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The Real Bush Education Initiative: 
Stop the Growth of Federal Funding 

 
 
 
Few budget decisions of the federal 
government in recent years have been 
more popular than the significant 
increases in financial support provided 
to local schools.  Total federal spending 
for elementary and secondary education 
has grown from $14.7 billion in fiscal 
year 1996 to $32.8 billion in fiscal year 
2002. 
 
Even after increased enrollment and 
inflation are accounted for, federal 
support for local schools increased over 
that time period from about $323 to 
$624 per student.i  That is a 93% 
increase — 12% a year on average.  The 
increased flow of federal dollars has 
allowed schools to raise teacher salaries, 
increase standards for hiring new 
teachers, provide expanded training to 
existing teachers and cut class size.  
  

Congress approved these increases in 
large part because of the overwhelming 
public sentiment for such assistance.  
That support has continued even in the 
wake of the events of last September 
11th.  A survey this spring indicated that 
66% of voters felt that “improving 
education should be a top priority for 
Congress this year.”ii  A total of 83% of 
Americans favor increased spending to 
raise teacher salaries so that schools 
could hire and retain good teachers—
even if it means paying more taxes.iii   
The strength of public sentiment is 
further demonstrated by the fact that 
78% of Americans support increased 

spending on education even if it means a 
larger federal deficit.iv 

 As a governor, as a candidate for the 
White House, and as President, George 
W. Bush has been persistent in 
resonating public concern for better 
schools.  In fact, education became 
exhibit A in the argument that he 
represented a new brand of 
Republicanism which he labeled 
“compassionate conservatism.”    He 
emphasized education issues as governor 
of Texas.  He campaigned for President 
as a proponent of more support for 
education.  He dedicated significant 
amounts of time and public dialogue 
during his first year in office to the 
passage of the “Leave No Child Behind” 
Act, not only implying he favored more 
help to schools from the federal treasury 
but specifically authorizing large 
increases in a number of key program 
areas.   

 Figure 1 President Bush reading to school 
children in Washington, D.C. 
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Following the adoption of the new 
legislation, President Bush continued to 
visit schools and read to children in front 
of television cameras, emphasizing his 
stated position as an advocate for 
improving education. 

There is only one real problem with 
respect to the President’s record for 
supporting the nation’s schools.  Within 
weeks of signing the “No Child Left 
Behind” Act he submitted a budget 
that stopped six years of steady 
progress in federal support to local 
schools dead in its tracks.   Instead of 

the strong and consistent growth in  
support to local schools that the federal 
government has provided for more than 
a decade, the President’s  budget holds 
aid to local schools  virtually flat. 
Furthermore, his Budget Director now 
insists that if Congress exceeds the 
budget request by even the smallest 
amount, he will veto entire appropriation 
bills.  Now Congress is faced with the 
choice of supporting schools or 
supporting the President and his effort to 
reverse the trend of expanding federal 
support for local schools. 

Annual Percentage Increase In Real Federal Per Pupil 
Expenditures for Elementary and Secondary Education 

7.6%

11.7%

5.2%

18.7%

14.4%

0.50%

12.5%

0.0%

2.0%

4.0%

6.0%

8.0%

10.0%

12.0%

14.0%

16.0%

18.0%

20.0%

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002* 2003 request
Fiscal Year 

%
 In

cr
ea

se
 O

ve
r 

Pr
ev

io
us

 Y
ea

r

Six Year Average Rate of Increase in 
Education Funding

 
Figure 2 Over the past six years, per student, inflation adjusted federal education spending has 
grown by an average of 12% a year.  The Bush "No Child Left Behind" budget would bring that 
growth crashing to one half of one percent. 
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Figure 3 President Bush talks with school 
children in Washington D.C. 

 
 
Leaving Children Behind 
 
In naming his education legislation 
“Leave No Child Behind” the President 
touched on a sensitive and important 
issue not only for American schools but 
also for our entire society.  The future of 
our labor force and our economy is 
heavily dependent on elevating the 
education and skills of all future 
workers.  The solvency of our Social 
Security and Medicare systems is 
directly tied to the future earning power 
of our children.   
 
Providing adequate educational 
opportunity to all levels of society is also 
critical to maintaining cohesion in our 
society and building consensus on 
matters ranging from trade to criminal 
justice and from welfare to war. Our 
capacity for national unity is dependent 
upon our ability to share some portion of 
the benefits of the nation’s economic 
growth among all segments of society.   
 
But anyone who has examined the recent 
progress of our schools will find some 
extremely disturbing trends with respect 

to both of these objectives.  This is in 
part related to the changing 
demographics of our society.   
 
We have three distinct types of students 
who are likely to be left behind: those 
who come from low-income households 
and whose parents on average have 
below normal educational attainment, 
those who have weak English language 
skills and those who have physical and 
emotional disabilities that interfere with 
learning.  Each of these groups is 
growing in overall numbers and as a 
share of the overall student population.   
 
Secondly, these children require more 
time, money and attention to educate 
than healthy, English fluent children 
whose parents have normal or higher 
levels of educational attainment. Yet, 
they tend to be concentrated in the same 
schools so that teachers are unable to 
provide them with additional attention.   
Thirdly, the schools in which these 
children are largely concentrated are in 
the poorest areas of the country, both 
urban and rural, with the lowest tax base 
and the lowest financial capability to 
hire qualified teachers or reduce class 
sizes.   
 
About one third of the 53.6 million 
children now in elementary and 
secondary schools in America are at 
serious risk of being left behind.v  The 
achievement gap between these students 
and the rest of the student population 
remains large and has failed to close.   It 
is clear that if much greater progress is 
not made, many of these children will be 
tax eaters rather than taxpayers.   
 
These children may well exacerbate 
rather than contribute to solving our 
nation’s future financial and fiscal 
problems.  They may well become an 
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angry and disenfranchised segment of 
our population and will see little that 
connects them to the aspirations and 
goals of the rest of American society.   
  
Coping with the Disadvantaged 
(The Great Title I Funding Hoax) 
 
Of the 53.6 million children currently 
enrolled in elementary and secondary 
schools in this country, 9.8 million or 
nearly 20% are from households defined 
by the Commerce Department as being 
in poverty.  That would mean an annual 
household income of less than $18,000 
for a family of four or below $11,900 for 
a parent with one child.vi  An additional 
eight million children are close enough 
to the poverty line to receive free or 
reduced school lunches.   
 
Elevating the educational attainment of 
such children has been viewed as an 
important national goal since the middle 
1960s.  As our economy has become 
more technologically based and the 
demand for skilled workers has 
continued to grow concern for meeting 
that goal has also grown. 
 

 
Figure 4 President Bush listens to child read 
in St. Louis.  

The largest single conduit of federal 
resources to local schools for the 
purpose of elevating achievement among 
low-income students is Title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act.  The “No Child Left Behind” Act 
selected Title I as the principle 
mechanism for transforming the rhetoric 
of the legislation into a reality in the 
classroom.   
 
One of the great problems that the 
United States has faced in improving the 
instruction of disadvantaged children is 
that they are heavily concentrated in 
school districts with little revenue or tax 
base from which to raise revenue.  As a 
result a large portion of the children with 
the greatest problems in learning are in 
school systems that have the least to 
offer in meeting those problems.   
 
Estimates of the additional cost required 
to provide adequate compensatory 
learning to children who are 
economically and social disadvantaged 
run in the neighborhood of 50% above 
and beyond the per pupil expenditure for 
children who are not disadvantaged.vii  
In other words, if the cost of teaching a 
non-disadvantaged child is $7,000 per 
year, the compensatory cost of teaching 
a disadvantaged child could be expected 
to be about $3,500 more and the total 
cost $10,500.   
 
Title I authorizes payments from the 
U.S. Treasury to local school districts 
based on the number of low-income 
students in the school district.  The “No 
Child Left Behind” Act establishes a 
target for federal support for educating 
low-income students of 40% of the 
national average per pupil education 
cost.  For the 2003 school year, that 
payment would be about $2,800 per 
poverty level student.viii  
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Payments at that level, however, would 
have resulted in nearly tripling federal 
spending for the program in a period of 
one year.  Spending for Title I would 
have risen from the $10.35 billion 
available in fiscal year 2002 to $28.9 
billion in fiscal year 2003.ix   
 
An agreement was reached to phase in 
the growth of federal education outlays.  
The first year funding for Title I was 
capped at $16 billion, $12.9 billion 
below the amount needed to fully cover 
the cost of compensatory education, but 
$5.65 billion above the current Title I 
funding level.  The cap is raised each 
year so that at least 70% of the full per 
child payment for compensatory 
education could be made by 2007. 
 
