception in 19717 -

Mr. GeniLe. Yes. Our president, Will Jinks, and Mr. Bernstein from
our board of directors were two of the three people that started it and
it has been my duty since 1971 to implement that program with the
public school system. I'm also the person responsible for the compli-
ance suit against the board of education since 1977.

So that I would say in the whole country the kind of information
that I have is unique and I would just like to mention some very basic
things; that is, in our opinion, education—and I think it has to be
stated it's a single dominant factor which determines whether a develop-
mentally disabled individual can make it. About 80 percent of mentally
retarded people are capable of substantial independence. Not many
people know this. The history of developmentally disabled children in
our schools before intervention by the Federal Government is one of
exclusion and denial. A turning point occurred in May 1972 when the
consent decree was entered in the case of PARC v. the Commonwealth
and this decree prohibited the State from enforcing exclusionary laws as
well as requiring the State to begin locating, planning, identifying for
the education of the special education children.

We found that court cases were not enough. In 1975 Congress re-
sponded to such problems as lack of enforcement authority to apply the
law. 1 would submit that a large portion of Public Law 94-142 was
taken from our PARC v. Commonwealth. They worked with a lot of
our information and took a lot of information from that. Our people
were very active in helping to develop that.
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Senator SpecTEr. Mr. Gentile, won’t the Commonwealth be under a
continuing obligation to comply with the consent decree of the PARC
case, notwithstanding whatever Federal funding may be available? Per-
haps that’s a question you ought to be asking me instead of me asking
you.

Mr. GenTiLk. I would say it is a legal question and a political ques-
tion. I deal with the real pragmatic—the application and the practicali-
ties—I'm a street fighter and I deal with what actually happens and not
with what should happen or what is proposed to happen, and let me
tell you that we fought for this consent decree.

Senator SeecTer. Under the consent decree the Commonwealth has
certain obligations to maintain funding for retarded children.

Mr. GENTILE. Yes, they do. But they haven’t done it, they haven’t. In
1972-73 the biggest argument was there was no money: therefore, we
are not going to comply. There is no money so we are not going to do
it is what was said and our answer from our lawyers is that money is no
excuse. IU's the law. They just simply delayed and played around with
it.

I worked from 1972 to 1977 witnout getting anything from either Pub-
lic Law 94-142 or from the consent decree.

Senator SpecTeR. When was the consent decree entered?

Mr. Gentie. The consent decree was entered in the early 1970s.
They started working in 1968-69 and I think 1972 or 1971 was the
timeframe and from that time until I sued the board of education start-
ing in 1977 very little was done, sir, very little.

Senator SecTER. What is the situation at the present time?

Mr. Genmie. Fantastic. The fact that the Federal law was there to
begin with, the fact that the Federal courts helped to support it—let me
tell you that now in the city of Philadelphia our special education han-
dicapped, all handicapped—we are dealing with something like 14,000
men and women. Prior to 1972 I don't think they could count 1,800, 90
percent of which were out on suspension. Now we have 14,000. Not
only do we have them in, but there are attempts being made with
ESEA—these are child study evaluation teams, not only psychologists
but several disciplines studying each child and trying to create programs
for that, and we are doing that.

We brought in vocational evaluators, we are making parents, we are
making principals and teachers sensitized to what has to be done.

Senator SpecTer. Mr. Gentile, in what context where the State will
receive funds on a block-grant concept and you have a consent decree
won’t you have a mechanism in place to assure that retarded children
will have adequate funding?

Mr. GentiLe. Could 1 give you two examples and draw your own con-
clusions from those because that's what I go by?

Last summer I was transcribing from WWDB some Frank Sinatra
records and | inadvertently transcribed a news release which I still have
and that is—let me make sure I get this straight because it is important.
There was a bill being prepared in Harrisburg and they said the Gov-
ernor would veto it and I didn’t hear anything else of it but the bill was
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being prepared to take $4 million away from public school education in
Philadelphia and was going to be used for horse racing and handicap-
ping. That's one. The only thing just recently was, I think, it was—

Senator SpecTeR. Mr. Gentile, I don’t think that is very helpful.

Mr. GeENTILE. Isn't it? See, Senator, the law says yes, they should do it
and yes, we will fight to the full extent of the law. There’s no question
about that. But it’s been very slow in coming and only when we have
used the most extreme degrees—now even in Federal court—

Senator SPecTer. Excuse me. Dr. Marcase, will you join us in this
panel? We appreciate your staying. Perhaps your experience and your
insight could lend some assistance on this, and I'm especially concerned
about the retarded issue and I do know the history of the PARC litiga-
tion. I do know that Judge Becker has molded the decree in a very
unique and creative way and when we talk about at least for Pen-
nsylvania on the retarded issue it may well be that the customary in-
formities of the block grant will not apply to the retarded because we
have this court decree.

What is your sense of that, Dr. Marcase?

Dr. MArcase. I'm happy that you gave me the opportunity to com-
ment on that,

I would like to clarify an earlier statement that I made when I en-
dorsed the block-grant concept to some conditional extent. It did not in-
clude Public Law 94-142 or education of the handicapped. I feel that
that should remain as categorical as I believe some other programs
should remain categorical. The problem with Public Law 94-142—and I
do believe in the moral and legal obligation that we have to provide the
maximum, optimum quality education for handicapped children, but
the problem simply has been that it has never been funded to the de-
gree that I believe the legislation had intended. It's going to be reduced
in the coming year.

I think we received $5.4 million last year. We will receive $3.8 mil-
lion in 1981-82 and, as I understand it, the original intent was to in-
Crease the percentage up to 40 percent of the cost and that is not
materializing. In fact, it’s going downhill.

We recognize our obligation. We think we are providing a quality
program but there is no question about the fact that we are experienc-
ing tremendous problems in doing that simply because of arbitrary deci-
gons that are being made by the Commonwealth and also a lack of

nding.

Senator SpecTeR. Do you know whether Pennsylvania uses funds avail-
able under the Federal Handicapped Education Law to conduct pro-
grams for handicapped juveniles in correctional institutions?

Dr. Marcase. 1 believe they do, but I'm not familiar with that suffi-
cient to testify.

Senator SpecTer. Thank you very much.
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THE CENTER FOR PHILADELPHIA AREA DEVELOPMENT
STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. RAFSKY

PREPARED STATEMENT

Mr. Rafsky, it is a pleasure to have you on this panel.

Mr. Rarsky. Thank you.

Senator SpecTer. A friend and neighbor of longstanding, I welcome
you here.

I had not had an opportunity to see your prepared statement until
this morning. In accordance with the standard committee procedures, it
will be made a part of our record and we would appreciate it if you
would summarize your statement.

Mr. Rarsky. Thank you.

[The statement follows:]
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of vocational equipment and supplies. The tremendous problems of staff
layoffs each year, uncertainty, and other ills that befall a city school
system causes many trade and industry who come fram industry into education
to leave and go back into industry. Thus, even a shortage of workers in
same of the vocational education fields becanes a greater problem in the
instructional staff area.

Philadelphia has not had a viable post secondary 13th or 14th year or
Adult Vocational Training Program except isolated high demand courses
in four standard evening high schools and special programs such as the
John Wanamaker Institute, AFSCE, private industrial training, and
apprenticeship training programs, as well as the CETA supported programs
(yet the demand for training programs for the older student is on the
increase) .

With there having been a 50% growth in vocational education enrollment
nationally since 1972, and since there are over 28,000 students enrolled
in secondary vocational education in Philadelphia, it is extremely
important that Philadelphia receive increased vocational education money
to:
a) Update its instructors through and industry exchance
program

b) Update its facilities

Make optimum use of existing facilities for employers
who need training and retraining programs operated
and for operating these programs when the building
is not in use by secondary age students.

Introduce staff to computerized and dther advancing
technologies and utilize comuters for better managing
of vocational education.
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N Hardest
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monies frequently are unused and are returned to the
state by same Local Education Agency. Further, limiting
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administering programs to these populations, places a
major burden on LEA's. >

In summary, fewer dollars from the Vocational Education
Legislation, fewer dollars at the Iocal Bducation Agency
level, and an increasing number of educationally and
economically disadvantaged students - a disproportionate
nutber for large urban areas - makes the Fiscal 1982 year
operations outlook very bleak.

What is the Capability of State and local Government Entities
to assume a greater share of costs and administration of federal
programs of concern to you?

1. State and Local Entities already suoport Vocational Bducation
$10 for every §1 spent by the Federal Government. While the
$10 figure may be decreasing because of inflation, it still
appears that the local and state suvport for Vocational
Education will be more than that of the Federal Government,
since the Federal Goverrnment did cut the Fiscal 1982 appropria-
tions.
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be spent on these pooulations. State and LEA's should be
required to give demograchic and statistical data for
their constituents upon initial application for®funds.

Thereafter, only changes in this data should be reported, and
the extent to which vocational funds were utilized in effecting
the change should be documented. For example, information
should be reported on state and local labor market needs,
percentage of minorities, females, etc., the number employed
by position (machinist, electrician, electronics technician,
etc.) at the end of their training.

. Funding should be made to local school districts and/or tax
break incentives should be given to employers who utilize
and support the use of existing public school facilities for
their training needs.

. Other providers of publicly-funded training, such as the
Department of labor (CETA) should be encouraged to make use
of Public School and Community College facilities rather
than money on renovating buildings and acquiring new equipment
while existing facilities go unused. All agencies must be
encouraged to be more cost efficient in the use of rederal
funds.

5. Build in better coor
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FUNDING FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

Mr. Rarsky. I apologize for the lateness in getting the testimony to
you. We had some vacation staff problems and 1 was delayed in doing
that.

Senator SPECTER. | wasn’t suggesting any problem in terms of its time
of arrival; simply that I had not had an opportunity to review it.

Mr. Rarsky. The point that I think we want to make on behalf of
our organization, the Center for Philadelphia Area Development, is that
the funding for vocational education from the Federal Government is
absolutely essential in terms of the viable economy of the business and
industries in the city of Philadelphia.

We think that it is very consonant with the Federal administration’s
program for economic recovery because it does aim directly at trying to
strengthen the employment potential for youngsters who have had dif-
ficulty without this kind of help.

I say this and my testimony tends to support this on the basis of a
number of programs that currently we are conducting with the Phila-
delphia public school system. In those programs we are working very
closely with the vocational educational people in the school system in
terms of testing as to the ability of the youngsters in finding employ-
ment both in terms of part-time and summer employment as well as in
terms of permanent employment.
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In that process we have developed a good, strong relationship with
the school system in which we are able to identify early on what are the
needs of employers and translate that back irito the school system itself,
That’s the kind of relationship which is innovative in many ways in
which we are uncovering the needs of employers and translating that
back into the school system and, in turn, having the school system alert
us to the various things that they are prepared to do for employers and
is one realistic way in which we can make employable many of the
youngsters who in the past have not been ready for the world of work.

We think that any cutback in the vocational funds will adversely af-
fect our ability to work that way because we are not dealing in the stan-
dard vocational educational techniques. We are dealing in a very special-
ized way.

As we uncover situations where there’s remedial needs, we identify
them and we hope that the school district can comply, as they have
been up until now,

Our programs have been basically on a pilot basis because our fund-
ings have come from State governments and from foundations with the
understanding that the experiments will lead to further expansion of the
programs but without the vocational educational funding at the school
district level this will not be possible.

I can say based on the experience we have now had for the past 1%
years that employers do welcome this kind of relationship. It means
that they have a headstart in bringing to their jobs youngsters who are
not only trained but motivated to be good employees and we, in turn,

from the business point of view are abje to point out to the school
district how they might be able to make changes and improve their
operations so that those youngsters will be more ready to take on a job.
it is for that reason that we feel very strongly and are here this morning
to urge that the level of vocational education funds be maintained. I say
in my testimony that we do tend to favor a certain amount of flexibility
and that some of the categorical funds do not permit that.

BLOCK-GRANT PROGRAM

Since you have asked some questions about block grant, let me at
this point indicate what my position is. Philosophically, I'm a strong ad-
vocate of block grants. I believe it's invaluable because it provides flexi-
bility and discretion where it is necessary. However, in terms of the
present arrangement where block grants are given to the States and not
directly to the localities at least in the field of education, I would like to
see, if the block-grant program is continued, certain conditions placed
on it, conditions that reflect, for example, the special needs of urban
areas like Philadelphia where we have a heavier concentration of dis-
advantaged population which do not have the advantages of, say, some
of the other communities around the country, understanding that the
block grants will be used in many ways to tie in with industry oppor-
tunities and not be isolated.

With those kinds of conditions where the skewing of the funds would
be where the need is greatest and where there is a realistic approach to
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providing vocational education to youngsters, I think that the block
grant is a desirable way to do it and would, therefore, urge it if it could
be done in the way I have outlined.

Thank you. _

Senator SpecTer. Mr. Rafsky, what do you think would be the conse-
quence if funds for vocational education are put in a block and left
with the State government in Harrisburg? Do you think that the needs
of vocational education would be able to compete satisfactorily with all
the other demands on those block funds to have an appropriate amount
allocated to vocational training?

Mr. Rarsky. My own feeling is that the odds are that it probably will
because there currently is a strong feeling on the part of most educators
that vocaticnal or career education is important. My concern, really, is
in a different category, namely, that the State would, in effect. from a
political point of view, try to distribute the funds perhaps on a popula-
tion basis or jurisdiction basis without regard to need. The pattern cur-
rently followed in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has been always
on the basis of distributing it as evenly as possible without fully taking
into account certain factors. I know the formulas are designed to reflect
them to some extent but they don't go far enough in terms of the kind
of population, the poverty, the burden of taxation in a city like Phila-
delphia and we find ourself continually arguing with the State legisla-
ture as to whether a city like Philadelphia is getting its fair share and
it’s that kind of concern that bothers me about block grants to States
that I would like to see some Federal guidelines so that it doesn't get—
funds do not get distributed without taking into account these special
needs.

Senator SpecTer. Mr. Rafsky, we would be very appreciative if you
would provide us with the kind of language—to the extent you could
provide us with the specific language, it would be very helpful to us in
structuring the legislation.

Mr. RaFsky. I'd be pleased to do that.

Senator SecTer. That is a problem we face constantly and our ex-
perience is necessarily much more limited than yours and we start to
wrestle with the kind of language which would be meaningful and effec-
tive. Your help would be very much appreciated.

I note that on the issue of vocational education, in fiscal year 1981
the budget provided for $674.5 million and President Carter’s budget
for 1982 called for §779.2 million. The Reagan budget would have re-
duced it, President Reagan’s budget would have reduced it to $661.2
million and the bill which was enacted by the Congress, the reconcilia-
tion bill, put it at $735 million. So that is an increase over the preced-
Ing year.

Mr. Rarsky. I should have said and did want to make this point that
I would be asking this subcommittee not to go below the authorization
of $735 million.

Senator SPECTER. Is it your sense that that is adequate?

Mr. Rarsky. Well, it's not really adequate but I think in terms of the

needs of our economy it is something that we all have to learn to work
with.
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Senator SpecTer. Do you have a sense that Mr. Stockman may be
looking at that $735 million as an area for cutting?

Mr. Rarsky. I read the reports as you do and I'm afraid that might
be one of the targets.