The budget that President Bush 
submitted to Congress less than 4 weeks 
after the “No Child Left Behind” bill 
signing ceremony provided funding that 
was dramatically lower than the levels 
contained in the new legislation that he 
had just signed.  Instead of a $5.65 
billion increase, he provided an increase 
of only $1 billion.  He in effect whacked 
82% off of the proposed growth in the 
central program for implementing his 
widely touted new legislation.  
 
But even the small fraction of the “No 
Child Left Behind” increase that did 
make it into the President’s budget was 
largely a slight of hand.  Numerous other 
federal education programs were cut or 
eliminated to make way for the 
President’s show of commitment in Title 
I. These programs represented not only 
important federal financial support for 
improving our nation’s schools but also 
represented some of the most innovative 
approaches for improving educational 
results without large outlays of 
additional tax dollars.   

 
Figure 5 Bush request for compensatory 
education funds only 18% of the increase his 
"No Child Left Behind" legislation proposed. 
 
Among the programs on the Bush hit list 
for termination is the very promising 
new Smaller Learning Communities 
(“small schools”) Program that has 
demonstrated remarkable results in 
improving achievement among high 
school students by simply reducing the 
size of large high schools.  Another 
effort scheduled for termination in the 
Bush budget is the Mentoring Program 
that will attempt with a small amount of 
money to leverage significantly more 
assistance to disadvantaged and at-risk 
students by facilitating the broader use 
of volunteer tutors and adult role 
models.   
 
Despite the fact that 55% of students in 
schools designated as failing to meet 
minimum academic standards are in 
rural areas,x the President is proposing to 
eliminate the only federal effort 
attempting to assist such schools in the 
serious problems they face in teacher 

Proposed Increases in 
FY2003 Title I Spending 
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recruitment and certification, and in 
maintaining up-to-date instructional 
materials.  
 
Remarkably, the President also proposed 
cutting the Comprehensive School 
Reform Program by 24% below last 
year’s level despite the widely 
recognized role that program has had in 
boosting achievement, particularly in 
low-income schools.    
 
In total, education programs that are 
being cut or eliminated provided the 
President with $1.8 billion in savings 
below current year spending levels.  
That is $800 million more than the size 
of his proposed Title I increase.  The 
irony is that the funds that are proposed 
for termination are in many instances 
targeted on the same schools and 
intended to benefit the same students 
targeted by the President’s Title I 
increase would provide funding for.   
 
It appears that rather than increasing 
assistance to Title I children who are 
endanger of being left behind he has 
simply changed the funding spigots. 
 
Educating Children With Limited 
English Language Skills  
 
One thing that we know for certain about 
the American workforce in 2020 is that a 
very large portion of workers will have 
learned English as a second language.  
Our economic prosperity and social well 
being will be very much dependent on 
how well we integrate and educate these 
individuals.  
 
As recently as 1980, there were fewer 
than one million such children in our 
nation’s schools.  During the 1999 
school year, the number was estimated at 

3.7 million—about 7% of total school 
enrollment.xi    
 
A decade ago, such students were 
heavily concentrated in only three states, 
California, Texas and New York.  Since 
the early 1990s, however, new 
immigrants have been distributed much 
more evenly across the country.  During 
the seven years between 1992 and 1999, 
the states of Alabama, Georgia, Idaho, 
Kentucky, Nebraska, Nevada, North 
Carolina, South Carolina and Tennessee 
collectively experienced a tripling in the 
number of students with limited English 
proficiency.    
 
These children present obvious 
challenges to any school since intensive 
language training must be integrated into 
the regular school curriculum.  They 
present an even greater challenge to 
schools that have not previously had the 
resources needed to educate non-English 
speakers.  In addition, a significant 
number of recent immigrants have 
limited prior schooling—20% of such 
high school students have missed at least 
two years of schooling since age six.xii 

 
Figure 6 President Bush reads to children in 
New Mexico. 
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The “No Child Left Behind” Act 
formally recognized the risk faced by 
such children.    For the first time the 
federal government mandated that all 
children who have apparent difficulty 
speaking English must be formally 
assessed on an annual basis to determine 
how well each reads and speaks English 
in order to determine what instructional 
services each may require to fully meet 
state academic standards.  States failing 
to raise the academic achievement of 
these children face the possible loss of 
federal funds.   
 
  

 
Figure 7 President Bush talks with students in 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin. 
 
 
"The truth of the matter is we're not 
educating every child right now.  We're 
letting a lot of them just go on through--
the tough to educate…If you don't speak 
English, or the mothers and daddies 
don't speak English as a first language, 
let's just move them through.  That's 
going to quit, as far as I'm concerned.  
That's not the America I know."   
 President Bush, Clarke Street Elementary 
School in Milwaukee  
 
 

The Act also provided an open-ended 
authorization to allow the federal 
government to provide increased support 
to local schools.  That, however, was 
unnecessary leeway for the President’s 
budget advisors.  They recommended 
that the new Language Acquisition State 
Grant Program created in the “No Child 
Left Behind” Act be funded at exactly 
the same level as the previous English 
language training programs were funded 
in fiscal year 2002.  This means that not 
only would schools get no adjustment 
for inflation to operate these programs in 
the coming year but they would also 
have to meet the costs of enrollment 
growth and the new mandates entirely 
out of their own funds.  
 
 
It is estimated that comprehensive 
language instruction for children with 
limited English language backgrounds 
costs at a minimum between $600 and 
$700 per student.xiii  It is also estimated 
that there are more than four million 
such students enrolled in the current 
school year.xiv   Based on the growth in 
enrollment of such students over the 
course of the past decade, there will be 
about 300,000 more students who have 
difficulty speaking English in the 
coming school year that will be financed 
by the fiscal year 2003 federal budget.  
As a result, the funding level requested 
by the President will provide local 
schools with about 10% less money per 
child after adjusting for inflation and the 
increase in limited English proficient 
students.  That will be the most 
noticeable impact of the “No Child Left 
Behind” Act in dealing with this group 
of students other than the mandate that 
schools perform student assessments.   
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Paying the Cost of Educating 
Children with Disabilities 
 
For nearly three decades the federal 
government has been heavily involved in 
ensuring that the educational needs of 
children with physical, mental and 
emotional disabilities are fully met.   
Legislation placing highly specific 
mandates on local schools for assessing 
and assisting children with disabilities 
was passed prior to President Bush 
taking office.  As a result, the “No Child 
Left Behind” Act did not reauthorize this 
portion of education law.  
 
The real problem that local schools face 
with respect to disabled children is that 
they are required to provide a free 
appropriate public education to address 
the needs of these children, even if they 
do not have the additional resources to 
do so.  As a result, numerous other 
problems faced by local schools are 
forced aside to meet the mandate for 
serving students with disabilities. 
 
A broad national bipartisan consensus 
has developed that the federal 
government should pay a much larger 
share of the costs of that mandate. The 
1997 Individuals with Disabilities Act 
(IDEA) reiterated the goal that the 
federal contribution toward the cost of 
educating each disabled child should be 
40% of the average cost of educating a 
child with no disabilities. For the coming 
year that cost is estimated to be about 
$7400 making the federal payment a 
little less than $3000 per child—a 
relatively modest commitment given that 
school districts are now spending on 
average well over $16,000 per student to 
provide appropriate educational services 
to each disabled child.xv 
 

But, with the total number of students 
with disabilities expected to increase by 
about 100,000 students to 6,580,000 
students next fall, the almost $3000 per 
student payment would require a total 
appropriation of $19.5 billion in fiscal 
year 2003 – nearly $12 billion more than 
the amount appropriated for the current 
year. 
 
Because budget constraints make 
reaching the 40% target impossible in a 
single year, the Congress has committed 
itself over the last three years to annual 
increases averaging more than 20%. If 
that commitment were carried forward it 
would allow the country to reach the 
40% target before the end of the current 
decade.   
 
The IDEA increase contained in 
President Bush’s budget falls more than 
half a billion dollars short of what is 
needed to reach the 40% target within a 
reasonable time period.  The rate of 
growth for IDEA funding in the 
President’s budget is less than two-thirds 
of the average rate of the last three years 
and, if continued, will delay reaching the 
goal of full funding by at least four 
years.   
 

 
Figure 8 Eight new “little red school house” 
entrances to the U.S. Department of 
Education offices in Washington D.C. were 
purchased at a cost of $98,630 to underscore 
the Administration’s commitment to the 
concept of “Leaving No Child Behind”. 
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Placing a Freeze on Homeless 
Children 
 
Any serious effort to ensure that “no 
child is left behind” would probably face 
its most severe challenge in dealing with 
children who are homeless.  Amidst the 
prosperity of the past decade, the 
numbers of homeless in America have 
grown steadily and children are the 
fastest growing segment of the homeless 
population.   
 
Last year, the Department of Education 
reported that the number of homeless 
children had increased by 11% in a 
period of only three years, growing from 
841,700 in 1997 to 930,200 in 2000. xvi 
The U.S. Conference of Mayors 

estimated that requests for emergency 
shelter by families with children 
increased by an average of 22% in 
2001,xvii suggesting that the number of 
homeless children today may exceed one 
million or 2% of all school age children.  
 
The Department of Education reports 
that nearly 153,000 students or 23% of 
all homeless children do not attend 
school on a regular basis, including 
86,000 students who are not enrolled in 
school at all.xviii   
 
The size and seriousness of challenge 
which homeless children present to any 
effort for educating all children was 
clearly recognized in the “No Child Left 
Behind”Act.  The new legislation 

Figure 9 President Bush's fiscal year 2003 budget cut the growth of federal payments to local schools 
to cover the cost of educating children with disabilities to only two-thirds the level Congress has 
committed to during the last three years.  At the slower pace, it will take four additional years to 
reach the goal of full funding. 
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authorized increased funding for the 
Education for Homeless Children and 
Youth Program to permit school districts 
to reach out to these children, and 
provide transportation and other support 
services necessary to permit them to 
attend and succeed in school.   
 
Unfortunately, this is yet another area 
where the commitment made by the 
legislation is undermined by the White 
House budget advisors.  Under the Bush 
budget, the homeless education program 
is frozen at last year’s level of $50 
million.  Because of inflation, about 
8000 fewer homeless children will 
receive help next year due to the Bush 
budget freeze.  In contrast, the additional 
funding authorized under the “No Child 
Left Behind” Act would allow an 
additional 130,000 homeless students to 
receive services.xix   
 
 

Improving Our Schools for All 
Children 
 
 
As the prior discussion indicates, the 
federal government plays a large and 
until this year, rapidly growing role in 
providing the resources necessary to 
prevent so many of our nation’s school 
children from being left behind.  It plays 
a second role in our nation’s education 
effort that is less expensive but equally 
important.  That role is as an innovator 
to help local school boards recognize 
emerging problems and opportunities in 
education, and to find new ways of using 
existing tax revenues more effectively in 
the classroom.    
 
These efforts not only help to prevent 
children from being left behind, they 
help make our schools better for all 
children. Unfortunately, it is this role of 
the federal government that has been 

singled out for the most brutal treatment 
in the President’s budget.   
 
The role of educational innovator has 
fallen to the federal government simply 
because it is neither practical nor 
efficient for each of the nation’s 15,000 
school boards to maintain a research 
budget or monitor the success of other 
school districts across the nation with 
new approaches to administering schools 
or helping children learn.   It is also 
difficult for communities to identify and 
respond in a timely way to emerging 
social trends that sweep across the 
country and affect various elements of 
society including our schools.   
 
After School Centers   
 
One example of such a trend is the rapid 
increase in the last several decades of 
two earner families and of single parent 
families in which the parent works one 
or more jobs.  This trend has resulted in 
large numbers of school children that 
return home to an empty house or simply 
remain on the streets between the end of 
school and the early evening period 
when their parent(s) return from work.  
 
The Census Bureau estimates that 7 
million children between the ages of 5 
and 14 have no parent at home when 
their school day is over.xx  
 

 Figure 10 President Bush visits with students 
in Tennessee. 
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Numerous studies have indicated that the 
lack of supervision of children in this 
time period has numerous consequences 
for the children, the community and the 
ability of schools to motivate children 
toward academic achievement.   
 
As a result, the federal government 
initiated a program in 1995 that provided 
school districts with funds to set up after 
school centers.  These centers not only 
provide children with academic support 
and direction toward more constructive 
activities, but also provide help with 
homework that many students find 
difficult to get at home.  
 
Local school systems have shown 
enormous interest in these centers and 
federal funding has allowed enrollment 
in after school centers to jump from 
50,000 in 1998 to 1.3 million this school 
year.   Despite an 87% increase in 
funding in 2001, local school districts 
submitted four times as many 
applications for after school centers as 
the available funds could cover.  Of the 
2780 applications for after school center 
grants, 2086 had to be rejected because 
of insufficient funds. 
 
Studies have already demonstrated a 
correlation between participation in 
quality after school programs and 
academic achievement.  A recent 
evaluation of school-based, after school 
programs found that 80% to 90% of 
parents reported that after school care 
was helping their children to stay out of 
trouble, try harder in school and learn 
new skills. 
 
 The “No Child Left Behind” Act 
authorizes funding for after school 
centers through the 21st Century 
Community Learning Centers Program.  
This program helps schools and 
community-based organizations provide 

academic tutoring and enrichment 
activities in music, art and technology in 
a safe and secure environment before 
school, after school, and during the 
summer.  The Act converted the after 
school program from a federally 
administered to a state-administered 
program, with new funds targeted on 
low-performing, high-poverty schools. 
  
The “No Child Left Behind” Act 
authorizes $1.5 billion for after school 
centers in fiscal year 2003—50% above 
current levels and enough to enroll an 
additional 580,000 children into after 
school centers.  Unfortunately the 
President’s budget goes in the opposite 
direction.  By freezing the program at 
last year’s funding level and providing 
no adjustment for inflation, the  
 

Children Enrolled in 
Federally Funded

 After School Programs

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

"No Child Left Behind" 
Authorization

Bush 
Budget

Millions

Figure 11 Bush budget cuts the number of 
children who can participate in federally 
sponsored after school centers by 50,000 
below the current level. 
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Administration will force 50,000 
children to be eliminated from 
participation in after school programs.xxi  
 
 No Improvement in Teacher Quality 
 
Most education practitioners and policy 
makers agree that substantial 
improvement in the academic 
performance of American school 
children will not be achieved without a 
significant investment in training for 
America’s teachers.  There is a solid 
consensus that an effective teacher is key 
in raising student classroom 
performance.   
 
The Department of Education estimates 
that approximately 6% of the teaching 
force lacks full certification – nearly 
190,000 teachers.xxii  According to the 
National Commission on Teaching & 
America’s Future, about 27% of all new 
teachers lack one or more of the 
education requirements needed to 
become fully licensed to teach.xxiii   
 
About 28%  of all the teachers who teach 
one or more classes in math, science, 
social studies, and English in grades 7-
12 lack an undergraduate or graduate 
major or minor in the subject taught. 
This means approximately 200,000 
secondary school teachers nationwide 
are teaching at least one class in a 
subject that does not match their 
qualifications (i.e. teaching “out-of-
field”). xxiv    
 
While nearly all schools face teacher 
quality problems, high-poverty schools 
face the greatest challenges and need the 
very best teachers.  A disproportionate 
number of new teachers are assigned to 
teach the most vulnerable students in 
high-poverty schools.  Moreover, 
according to a new analysis from The 
Education Trust, classes in high-poverty 

schools are 77% more likely to be 
assigned to an “out-of-field” teacher 
than classes in low-poverty schools.xxv 
 
Under the “No Child Left Behind” Act, 
all teachers in core academic subjects 
(English, math, science, foreign 
languages, civics and government, 
economics, arts, history, and geography) 
must be “highly qualified” by the end of 
the 2005-2006 school year.  School 
districts must make annual progress 
toward meeting this deadline.  Further, 
all Title 1 teachers newly-hired after the 
start of the 2002 school year must be 
“highly qualified” under the Act.  The 
Teacher Quality State Grant Program is 
the primary federal program designed to 
help teachers meet these new 
qualification standards and to reduce 
class sizes, especially in the early grades.   
 
The “No Child Left Behind” Act 
authorizes $3.25 billion for teacher 
quality state grants in fiscal year 2003. 
xxvi  The Bush fiscal year 2003 budget, 
however, includes only $2.85 billion for 
the Teacher Quality State Grant 
Program, the same level as in fiscal year 
2002.  This amount is $71 million below  
 
 

 
Figure 12 President Bush meets with teachers 
and students in Columbus, Ohio. 
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the level needed to simply keep pace 
with inflation and $404 million or 12% 
below the “No Child Left Behind” Act 
authorization.  
 