Senator Specter. Well, Mr. Stockman has a pretty broad gage shot-
gun as he tackles these targets. On the aid to the handicapped, the total
figures for fiscal year 1981 were $1,025 million and President Carter
asked in fiscal year 1982 for $1,135 million. President Reagan wanted to
put it in a block grant which the Congress decided not to do and we
ended up with $1,149,950,000 which is in excess of what President
Carter had proposed. Where we stood with the handicapped as well as
on vocational education led to good figures by comparison to the past.
We have had some really ferocious battles on these issues in the com-
mittees and this is the sort of continuing concern which is very im-

portant to keep the ammunition present to maintain this kind of sup-
port.

COUNCIL FOR AREA PROGRESS

Mr. Rafsky, one final question. You are with the Council for Area
Progress. Would you describe what your council consists of, who your
council consists of?

Mr. Rarsky. Our council is an affiliate of the Philadelphia Greater
Chamber of Commerce. It has a board of directors of 15 business peo-
ple, all various backgrounds. Its role within the chamber is to concern
itself with issues of corporate social responsibility and human resources.

Senator Specter. Mr. Rafsky, do yoursense that the business com-
munity is going to start to pick up somwof the slack? Having gotten sig-
nificantly the tax cuts which the business community wanted and hav-
ing seen significant budget cuts, there are those of us in the Congress
who are looking to the private sector to start to pick up some of the
slack, some of the CETA employees who are let go and some other re-
ductions, when some other reductions take effect, there is a hope and
an expectation that the business community will move now on these
matters,

Mr. Rarsky. I have already seen on the part of a great many business
firms a willingness to increase their participation in certain areas. How-
ever, I think it's a mistake to feel that all of that reflected in the Fed-
eral cutbacks are going to be picked up by private enterprise. It just
won't reach that point, as far as I can see. When you bring it down to a
city like Philadelphia, you get a very mixed picture because those which
are large firms and which are either headquartered here or have strong
national affiliations, they are the ones which are prepared to make in-
creases and already have identified them. The other smaller firms, many
of them are not yet participating in any recovery and I think they are
going to face problems until the tax cuts at least to get into effect and 1
have seen no real response to increased appeals at this time.

Senator Specter. Well, when you next meet with your group would
you convey to them my message that it would be enormously helpful 10
the system if the private sector would start to respond to the benefits
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which this program brings because it is not possible to predict with any
certainty what the success is going to be? The economics field is too
complicated to have any assurances. If the program is to work, it is
going to have to have the cooperation of the private sector and if there
is an enormous lag time between the recovery and the time the budget
cuts take effect, the political climate may be such in 1982-84 that the
program will not be carried forward. It's going to be a very severe test-
ing period, in my judgment, in the course of the next 12 months.

Mr. Rarsky. I'd be pleased to communicate that to our September
board meeting. I think it's important to emphasize, however, that many
of these business firms are already participating and have a long record
of doing so. Certainly, in terms of our relations with the Philadelphia
School District and particularly in career education, we have had many
volunteer business people working in a wide variety of ways and trying
to help out and will probably continue to do that.

Senator SpecTer. Mr. Rafsky, I know he group you are associated
with already has that particular message. It would be more appropriate
if I asked you to carry that message to them as not members of your
group.

Thank you very much, gentlemen. That's very helpful. We will now
move to panel three.

PENNSYLVANIA ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

STATEMENT OF JAMES A. REAM, PRESIDENT, PENNSYLVANIA ASSOCI-
ATION OF UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES

PREPARED STATEMENT

Gentlemen, let me thank you for being here today. Thank you for
submitting your statements in advance. They will be made a part of the
record fully,

[The statement follows:]
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PRePARED STATEMENT oF JAMES A, ReaAM

PRESIDENT

PENNSYLVANIA AssocIATION OF COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

My name is James A. Ream. 1 am President of the
Pennsylvania Association of Colleges and Universities with
offices located in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. On benalf of the
Association, 1 am privileged to participate in these hearings
and to present the viewpoints of my colleagues. We are grate-
ful to Senator Harrison Schmitt, Chairman of the Committee, and
to Senator Arlen Specter for this opportunity.

Some background on the nature of Pennsylvania Associa-
tion of Colleges and Universities will help to clarify the
direction and content of my testimony. The Association was
created in 1896. Today the membership i1s comprised of 115
public and private college and university presidents from
throughout the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The Association
is unique among the fifty states in that it adopts and publicly

advocates policy positions developed and endorsed by both

public and independent institutions of higher education in the

interests of the 500,000 students they serve. The single voice
of this Assoclation speaks always on behalf of those policy
positions which permit all sectors of higher education to
maximize educational opportunity and quality for those
students. Thus we seek to preserve the diversity and
excellence which have historically characterized Pennsylvania
higher education.

This cooperation among the sSectors serves the public
interest in unique and important ways. It has made it possible
for us to adopt for the guidance of public policy makers a

Comprenhensive Proposal for Financing Higher Education in
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Pennsylvania. Our Association has also conducted a
comprehensive inventory and evaluation of all the state's
college degree programs. Presently, we are cooperating with
the Pennsylvania Economy League in research to reveal the
economic impact of nhigher education upon the Commonwealth of
Pennsylania We provided major input to the 1978 Master Plan
for Pennsylvania nigher education and are helping with the
implementation of that plan. All of these undertakings
facilitate the most efficient utilization of the public and
private resources which are committed in support of higher
education. Our research and advocacy activities concentrate on
vital and sensitive areas where an agency from outside the
higher education community might be unable to elicit the same
degree of cooperation as we enjoy.

I state these objectives of the Association simply to

point out that changes in the administration of federal student

aid funds, such as those recently put into place by the budget

reconciliation legislation, tend to be divisive because they
fall unevenly upon the public and independent institutions in
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. These apparent ineguities
strain the fabric of unity which has permitted our institutions
to resolve their differences within a context of shared purpose
and to speak then in concert to the Congress.

A good example of the divisive nature of the changes
made in the Guaranteed Student Loan Program is found in statis-
tics compiled by the Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance
Agency on August 17, 1981 which indicate that the $30,000 cap
on the Guaranteed Student Loan Program coupled with the
requirement for establisning need above $30,000 adjusted family
income will restrict the loan eligibility of 5,801 full time
undergraduates presently enrolled at Pennsylvania's fourteen
state-owned institutions and 5,165 enrolled at Pennsylvania's

four state-related universities. This simply means that
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students who were able to borrow under the Guaranteed Student

Loan Program before the recent changes will have their loan

eligibility eliminated or restricted, with the impact falling

very heavily on students at two types of institutions in the
public sector.

Lest my testimony Suggest a critical note, I want to
commend the members of Congress for their wisdom in establish-
ing the $30,000 Guaranteed Student Loan cap with a need
analysis above $30,000 as the better choice, rather than
instituting a Guaranteed Student Loan Program based totally on
need which was one of the alternatives facing the Congress.
Preliminary data indicated that basing the entire Guaranteed
Student Loan Program on estimated need would have even more

seriously hurt students at Pennsylvania public institutions.

A more 1insidious aspect of these reductions in student
aid i1s that they reflect and even foster a stultifying pre-
occupation with the price of higher education, regardless of
its quality or character. As a result, students are routinely
expected to study where they can pay the bill, not necessarily
where their talents can best be employed. We in higher
education promote diversity of opportunity because people are
diverse in their abilities and aspirations. Their ability to
learn does not always correlate highly with their ability to
pay.

The philosophy guiding our programs of aid should
emphasize the value to society of broadly educated and
technically competent citizens in an era when we plan to
reassert this Nation's historically preeminent position in
science, engineering and commerce. It is false economy of tne
worst kind for the world's most enligntened nation to save

money by wasting minds. Ultimately, America's only true wealth
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15 knowledgel Support for higher education is a capital
investment, not a benevolence.

As a sugggestion for this Committee, we would propose
that the Congress for the next fiscal year consider increasing
the Guaranteed Student Loan Program ceiling for adjusted family
income from the present $30,000 to $40,000, One of the major
reasons why students 1in public institutions in Pennsylvania are
S0 seriously affected by reduced access to aid is that tultions
in the public institutions in Pennsylvania are among the
highest 1n the nation. This is a fact that is seldom recog-
nized as changes in federal student aid law are made. For
example, the tuition, room and board charges at Penn State for
1981-82 are $3700 for the academic year. Tuition, room and
board at Pennsylvania's state-owned colleges is in the range of
$2900, with tuition alone at $1250. It is not uncommon to find
tuition at public institutions in the midwest and far west in a
range of $600 to $800.

I also invite your attention to the present practice of
allocating Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant funds to

the states on the basis of a state allotment formula which is

enrollment driven. Although this 1s a program supposedly

targeted for necly students, this formula puts the emphasis on
numbers of students, not their individual or aggregate need.
In an excellent article on this subject in the May, 1981
Journal of Student Finance Aid Benjammin Sandler identifies New
York and Pennsylvania as two states which are significantly
short-changed by this formula. MNr. Sandler suggests that
Pennsylvania's 1980-81 SEOG funding was only 89.2% of the level
which would have been justified on the basis of student need,
not student number.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, given the tightness
of tne state's recent budgets and the erosion of the state's

tax base will have a diminishing ability to support programs
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which have traditionally been state-funded. Examples of this
trend are the recent 5% increases in higher education
appropriations (at a time of B-10% inflation) and the $2
million cut in the Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance
Agency's state scholarship program, as well as a $2 million
reduction in the community college appropriations for 1981-82.

The budget secretary of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania estimates that in 1982-83 the Commonwealth will
lose at least 5100 million in Corporate Net Income tax revenue
because of the change in the federal depreciation schedules for
corporations. If this revenue shortfall in Pennsylvania for
the next fiscal year is applied across the board, it could mean
a reduction in state appropriations to higher education of as
much as $6 million.

As the Congress considers priorities for all types of
federal aid to higher education, we would suggest that in
Pennsylvania student aid is far more important than any other
federal aid to colleges and universities. It is important that
Congress understand the "packaging®™ nature of the campus-based
student aid programs which have traditionally been part of the
funding utilized by college and university financial aid
administrators. The Supplementary Equal Opportunity Grant,
College Wwork Study, and the National Direct Student Loan are
all essential elements of this package and should continue to
be made available in combination with Pell Grants and
Guaranteed Student Loans if the maximum flexibility for low

income and middle income students is to survive.

Thank you for this opportunity to appear before the

Subcommittee. Please call on the Pennsylvania Association of
Colleges and Universities wnenever we can assist in your

deliberations.
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TUITION COSTS IN STATE-OWNED COLLEGES

Senator Specter. Dr. Ream, we will start with you. You are executive
director of the Pennsylvania Association of Colleges and Universities.
Let me start with this question.

I know that, from your prepared testimony, that tuition for Pennsyl-
vania-owned State colleges is in the range of—tuition, room and board
is in the range of $2,900, with tuition alone at $1.250 whereas, as you
note, it is not uncommon to find tuition at schools in the Midwest and
Far West at $800. Why such a significant differential?

Dr. Ream. I think the public system in Pennsylvania has historically
been here for many years and, of course, it's grown up with a very
large private system of higher education in the Commonwealth. Most of
the midwest and far west institutions, particularly at the public level,
have come on the scene more recently and the differential, frankly, has
been a problem with State appropriations and the ability of the Com-
monwealth to appropriate to these public institutions.

Senator SPECTER. You are suggesting that the midwestern institutions
have better appropriations from their State assemblies?

Dr. Ream. Yes. Traditionally, Senator, we used the MM Chambers
data from the University of Illinois which breaks out all of the State ap-
propriations to higher education. Pennsylvania traditionally has been
about 46, 47, 48 in terms of per capita appropriations to higher educa-
tion, State appropriations. We always have been low on the list of State
appropriations.

Senator SpecTerR. We only give one-half or two-thirds as much?

Dr. Ream. Absolutely.

COSTS OF RUNNING STATE INSTITUTIONS

Senator Seecter. Our State institutions, are they more expensive to
run than midwestern State institutions?

Dr. Ream. I don’t think the actual cost of education differs that much
when you consider tuition, room and board, but it's a question of
ability and willingness to support it because when State appropriations
are not there, obviously tuition goes up and Pennsylvania’s public in-
stitutions are among the highest in the Nation in terms of tuition.

Senator SpecTer. Well, that's a good starting point, Dr. Ream. If you
would proceed with your testimony.

Dr. Ream. Thank you. Senator, I want to thank you and the mem-
bers of the Appropriations Committee for this opportunity. | timed my
summary out last night in my hotel room and it came to 2 minutes and
32 seconds and I'll try to meet that.

This is an association of 115 public and private college and university
presidents in the State of Pennsylvania and it is, therefore, unique be-
cause it's public and private higher education attempting to iron out its
problems together, to reach consensus. to essentially provide a single
voice to the Congress and to the State legislature on public policy

which affects higher education and we think we do a fairly good job on
that. '
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Senator Schmitt’s letter did ask us to comment on what the reconcilia-
tion and the whole budget matter has done to our normal way of doing
business and 1 would have to say that the tensions between public and
private higher education in Pennsylvania have increased and have
heightened considerably, Let me give you a reason why.

If, in fact, 40 percent of all the students who last year received guar-
anteed student loans are either ineligible or eligible for smaller guaran-
teed student loans, we are bound to set up tensions between public and
private institutions in Pennsylvania. I've got to say, Senator, that from
our vantage point we would commend the Congress for the $30,000
ceiling on the guaranteed student loan program rather than going en-
tirely to need. We thought that was an important move because going
totally to need one of the options that faced the Congress and we were
glad to see that you took the $30,000 with——

Senator Specter. Why? Why were you glad?

Dr. Ream. Well, because going totally to need would have really dis-
advantaged students at public institutions. It does not disadvantage kids
at private institutions because the cost of education, tuition, room and
board are so terribly high now in private institutions.

Senator SpecTEr. So that no one at a private institution now could
show need, in any event?

Dr. REam. That’s essentially right.

Senator SpecTER. One of the problems we had on the committee was

in trying to understand the formulas on need. They are extraordinarily
complicated.

Dr. Ream. I agree.

Senator SpecTER. Maybe not so, but seemingly so to those of us in
the Congress.

Dr. Ream. They are terribly complex and I'm sure Mr. Reeher could
comment on that.

In any event, we thought that was the way to go with the options
that the Congress faced. When you take a look that with the changes
made in the guaranteed student loan program, if it's true that 5,800 stu-
dents who attend our 14 State colleges in Pennsylvania and 5,165 at our
4 State-related universities will have their own eligibility either elim-
inated or restricted, we have to say that’s serious and it's going to have
a very profound effect on the way our association really operates. The
curtailment of Federal grants and loan funds will probably cause larger
numbers of students to seek the lowest cost education and thereby do
serious damage to what we consider to be a cherished principle in
higher education and that is the principle of choice and it simply may
be because the funds are not there.

We are convinced that the guaranteed student loan program has been
that program which closed the gap as a student faced higher education.
That was the program that closed the gap and permitted them to go
and maybe the very one not available will cause them to drop out.

Senator SpecTeRr. Dr. Ream, how much difference does it make which
institution a student goes to?
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Dr. Ream. Well, it doesn’t make that much difference except the di-
versity of a 2-year community college education of a public institution,
they all have merit. They've got something to offer Pennsylvanians.
Either they are affordable, they are available, they are in close geo-
graphic proximity. It's the whole range of diversity that is important to
Pennsylvania higher education and we would rather not see that put on
the basis of—

Senator SPECTER. I went to four schools, Russell High School in Rus-
sell, Kans., the University of Oklahoma, the University of Pennsylvania,
and the Yale Law School and after spanning that spectrum, I'm not at
all convinced that it makes any difference which school a person goes
10
* Dr. Ream. I don't think it makes that much difference, Senator. I'm
saying that the diversity system we have at least in Pennsylvania ought
to be there and ought to be maintained. If students are not able to fund
their financial higher education, some of them are not going to be able
to make it, some of the institutions are not going to make it and that’s
100 bad because—

Senator SpecTer. But is there a problem because the student finds it
necessary {0 go to an institution where it is less expensive?

Dr. Ream. No, not really, except at the public institutions with the
public subsidy that will cause an increase in cost in the public sector.
Qualitywise, I agree with you. I don’t think there is that much dif-
ference. We would hope, Senator, that the Senate would give some
thought to changing the allocation formula for the SEOG program, the
supplementary equal opportunity grant program.

Now, the State allocation, State formula by which the funds are dis-
tributed at the Federal level are now based on number of students. We
think that a change in that formula by which the funds are allocated to
the States and truly put on the basis of need would not disadvantage a
State such as Pennsylvania. There is now a study, recent study, that in-
dicates that Pennsylvania has only gotten about 89 percent of the fund-
ing it should have gotten under the supplementary equal opportunity
grant program because the formula is skewed simply to numbers rather
than the need of the students receiving the SEOG. We were asked to
comment, and I will do this briefly, on the State’s ability to pick up
some of the costs that will not be federally funded.

The appropriations increases for Pennsylvania higher education in the
past few years have ranged about 5 percent at a time when inflation has
been running 8 to 10 percent. This vear $2 million has been cut out of
the Pennsylvania higher education assistance agency State scholarship
program, $2 million has been cut out of the appropriation by the State
for the community colleges in Pennsylvania. Our budget secretary in
Pennsylvania estimates that the Commomwealth of Pennsylvania during
the current fiscal year may lose as much as $100 million in corporate
net income tax revenue as a result of the Federal changes in deprecia-
ton schedules for corporations.

Senator Seecter. Doesn't have to. All they have to do is modify the
State law.
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Dr. Ream. Well, that sounds easy, Senator, but when you put that to
the industrial corporate community you are going to get an entirely dif-
ferent reaction, I suspect.

Senator SPecTER. You don't think it’s sufficient to have those ac-

celerated depreciation schedules and the tax benefits flow at the Federal
level?

Dr. REam. That’s arguable.

Senator Specter. I have not seen anyone even suggest the State is
free to do what it chooses.

Dr. ReaM. The point is 1 don’t think many States have moved in that
direction.

Senator SpecTer. I don’t suppose they will, but it's a distinct alterna-
tive.

Dr. Ream. Yes. Finally, Senator, in terms of priorities in Federal
funding, I think from the vantage point of our institutions, student
financial aid is probably the most important when you look at the full
panoply of Federal aid to higher education. The packaging nature of
Federal student aid is terribly important to our institutions. When you
take the NDSL, SEOG, the campus-based student aid programs with
Pell Grants with the guaranteed student loans we would have to say
that would be our priority.

Again, to paraphrase something said earlier, that is not to say that
Federal funds for research to our universities is not important. It's criti-
cally important and we need that as well. When it comes to crunch,
these campus-based student aid programs are absolutely essential to our
institutions.

Thank you, Senator.

Senator Specter. Thank you very much, Dr. Ream.

PENNSYLVANIA HIGHER EDUCATION ASSISTANCE AGENCY

STATEMENT OF KENNETH R. REEHER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, PENNSYL-
VANIA HIGHER EDUCATION ASSISTANCE AGENCY

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SpecTer. Before hearing a summary of your testimony, Mr.
Reeher, we will place your prepared statement in the record at this
point.

[The statement follows:]
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programs at any level. However, state governments have been the primary sponsors of
higher education opportunities through direct subsidy of costs of education and the

provision of capital expenses for the construction of public postsecondary institutions.

Agencies of the Commcnwealth, especially PHEAA, the Department of Education, and
the publicly-supported postsecondary educational institutions, have played a long-
term role in administering federal financial aid programs. In theory, the agencies
of the Commonwealth could substantially increase their shares of the costs of admini-
stering the federal aid programs if they were given sufficient time to obtain resources
and prepare to do so. In fact, they have increased their share of administrative
burdens and costs in response to many legislative changes in this and earlier years--

with very little Jead time to respond to those changes and limited financial incentives
to do so.

The Commonwealth financed the student loan program in Pennsylvania for many
years when other states chose to let the federal government guarantee loans for their
students. Pennsylvania was one of the earliest ploneers in financing grant programs

to needy students at taxpayer expense.

The issue is not as much the state agencies' abilities to accept a greater share

of the administrative burden as it is one of justifying acceptance of these new

burdens. Shifting the administrative costs of federal student aid programs to state
agencies, such as PHEAA, without providing some significant incentives to the states
for accepting these increased costs seems unjust and in violation of the philosophy
underlying the federal-state-institutional partnership in financial aid. It also
places an unjust burden on those states which have for many years financed the admini-
stration of federal aid programs when other states accepted the benefits of these

federal programs without offering administrative or financial support,

Although the agencies of the Commonwealth are probably capable of and willing to
accept an increased responsibility and administrative effort, the support for these
increased cfforts could not be expected to come from state sources of funding. Other
states' agencies may be unwilling and unable to play a greater role in the administration
of federal aid programs unless federal incentives are offered to justify the states'
increased expenditures for staff and other resources to enhance state administrative
capabilities. (Over half the states have grant or scholarship programs which are
relatively small and have become operational, due in part to federal incentives,
within the last ten years. Of the 51 state loan guaranty programs now in operation,

26 began making GSLP loans within the last five years.)

The creation of incentives to states to accept larger roles in the administra-
tion of federal programs brings us to consideration of the third issue posed in our
invitation to testify: the changes in funding priorities we recommend to improve the
targeting and efficiency of federal aid programs. We start with the guiding principle
that the best federal aid program changes are those which are likely to produce the
maximum leverage of state, institutional, or private dollars to financial aid programs.
The use of federal dollars to create additional sources of support from non-federal
sources provides, from our viewpoint, the best incentive to states to accept more of

the adainistrative costs and functions of the federal aid programs.
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The federal program which leverages the most dollars of non-federal financial
aid is the GSLP program, Although the federal government's costs for subsidization

of the GSLP have skyrocketed in t past three years, the principal loaned to students

is derived from private sources. Guaranteed loans represent over one-third of all

financial aid and educational benefits available to students from all federal, state,
institutional, and private sources. They account for more than twice as many dollars
of support to students than does the Pell Grant Program. The highest priority should
be given to maintaining the GSLP Program and the access to student loans it provides

from private sources of funding .

The new GSLP legislation, which restricts borrowing among students from families
with incomes above $30,000 to "financial need”, will help depress the government's
costs of subsidizing the GSLP program. However, because college costs are increasing
at a double-digit rate, Pell Grants have been reduced, and students have relatively
less access to aid from other sources, borrowing among lower- and middle-income
students may increase to such an extent that GSLP subsidy costs will continue to

rise,

Restricting borrowing among higher-income students to their "financial need™ has
the potential for at least two undesirable effects. First of all, the way "financial
need” is measured could severely limit student access to loan funds which are truly
nevded. This is especially likely to happen in 1982-83 when the Congressional
Methodology for Need Analysis is legislated to guide the delivery of all Title 1V
funds. The Congressional Methodology is not geared to the measurement of need for
loans among specific borrowers, It is an adaptation of a need analysis methodology
which was designed to ration limited federal grant dollars among a guite different
population of aid applicants than those who apply for guaranteed loans. Using this
methodology could result in restrictions on borrowing which prove disastrous to many

postsecondary institutions.

Secondly, the use of need analysis systems in the GSLP Program may so increase
the administrative costs and complexity of the program that lenders and guarantors
may decide to reduce or discontinue participation in the program. This could cause

an even more severe restriction on student ac 88 to loar

Priority should be given to GSLP legislation which e = Cess
and lender participation in the program. If federal etary exigencies require
reductions in the costs of subsidizing the GSLP program, then priority should be
given to reducing the costs of those subsidies whic ccur after the borrowers are no
longer students. The Depart f Educatior itly estimated that B0 percent of
the current costs of G5LP subsidies are for subsidies to borrowers who are no longer

in school.

Earlier this year PHEAR offered a proposal to the igher education c nity to
reduce the "after-school® subsidy costs by providing borrowers with various d unt
rates and terms for early repayment of their loans. An analysis of this proposal
sugges that this "discount plan® would reduce the federal govern
subsidy costs by approximately 40 percent withe it restricting sded stu
to loans or lender participation in the program. PHEAA strongly urges the

to direct its attention to this proposal and other proposals to restrict GSLP subsidy
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costs which occur after the borrower is no longer a student and when the borrower is

employed and able to repay a loan in a timely fashion.

The federal program which currently provides some incentive to states to increase
their support of grant programs is the State Student Incentive Grant (551G) program.
Since S551G's inception in 1974-75, 27 states and territories have established new

grant programs. In 1980-81, these 27 new areas' programs awarded §331 million to

students. This amount represents less than four percent of all state grant program

expenditures. But the 27 new programs received about 17 percent of all 1980-81 551G
allocations, so the ability of the federal incentives contained in the SS5IG to create

a positive effect on financial aid funding in some states should not be minimized.

The primary reason that the effect of SSI1G allocations on other state grant
programs is limited is that federal appropriations are generally too small to provide
significant incentives to generate new utate appropriations and administrative
support. The S81G funding levels have repr ited, on the average, only about seven
percent of all annual state grant program expenditures. Appropriations to the SSIG
have taken p to funding priorities given to the Pell Grant and federal

With the exception of the College Work-Study Program and, to
a much lesser extent, the National Direct Student Loan Program, these other federal
programs are devoid of any ability to leverage dollars from non-federal sources of

funding

The current 551G program requires an egual matching of federal with state dollars,
so every dollar of federal support leverages at least two dollars of grant aid to
students. Larger 551G appropriations and allocations to states and an increased
state matching formula would provide greater incentives to states to increase their

funding of their grant programs.

example, if the IG appropriations were increased and allocated under the

requirement that every two newly appropriated federal dollars be matched with only

propriated state dollar, the & xely to increase support of

programs. Just a ten percent increase, about $7.68 million, in the 1980-
81 SSIG appropriation would generate $3.84 million in new state appropriations for a
total increase of state grant aid to s ents of $11.52. Doubling the S5IG appropria-
tion under the “two-for-one®™ matching formula would generate an additional $38.4
million in state appropriations for a total increase of state grant aid to students
of $§116 million. This amount would represent a 13 percent overall increase in

available aid from state grant programs.

An alternative to simply easing federal student costs by increasing the
ropriation wou p t TCen ¢ Pell Grant appropria-
tion to the SSIG and distributing this amount among all states with a requirement
that each state match these new alloc s on & dollar for dollar basis.
srits to the Pell Grant ule would C by I5 percent at all award

levels.
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Thank you for asking us
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DISCOUNT OPTION

Senator Seecter. Mr. Reeher, I would like to ask you a question at
the outset of your summary of your testimony. With respect to the very
interesting suggestion of having the borrower make an earlier repay-
ment of the student loan, which is an idea which 1 saw first expressed
in your prepared statement, what would you recommend specifically?

Mr. ReenEr. Senator, I believe we have provided your staff possibly
on the education side with a copy of that discount option paper. I do
have another copy with me that we can give you. We have taken the ap-
proach that if you want to save Federal dollars, the budget committee
went the wrong way. What they have done is they have cut out new
loans and are impacting on access of students to higher education.
Their failure is to recognize where the Federal dollars are going.

About 80 percent of the cost this year for the guaranteed student
loan program is for those loans which are already out. In other words,
you have billions of dollars of 7 percent loans where the student is
charged 7 percent and the last quarter the Federal Government subsidy
was 12% percent. We put out a substantial number of 9-percent loans
since last January where the Federal subsidies, special allowance that’s
paid to the banks, is 10% on top of that and these students have a $30
a month, 10-year repayment schedule and our study indicates that if the
Government would discount that loan by 30 percent at the time the stu-
dent graduates that as compared to the 10-year repayment, the Federal
Government would save 47 percent of their cost and the student would
save 50 percent.

Let me take it one step further. At the close of the grace period if
you would discount that loan 20 percent, the Government would save
46 percent of its cost as compared to financing that low-interest loan
over a 10-year period. A survey we did of the student borrowers in
Pennsylvania indicates that 52 percent of our student borrowers would
be likely to take advantage of that option at the close of the grace
period and 1 year after they are in repayment where the Government
savings is still 43 percent if you discounted 15 percent of what they
owe, 71 percent of the borrowers indicated a likeliness to participate.

Last year we had 1,300,000 borrowers come due for repayment and
our figures indicate that if you would get into that discount option that
the Government would this year save $566 million.

Now, there is a little catch to that because you have come up with
the front-end expenditure to handle the discount and you really start to
get your savings in the third year. We think that at some point you
have to look away from the immediate savings and look at the outyear
savings and the only way to do that is to get these highly subsidized
loans that have been made in large numbers off the books as quickly as
possible. We think that can be done. You can effect your savings and
not impact on student access.

Senator SpecTER. When will you propose that the students start repay-
ing the loan?

Mr. Reexer. Currently, depending on their loan, they will repay at 9
months after graduation or 6 months after graduation.
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Senator Specter. The full loan?

Mr. Reener. We are saying that within 30 days if they pay the full
loan off you give them a 30-percent discount. Now, of course, the ques-
tion comes: Well, where does that money come from if they had to bor-
row it?

We have to recognize that a majority of the borrowing is a cash flow
problem. Parents can’t come up with 6, 7, 8, $9.000 a year 4 years in a
row for one child and maybe 6 years in a row if they have two
children. So it's a cash flow problem and we think that parents can put
some of those funds away.

Senator Specter. Under existing law when does the student start to
repay the loan?

Mr. ReeHER. The 7-percent loans are due 9 months after graduation.

Senator Specter. The full loan?

Mr. Reener. No, the repayment begins.

Senator SPECTER. Repayment schedule begins?

Mr, Reener. They have a $30 monthly payment for up to 10 years to
repay it. The 9-percent loans begin 6 months after graduation.

The other thing that we would suggest that has not been coupled in
with this discount—

Senator Specter. How much could that be accelerated, in your judg-
ment?

Mr. Reener. Well, for example, if you would build into your ena-
bling legislation a tax relief for an employer who would pay this off for
a potential employee, it might have very serious, a very serious impact
in future years.

Senator Seecter. That's going 1o cost you money somewhere else.

Mr. Reener. That's possible, yes.

Senator Specter. What is the net saving going to be if we give the
employer a tax benefit if he repays the lIoan?

Mr. ReeHER. We estimate—
Senator SpECTER. Comes out of one vest pocket into another, doesn’t

it?

Mr. Reeser. No; you are committed currently to financing that loan
at treasury bill plus 3% percent for up to 10 years. You are enabling
people to retain a 7- or a 9-percent loan for 10 years in a 19%-percent
market. You have billions of dollars of that out there and to really af-
fect your savings—as I pointed out, 80 percent of the loan cost is sub-
sidizing those loans which have already been made and as long as you
have to do that you really have to impact on new loans and access to ef-
fect any savings.

Our figures indicate that the 1.3 million students who were due for
repayment this year, if that program would g0 into effect according to
the survey figures of participation that they have indicated to us, you
would save $566 million.