At the funding level contained in the 
new Act, about 408,000 teachers could 
receive mentoring and high quality 
professional development. In contrast, 
the Bush request would support only 
about 316,000 teachers – 92,000 below 
the level supported in the new Act and 
16,000 fewer than in the current year.xxvii 
Accordingly, an estimated two 
millionxxviii fewer students would benefit 
from having highly trained teachers in 
front of their classrooms under the Bush 
budget compared to the “No Child Left 
Behind” Act. 
 
School Library Initiative is Abandoned 
 
Helping children to become good 
readers has been one of the hallmarks of 
the President’s education agenda.  
Indeed,  “reading is the new civil right in 
the 21st Century” is a frequent phrase 
used by the President when he talks 
about education. 
 
While we have always known that the 
school library is an important source of 
reading material for students, there is 
now strong evidence suggesting that 
student access to high quality school 
libraries plays a much more important 
role in determining student success in 
reading than has been recognized 
previously.    
 
This information was in fact underscored 
in a recent White House Conference on 
School Libraries hosted by First Lady 
Laura Bush.  One of the papers 
presented to the White House 
Conference, a 2000 study of school 
library programs in Colorado, found that 

Figure 13 President and Mrs. Bush face 
television cameras in the school library of 
Moline Elementary School in St. Louis, Mo. 
 
improved state test scores for elementary 
students with access to updated libraries 
were up to 14 percent higher than for 
students at schools with older 
collections.xxix    
 
These findings have been replicated in 
studies in Alaska, Pennsylvania, Iowa, 
Oregon, and New Mexico – all showing 
that when school libraries have higher 
levels of professional staffing, larger 
collections of print and electronic 
resources, and more funding, students 
tend to earn higher scores on state 
reading tests. 
 
Many of today’s school libraries fail to 
meet the minimum standards that experts 
have concluded are important if those 
schools are to succeed in fostering a love 
of reading or even basic literacy skills.  
According to the American Library 
Association, 20 books per child is a 
minimum number of books that should 
be maintained in school libraries. A very 
large portion of our schools, however, 
falls below that standard.  The California 
Department of Education, for example, 
indicates that in 1999 the average 
number of school library books per 
student in grades kindergarten through 
twelve was 11.9.  
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 Even more important is the quality of 
books and that is probably the greatest 
failing of most school libraries.  A huge 
share of the books on many school  
library shelves explain a world in which 
Communists rule the Soviet Union, 
apartheid is legally enforced in South 
Africa, the Hubble Telescope does not 
exist and the atom consists of only three 
particles, the proton, the neutron and the 
electron.  The president of the American 
Association of School Librarians has 
estimated that the average age of school 
library books across the country is 
somewhere between 20 and 40 years.xxx   
 
The Department of Education reported 
in 1998 that children who attend high- 
poverty schools are more likely than 
their wealthier counterparts to attend a 
school without a full-time librarian and 
with smaller library collections.xxxi   
 
In the face of the emerging evidence on 
the importance of school libraries, the 
“No Child Left Behind Act” authorizes a 
new program, Literacy Through School 
Libraries, to help students—particularly 
in high-poverty schools— enhance their 
reading and literacy skills through  
 

Share of "No Child Left Behind" Library 
Program Funded in President's Budget

95.1%  of 
Authorization Unfunded

4.9%
 Funded

Figure 14 Evidence of importance of school 
libraries to student achievement goes 
unheeded in Bush budget.  

library materials.  The program helps 
school districts update their collections 
of books and materials, acquire 
technology, enhance professional 
development for school librarians, and 
expand access to school libraries during 
the hours before and after school.  The 
Act authorizes $256 million in fiscal 
year 2003 for the school library 
program.xxxii 
 
The Bush fiscal year 2003 budget totally 
rejected that initiative proposing school 
library funding at $12.5 million, 5% of 
the new authorized level and the same 
level appropriated in fiscal year 2002 
under the new authorization.  
 
At the authorized level as many as 513 
school districts could receive federal 
assistance to develop well equipped, 
well-staffed library media centers.  The 
“No Child Left Behind” funding could 
buy an average of five new library books 
for each of 2.5 million children.  In 
contrast, under the Bush budget, only an 
estimated 25 school districts would 
receive grants. Under the Bush request, 
funding would be sufficient to buy an 
average of five new library books for 
only about 124,000 children – 2.4 
million fewer children than under the 
“No Child Left Behind” Act.xxxiii 
 
Slashing Educational Reform Efforts 
 
During the 1980s, people concerned 
about school improvement began to 
recognize the importance of doing more 
than simply adding additional resources 
to existing efforts to boost educational 
achievement.  We had to find better 
ways to teach children and we had to 
make the information on these new 
approaches available to local school 
systems.   
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A leading proponent of school change 
was David Kearns, a former CEO of the 
Xerox Corporation who left private 
industry to become Deputy Secretary of 
Education under the previous Bush 
administration.  Kearns mobilized 
business and private think tanks to look 
at new models for organizing schools 
and raising achievement levels.  
 
In 1997 the Obey-Porter amendment to 
the Labor-HHS-Education appropriation 
bill initiated a new federal effort to 
encourage local schools to examine the 
models that Kearns, his colleagues and 
others in the education reform 
movement had put forward and adapt 
those models to their needs.  
 
 That effort became known as 
comprehensive school reform and has 
been the principle tool of the federal 
government to improve the effectiveness 
with which schools use state, local and 
federal tax dollars.   
 
The “No Child Left Behind” Act 
recognized that comprehensive school 
reform is a critical part of any strategy 
aimed at turning around low-performing  
 

 
Figure 15 President Bush and Secretary Paige 
listen to a student at Vandenberg Elementary 
School in Michigan and praise the results of a 
program their budget cuts by 24% below 
prior year levels. 

schools.  The “No Child Left Behind” 
Act authorizes such sums as necessary 
for the program in fiscal year 2003. 
 
In May of this year, President Bush and 
Secretary Paige recognized the 
remarkable turnaround in student 
achievement of one of the schools that 
has participated in the comprehensive 
school reform effort.  In 1992, only 24 % 
of students at the Vandenberg Extended 
Year Elementary School in Southfield, 
Michigan scored “proficient” in the 
Michigan Educational Assessment 
Program.   
 
After receiving a federal grant under the 
Comprehensive School Reform Program 
and using the grant to implement the Co-
Nect model for sustainable school 
improvement, the school is at the 
opposite end of the state school 
performance curve.  In 2001, 93% of 
Vandenberg’s students scored 
“proficient” – far above the state’s 
average of 60%. 
 
President Bush told the teachers and 
students at Vandenberg, “This school 
doesn’t quit on kids and that’s why its 
heralded for excellence…We have 
responsibilities.  The federal government 
has responsibilities.  Generally, that 
responsibility is to write a healthy 
check.” 
 
The Bush fiscal year 2003 budget 
includes $235 million for comprehensive 
school reform grants, a $75 million 
(24%) cut below the current year level of 
$310 million.  If the Comprehensive 
School Reform Program had received 
only the prior year funding level 
adjusted for inflation it would have 
allowed an additional 1,200 schools 
enrolling approximately 642,000 
students to   restructure their efforts 
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using the successful practices of 
Vandenberg Elementary School.xxxiv  
Under the budget that was submitted, 
those children will be left behind.   
 
 
Can the United States Afford 
Better Schools?  
 
There is no question that improving 
schools is expensive.  Given the nation’s 
school age population of more than 53 
million children, it could not be 
otherwise.  The average $7,400 per child 
we are now spending as the result of 
contributions from local, state and 
federal revenues is simply not enough to 
either pay teachers at a level that will 
attract the quality of applicants that good 
schools require or hire enough teachers 
to reduce class sizes to the levels that 
serious efforts to raise academic 
achievement would necessitate.   
 
We also have serious problems with 
respect to the quality of buildings in 
many communities and as discussed 
earlier, significant efforts are required to 
upgrade the skills of the existing 
teaching force. 
 
A paper published by this staff a little 
more than one year ago examined the 
cost of meeting a number of goals that 
are frequently discussed in terms of 
improving the quality of our schools. xxxv 
These included cutting class sizes to 18, 
raising salaries for teachers from 62% of 
what other college graduates receive to 
80% and cleaning up the $127 billion 
backlog in the maintenance and repair of 
school buildings. 
 