Senator Specter. What do those figures suggest, that they can repay
the loans faster than they are currently being required to?

Mr. ReeHER. Yes, and they are also crazy if they did in the current
market.
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Senator SpecTer. They are repaying the loans not by going out and
borrowing other funds to repay the loans. They are repaying them
faster out of their own earnings, just a matter of an allocation of
resources?

Mr. Reener, If 1 follow yvour point, Senator, the student has in hand
a 7-percent long-term loan. They are in a 19%-percent market.

Senator SpecTer. The object is to say to the borrower to pay it back
as promptly as you can without affecting the ability to support yourself
otherwise.

Mr. ReenEr. Yes.

Senator Seecter. What does your experience show to be the maxi-
mum acceleration which we could expect the students to repay the loan,
still leaving them able to support themselves?

Mr. Reener. Well, our survey of the borrowers indicated that 52 per-
cent would participate at the close of the grace period, the 9 months or
the 6 months.

Senator Specter. When you say participate, you mean start to repay?

Mr, Reeqer, Would participate in the accelerated repayment.

Senator SpecTeEr. What would tnat accelerated schedule be?

Mr. ReeHER. At the close of the grace period they would make the
full repayment in exchange for a 20-percent discount of the principal.

Senator SpecTer. So that you are suggesting they go out and borrow
the money to do that?

Mr. ReeHER. Yes.

Senator SpecTer. Does that make financial sense for them to do that?

Mr., ReesER. Yes, it does, Senator. They could go into the market at
12 or 13 percent and pay off a 7-percent loan and save money.

Senator Specter. How can they find 12 or 13 percent money?

Mr. Reexer. Well, that was the figures that we were looking at at the
time.

Senator SpecTer. But that's not realistic today, is it?

Mr. ReesER. No; there is the possibility, Senator, that, for example,
parents at that point could refinance home equity at 15 percent and
they could save money.

Senator SpecTEr. 1 think you raise a very good point on the basic con-
sideration. After the education is finished it might be an appropriate
time for the individual to assume a greater share of the interest cost be-
cause you are really looking at his interest as opposed to some other in-
dividual who needs the money while he is going to school and if you
are comparing those two people, the equities lie with the person who
wants to be in school. I think it's a very interesting idea, Mr. Reeher,
which had occurred to my colleague apparently, but not to me.

Mr. ReesEr. 1 would suggest, Senator, that you ask your staff to
study closely the dollars that the Federal Government has already com-
mitted to these long-term repayment plans and when you get those in
focus, what the Government will spend over the next vear, and you
compare with the short-term costs, that's where your savings come in.

Senator, if I might, I would ask if you would permit that the discount
paper be entered into the record. We will provide copies of that
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Senator SpecTER. Yes, we shall do that.

Mr. ReesER. 1 have covered the cost of the loan program to the Fed-
eral Government. I don’t want to move away from that without point-
ing out the very critical role that the loan program plays in financing
higher education. If we take all of the BEOG or Pell grants and add
thereto all of the State scholarships that are offered in Pennsylvania,
some $70 million, about $120 million in Pell grants, if you take and add
those two together and multiply it by 2% times you reach the level of
the student loan program.

We are working with the Pennsylvania Economy League and PACU
to try to do what an analysis of what higher education means economi-
cally to the Commonwealth. We would hope to be able to share that
with you at some point.

Senator, I'm not going to go through my presentation. I note that the
Chair has read these presentations before we arrived, but to make some
additional comments that might be of interest 10 you. In the area of stu-
dent loan, the student loan program in the city of Philadelphia, last
year we made almost 64,000 student loans worth $142% million. Since
the program’s inception we have helped through the student loan
323,000 students, residents of Philadelphia, worth $589 million. So any

changes to this program does have an impact on your local con-
stituency.

STATE GRANTS

In the area of grants, in State grants, in last year we gave $9% mil-
lion in state grants in Philadelphia. The basic grant program gave nearly
$30 million. It was a $50 cut in the Pell grant last year. This year we
will give $14.6 million in State grants in Philadelphia. That is an in-
crease of about 12 percent.

On the other hand, the basic grant will drop from nearly $30 million
to about $26 million because all of those students have been subjected
10 an additional $80 cut.

In addition, the inflation adjustment that is normally made for their
income has been removed as the administration pulled back the
previous regs.

Three questions were presented by the chairman. If I might just ad-
dress those.

Senator Seecter. If you are going to do so, will you please be very
brief because we are running very late at this point and I want to move
on?

Mr. ReeHEr. Yes; the impact boils down to if you want a student
loan, now you apply two times: you apply first in the student loan
program, go through need, see whether or not you are eligible for any-
thing, and then your parents apply a second time. So there is that
workload for the colleges and ourselves.

As far as the capability of State or local government to assume any-
thing further, I think that we have bypassed the State treasury, we have
bypassed the ability of the State treasury 1o finance higher education
funding in little things such as we are not aware of. In Pennsylvania we
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have provided matching for State and community colleges. We have un-
derfunded the SSIG, the State student incentive grant. Every Federal
dollar that you put into that we must match. We think there is a great
potential there for you to leverage State dollars. The basic grant is not
matched. The SSIG is matched.

Senator SpecTER. And that match comes from where?

Mr. ReenEr. From the State treasury.

Senator SpecTer. Do you think the Pell grants ought to be structured
to call for a match?

Mr. REesER. A portion of that money could, in fact, be redirected to
the State with a marching requirement and it would be possible where
your Pell grant now is below the $1,800 maximum because of cuts. The
max is $1,670. You could do that.

Senator SpecTer. Do you think if there were a match requirement
that the State would have the funds to make that match?

Mr. Reener. Well, | think our biggest problem in higher education in
Pennsylvania is getting the State to set a priority for those moneys and
I believe that if you put that carrot out there, that it possibly would
happen. With $76 million in State student incentive grant Federal
dollars you have created 28 new State grant programs with that mini-
mum money so the potential is there. All of the Federal money that we
get through the SSIG in Pennsylvania has been matched and, in fact,
overmatched. So I believe the potential is there.

Senator SpecTer. Thank you very much, Mr. Reeher.

PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY

STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN BRUGEL, DIRECTOR OF STUDENT AID, PENN-
SYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SeecTer. Next is Dr. Brugel. We will place your prepared
statement in the record and then move on to the questions.
[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT of Joun F. BrueeL, DirecTor

OrF1CE OF STUDENT AID, PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY

It is a pleasure to appear before
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cost for the 1981-82 AY, the origination fee and income cap/need approach
should have been implemented by April 15 as processing for the next school

year begins at this point. By August 1, (see Table II - PSU GSL Processing)

20,000 GSL Applications had been processed by the University.

TABLE II - PSU GSL PROCESSING

Loan Applications Total Academic
Processed by August 1 Year Program

1980 (80-81 AY) 11,000 23,300 recipients
$50.1 million

1981 (81-82 AY) 20,000 Estimated at
27,000 recipients
$54.0 million

Consequently, while the total 81-82 program can only be estimated at
this time the majority of the loans will have been submitted and processed

under the old regulations sans origination fee and new loan limiting features.

The final GSLP changes reflect a thoughtful and reasonable effort to
reduce program cost by sharing expenses and reducing program volume.
These changes, in conjunction witt retention of the in-school interest
subsidy, will permit responsible student participatior Additional con-
sideration should be given to the long range program cost reductions

available through early loan retirement (loan discounting).

Campus Based Aid Programs

National Direct Student Loan (NDSL)

The NDSL is usually packaged with other aid sources to agsis

need students at our institution. For the current year an extreme
ship has been created by a 5100 million r ion in federal fund

Penn State suffered an NDSL reduction of over $800,000. This program
constitutes, in the case of many schools, the largest single source of

campus controlled assistance to help needy stud

The drastic cut in funding caused over 1,000 PSU students to be dropped
e o

from the program. While these students will be eligible to receive
Guaranteed Student Loans, following graduation they w have
concurrent NDSL and GSL repayments which can prove to be an unmanageable

burden.

While the succeeding fiscal year federal b g provide a stable 5286

million for this program, the disruptive impact of this year's reduction
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should be recognized. Appendix I contains several selected case histories
from the over 6000 needy PSU students denied campus based aid for the
1981-82 academic year. These cases illustrate the program displacement
which occurs when federal funding is held constant or reduced while academic

and non-academic costs continue to rise.

The recent change in the NDSL interest rate from 4 to 5% was appropriate
but perhaps too modest. The ability of the loan to assist students
rapidly decreases each year due to the loss of "purchasing" power to
inflation and a legacy of 3% and 4% loans.

A more realistic NDSL interest rate would be 7% or 8%. The inflationary
drain on the NDSL fund would be reduced and yet the interest would be

attractive and manageable for students.

Summa ry

@ Students and families are currently paying the major portion of higher
education costs. The family share will rise sharply due to rising
institutional costs and declining Pell Grant and Social Security
assistance, The case studies in Appendix I clearly demonstrate that
additional family sacrifice - student employment and borrowing will be
necessary for many students if they are to continue their studies.
1981-82 GSL volume will increase due to the reductions in other aid
sources and the rising cost of institutional attendance, GSL cost
reductions will not be evident until the 1982-83 academic year.
While a gradual reduction in federal aid programs may be viewed as
necessary or desirable, abrupt changes cause a good deal of family
suffering and unanticipated hardship.

ATTACHMENT I

MAJOR SOURCES OF STUDENT ASSISTANCE
1980-81

Loans (19.4%)

Family
Contribution
58.4%

|
| Grants (9.0%)

Other (6.9%)~_ "/ Aggregate Cost= $283,000,000
o TS // Total Aid = $117.956,000

Y

Employment (4.7%) \\ Family Cont. = $165,044,000

ot

Scholarships (1.6%) ~———




LOANS $54,953,000

1. Guaranteed Student Loan $50,100,000
2. National Direct Student Loan 4,200,000
3. University Loan 653,000
GRANTS $25,580,000
BEOG $13,729,000
SEOG 2,725,000
State Grants 8,221,000
Miscellaneous Grants 905, 000

OTHER $19,629,000
Social Security Benefits $ 6,247,000

6,24
VA Benefits 9,582,000
Miscellaneous 3,800,000

EMPLOYMENT $13,200,000

1. Work Study $ 4,300,000
2 University Employment 8,900,000

SCHGLAPSHIP% $ 4,594,000

1 University $ 1,178,000
2. Industrial, Business, etc. 1,732,000
3.. ROTC 1,684,000
APPENDIX I
CASE STUDIES

This past spring over 6000 needy upperclass Penn State students received

a "regrets

letter indicating that no Direct Loan (NDSL) , Supplemental

Grant (SEOG) or federal employment (CWSP) award could be offered due to

fund limitations. These students were advised to pursue the Guaranteed

Loan, Pell Grant, and State Grant Programs.

It is not unusual for an aid office to refer "less needy” students to other
forms of assistance. However, a review of four selected cases f this
year's population may prove instructive as many extremely high need students
had to be rejected.

Case 1

FM is a 3rd year student majoring in Individual and Family Studies with

a 3.46 cumulative grade point average. A

Grant

ate Grant







CASE 4
PS is a 3rd year student carrying a 3.52 grade point average in Water
Resource Engineering Technology. PS is from a 4-member, 1 parent working

(laborer), 1 in college family residing in N.E. Pennsylvania.

1980-81 1981-82
Family Income (AGI) $16,076 $13,430

Family Contribution 1, 1,250

Need ’ $ 4,666
Aid
Pell Grant 5 $ 496

State Grant 10 910
NDSL 0

TOTAL ¢ 03 < 1,406
Comment: During 1980-81 student must have relied on off-campus
employment of approximately $1,000. Though student's grants

increased by $620 for 1981-82, unmet need still exceeds $3,200.
NDSL INTEREST RATE CHANGE

Senator Specter. Dr. John Brugel, director of Student Aid, Penn-
sylvania State University.

I was interested with your statement overall, Dr. Brugel, but focused
with particularity on a comment that you made about the recent change
in the NDSL interest rate from 4 to 5 percent was appropriate but per-
haps to modest. What would your recommendation have been, Dr.
Brugel?

Dr. BruGeL. If 1 would have had my druthers, Senator, 1 would have
seen us rather not have the $100 million cut we suffered this past year
but, rather, to have a higher interest rate for students to assist us in our
efforts with that program.

I was fortunate enough to borrow at 3 percent 100 years ago and it’s
only 5 percent now, I think that is far too modest.

Senator SpecTEr. I don't think your statement told us when you made
your borrowing.

Dr. BrRuceL. When you limited me to 7 pages, I did not choose to do
that. However, in 1959 I was borrowing. Also in 1960 I borrowed as a
graduate student in California.

Senator SPECTER. You paid 3 percent and it's now up to S percent?

Dr. BruceL. I paid 3 percent on the NDSL that I borrowed and the
new notes that would be issued this year would be at 5 percent. I just
think that’s a very, very modest interest rate and could very easily be
higher. I would think 7 or 8 percent could be very easily defended be-
cause each year the purchasing power for the colleges is being reduced,
the value of their NDSL fund is being reduced.

Senator Seecter. Fine. If you would summarize your testimony,
please, Dr. Brugel.
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Dr. BruceL. I appreciate the opportunity to demonstrate the effect of
some of the Federal initiatives on Penn State and 1 believe it probably
will reflect what is happening at other institutions.

As you know, the Federal effort has been to transfer a degree of
responsibility back to families and to States.

I did an assessment of the situation at Penn State and have that
demonstrated in my paper to show you that prior to the most recent in-
itiative parents and the family, the students, were picking up ap-
proximately 58 percent already of their cost and then if you factored in
loans and employment of all types, that figure was in excess of 80 per-
cent of the full cost.

I just throught that was a very significant figure for you to be aware
of, Senator, that, indeed, the major portion has not been borne by
either the Federal or the State government. The cost reducing activities
have had a very discernible effect on our campus. The average Pell
award is down by $125. The number of awards has been reduced by
2,000 for next year.

Senator SpecTeR. The average Pell Award is down by $125.

Dr. BrRucGeL. Yes, sir.

Senator SpEcTER. But the reduction was only $80, was it not?

Dr. BruceL. Well, actually there were three separate efforts at reduc-
ing the award in that program. One is the $50—when legislation was
calling for $1,800, we have a $50 cut that began there. We had no offset
or no inflationary change to the family contribution offset. so some
families just became ineligible on the basis of the inflationary push on
their income and then the $80 across-the-board cut.

Senator Specter. What is the impact, in your judgment, of the $80
reduction? We had a long discussion about that in the subcommittee as
to what that meant and we may have been in an atmosphere which
wasn't as realistic as your atmosphere and the essential question which
we re trying o come to grips with as we are trying to pare the budget
someplace is will an $80 reduction cause some students somewhere to
drop out?

Dr. BRUGEL. I doubt that that factor alone would cause students to
drop out, Senator. I think that the combination of factors that we see
arising will be causing some students to either opt out of the particular
type of institution they are attending or to change their pattern of at-
tendance so that they will be studying on a part-time basis rather than a
full-time basis.

I do intend to initiate a follow-up study at Penn State to see what has
happened to many of the students that we were forced to deny Federal
aid to this past year. We had over 6,000 students who were extremely
needy but had to be denied financial assistance from the university.

Senator SpecTerR. I'm informed that President Carter had requested
the elimination of the NDSL and the structuring of an entirely new
program.

Let me ask this question of you gentlemen as a group. Would it
make more sense to structure some overall program as opposed to the
varieties of programs which are in the field? It is a fair maze to go

B5-142 0 - 82 - 8
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through for a student who is considering a loan. It is a fair maze for a
Senator to go through to seek to understand these matters. I'm for-
tunate to have experts—Gar has been here since 1974 and Jacqueline
since 1974—well, for a long while. Would it make more sense to have a
single program?

Mr. RegsER. Senator, if | might respond to that. The Carter proposal
was designed to move from direct appropriations for NDSL to off-
budget financing which, when President Reagan came in, he was op-
posed to that kind of thing. I am in the State student loan business but
I think that the institutions do need the capability to make loans when
they are working with parents and students, particularly the low-income
student that has never been in a commercial bank and doesn’t know
how to go about getting access. If that program could be funded in
another way other than the direct appropriation it could be larger and
that was the Carter concept, that by moving off budget you could gen-
erate moneys in different ways to provide more of that direct NDSL
type of loan.

At the same time, though, it would have moved from 4 percent to
more closely the money market kind of loan.

There was a question about students dropping out and whether or
not that would occur. In Pennsylvania we have had a $130 cut in the
Pell grant program. We have had roughly 10 percent in the State grant,
$150. The student now has to pay a S-percent origination fee in the
guaranteed loan program, which is another reduction. That totals $405
in cuts.

Senator Seecter. Not for everybody. Everybody doesn't get the total
cut.

Mr. Reeter. Well, in the Pell grant everybody got it.

Senator SpecTer. The cuts are directed to different segments. One in-
dividual doesn't sustain the entire $400 plus cut.

Mr. ReeHER. Yes, they do, Senator. If I might explain that. The thing
that varies by individual is the failure to inflate the family contribution
for the change in inflation. The Pell grant cuts, the other two Pell grant
cuts are flat across for everybody, $50 last year, another $80 this year,
so every student is down $130. In the State grant program we cut
everyone 10.2 percent across the board. As of August 23 every student
that borrows $2,500 has a flat S-percent offset for an origination fee
against their loan. They are all down $405. In addition to that, our
average tuition fees, room and board increase which varies by in-
dividual, but on the average is up $500. So relatively speaking, they are
in a position short $905 compared to last year and that when it all
comes together could result in dropouts. Probably not the first semester.
Maybe the second semester. Next year no one knows what’s going to
happen. We ran in the first 8 days of this fiscal year, we ran $307 mil-
lion worth of loans.

Senator SpecTer. I'll tell you what I'd like you gentlemen to do. |
would like you to stay in touch with us. That is the critical question.
What is it going to cost us in terms of dropouts? We are making
speculative judgments, to term it politely, on trying to allocate an enor-
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mously complicated budget where we juggle $695 billion on appropria-
tions and, obviously, this is one facet. The process is incredibly complex
as we sit in subcommittee and go through computer print after com-
puter print and try to figure out where to come out with the reductions.
I's a very complex judgmental game. Well, process. We will strike the
word “game.”

The really critical question we have on this line is we are all products
of the education system. None of us would be where we are without it.
What we do not want to do is cause dropouts and we are trying to put
a strain on everybody along the way to have everybody exercise the
maximum amount of individuality possible so we don’t have to cut
food stamps anymore, so we don't have to cut fuel assistance anymore.

We would appreciate your continuing inputs because, again, it is not
cast in concrete. About the only thing cast in concrete is our fleeing
day, which is now into the afternoon.

Gentlemen, we thank you very much and we will move now to panel
4, -

COMMONWEALTH ASSOCIATION OF STUDENTS
STATEMENT OF MS. SANDY JOHNSON
PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Ambrosino, we thought we would call you up
because it would just facilitate the panel. Just sit with us as we proceed
here,

Miss Johnson, would you summarize your testimony for us, please?

[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COMMONWEALTH ASSOCIATION OF STUDENTS

August 17, 1981

-

INTRODUCTION

.

The Commonwealth Association of Students (CAS), which represents students
attending the fourteen state colleges in Pennsylvania, has long been an
advocate of equal access to post-secondary education. The 1981-82
federal and Pennsylvania state budgets severely limit this access by
making significant cuts in student financial aid and other higher
education programs. All of our members will be affected in varying
degrees because of these changes. Many students will be forced to limit
or lrop out of their studies due to their lack of funding.

Like most college students in Pennsylvania, I would be unable to con-
tinue in my college education were it not for the Guaranteed Student
Loan Program and other federal and state grants. As president of CAS,
I am compelled to represent the concerns of the individuals pursuing

& post-secondary education within the state college system and I intend
to actively address their rights as voting citizens to a4 low-cost
accessible education.

PROBLEMS

Unfortunately, the measures set forth on the federal and state levels
are making our educational goals very difficult to attain.

On the national scene, the $12 million budget reduction in higher educa-
tion programs has placed a limit on the number of PELL grants and National
Direct Student Loans to be disbursed, establishing additional needs
criteria and/or spending ceilings. Perhaps the most detrimental blows
have been dealt to the Guaranteed Student Loan Program.

Established in 1966, this program was created to provide low-interest

rate loans to college students to supplement other aid and family con-
tributions. The Guarantee Student Loan (GSL) amended to the program in
1978, allowed all students to borrow under the program, despite family
annual income. This move enabled students from middle income families

to participate. The final federal budget, signed’'into law August 13, 1981
will most likely eliminate at least one-third of the students now borrowing
under this program if the current needs analysis for other federal
financial aid programs is incorporated. We recognize the necessity of some
screening procedures but feel the current methods of determining eligi-
bility discriminatory against a larger number of its previous participants-
the middle class. Not only is the needs analysis for all students whose
parents divided incomes exceed $30,000 being implemented, but those indi-
viduals deemed needy enbugh to borrow under the program will subject to
monetary "penalties™. The "penalties" include the elimination of the
"Independent"” borrowing status for the undergraduate student.

Non-traditional students without parental support will be unable to borrow
the additional $500 allocated in the 1980-81 federal budget. With an
impending recession, these individuals will suffer multiple financial
hardships for returning to school to become more productive educated
memvers of our society.

Additionally, lenders will be required to collect a 5% origination fee
which will act as part of the interest reimbursement the government pays

to the lender while the student is in school. However, this fee will

not be tax-deductible as it will be assessed on the face value of the

loan amount rather than accrued. This amount is in addition to the 1%
guarantee fee already collected by the lending agency to insure and process
the loan. On a $2500 loan acquired by a first year undergraduate student,
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$125 deducted as a guarantee fee (based on a four year course of study).
The loan amount actually received would be $2250 although the student
would still be required to pay back the face -loan amount of §2500 plus 9%
interest upon graduation. The grace period allowed by the agreement was
already reduced under last year's budget measures from 12 months to 6 :
months. Now the program will require larger payments per month after this
shorter job astablishment periods. New graduates. entering the already
depressed job market would be required to make at least §50 per month
payments on a $2500 loan in addition to their settlement costs(rent,
transportation, groceries).

The cry for more state and local control of education and other traditional
federally funded and regulated programs have become familiar in recent
times. This concept does not take into account the state limitations in
funding and controlling these programs. Separate but equally as devasting
as the federal educational budget cuts, the 1981-82 Pennsylvania educational
budget augments the frustrations and fears of students attending state
colleges in Pennsylvania. :

sAlthough Governor Thornburgh indicated in his budget press statements, that
appropriations for higher education will be increased 5.5% over last year's
budget, this figure does not reflect the current inflation rate which will
mandate these "revenues" be expended on salary increases, and repair and
maintenance costs of the campuses. In addition, retrenchment measures,
service cuts, and selective program elimination and cutbacks illustrate

the state government's inability to subsidize federal revenue losses.

With regard to student financial aid programs, Pennsylvania has joined
the federal government in its "cutback" efforts. The Pennsylvania

Higher Education Assistance Agency (PHEAA) Grant program has been forced
to reduce the amount of students already selected to receive grant awards
by 8% the first semester of the fiscal year, with and additional 4.,4%
reduction in award money for the second term. This cut totals an overall
decrease per recipient of 10.2% this year alone.

Not only are federal and state financial aid benefits being significantly
reduced, but the tuition for state college students in Pennsylvania is
skyrocketing. Higher education costs in Pennsylvania have soared in the
East two fiscal years increasing 32%. In dollars and cents, tuition fees
ave increased $300 from 1979-1981.

State college tuition costs for Pennsylvania are highest in the nation--
$1250 per year, even in comparison with the 40% increase in Washington
State's college system their annual tuition is only $867.

SOLUTION

The Cgmmunwcalth Association of Students(CAS) strongly pecommends stren-
gthening and restructing existing federal assistance programs for Public
Higher Education. Two programs, the Reauthorization of Higher Education
(19@0) and the Middle Income Student Assistance Act (1979) raised the
maximum grant monies allowable by law. They also remove loan caps and
middle income analysis. The programs help students without penalizing
middle income families. With programs of this nature already in existence
we would be foolish not to utilze them.

Modifications can be made, however, to strengthen such programs. A new
needs analysis system must be implemented to review needs. We advocate

a central office process such as PHEAA, because of its cost effectiveness.
PHEAA also includes an appeals board and we encourage its use to review
financial aid for students, Through PHEAA and financial aid offices on
campuses, students should become informed of financial options that exist.
Incorporated within central office concept, we suggest that any income
ceiling imposed includ family size, number of dependents in school and
other pertinent factors. These stipulations are not being fully considered

now. They must be taken in consideration however, if the system is to be
effective.

CA$ strongly disagrees with any tuition tax credit system. A system of
this nature does not target low income students, but rather concentrates
on upper income families without sufficient tax liability. Consequcntl@
students who QO not have a larger tax return cannot obtain money for o
higher education. Also many part-time students would be ineligible for
l?nns under a tax credit system, because the system only considers full
time matriculated students when allocating funds.
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According to Jerold Roschwalb of the National Association of State Univer-
sities and Land Grant Colleges, the cost of a tuition tax credit program
would be between §1-4 billion per year. This sum could be far better
spent on increased funding for BEOG and other federal aid programs.

In short, CAS supports federal assistance to gain wide access to higher
education, Current programs can be targeted to the most needy students.

Therefore we support the evaluation of the existing programs to eventually
educate and motivate the United States population. With these measures

we democratize education and improve the standards of the United States
population. One of the aims of the American Society is to improve the
standards of our country and it's people. What better way to make such
improvements than education of our citizens?

EQUAL ACCESS TO POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

Ms. Jounson. The Commonwealth Association of Students, which
represents students attending the 14 State-owned colleges—

Senator SPECTER. You are going to have to speak up a little bit,

Ms. Jounson. The Commonwealth Association of Students, which
represents students attending the 14 State-owned colleges in Penn-
sylvania, has long been an advoca:> to equal access to postsecondary ed-
ucation. The 1981-82 Federal and Pennsylvania State budgets severely
limit the access by making significant cuts in student financial aid and
other higher education programs. All of our members will be affected
in varying degrees because of these changes. Many students will be
forced to limit or drop out of their studies due to lack of funding.

Senator SpecTeErR. What makes you say that? Why do you think that
many students will forced to drop out?

Ms. Jounson. For one, I'm a student that gets financial aid and, like
was said, it was cut drastically.

Also, I've got a national direct student loan and I'm a middle-income
student but the lower-income students that are going to try to make
these payments on their own out of their family's pockets can't do it

Senator SPECTER. Are you going to stay in?

Ms. Jornson. I'm going to try. This is my senior year.

Senator SpecTeR. Where do you go to school?

Ms. JornsoN. California State College.

Senator SPECTER. Proceed, please.

Ms. JoHNSON. As president of CAS, 1 am compelled to represent the
concerns of the individuals pursuing a postsecondary education within
the State college system and | intend—

Senator SPeCTER. I can't hear you, Miss Johnson.

Ms. Jonnson. As president of CAS, I am compelled to represent the
concerns of the individuals pursuing a postsecondary education within
the State college system and I intend to actively address their rights as
voting citizens to a low-cost, accessible education.

Unfortunately, the measures set forth on the Federal and State levels
are making our educational goals very difficult to attain. The final Fed-
eral budget signed into law August 13, 1981, will most likely eliminate
at least one-third of the students now borrowing under this program, if

the current needs analysis for other Federal financial aid programs is
Incorporated.
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We recognize the necessity of some screening procedures but feel
the current methods of determining eligibility is discriminatory against a
larger number of its previous participants, the middle class.

The cry for more State and local control of education and other tradi-
tionally federally funded and regulated programs has become familiar
in recent times. This concept does not take into account the State limi-
tations in funding and controlling these programs.

Separate but equally as devastating as the federal educational budget
cuts, the 1981-82 Pennsylvania educational budget augments the frustra-
tions and fears of students attending State colleges in Pennsylvania. Not
only are Federal and State financial aid benefits being significantly re-
duced, but the tuition for State college students in Pennsylvania is sky-
rocketing. Higher education costs have soared in the past 2 fiscal years.
From 1979 to 1981 tuition has increased $300. The current budget calls
for an additional $1 From 1979 to 1981 tuition has increased $300. The
current budget calls for an additional $150 per year tuition increase.
State college tuition costs are the highest in the Nation. Even with a 40-
percent increase in Washington State’s college system, their annual
tuition is only $867 per year as opposed to Pennsylvania’s, which is
between $2,900 and $1,250 per year.

Senator SeecTer. Thank you very much, Miss Johnson. I am very
concerned about your estimate that one-third of students are going to
drop out. That was what you said, isn't it? You seemed to raise your
voice at that point. That I heard. I would like to stay in touch with you
on that subject to see what the experience is.

I'm glad to hear that you are going to stay in. We do not want stu-
dents to drop out. We certainly do not want to see a discriminatory im-
pact on the middle class, as you characterize it, and I gather the import
of your words, but we want you to help us monitor the situation, if you
would, please.

Where is Mr, Temen?

Ms. Bemsery. Mr. Temen is not available. I don’t know where he is.

Senator SpecTer. We may have to exercise compulsory process to
bring Mr. Temen in. He is a longstanding friend of mine, former neigh-
bor, and I expected him to be here. Tell him of my disappointment.

Ms. Bemsery. I'm sure if he could have arranged his schedule to be
here, he would have.

Crmizens ComMITTEE ON PusLic EDUCATION IN PHILADELPHIA (CCPEP)
STATEMENT OF MS. SHARON BEMBERY. TREASURER

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SpeCTER. I'm sure he would have. Ms. Bembery, we will in-
sert your prepared statement in the record at this point.
[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CImizEns COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC EbucaTion IN
HIA

Senator Specter, members of the Appropriations Subcommittee on Labor, Health and
Human Services and Education: Citizens Committee on Public Education in Phila-
delphia (CCPEP) appreciates this opportunity to testify on various aspects of Federal
educational programs.

The areas which you have asked be addressed are specific ones; we shall try to so
respond. Before beginning, however, we must take cognizance of the damands on and
limitations of resources in an older city with the demography of Philadelphia. It is not
only that this city has experienced a serious loss of jobs in the last decade, a diminish-
ing supply of decent housing and a shrinking tax base, we are also faced with cutbacks
in Federal programs other than those in education—jobs, health, social services—which
will intensify a difficult economic situation. We have not as yet felt the impact of these
cutbacks, but anticipate that there will be increased demands on our decreasing funds.
It is against that background that we turn to examine Federal support of programs in
public education in Philadelphia and the fiscal picture of our schools.