This growth path in federal support of 
local schools would have boosted the  

 
Figure 16 President Bush addresses an 
audience at a magnet school in Little Rock, 
Arkansas. 
 
total federal annual budget for 
elementary and secondary education to a 
level of a little more than $70 billion and 
brought education outlays to about 5% 
of total federal spending. 
 
The fiscal year 2002 appropriation for 
education signed by President Bush last 
December, maintained the momentum 
necessary to achieve that goal in roughly 
a four-year time frame. xxxvi    
 
It is therefore a great irony that the 
prospects for significant improvement in 
American schools were reversed just two 
months later and only weeks after the 
signing of the “No Child Left Behind” 
Act. 
 
It is hard to know the extent to which the 
President is aware of the great disparity 
between his frequent public appearances 
in support of education and what is 
actually in the budget he sent to 
Congress.   
 
 All that we can say is that schools 
remain simultaneously a favorite “photo-
op” of the White House advance staff 
and a favorite target of White House 
budget staff.   
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As Paul Krugman pointed out in the 
New York Times in August, “there is an 
inexorably growing gap between the 
image and the reality of the Bush 
administration’s policies.”   
 
As recently as 1996 the federal 
government was contributing only 6.6% 
to the total cost of elementary and 
secondary education. xxxvii   Today, the 
federal share of the burden has jumped 
to 8%.xxxviii If we were to adhere to a 
spending path that continues the 
progress of recent years through fiscal 
year 2006, the federal government’s 
share could exceed 13%.  The heavy cost 
of preventing a significant portion of the 
children now lacking access to quality 
schools will require an effort at least that 
large.  There is simply no other way to 
significantly moderate the extraordinary 
inequality between the resources 
available in rich and poor school 
districts.  
 

Can we afford it?   
 
One answer is to simply look at the $1.3 
trillion in tax breaks that the Congress 
has handed out in recent years.  Only a 
fraction of that amount would make 
major progress in improving our schools 
within reach.   
 
Another answer was supplied only days 
ago by the White House economic 
advisor.  In an interview Lawrence 
Lindsey dismissed the economic 
consequences of spending on a war with 
Iraq.  He estimated the cost might be 1% 
to 2% of the national gross domestic 
product ($100 billion to $200 billion) 
and said that it would not seriously 
affect interest rates or add a great deal to 
the $3.6 trillion federal debt. As a one-
time war cost over one year, the 
estimated expenditure, Mr. Lindsey said, 
was "nothing." 
 

 

******* 

At the end of this report are tables that compare estimated state
allocations under the Bush fiscal year 2003 budget and the “No
Child Left Behind” Act for the programs discussed in this report.  In
those cases where the “No Child Left Behind” Act authorizes such
sums as necessary in fiscal year 2003, the fiscal year 2003
authorization level assumed in the tables is the fiscal year 2002
authorization level adjusted for inflation.   
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i Per student, inflation adjusted federal 
expenditures are estimated to be $323 in fiscal 
year 1996, $363 in fiscal year 1997, $391 in 
fiscal year 1998, $437 in fiscal year 1999, $459 
in fiscal year 2000, $545 in fiscal year 2001, and 
$624 in fiscal year 2002.  Figures are derived 
from annual elementary and secondary 
appropriations, and the fiscal year 2003 request 
excluding funds proposed for mandatory federal 
retirement accrual costs, adjusted to 2003 dollars 
by the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) Implicit 
Deflator, and divided by annual elementary and 
secondary school enrollment.  GDP Implicit 
Price Deflator data are from the Council of 
Economic Advisors (February 2002), Economic 
Report of the President, and the Congressional 
Budget Office (March 2002), Analysis of the 
President's Budgetary Proposals for Fiscal Year 
2003.  School enrollment data are from the 
National Center for Education Statistics (2002), 
Projections of Education Statistics to 2012. 
 
iiSurvey conducted by Princeton Survey 
Research Associates, January 2002. 
 
iii Poll conducted by Peter Hart and Robert 
Teeter, June 2002. 
 
iv Poll conducted by Ipsos-Reid, February 2002. 
 
vThe National Center for Education Statistics 
estimates that 53,566,000 children are enrolled in 
grades kindergarten through 12 in the 2002 
school year.  Projections of Education Statistics 
to 2012, page 13.  The Congressional Research 
Service estimates that approximately 35% of 
public school students are eligible for free and/or 
reduced price school lunches.   
  
viU.S. Census Bureau, Poverty Thresholds for 
2001, August 22, 2002. 
  
viiSee Thomas B. Parrish, et. al. (1994), 
Estimating the Cost of Enabling Special Needs 
Populations to Achieve High Standards of 
Learning.  This study estimated the marginal 
cost of compensatory education to range from 
20% to 55% of general education. 
  
viii The Congressional Research Service estimates 
that 40% of the national average per pupil 
expenditure would be $2,827 in the 2003 school 
year. 
 

                                                                                
ixThe Congressional Research Service estimates 
that the total cost of funding Title 1 payments to 
school districts at the full funding level of 40% 
of the national average per pupil expenditure 
would be $28.852 billion in fiscal year 2003. 
  
xThe Department of Education indicates that 3.5 
million students are enrolled in 8,652 Title 1 
schools that have failed to meet state academic 
standards for at least two years, and that 55% of 
these students are in rural schools. 
  
xi Department of Education estimates. 
 
xii Department of Education estimates. 
  
xiii  The average cost of providing English 
language instruction in the 2003 school year is 
estimated at  $667 per student, derived from 
Department of Education cost data, adjusted for 
inflation, from the fiscal year 2000 bilingual 
instructional services comprehensive school 
grants program. 
 
xiv Unpublished data provided by the 
Congressional Research Service indicate that 
states have identified 4,043,227 students with 
limited English proficiency in consolidated 
applications to the Department of Education.  
 
xvThe Department of Education estimates that the 
average cost of educating a student with 
disabilities is about 2.22 times its estimated 
$7,402 average cost of educating a non-disabled 
student in fiscal year 2003.  Therefore, the total 
average cost of educating a student with a 
disability would be about $16,443, and the 
federal contribution toward this cost authorized 
under IDEA would be $2,961 (40% of $7,402) in 
fiscal year 2003.  
 
xviDepartment of Education (2001), Education 
for Homeless Children and Youth Program, 
Report to Congress, Fiscal Year 2000.  
 
xvii U.S. Conference of Mayors (2001), A Status 
Report on Hunger and Homelessness in 
America’s Cities, 2001. 
 
xviii Estimates derived from data in Department of 
Education (2001), Education for Homeless 
Children and Youth Program, Report to 
Congress, Fiscal Year 2000.  Of  930,200 
homeless children identified in this report, 
257,076 are preschool children and 663,134 are 
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school age children.  Of the school age children, 
23% or 152,521 children are reported to not 
attend school regularly, and 13% or 86,207 
children are reported to not attend school at all. 
 
xix Because the “No Child Left Behind” Act 
authorizes such sums as necessary in fiscal year 
2003 for the Education of Homeless Children 
and Youth Program, the fiscal year 2003 
authorization level assumed here is $71.75 
million – the fiscal year 2002 authorization of 
$70 million adjusted for inflation as projected by 
the Congressional Budget Office.  The additional 
$21.75 million authorized in fiscal year 2003 
would serve an additional 138,000 children over 
the request, at an estimated average cost of $117 
per child.  The cost per child estimate is derived 
from fiscal year 2000 program data adjusted for 
inflation as projected by the Congressional 
Budget Office. 
 
xx U.S. Census Bureau (2000), Current 
Population Reports, Who’s Minding the Kids?  
Child Care Arrangements. 
 
xxi These estimates assume an average cost per 
child of $731 in fiscal year 2002 and $749 in 
fiscal year 2003 based on Department of 
Education fiscal year 2002 program data 
adjusted for inflation as projected by the 
Congressional Budget Office.  
 
xxiiThe number of teachers lacking certification is 
estimated to be 188,000, calculated by 
multiplying the number of public school teachers 
in 2003 as projected by the National Center for  
Education Statistics (2001), in Projections of 
Education Statistics to 2011, Table 31, by the 
percentage (6%) of uncertified teachers as 
estimated by the Department of Education 
(2002), in Meeting the Highly Qualified 
Teachers Challenge.  
 
xxiii Linda Darling-Hammond, National 
Commission on Teaching & America’s Future 
(2000), Solving the Dilemmas of Teacher Supply, 
Demand, and Standards:  How We Can Ensure a 
Competent, Caring, and Qualified Teacher for 
Every Child. 
 
xxiv The Education Trust provided these estimates 
based on calculations by Richard Ingersoll, 
University of Pennsylvania, using data drawn 
from the Department of Education’s 1999-2000 
Schools and Staffing Survey. 