Philadelphia’s public school system has been running out of money for the last
several years. At this writing, we are faced with not opening schools because of a pro-
jected deficit of over $200 million. Regardless of the outcome of this year's crisis,
several conclusions can inevitably be drawn. First and foremost, cities like Philadelphia
with municipal overburdens cannot raise the funds. necessary 1o provide a decent public
education for their children. Second, reli~nce on property taxes as the base from which
such funds are raised is inadequate, regressive in nature and in many ways counter-
productive to the city’s economic viability. Third, the State must be encouraged to ac-
cept its constitutional responsibility to provide a thorough education for the children of
the Commonwealth. Fourth, the responsibility for providing funds for the appropraite
education for disadvantaged and/or handicapped children must be undertaken by the
Federal and State governments, and finally, the Nation's children as well as those of
Philadelphia must look to the Federal Government to support and assure their oppor-
tunity for a full and adeguate education.

We are saying, then, that the Federal Government should increase its contribution to
general educational programs—to those programs aimed at diminishing difficult be-
haviors and attitudes, and 1o those special categorical programs which have been
Judged successful in providing for these children who present discrete educational
problems. Additionally, we urge that the Federal Government continue to expand its
specific support to attempts at assuring educational equity for minority children and
those for whom English is not their primary language.

Before touching on these programs we wish to express our appreciation that title |
funds and special education funds were removed from the general education block
grant This separation is 2 needed step in providing for the needs of many of this
city’s children,

We now turn to early educational programs. These preschool programs, largely sup-
ported by the Federal Government, have been evaluated extensively since their incep-
tion has been achieved and sustained by these children who were the beneficiaries of
programs like Head Start and Get Set. Additionally, such programs have been found to
reduce the delinquency rate, shorten the time necessary for special education programs,
improve chances for higher education and job success. The changing picture of the
work force with the increased number of working mothers with children under 6,
argues again for the support and experience of such early childhood programs,

Special education—The number of children who have benefitted by act 94-142 is
larger tha originally anticipated. In Pennsylvania, these services for children began be-
fore the passage of the act as an outgrowth of a court decision. Our public schools
have been faced with new and different tasks, ones which have been successful as,
indeed, they have been expensive. However, we have not been able to serve all the
children who need such services. Furthermore, we are currently in a dispute with the
State as to approximately $80 million expended for special education over the last 2
years. We are gratified that Congress kept specialized money out of the block grant
and that the amount of the support was not much less than it has been in the past
But even in an era of belt-tightening, even at a time of conservation of fiscal resources,
we cannot legally or ethically tell some of these children we do not have funds to edu-
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cate them this year. We ask your support for them as a priority, as a time-honored
and traditional role for the Federal Government in protecting those least able to
protect themselves, :

Title I programs present a different problem than those mentioned above. We were
pleased that funds for these programs wer taken out of the block grant We are con-
cemned, however, that much of title I's impact may have been undermined in the
process. Our specific fears that the criteria of economically disadvantaged and the
public participation aspect have now apparently been removed and only the educational
disadvantage remains. Title I's mission to provide extra help for economically and
educationally disadvantaged youth has been intensely evaluated; the program has been
considered successful by most evaluators including the Secretary of Education.

It seems unwise to us to drop the economic criteria which educators and sociologists
have long recognized as correlated and educational development. Further, it seems ab-
surd to change drastically a program that so many have judged successful. The congres-
sional targetting of the population served, together with the requirement of public/
parent participation allowed national, State and local accountability for the expenditure
of these funds.

We would urge that Congress continue to target for tile 1 those students who present
both educational and economic disadvantage. We further urge that funding programs
for title 1 be a priority for the Federal Government.

You have asked us whether other governments, State or local, can take up the finan-
cial burden of many educational programs. It should be clear that it is our position
that many of the cities of this Nation cannot do more than they are doing and remain
viable. We cannot answer for the State except that the likelihood is not good that the
States can do much more in this field in the immediate future than they have in the
past The reasons for this concilision are that the States are faced with many Federal
cutbacks in noneducational areas which will result in an increased demand on their dol-
lars; that the States, particularly those not in the Sun Belt, have been unsuccessful in
keeping their industries; and that the States are confronted with many of the same in-
flationary costs and economic realities as the local governments,

In conclusion, then, we ask your support (1) for increasing Federal aid to education
generally; (2) for full funding of special education needs; (3) for expanding preschool
programs; (4) for expanding the funding and returning the targetting of title I specifi-
cally as priorities, Additionally, we ask that the Federal government continue its his-
toric role in protecting the least advantaged among us by providing support for
desegregation and bilingual programs.

Thank you.

PRESCHOOL PROGRAMS

Ms. BemBEry. I am Sharon Bembery, treasurer of the Citizens Com-
mittee for Public Education in Philadelphia. In our written testimony
we have delineated the bleak economic framework in which the Phil-
adelphia public schools exist.

In the brief time we have today we wish to focus on three particular
programs, the early childhood education program, special education and
the title I programs in our reply to the committee’s third question
which was what changes in funding priorities would you recommend
considered by our subcommittee to improve the starting and efficiency
of Federal programs.

Senator SpecTer. I notice Mr. Temen’s testimony saying the funds
simply weren't available at the State or local level and looking solely to
the Federal Government and I'm interested in your response to the
third question as to which priority you would look to specifically.

Ms. Bemsery, If I may suggest that this is the citizens committee’s tes-
timony and not Mr. Temen's and I'd like to proceed.
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Senator SpecTer. All right. I accept that modification, if Mr. Temen
will.

Ms. Bemsery. I'm sure he will. These preschool programs largely sup-
ported by the Federal Government have been evaluated extensively
since their inception a decade and a half a go. The research has shown
that measurable academic improvement has been achieved and sus-
tained by these children who were the beneficiaries of programs like
Head Start and get set.

Additionally, such programs have been found to reduce the delin-
quency rate, shorten the time necessary for special education programs,
improve chances for higher education and job success.

The changing picture of the work force with the increased number of
working mothers with children under 6 argues again for the support
and experience of such early childhood programs.

SPECIAL EDUCATION AREA

In the special education area the number of children who have
benefited by act 94-142 is larger than originally anticipated. Penn-
sylvania services for children began before the passage of the act as an
outgrowth of the court decision. Our public schools have been faced
with new and different tasks. Ones which have been successful, indeed,
have been expensive. However, we have not been able to serve all the
children who need such services.

Furthermore, we are currently in a dispute with the State as to ap-
proximately $80 million expended for special education over the last 2
years. We are gratified that Congress kept specialized money out of the
block grant and that the amount of the support was not much less than
it has been in the past.

But even in an era of belt tightening, even at a time of conservation
of fiscal resources, we cannot legally or ethically tell some of these
children we do not have funds to educate them this year. We ask your
support for them as a priority, as a time honored and traditional role
for the Federal Government in protecting those least able to protect
themselves.

Title 1 programs present different problems than those already men-
tioned. We were pleased that funds for these programs were taken out
of the block grant. We are concerned, however, that much of title I's
impact may have been undermined in the process. Our specific fears
are that the criteria of economically disadvantaged and the public par-
ticipation aspect have now apparently been removed and only the
educational disadvantage remains.

Title I's mission to provide extra help for economically and education-
ally disadvantaged youth has been intensely evaluated. The program has
been considered successful by most evaluators, including the Secretary
of Education. It seems unwise to us to drop the economic criteria which
educators and sociologists have long recognized as correlated to educa-
tional development.

Further, it seems absurd to change drastically a program that so
many have judged successful. The congressional targeting of the popula-
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tion served together with the requirement of public parent participation
allowed national, State and local accountability for the expenditure of
these funds.

We urge that Congress continue to target for target I those students
who present both educational and economic disadvantage. We further
urge that funding programs for title I be a priority for the Federal
Government.

Thank you.

Senator SpecTer. Thank you very much.




DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH P. AMBROSINO, JR., REGIONAL REPRESENTATIVE,
US. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION IN PHILADELPHIA

PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator SPecter. Mr. Ambrosino, we will place your prepared state-
ment in the record at this point after which you may proceed.
[The statement follows:]
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4 PERCENT To 4-1/2 PERCENT OF FUNDS AVAILABLE NATIONWIDE FOR DEPARTMENT
OF EDUCATION PROGRAMS OVER THE PAST SEVERAL YEARS.

IN FY1980, THE LATEST YEAR FOR WHICH COMPLETE FIGURES ARE AVAILABLE,
PENNSYLVANIA RECEIVED $643.5 MILLION IN FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR
EDUCATION PROGRAMS ADMINISTERED BY THE DEPARTMENT.

THIS INCLUDED SUPPORT FOR LOW-INCOME SCHOOL DISTRICTS UNDER TITLE I
OF THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT, VARIOUS OTHER CATEGORICAL
PROGRAMS TO SUPPORT ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION, STUDENT
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AND OTHER SUPPORT FOR HIGHER EDUCATION, AS
SIGNIFICANT EXAMPLES,

NEWS REPORTS CONCERNING THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET REVISIONS HAVE
GIVEN THE ERRONEOUS PUBLIC IMPRESSION THAT VAST ACROSS THE BOARD
REDUCTIONS IN SUPPORT OF EDUCATION ARE FORTHCOMING., THESE REPORTS
ARE MISLEADING, AND | WELCOME THIS OPPORTUNITY TO HELP SET THE RECORD
STRATGHT,

IN FY 1982, UNDER THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSED MARCH BUDGET, THE
AGGREGATE LEVEL OF FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN
PENNSYLVANIA WILL ONLY BE SLIGHTLY DECREASED BELOW THE OVERALL LEVELS
OF THE PAST SEVERAL YEARS. HOWEVER, THERE WILL BE SOME INCREASES
AND SOME DECREASES IN SPECIFIC INDIVIDUAL PROGRAMS.,

THE PRESIDENT'S OVERALL FY 1982 BUDGET REQUEST FOR OUR DEPARTMENT,
IN MARCH WAS ONLY 12.5 PERCENT BELOW THE 1981 APPROPRIATION FROM
CONGRESS, ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY PROGRAMS INCLUDED IN THE BLOCK
GRANT AND POST SECONDARY STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE, AS TWO SPECIFIC
EXAMPLES, WILL BE FUNDED AT HIGHER LEVELS THAN THE ESTIMATED Fy 1981

AMOUNTS, UNDER THE PRESIDENT’

v

MARCH

w

UDGET,
CONSIDERING THE FACT THAT FEDERAL SPENDING FOR EDUCATION HAS MORE
THAN DOUBLED SINCE 1974, AND THAT IT HAS INCREASED MORE THAN TWENTY
PERCENT JUST SINCE 1979, THIS EFFORT BY THE PRESIDENT TO ACHIEVE SOME
FISCAL RESTRAINT IS LONG OVERDUE. THE SUPPORT OF YOUR SUBCOMMITTEE
IN THIS REGARD WILL BE MOST WELCOME,
YOU HAVE ASKED ME TO EXPLAIN WHAT ADJUSTMENTS IN THE ACTIVITIES

OF MY REGION II1 OFFICE WILL B

m

REGUIRED AS THE RESULT OF ENACTMENT
OF THE OMNIBUS RECONCILIATION ACT ofF 1981,

WE ANTICIPATE FEW, IF ANY, CHANGES IN THE TYPES OF SERVICES WE
RENDER, WE WILL CONTINUE TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE TO COLLEGE STUDENTS

THROUGH QUR STUDENT FINANCIAL AID ACTIVITIES: REHABILITATION SERVICES

WILL CONTINUE UNCHANGED., THE OFFICE WILL ALSO CONTINUE TO MONITOR
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AND HELP ENFORCE COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL CIVIL RIGHTS LAWS GOVERNING
EDUCATION PROGRAMS,

THE BUDGET RECONCILIATION LEGISLATION SIMPLIFIED THE CURRENT
TITLE | PROGRAM FOR LOW-INCOME SCHOOL DISTRICT AND CONSOLIDATED
MORE THAN TWENTY-FIVE CATEGORICAL AID PROGRAMS F LEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN ORDER TO PROVIDE K NT FUNDS DIRECTLY TO
THE STATES FOR DISTRIBUTION TO LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES.

ADMINISTRATI! IM MENTA | [ s ANT PROGRAM, AS WELL
AS OTHER NATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS, WILL BE COORDINATED BY THE
DEPARTMENT'S STAFF IN WASHINGTON. HOWEVER, OUR REGIONAL OFFICE STANDS
READY TO WORK WITH STATE { L EDUCATION OFFICIALS AT THEIR REQUEST
TO ADJUST TO THE NEW BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM AND TO RESOLVE I1SSUES WHICH
MAY MMERGE AS THE STATES ASSUME FULL RESPONSIBILITY FOR BLOCK GRANT
FUNDS, WE ARE ALSO PREPARED TO ASSIST POST SECONDARY COLLEGE AND

TO HELP STUDENTS AND THEIR FAMILIES WITH RESPECT
OR STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE,
ASSOCIATED WITH THESE PROGRAMS,

YOU ASKED ME TO ADDRESS THE CAPABILITY OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT
ENTITIES TO ASSUME A GREATER SHARE OF THE COST AND ADMINISTRATION OF
FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS,

LET M AY HERE THAT ONE OF THE BIGGEST COMPLAINTS 1 HEAR FROM
STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATION PEOPLE REGARDING FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS
IS THE ADDITIONAL COST AND WORK IMPOSED BY WASHINGTON IN ORDER TO COMPLY
WITH THE MYRIAD OF REQUIREMENTS AND REGI IONS ASSOCIATED WITH THESE
PROGRAMS .

ELEMENTARY AND

DESIGNED TO HELP SOLVE

AND LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCI
AUTHORIZED UNDER THE ANTICEDENT
ALL THE ACCOMPANYING RED TAPE

INDEED,
ANNOUNCE THE E
REGULATIONS OCIATED WITH CONSOLIDATED UCATI G THE
RECONCILIATI

THE REVOCATION (

200,000 PAGES OF
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AND 20,000 PAGES OF PROGRAMMATIC REPORTS MOVING TO THE FEDERAL

GOVERNMENT ANNUALLY,

THIS ACTION WILL SAVE SCHOOL OFFICIALS MANY MILLIONS OF DOLLARS AND
MANHOURS THAT WERE PREVIOUSLY IMPOSED TO COMPLY WITH THIS PAPERWORK
BURDEN. THOSE FUNDS AND THOSE MANHOURS CAN NOW BE DEVOTED TO INCREASING
STATE AND LOCAL EFFORTS TO REINVIGORATE AND IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF
THEIR OWN SCHOOL PROGRAMS,

1 SHOULD NOTE THAT THE CONSOLIDATION OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION PROGRAMS UNDER THE RECENT BUDGET RECONCILIATION LEGISLATION
WILL BECOME EFFECTIVE NEXT JULY, AND FUNDS WILL BEGIN FLOWING TO THE
STATES AND LOCALITIES UNDER THE BLOCK GRANT FOR THE 1981-83 scHooL YEAR.

THE RECONCILIATION STATUTE REQUIRES THE GOVERNOR OF EACH STATE TO
FORM AN ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO HELP DETERMINE THE ALLOCATION OF BLOCK
GRANT FUNDS, WHICH WILL BE DISTRIBUTED DIRECTLY TO STATE EDUCATIONAL
AGENCIES, THE LAW ALSO REQUIRED THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO ASSIST
WITH THE PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT, SUPPORT, IMPLEMENTATION, AND
EVALUATION OF STATE PROGRAMS SUPPORTED BY THE BLOCK GRANTS, THE
GOVERNOR'S ADVISORY COMMITTEE MUST INCLUDE PERSONS REPRESENTATIVE
OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL CHILDREN AND PARENTS,

CLASSROOM TEACHERS, LOCAL BOARDS OF EDUCATION, LOCAL AND REGIONAL
SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS INCLUDING PRINCIPALS AND SUPERINTENDENTS,

INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, AND THE STATE LEGISLATURE.

THE STATE EDUCATION AGENCIES WILL BE REQUIRED TO DISTRIBUTE AT
LEAST 30 PERCENT OF THEIR BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATION TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
AGENCIES WITHIN THE STATE ACCORDING TO THE RELATIVE ENROLLMENTS IN
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS WITHIN THEIR RESPECTIVE SCHOOL DISTRICTS,
ADJUSTED ACCORDING TO CRITERIA APPROVED BY THE SECRETARY.

THE REMAINING TWENTY PERCENT OF THE BLOCK GRANT FUNDS MAY BE
DISTRIBUTED AT THE DISCRETION OF THE STATE. ADDITIONAL FUNDS MAY BE
AVAILABLE TO THE STATES FROM THE SECRETARY OF EDUCATION'S DISCRETIONARY
FUND, AMOUNTING TO NOT MORE THAN SIX PERCENT OF THE NATIONAL BLOCK
GRANT TOTAL, FOR SUPPORT OF ANY OF THE BLOCK GRANT'S GENERAL PURPOSES -
BASIC SKILLS DEVELOPMENT, EDUCATIONAL IMPROVEMENT AND SUPPORT SERVICES
INCLUDING TEACHER CORPS AND TEACHER CENTERS PROGRAMS FROM THE HIGHER
EDUCATION ACT,

OBVIOUSLY THE ¢ LITY ND LO ENTITIES TO ASSUME

A GREATER OR REDUCED BURDEN IN o 4 IATTER OF
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STATE AND LOCAL CONCERN. IT 1S THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION'S FIRM POLICY
THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD NOT MAKE OR ENGINEER THESE DECISIONS
THROUGH UNWARRANTED REGULATION OR MONIED PERSUASION.

THE BLOCK GRANT CONSOLIDATION OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY PROGRAMS
JUST APPROVED BY CONGRESS 1S, WE HOPE, JUST THE BEGINNING OF OUR
JOINT EFFORT WITH THE CONGRESS TO REDUCE FEDERAL CONTROL OVER EDUCATION
NATIONWIDE.

PRESIDENT REAGAN'S COMMITMENT TO FULLY REVIEW AND REORGANIZE THE

FEDERAL ROLE IN EDUCATION 1S BEING IMPLEMENTED, AND SECRETARY BELL'S

CREATION LAST WEEK OF A NATIONAL COMMISSION ON EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION
1S AN IMPORTANT PART OF THAT EFFORT.
IT 1S OUR INTENT TO CONTINUE WORKING CLOSELY WITH STATE AND LOCAL

OFFICIALS AS POSSIBLE WHEN THEY REQUEST OUR SERVICES TO HELP THEM

{MPROVE EDUCATION AT EVERY LEVEL. BUT WE INTEND TO PROVIDE THESE
SERVICES WITHOUT TELLING THEM WHAT PROGRAMS THEY MUST HAVE, AND HOW
THEY MUST BE RUN, CONSISTENT WITH FEDERAL LAWS PASSED BY CONGRESS.

FINALLY, YOU ASKED ME WHAT CHANGES IN FUNDING PRIORITIES [ WOULD
RECOMMEND YOUR SUBCOMMITTEE TO CONSIDER TO IMPROVE THE TARGETING AND
EFFICIENCY OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS.

IT WOULD BE INAPPROPRIATE FOR ME TO ADDRESS THIS [MPORTANT
GUESTION ON MY FIRST DAY AS REGIONAL REPRESENTATIVE IN THE U.S.
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, HOWEVER, LET ME ASSURE YOU THAT MY EIGHT
YEARS OF SERVICE AS A STATE REPRESENTATIVE FROM DELAWARE, INCLUDING
SERVICE ON THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, AND MY YEARS AS AN
ADMINISTRATOR OF EDUCATION PROGRAMS AT THE STATE AND LOCAL LEVEL.
HAVE PROVIDED ME WITH A HIGHLY USEFUL PERSPECTIVE ON THIS ISSUE,

1 WILL BE WORKING CLOSELY WITH EDUCATORS, GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS,
AND CONCERNED CITIZENS THROUGHOUT REGION I1I1, AND WITH MY COLLEAGUES
IN THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, TO HELP ANSWER THIS QUESTION IN
SPECIFIC TERMS AT SOME FUTURE TIME.

IN GENERAL TERMS, HOWEVER, | WOULD ENCOURAGE YOUR SUBCOMMITTEE
AND THE ENTIRE CONGRESS TO TAKE SPECIAL EFFORTS TO ENACT MORE OF
PRESIDENT REAGAN'S PROPOSALS TO IMPROVE FEDERAL EDUCATION ASSISTANCE.

LET ME CONCLUDE BY EXTENDING MY SINCERE APPRECIATION TO YOU,
CHAIRMAN SPECTER, AND TO THIS SUBCOMMITTEE FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO
PARTICIPATE IN YOUR HEARING. 1 BELIEVE THAT A REGIONAL CONGRESS IONAL
HEARING SUCH AS THIS IS HIGHLY VALUABLE TO THE PUBLIC WHO WE SERVE.

1 LOOK FORWARD TO WORKING WITH THE PEOPLE OF THE FIVE STATES

85-142 0 - 82







basketball and basaball, He wvas naméd to the Little All-American football team

in 1954, honored by the National Colleglate Athletic Assoclation (NCAA)
District II as a basebdll catcher in 1955-56, and was named to the All Middle-
Atlantic Conference hasketball team in 1955-56. He also received his college
conference's most valuable player awvard in football inm 1956, and was graduated
honors for
n a variety of professional and community organizations.
hig wife, Lynne, make their home {n Wilmington. They have

four ¢hildren: Joseph 111, 21; Cynthia, 19; Lisa I8, and Jane, ll.
INTRODUCTION OF WITNESS

Senator SpecTER. Mr. Ambrosino, will you state your full name and
title for the record, please?

Mr. AMBrosINO. Mr. Chairman, my name is Joseph P. Ambrosino, Jr.
and I am the secretary of education’s regional representative for region
3 here in Philadelphia.

Senator Specter. How long have you held the position?

Mr. AmBrosiNO. As of 3 hours ago, sir. I was sworn in at 8:10 this
morning.

Senator SpecTerR. What took you so long to get here?

We would like to have just a little bit of your background on the
record. It is a very distinguished background.

Mr. AMerosiNo. | don't know about being distinguished, Senator.

Senator Specter. That's for the committee to say, Mr. Ambrosino.

Mr. AmBrosiNO. I'm, 48 vears old and that's why 1 have to switch
glasses. The last 2 years | have been the troubleshooter on desegrega-
tion for the superintendent of the New Castle County Vocational
School District. We are under a voluntary court order. Prior to that I
spent 22 years in the classroom, teaching advanced placement college
courses in modern European history and Western philosophy and also
devising a special technique for the educable mentally retarded. So I
went from one exteme to the other; back and forth.

Senator SpecTer. Do you have a record in public service?

Mr. Amsrosivo, I'm a former State legislator for the past 8 years in
the Delaware Legislature. I don’t know whether that is good or bad, but
1 thank my constituency, which is right outside Claymont, Del.

Senator Specter. Will you introduce the two gentlemen who are here
with you?

Mr. AmBrosino. I was going to do that in my testimony, sir,

Senator SpecTer. Proceed then.

Mr. Auerosixo. To my far left is Dr. Robert Smallwood, who was
the acting secretary’s regional representative until I was appointed just
recently.

To my immediate left is Mr. George H. Archibald, deputy assistant
secretary for legislation in Washington. These two gentlemen consented
to come with me to give me stability, information and encouragement,
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Senator. Even though I have been in the political game for a number of
years in Pennsylvania and in Delaware, in Delaware County, Pa., prior
to my moving to Wilmington, Del., I'm a little nervous and new in my
position and the responsibility [ have, but the challenges will be met.

May I say this before I give formal testimony? | heard the testimony
of every witness here and I was extremely interested in the testimony of
the superintendent of public schools in Philadelphia, Dr. Marcase. [ im-
mediately bumped into Dr. Marcase out in the lobby and extended to
him the services of the region 3 office. I can assure you, Senator, and
members of your subcommittee, that the region 3 office will be at the
disposal of any parent group, any educational group, the superinten-
dents of my constituency, which includes the States of Virginia, West
Virginia, Delaware, Maryland, and Pennsylvania, as well as the District
of Columbia. I can also assure you we will do everything appropriate at
the Federal level to help make sure that the youngsters, coming from
kindergarten up to graduate level, have a quality form of education, sir.
Any Congressman, State legislator, or local official, who wants to utilize
our offices, we will be at their disposal. With that, I'd like to give for-
mal testimony, and I beg your indulgence, Senator, because my full tes-
timony deals with the three Questions that were posed by Senator
Schmitt in his letter requesting my participation in this hearing.

Senator SpecTer. Thank you very much.

Mr. AmBrOSINO. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, it is a
pleasure for me to appear before you today representing secretary of
education, Terrel H. Bell.

Accompanying me are Dr. Robert Smallwood, who served as acting
secretary’s regional representative until my appointment, and George
Archibald, deputy assistant secretary for the legislation in Washington,

This is my first day and first official duty as regional representative
for the U.S. Department of Education in Philadelphia. I can think of
no more appropriate beginning of my services in the region than this
opportunity to report to your subcommittee, and to the people we
serve, on implementation of congressional action on President Reagan’s
initial education program revisions.

QUESTIONS ON FEDERAL FUNDING

The subcommittee’s letter confirming this hearing stated that you
wished to focus on Federal funding of education programs. Specifically,
you asked three questions:

One, what adjustments in your activities are required as the result of
changes included in the Federal budget as modified by the recently ap-
proved fiscal 1982 budget reconciliation provisions?

Two, what is the capability of State and local government entities to
assume a greater share of the cost and administration of Federal pro-
grams of concern to you?

Three, what changes in funding priorities would you recommend be
considered by our subcommittee to improve the targeting and efficiency
of Federal programs?
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Mr. Chairman, I will provide the best overview that is possible at this
time in response to these questions. Definitive answers concerning the
fiscal year 1982 funds that Pennsylvania and other States can expect to
receive under various programs must await final action on appropria-
tions by the Congress,

Whatever the final outcome of the 1982 appropriations process, under
President Reagan’s revised budget announced last March the people of
Pennsylvania can be confident of receiving their share of an equitable
amount of Federal support for education programs.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has received approximately 4
percent to 4% percent of funds available nationwide for Department of
Education programs over the past several years.

In fiscal year 1980, the latest year for which complete figures are
available, Pennsylvania received $643.5 million in Federal assistance for
education programs administered by the department.

This included support for low-income school districts under title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, various other categorical
programs to support elementary and secondary education, student finan-
cial assistance and other support for nigher education, as significant ex-
amples.

News reports concerning the President’s budget revisions have given
the erroneous public impression that vast across-the-board reductions in
support of education are forthcoming. These reports are misleading, and
[ welcome this opportunity to help set the record straight.

Senator SPECTER. You are authorized by the Secretary of Education
and the President to deny that?

Mr. AMBrosiNo. Yes, there will not be vast cuts. If you look at the
entire educational budget for fiscal year 1981, you are talking about
$13.8 billion. Of that amount, only 4.5 percent of that is the block
grant,

Senator SpecTER. We realize that, Mr. Ambrosino.

Mr, AMBRoSINO. May I continue?

Senator Specter. The issue is whether there is going to be an effort
to have a further reduction in the Federal budget in the amount of
some $13 million with additional cuts out of education and I'm pleased
to hear that it is not so.

Mr. AmsrosiNo. There will be slight reductions in the increases that
have taken place, but not vast cuts as has been reported.

Mr. ArcHiBALD, Senator, if I could interject just simply to say that
the budget that's on the table now for education is the President’s
revised fiscal year 1982 budget of last March, That budget has not since
been revised. Understandably, because of the recent action by the Con-
gess where the reconciliation legislation added $2.6 billion to the educa-
tion proposal in the authorization figures, and the assumptions that
were made under the Guaranteed Student Loan program, as one ex-
ample, it's possible that some further adjustments up or down might
have to be made in other program areas in order to fund the entitle-
ments that the Congress has directed. But the President’s budget figure,
the bottom line for education, is still the $13.1 billion figure. Until the
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White House makes a decision otherwise, that is the figure we are
operating under in terms of our request.

Senator SpecTER. When you say until the White House makes a
figure otherwise, that's the question.

Mr. ArcriBaLD. Well, we have no indication now that the administra-
tion is going to increase that amount.

Senator Specter. Do you have any indication that they are not going
to? :

Mr. .;\RCHIB.-\LD. That they are not going to increase it above the $13.1
billion?

Senator SpecTer. That they are not going to decrease it.

Mr. ArcuiBaLD. There is no indication today, sir, that they are going
to decrease it below that amount. If entitlements have to be funded at
the higher amounts above the budget, as set forth in budget reconcilia-
tion legislation, future adjustments in other programs may be necessary.

Senator Seecter. The question is: Have you been told they are not
going to decrease it?

Mr. ArcHiBALD. No.

Senator SPECTER. You just haven’t been told?

Mr. ArchBaLD. We have been told as of yesterday by the Office of
Management and Budget that the official budget figure for the De-
partment of Education is still the $13.1 billion amount and that no deci-
sion has yet been made about changing that figure.

Senator SpecTER. What you say we are obviously interested in, but it
sounds to me as if that is interpretable that simply no decision has been
made as opposed to a decision having been made to make the reduc-
ton.

Mr. ArcuBaLp. Obviously, Senator. the decision whether to make or
not make a future increase or decrease at this point rests with the Con-
gress since we are still in the appropriations process for fiscal year 1982.

Senator SpecTer. Your request is what I have in mind. You say $13.1
billion is the administration’s figure?

Mr. ArcuiBALD. Request, yes, sir, and all of our actions and activities
now are premised on that request.

Senator SpecTer. We understand the point that you are making.

If you would summarize your statement, Mr. Ambrosino, that would
be preferable,

Mr. AmBrosiNo. I haven't gotten to the first question. May I just sum-
marize the first answer?

We anticipate few, if any, changes in the types of services we render.
We will continue to provide assistance to college students through our
student financial aid activities. Rehabilitation services will continue un-
changed. The office will also continue to monitor and help enforce com-
pliance with Federal civil rights laws governing education programs,

The budget reconciliation legislation simplified the current title I
program for low-income school districts, and consolidated more than 40
categorical aid programs for elementary and secondary schools in order

to provide block-grant funds directly to the States for distribution to lo-
cal education agencies.
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Administrative implementation of the block-grant program, as well as
other national education programs, will be coordinated by the depart-
ment’s staff in Washington. However, our regional office stands ready
to work with State and local education officials at their request to ad-
just to the new block-grant program and to resolve issues which may
emerge as the States assume full responsibility for block-grant funds.
We are also prepared to assist postsecondary and lending institutions to
help students and their families with respect to statutory changes in
eligibility for student financial assistance, and other procedures as-
sociated with these programs.