                                                                                
 
xxvCraig Jerald, The Education Trust (2002), All 
Talk:  No Action:  Putting an End to Out-of-
Field Teaching. 
  
xxvi Because the “No Child Left Behind” Act 
authorizes such sums as necessary in fiscal year 
2003 for the Teacher Quality State Grant 
Program, the fiscal year 2003 authorization level 
assumed here is $3.254 billion – the fiscal year 
2002 authorization of $3.175 billion adjusted for 
inflation as projected by the Congressional 
Budget Office. 
 
xxvii These estimates assume the average cost of 
providing a high quality mentoring and 
professional development program for a new 
teacher is $4,295, based on a National 
Commission on Teaching & America’s Future 
estimate of $4,000 in Solving the Dilemmas of 
Teacher Supply, Demand and Standards:  How 
We Can Ensure a Competent, Caring, and 
Qualified Teacher for Every Child, adjusted for 
inflation as estimated by the Congressional 
Budget Office.  These estimates also assume that 
school districts use all Teacher Quality State 
Grant Program funds in excess of the amount 
needed to pay salaries for teachers hired in 2001 
and previous years under the antecedent Class 
Size Reduction Program for teacher mentoring 
and professional development activities. 
 
xxviii This estimate assumes that teachers have an 
average of 22 students in the classroom based on 
2001 unpublished estimates from the National 
Center for Education Statistics; 92,000 teachers 
multiplied by an average of 22 students each 
equals 2,024,000 students. 
 
xxix Keith Curry Lance (2000), How School 
Librarians Help Kids Achieve Standards:  The 
Second Colorado Study.  
 
xxx As cited in Monique Fields, “Librarians Say 
Update of Books Overdue”, Tennessean, 
February 3, 2000. 
 
xxxi National Center for Education Statistics 
(1998), School Library Media Centers:  1993-
1994. 
 
xxxii Because the “No Child Left Behind” Act 
authorizes such sums as necessary in FY 2003 
for the Literacy Through School Libraries 
Program, the fiscal year 2003 authorization level 
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assumed here is $256.25 million – the fiscal year 
2002 authorization of $250 million adjusted for 
inflation as projected by the Congressional 
Budget Office. 
 
xxxiii These estimates assume an average cost of 
$19.39 per school library book, derived from a 
cost of $18.58 per school library book reported 
in the March 2001 School Library Journal, 
adjusted for inflation as projected by the 
Congressional Budget Office.   
 
xxxiv These estimates assume that the average 
comprehensive school reform grant is $70,224 
per school; that 70% of comprehensive reform 
schools are elementary schools with an average 
enrollment of 477 students and 30% of 
comprehensive reform schools are secondary 
schools with an average enrollment of 706 
students, based on Department of Education 
program data and average school size data from 
the National Center for Education Statistics 
(2001), Digest of Education Statistics. 
 
xxxv See Congressman David Obey press 
statement (March 20, 2001), A Real Test of 
Values:  Investing in Education vs. Tax Cuts On 
Income Above $200,000. 
 
xxxvi Estimates presented in Congressman David 
Obey press statement (March 20, 2001), A Real 
Test of Values:  Investing in Education vs. Tax 
Cuts On Income Above $200,000, indicated that 
the federal share of total national elementary and 
secondary education expenditures could exceed 
13% if the average annual growth in federal 
elementary and education expenditures between 
fiscal years 2002 and 2006 was 16.7%.  The 
increase in elementary and secondary education 
expenditures in fiscal year 2002 was 17.1%.  
 
xxxvii National Center for Education Statistics 
(2001), Digest of Education Statistics,  page 175. 
 
xxxviiiDepartment of Education (2002), Fiscal 
Year 2003 Budget Summary.  
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State Bush NCLB Difference
Estimate Estimate

ALABAMA $166,325,000 $232,370,000 -$66,045,000
ALASKA $33,139,000 $48,914,000 -$15,775,000
ARIZONA $191,396,000 $270,419,000 -$79,023,000
ARKANSAS $103,991,000 $144,301,000 -$40,310,000
CALIFORNIA $1,609,866,000 $2,273,946,000 -$664,080,000
COLORADO $104,945,000 $146,147,000 -$41,202,000
CONNECTICUT $114,712,000 $161,673,000 -$46,961,000
DELAWARE $30,249,000 $44,596,000 -$14,347,000
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA $39,255,000 $56,896,000 -$17,641,000
FLORIDA $534,174,000 $760,641,000 -$226,467,000
GEORGIA $344,965,000 $483,530,000 -$138,565,000
HAWAII $37,530,000 $54,260,000 -$16,730,000
IDAHO $36,001,000 $52,113,000 -$16,112,000
ILLINOIS $479,975,000 $669,668,000 -$189,693,000
INDIANA $164,988,000 $233,943,000 -$68,955,000
IOWA $65,982,000 $92,855,000 -$26,873,000
KANSAS $78,979,000 $110,778,000 -$31,799,000
KENTUCKY $163,630,000 $230,846,000 -$67,216,000
LOUISIANA $223,769,000 $314,550,000 -$90,781,000
MAINE $40,791,000 $57,722,000 -$16,931,000
MARYLAND $171,694,000 $244,986,000 -$73,292,000
MASSACHUSETTS $240,239,000 $334,808,000 -$94,569,000
MICHIGAN $458,192,000 $643,459,000 -$185,267,000
MINNESOTA $121,824,000 $169,125,000 -$47,301,000
MISSISSIPPI $129,681,000 $174,026,000 -$44,345,000
MISSOURI $174,722,000 $240,358,000 -$65,636,000
MONTANA $37,654,000 $53,766,000 -$16,112,000
NEBRASKA $40,342,000 $57,596,000 -$17,254,000
NEVADA $45,442,000 $64,531,000 -$19,089,000
NEW HAMPSHIRE $29,797,000 $44,493,000 -$14,696,000
NEW JERSEY $280,112,000 $393,708,000 -$113,596,000
NEW MEXICO $90,276,000 $128,730,000 -$38,454,000
NEW YORK $1,156,992,000 $1,638,981,000 -$481,989,000
NORTH CAROLINA $234,045,000 $326,300,000 -$92,255,000
NORTH DAKOTA $29,569,000 $44,136,000 -$14,567,000
OHIO $361,206,000 $505,919,000 -$144,713,000
OKLAHOMA $132,913,000 $186,427,000 -$53,514,000
OREGON $101,743,000 $143,963,000 -$42,220,000
PENNSYLVANIA $426,870,000 $600,443,000 -$173,573,000
PUERTO RICO $382,888,000 $556,865,000 -$173,977,000
RHODE ISLAND $38,009,000 $54,485,000 -$16,476,000
SOUTH CAROLINA $155,302,000 $218,686,000 -$63,384,000
SOUTH DAKOTA $30,866,000 $46,979,000 -$16,113,000
TENNESSEE $158,845,000 $220,291,000 -$61,446,000
TEXAS $950,082,000 $1,333,583,000 -$383,501,000
UTAH $46,776,000 $65,738,000 -$18,962,000
VERMONT $25,190,000 $37,444,000 -$12,254,000
VIRGINIA $191,253,000 $264,519,000 -$73,266,000
WASHINGTON $153,855,000 $214,837,000 -$60,982,000
WEST VIRGINIA $84,730,000 $118,814,000 -$34,084,000
WISCONSIN $160,766,000 $229,064,000 -$68,298,000
WYOMING $26,498,000 $39,307,000 -$12,809,000
OUTLYING AREAS, BUREAU 
OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, AND 
CENSUS UPDATES $116,965,000 $163,465,000 -$46,500,000

TOTAL APPROPRIATION $11,350,000,000 $16,000,000,000 -$4,650,000,000
Source: House Appropriations Committee Minority, prepared with the assistance of the Congressional Research
Service based on data from the Department of Education.  