You asked me to address the capability of State and local govern-
ment entities to assume a greater share of the cost and administration of
Federal education programs.

Let me say here that one of the biggest complaints I hear from State
and local education people regarding Federal education programs is the
additional cost and work imposed by Washington in order to comply
with the myriad of requirements and regulations associated with these
programs.

President Reagan’s proposed consolidation of elementary and secon-
dary education programs and block granting of these funds to the States
is designed to help solve this problem by allowing the State and local
education agencies to use this money for the activities authorized under
the antecedent programs as they see fit, without all the accompanying
redtape and harrassment from Washington.

Indeed, Secretary Bell was the first member of the Cabinet to an-
nounce the elimination of 30 sets of burdensome and unnecessary regu-
lations associated with consolidated education programs under the
reconciliation legislation, following its enactment.

The revocation of these regulations eliminates the flow of some
200,000 pages of grant applications, 7,000 pages of financial reports, and
20,000 pages of programatic reports moving to the Federal Government
annually.

This action will save school officials many millions of dollars and
man-hours that were previously imposed to comply with this paperwork
burden. Those funds and those man-hours can now be devoted to in-
creasing State and local efforts to reinvigorate and improve the quality
of their own school programs.

1 should note that the consolidation of elementary and secondary
education programs under the recent budget reconciliation legislation
will become effective next July, and funds will begin flowing to the
States and localities under the block grant for the 1982-83 school year.

The reconciliation statute requires the Governor of each State to
form an advisory committee to help determine the allocation of block-
grant funds, which will be distributed directly to State educational agen-
cies. The law also required the advisory committee to assist with the
planning, development, support, implementation, and evaluation of
State programs supported by the block grants. The Governor's advisory
committee must include persons representative of public and private
elementary school children and parents, classroom teachers, local boards
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of education, local and regional school administrators including prin-
cipals and superintendents, institutions of higher education, and the
State legislature,

The State education agencies will be required to distribute at least 80
percent of their block-grant allocation to local educational agencies
within the State according to the relative enrollments in public and
private schools within their respective school districts, adjusted accord-
Ing to criteria approved by the secretary.

The remaining 20 percent of the block-grant funds may be dis-
tributed at the discretion of the State. Additional funds may be avail-
able to the States from the Secretary of Education’s discretionary fund,
amounting to not more than 6 percent of the national block grant total,
for support of any of the block grant’s general purposes—basic skills
development, educational improvement and support services, and spe-
cial projects.

Obviously the capability of State and local entities to assume a
greater or reduced burden in the education area is a matter of State and
local concern. It is the Reagan administration’s firm policy that the
Federal Government should not make or engineer these decisions
through unwarranted regulation or monied persuasion.

Senator SpecTer. When you say, Mr. Ambrosino, that the capability
of the State and local entities is a matter of local concern with respect
to assuming greater burden in the education area, what is your response
to the long line of testimony that we have heard today that State and lo-
cal governments just cannot raise any more money in the context that
they are mandated to have balanced budgets whereas the Federal
Government can and the Federal Government should, so the witnesses
have said, assume these burdens?

Mr. AmBrosiNo. | heard that testimony, Senator, and I think it be-
hooves the local and State officials to possibly look at their funding of
education through a different form of financing.

Senator SpecTerR, How?

Mr. AmsrosiNo. For example, the State of Delaware, the State of
Hawaii, and the State of Alaska produce 68 to 70 percent of the educa-
tion funding for the respective educational communities within their
respective States, sir. To continually have a small base tax or tax base
such as a local school district, sir, is maybe not the way to go. But that
is a2 matter for State and local decisionmaking. I think that Pennsylvania
has to look at—

Senator Specter. How much does the State of Delaware——

Mr. AMBROSINO. Sixty-eight percent, sir.

Senator SPECTER. You think the State of Pennsylvania could do more?

Mr. AmBrosiNo. 1 would suggest they look at it, sir. I'm not going to
determine what tax innovations they should make. That’s up to the lo-
cal officials and the State legislature. But I do think that they cannot
get their cake and eat it t0o. What | mean by that—I don’t mean to be
rude or disrespectful. If they want Washington to get out of their hair
with deregulation, then that means that the burden of planning—
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Senator Specter. Did you include Ohio in that group?

Mr. AwmsrosiNo. No; the three States that I wanted to use were
Delaware—well, Delaware is third. It's Hawaii, Alaska, Delaware, and I
think North Carolina is fourth in providing State funding.

Senator Seecter. When you talk about Hawaii, Alaska, and Delaware,
they are States with very little population.

Mr. AMBROSINO. Yes.

Senator SpecTer. Wouldn't they pose a different concern—

Mr. AmerosiNo. There's no question about it.

Senator SpecTeR. A State like Alaska is practically—

Mr. AmBrosINO. Well—

Senator SPECTER [continuing]. Practically a rebate from oil revenues.

Mr. AmBrosivo. What I'm saying, sir, is that you are asking me
whether Washington should take it up. I'm saying if the local govern-
ments want to get rid of regulations and they want to get rid of
Washington in their hair, they don’t want all the paperwork, then they
ought to look at the block grant, which is only 4.5 percent of all the
educational funding, and that’s a pretty good pilot program to experi-
ment with.

Senator SpecTeR. | don't think there is any quarrel about that aspect.

Mr. Amsrosmvo. OK. What I'm saying is that they have to look for
better financing and that they can't shift the burden to the Federal
level. For example—I listened to the mayor last evening, his four-point
program, in which he recommended automatically increasing the prop-
erty taxes of the Philadelphia residents 10 percent.

Senator Specter. Do you disagree with what the mayor said?

Mr. AmsrosiNo. 1 don’t disagree with anybody at this present time.
I'm merely making a statement that people ought to be looking for
other means of financing education rather than looking to the Federal
Government.

Senator Specter. Does that include the mayor?

Mr. AMBrosivo. That includes the mayor. That also includes Gover-
nor Thornburgh, sir, who happens to be a Republican and I'm a
Republican,

Senator SpecTer. Well, now that you brought partisanship into this
otherwise lofty discussion, you may proceed with your statement.

Mr. AMmBrosNO. Thank you, sir.

President Reagan's commitment to fully review and reorganize the
Federal role in education is being implemented, and Secretary Bell's
creation last week of a national commission on excellence in education
is an important part of that effort.

It is our intent to continue working closely with State and local offi-
cials as possible when they request our services to help them improve
education at every level. But we intend to provide these services with-
out telling them what programs they must have, and how they must be
run, consistent with Federal laws passed by Congress.

Finally, you asked me what changes in funding priorities 1 would
recommend your subcommittee to consider to improve the targeting of
efficiency of Federal programs.
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It would be inappropriate for me to address this important question
on my first day as regional representative in the US. Department of
Education. However, let me assure you that my 8 years of service as a
State representative from Delaware, including service on the Appro-
priations Committee, and my years as an administrator of education
programs at the State and local level, have provided me with a highly
useful perspective on this issue.

I will be working closely with educators, Government officials, and
concerned citizens throughout region 3, and with my colleagues in the
Department of Education, to help answer this question in specific terms
at some future time.

In general terms, however, I would encourage your subcommittee
and the entire Congress to take special efforts to enact more of Presi-
dent Reagan’s proposals to improve Federal education assistance.

Senator SpecTer. What do you mean by that, improve Federal educa-
tion assistance, Mr. Ambrosino?

Mr. AmBrosiNO. Let me, just for example, give you the educational
pie, Senator. My concern as a teacher as well as a legislator was the
enormous amount of money—and believe me when 1 tell you. I believe
that disadvantaged children and handicapped children should have as
much of the educational pie as possible but when you look at the ed-
ucational pie, Senator, 68 percent of the Federal budget goes to dis-
advantaged and handicapped children. Only two-tenths of 1 percent, sir,
goes to those kids who are excelling, but who also need support and en-
couragement.

Senator SpecTer, What did you mean by improving?

Mr. AwmsrosiNo. Maybe Congress ought to look at how they ap-
propriate—

Senator SPECTER. President Reagan’s proposal to improve Federal
education assistance, what do you—

Mr. AwmerosiNo. Secretary Bell has instituted the National Com-
mission on Excellence in Education. I think that what has to be done is
to look at those programs countrywide that are going to help teachers
to help kids.

Senator SpecTer. Thank you very much. You are not quite finished?

Mr. AmsrosiNo. I only have one more paragraph, sir.

Let me conclude by extending my sincere appreciation to you,
Chairman Specter, and to this subcommittee for the opportunity to par-
ticipate in your hearing. I believe that a regional congressional hearing
such as this is highly valuable to the public who we serve.

I look forward to working with the people of the § States and the
District of Columbia who are served by our region 3 office, as well as
with members of their congressional delegations, in order to benefit
State and local educational efforts.

We stand ready to respond to your questions.

Senator SpecTER. Mr. Ambrosino, in light of the fact that you did
hear Mayor Green's speech last night, is there any latitude or any help
anywhere within the funds administered by region 3 which might come
to the assistance of Mayor Green to any extent, how ever slight?
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Mr. AmBrosino. Sir, let me put it this way. At the present time 1 do
not believe there will be any additional Federal funding. I don't know
specifically, to answer your question.

Senator SpecTer. Would you make an inquiry on that because that
could be very significant if there is any latitude at all which could be of
assistance to the mayor.

Mr. AmBrosmvo. Let me say this. They tell me that my office does not
administer any funds. Everything is decided in Washington more or
less, with the funding. The only thing that our office can do at the
present ume—and that may change with the new reorganization plan
which will come into effect by October 1. We can be in an advocacy
position for the Philadelphia School District and for any other school
district within my jurisdiction.

Senator SpecTer. Advocacy position to do what?

Mr. AmerosiNo. To present the problems in some form to Secretary
Bell's Office and to the President’s Office. That is basically what we can
do right now until I get full reorganization, organizational chart.

Senator Seecter. What organization plan do you anticipate on
October 17

Mr. AwmsrosiNo. The organizational plan is a reducing of my own
staff, No. 1.

There will also be a definite plan of action with mission for the
region 3 office, which has not yet been made available.

Senator SpecTer. Do you favor the abolition of the Department of
Education?

Mr. AMBrosiNo. Yes, sir, with modification.

Senator Specter. What modification?

Mr. Amsrosivo. Well, Secretary Bell has provided a couple of options
for the President. .

Senator SpecTer. Do you favor the abolition of region 3?

Mr. AmerosiNo. The Secretary favors a foundation alternative. As I
understand it, if Washington wants to service the locals throughout the
country, there is strong possibility there will continue to be the regional
offices under the foundation concept. But that is not definite.

Senator SpecTer. So the Department may go but the region will stay?

Mr. AmsrosiNo. Possibly, sir. I cannot answer yes or no.

Senator Specter. The region may possibly go?

Mr. Amsrosvo. As of Thursday the region possibly will stay. I have
not been in contact with Washington since Thursday afternoon.

Mr. ArchiBaLD. Senator, if I might interject just to elaborate on the
consideration that is going on right now on the reorganization of the
Department.

There are a variety of options that have already been put together.
Secretary Bell has, as the news reports have—

Senator SpecTer. | have noted those in the news media. [ was just
wondering what was going to happen to region 3.

Mr. ArcHiBALD. As far as | know the process hasn't gone along that
far where any determination has been made concerning the future ex-
istence of regional offices or any other aspect of the reorganization
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aspect of the Department. The cataloging of ideas is the stage that we
are in,

Senator SpECTER. Mr. Ambrosino, what did you think of Dr.
Marcase’s suggestion that the bureaucracy of the Department of Edu-
cation be reduced?

Mr. AmBrosiNo. He was 75 percent correct in this respect; 95 of the
employees are in the Office of Civil Rights, not even in my office, in a
direct line in organization. It’s a dotted line. So, consequently, the——

Senator Specter. Dotted line?

Mr. AmsrosiNo. It's a dotted line right now. They report to Wash-
ington, sir. What I'm saying is—

Senator SeecTer. Direct line to Washington?

Mr. AMBRrOSINO. Yes.

Senator SpecTEr. Dotted line to you?

Mr. AmsrosiNo. Dotted line to me. In the reorganization right now,
that is being taken into consideration. The point I want to make is
there are limited amounts of people to deal with the Federal programs
and services that possibly are necessary in dealing with public schools.
Most of the employees are due to legislation passed by Congress; 95
employees are assigned to the Office of Civil Rights.

Senator SpecTER. Are you suggesting they do not have a function of
sufficient importance to justify that allocation of manpower?

Mr. AmsrosiNo. I would think if we are dealing with education and
getting on with the business of education, the Office of Civil Rights
should not be hampered by every phone call coming in on sex dis-
crimination and race discrimination.

To give you an example, in my own school district——

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Ambrosino——

Mr. Amsrosvo. Let me finish. We had public service employees in
my school district 3 months ago. As you may know, there will no
longer be public service employees beginning July 1. The public service
employees, in order to be hired by our school district, went through the
State Department of Labor, CETA. A woman filed a complaint against
our school district, which took 4 days to remedy. We had no hearing on
that at all, since the Department of Labor in the State of Delaware
authorized the people to come to us for an interview, A woman threw a
sex discrimination on us with a mere phone call to the Office of Civil
Rights in Philadelphia. It took four administrators and 4 days to rectify
the complaint that wasn't even our responsibility. That’s what I'm talk-
ing about,

I'm not talking about doing away with due process of law. I'm not
talking about reducing the rights of women or reducing the rights of
any minority groups.

Senator SPECTER. Are you saying they spent longer in disposing of
that complaint than they should have?

Mr. Amsrosivo. What I'm saying is they are following the congres-
sional laws and regulations, and 1 think that what has to be looked at is
what President Reagan is telling Congress to look at. Look at these
laws. The administration is carefully reviewing all rules and regulations
to see if they can be modified, simplified, or repealed.
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Senator SpecTER. Are you saying the regulations and laws applied to
that complaint required an excessive amount of time?

Mr. AmBrosivo. Absolutely, sir. You say it better than I do. Abso-
lutely. I'm not blaming the Office of Civil Rights. I'm just saying they
are following the law. That's why I concur with President Reagan and
Secretary Bell in looking at the regulations that deal with education.

Senator Specter. Was the claim found to be without merit?

Mr. AmsrosiNo. Thrown out, sir, with a phone call from the Office of
Civil Rights here in Philadelphia to my office.

Senator SpecTer. It took 4 days?

Mr. Amsrosmvo., Four days. It took a principal. two assistant prin-
cipals of Howard Career Center, and myself.

Senator SpecTer. Perhaps we shouldn’t spend any more time on it
then.

Mr. Amsrosmvo. Well, sir, what I'm saying, really to keep this in pro-
portion to what this hearing is all about, is that I concur philosophically
with Secretary Bell and the President or I would not be in this position.

Senator Seecter. Thank you very much, Mr. Ambrosino. We very
much appreciate your being with us today, especially on the day of
your being sworn in to office.

Mr. Amsrosvo. Thank you very much, Senator. You are very gra-
cious.

Senator SpecTer. We wish to thank all the witnesses who have ap-
peared here today. I think that the hearings have been very useful and
will enable at least me to deal with more knowledge on the questions
which come before the subcommittee and I think will be of assistance
to the subcommittee and the committee as a whole,

CONCLUSION OF HEARING

The Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation will now stand in recess subject to the call of the Chair.
[Whereupon, at 1 p.m., Tuesday, September 1, the hearing was con-
cluded and the subcommittee was recessed to reconvene at the call of
the Chair.]
O
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