TITLE I GRANTS TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS
(dollars rounded to nearest $1,000; amounts may not sum to totals)

FY 2003
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State Bush NCLB Difference
Estimate Estimate

ALABAMA $1,322,000 $1,603,000 -$281,000
ALASKA $600,000 $727,000 -$127,000
ARIZONA $14,738,000 $17,878,000 -$3,140,000
ARKANSAS $1,098,000 $1,332,000 -$234,000
CALIFORNIA $131,195,000 $159,138,000 -$27,943,000
COLORADO $6,949,000 $8,429,000 -$1,480,000
CONNECTICUT $3,984,000 $4,833,000 -$849,000
DELAWARE $500,000 $500,000 $0
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA $631,000 $765,000 -$134,000
FLORIDA $29,343,000 $35,593,000 -$6,250,000
GEORGIA $8,042,000 $9,755,000 -$1,713,000
HAWAII $1,312,000 $1,591,000 -$279,000
IDAHO $1,375,000 $1,668,000 -$293,000
ILLINOIS $21,806,000 $26,451,000 -$4,645,000
INDIANA $4,544,000 $5,511,000 -$967,000
IOWA $1,977,000 $2,398,000 -$421,000
KANSAS $1,620,000 $1,965,000 -$345,000
KENTUCKY $1,308,000 $1,587,000 -$279,000
LOUISIANA $1,494,000 $1,813,000 -$319,000
MAINE $500,000 $500,000 $0
MARYLAND $4,326,000 $5,247,000 -$921,000
MASSACHUSETTS $9,287,000 $11,266,000 -$1,979,000
MICHIGAN $5,567,000 $6,753,000 -$1,186,000
MINNESOTA $5,664,000 $6,871,000 -$1,207,000
MISSISSIPPI $500,000 $500,000 $0
MISSOURI $1,880,000 $2,281,000 -$401,000
MONTANA $500,000 $500,000 $0
NEBRASKA $1,745,000 $2,117,000 -$372,000
NEVADA $5,122,000 $6,213,000 -$1,091,000
NEW HAMPSHIRE $500,000 $500,000 $0
NEW JERSEY $13,853,000 $16,803,000 -$2,950,000
NEW MEXICO $4,350,000 $5,277,000 -$927,000
NEW YORK $44,198,000 $53,611,000 -$9,413,000
NORTH CAROLINA $7,008,000 $8,501,000 -$1,493,000
NORTH DAKOTA $500,000 $500,000 $0
OHIO $4,872,000 $5,910,000 -$1,038,000
OKLAHOMA $2,375,000 $2,881,000 -$506,000
OREGON $3,710,000 $4,500,000 -$790,000
PENNSYLVANIA $7,092,000 $8,603,000 -$1,511,000
RHODE ISLAND $1,355,000 $1,644,000 -$289,000
SOUTH CAROLINA $1,823,000 $2,212,000 -$389,000
SOUTH DAKOTA $500,000 $500,000 $0
TENNESSEE $1,567,000 $1,901,000 -$334,000
TEXAS $70,571,000 $85,601,000 -$15,030,000
UTAH $4,414,000 $5,354,000 -$940,000
VERMONT $500,000 $500,000 $0
VIRGINIA $4,651,000 $5,641,000 -$990,000
WASHINGTON $8,645,000 $10,487,000 -$1,842,000
WEST VIRGINIA $500,000 $500,000 $0
WISCONSIN $3,333,000 $4,043,000 -$710,000
WYOMING $500,000 $500,000 $0
PUERTO RICO $2,290,000 $2,773,000 -$483,000
OUTLYING AREAS N/A N/A N/A
INDIAN TRIBE SET-ASIDE $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $0
CONTINUATION AWARDS AND 
NATIONAL ACTIVITIES $201,961,000 $209,224,000 -$7,263,000

TOTAL APPROPRIATION $665,000,000 $768,750,000 -$103,754,000

FY 2003

LANGUAGE ACQUISITION STATE GRANTS PROGRAM
(dollars rounded to nearest $1,000; amounts may not sum to totals)

Source: House Appropriations Committee Minority, prepared with the assistance of the Congressional Research
Service based on data from the Department of Education.
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State Bush NCLB Difference
Estimate Estimate

ALABAMA $135,579,000 $289,922,000 -$154,343,000
ALASKA $25,481,000 $54,142,000 -$28,661,000
ARIZONA $127,461,000 $303,171,000 -$175,710,000
ARKANSAS $82,600,000 $192,270,000 -$109,670,000
CALIFORNIA $897,214,000 $1,976,361,000 -$1,079,147,000
COLORADO $107,952,000 $240,656,000 -$132,704,000
CONNECTICUT $99,915,000 $222,424,000 -$122,509,000
DELAWARE $23,354,000 $51,972,000 -$28,618,000
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA $11,742,000 $37,432,000 -$25,690,000
FLORIDA $457,143,000 $1,140,759,000 -$683,616,000
GEORGIA $224,075,000 $535,626,000 -$311,551,000
HAWAII $29,453,000 $71,068,000 -$41,615,000
IDAHO $39,639,000 $87,657,000 -$48,018,000
ILLINOIS $379,998,000 $920,624,000 -$540,626,000
INDIANA $192,165,000 $485,380,000 -$293,215,000
IOWA $92,393,000 $219,623,000 -$127,230,000
KANSAS $80,243,000 $185,934,000 -$105,691,000
KENTUCKY $117,893,000 $294,937,000 -$177,044,000
LOUISIANA $137,024,000 $298,481,000 -$161,457,000
MAINE $41,411,000 $109,927,000 -$68,516,000
MARYLAND $148,065,000 $337,849,000 -$189,784,000
MASSACHUSETTS $214,831,000 $443,768,000 -$228,937,000
MICHIGAN $295,774,000 $679,334,000 -$383,560,000
MINNESOTA $143,662,000 $333,456,000 -$189,794,000
MISSISSIPPI $87,979,000 $186,905,000 -$98,926,000
MISSOURI $171,910,000 $425,293,000 -$253,383,000
MONTANA $27,042,000 $57,899,000 -$30,857,000
NEBRASKA $56,510,000 $131,815,000 -$75,305,000
NEVADA $47,934,000 $120,885,000 -$72,951,000
NEW HAMPSHIRE $35,915,000 $90,964,000 -$55,049,000
NEW JERSEY $273,550,000 $687,292,000 -$413,742,000
NEW MEXICO $68,958,000 $156,940,000 -$87,982,000
NEW YORK $573,848,000 $1,322,613,000 -$748,765,000
NORTH CAROLINA $229,832,000 $561,869,000 -$332,037,000
NORTH DAKOTA $18,963,000 $40,958,000 -$21,995,000
OHIO $330,037,000 $716,855,000 -$386,818,000
OKLAHOMA $112,031,000 $263,850,000 -$151,819,000
OREGON $98,067,000 $228,775,000 -$130,708,000
PENNSYLVANIA $319,826,000 $750,464,000 -$430,638,000
PUERTO RICO $77,914,000 $197,957,000 -$120,043,000
RHODE ISLAND $33,095,000 $95,609,000 -$62,514,000
SOUTH CAROLINA $129,825,000 $323,816,000 -$193,991,000
SOUTH DAKOTA $22,590,000 $50,879,000 -$28,289,000
TENNESSEE $175,410,000 $379,379,000 -$203,969,000
TEXAS $697,998,000 $1,481,080,000 -$783,082,000
UTAH $78,736,000 $163,773,000 -$85,037,000
VERMONT $18,284,000 $41,962,000 -$23,678,000
VIRGINIA $204,237,000 $512,423,000 -$308,186,000
WASHINGTON $162,181,000 $363,527,000 -$201,346,000
WEST VIRGINIA $57,475,000 $150,663,000 -$93,188,000
WISCONSIN $159,054,000 $381,753,000 -$222,699,000
WYOMING $19,181,000 $39,925,000 -$20,744,000
SET-ASIDES $135,143,000 $135,143,000 $0

TOTAL APPROPRIATION $8,528,595,000 $19,574,036,000 -$11,045,441,000
Source: House Appropriations Committee Minority, prepared with the assistance of the Congressional Research
Service based on data from the Department of Education.

IDEA PART B STATE GRANTS PROGRAM
(dollars rounded to nearest $1,000; amounts may not sum to totals)

FY 2003
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State Bush NCLB Difference
Estimate Estimate

ALABAMA $725,000 $1,045,000 -$320,000
ALASKA $150,000 $204,000 -$54,000
ARIZONA $834,000 $1,201,000 -$367,000
ARKANSAS $455,000 $656,000 -$201,000
CALIFORNIA $7,015,000 $10,111,000 -$3,096,000
COLORADO $459,000 $662,000 -$203,000
CONNECTICUT $508,000 $731,000 -$223,000
DELAWARE $150,000 $179,000 -$29,000
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA $171,000 $246,000 -$75,000
FLORIDA $2,333,000 $3,363,000 -$1,030,000
GEORGIA $1,532,000 $2,208,000 -$676,000
HAWAII $165,000 $238,000 -$73,000
IDAHO $156,000 $225,000 -$69,000
ILLINOIS $2,098,000 $3,024,000 -$926,000
INDIANA $738,000 $1,064,000 -$326,000
IOWA $291,000 $420,000 -$129,000
KANSAS $354,000 $510,000 -$156,000
KENTUCKY $725,000 $1,045,000 -$320,000
LOUISIANA $945,000 $1,361,000 -$416,000
MAINE $172,000 $249,000 -$77,000
MARYLAND $754,000 $1,086,000 -$332,000
MASSACHUSETTS $1,054,000 $1,520,000 -$466,000
MICHIGAN $2,002,000 $2,886,000 -$884,000
MINNESOTA $543,000 $783,000 -$240,000
MISSISSIPPI $503,000 $725,000 -$222,000
MISSOURI $767,000 $1,106,000 -$339,000
MONTANA $162,000 $234,000 -$72,000
NEBRASKA $174,000 $251,000 -$77,000
NEVADA $199,000 $287,000 -$88,000
NEW HAMPSHIRE $150,000 $179,000 -$29,000
NEW JERSEY $1,234,000 $1,778,000 -$544,000
NEW MEXICO $400,000 $577,000 -$177,000
NEW YORK $5,019,000 $7,234,000 -$2,215,000
NORTH CAROLINA $1,045,000 $1,507,000 -$462,000
NORTH DAKOTA $150,000 $183,000 -$33,000
OHIO $1,585,000 $2,284,000 -$699,000
OKLAHOMA $584,000 $842,000 -$258,000
OREGON $453,000 $653,000 -$200,000
PENNSYLVANIA $1,878,000 $2,706,000 -$828,000
PUERTO RICO $1,635,000 $2,356,000 -$721,000
RHODE ISLAND $168,000 $242,000 -$74,000
SOUTH CAROLINA $692,000 $997,000 -$305,000
SOUTH DAKOTA $150,000 $189,000 -$39,000
TENNESSEE $683,000 $984,000 -$301,000
TEXAS $4,180,000 $6,025,000 -$1,845,000
UTAH $201,000 $290,000 -$89,000
VERMONT $150,000 $179,000 -$29,000
VIRGINIA $854,000 $1,231,000 -$377,000
WASHINGTON $681,000 $982,000 -$301,000
WEST VIRGINIA $371,000 $535,000 -$164,000
WISCONSIN $700,000 $1,009,000 -$309,000
WYOMING $150,000 $179,000 -$29,000
OUTLYING AREAS $750,000 $989,000 -$239,000

TOTAL APPROPRIATION $50,000,000 $71,750,000 -$21,750,000
Source: House Appropriations Committee Minority, prepared with the assistance of the Congressional
Research Service based on data from the Department of Education.

EDUCATION FOR HOMELESS CHILDREN AND YOUTH PROGRAM
(dollars rounded to nearest $1,000; amounts may not sum to totals)

FY 2003
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State Bush NCLB Difference
Estimate Estimate

ALABAMA $8,023,000 $14,979,000 -$6,956,000
ALASKA $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
ARIZONA $9,128,000 $17,227,000 -$8,099,000
ARKANSAS $4,985,000 $9,400,000 -$4,415,000
CALIFORNIA $77,530,000 $144,988,000 -$67,458,000
COLORADO $5,108,000 $9,487,000 -$4,379,000
CONNECTICUT $5,632,000 $10,490,000 -$4,858,000
DELAWARE $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
FLORIDA $27,393,000 $48,224,000 -$20,831,000
GEORGIA $16,860,000 $31,661,000 -$14,801,000
HAWAII $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
IDAHO $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
ILLINOIS $23,286,000 $43,359,000 -$20,073,000
INDIANA $8,383,000 $15,261,000 -$6,878,000
IOWA $3,124,000 $6,022,000 -$2,898,000
KANSAS $3,955,000 $7,316,000 -$3,361,000
KENTUCKY $7,968,000 $14,987,000 -$7,019,000
LOUISIANA $10,483,000 $19,521,000 -$9,038,000
MAINE $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
MARYLAND $8,398,000 $15,579,000 -$7,181,000
MASSACHUSETTS $11,615,000 $21,792,000 -$10,177,000
MICHIGAN $21,535,000 $41,384,000 -$19,849,000
MINNESOTA $6,011,000 $11,232,000 -$5,221,000
MISSISSIPPI $5,542,000 $10,399,000 -$4,857,000
MISSOURI $8,412,000 $15,861,000 -$7,449,000
MONTANA $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
NEBRASKA $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
NEVADA $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
NEW HAMPSHIRE $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
NEW JERSEY $13,558,000 $25,499,000 -$11,941,000
NEW MEXICO $4,383,000 $8,272,000 -$3,889,000
NEW YORK $55,481,000 $103,741,000 -$48,260,000
NORTH CAROLINA $11,372,000 $21,606,000 -$10,234,000
NORTH DAKOTA $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
OHIO $17,138,000 $32,752,000 -$15,614,000
OKLAHOMA $6,326,000 $12,078,000 -$5,752,000
OREGON $4,966,000 $9,360,000 -$4,394,000
PENNSYLVANIA $20,956,000 $38,808,000 -$17,852,000
PUERTO RICO $17,831,000 $33,786,000 -$15,955,000
RHODE ISLAND $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
SOUTH CAROLINA $7,335,000 $14,296,000 -$6,961,000
SOUTH DAKOTA $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
TENNESSEE $7,484,000 $14,113,000 -$6,629,000
TEXAS $43,977,000 $86,393,000 -$42,416,000
UTAH $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
VERMONT $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
VIRGINIA $9,192,000 $17,653,000 -$8,461,000
WASHINGTON $7,551,000 $14,080,000 -$6,529,000
WEST VIRGINIA $4,088,000 $7,675,000 -$3,587,000
WISCONSIN $7,946,000 $14,476,000 -$6,530,000
WYOMING $2,788,000 $5,238,000 -$2,450,000
CONTINUATION AND NATIONAL 
AWARDS $432,438,000 $437,438,000 -$5,000,000
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
AND OUTLYING AREAS $10,000,000 $15,000,000 -$5,000,000

TOTAL APPROPRIATION $1,000,000,000 $1,500,000,000 -$500,000,000
Source: House Appropriations Committee Minority, prepared with the assistance of the Congressional Research
Service based on data from the Department of Education.

21st CENTURY COMMUNITY LEARNING CENTERS PROGRAM 

FY 2003

(dollars rounded to nearest $1,000; amounts may not sum to totals)
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State Bush NCLB Difference
Estimate Estimate

ALABAMA $45,228,000 $51,785,000 -$6,557,000
ALASKA $13,567,000 $15,569,000 -$2,002,000
ARIZONA $45,061,000 $52,620,000 -$7,559,000
ARKANSAS $27,570,000 $31,663,000 -$4,093,000
CALIFORNIA $332,171,000 $387,362,000 -$55,191,000
COLORADO $31,413,000 $36,018,000 -$4,605,000
CONNECTICUT $26,796,000 $30,474,000 -$3,678,000
DELAWARE $13,567,000 $15,569,000 -$2,002,000
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA $13,567,000 $15,569,000 -$2,002,000
FLORIDA $129,044,000 $148,940,000 -$19,896,000
GEORGIA $75,132,000 $87,084,000 -$11,952,000
HAWAII $13,567,000 $15,569,000 -$2,002,000
IDAHO $13,567,000 $15,569,000 -$2,002,000
ILLINOIS $114,891,000 $130,269,000 -$15,378,000
INDIANA $47,322,000 $53,923,000 -$6,601,000
IOWA $21,992,000 $25,015,000 -$3,023,000
KANSAS $22,543,000 $25,699,000 -$3,156,000
KENTUCKY $43,788,000 $49,567,000 -$5,779,000
LOUISIANA $63,159,000 $70,947,000 -$7,788,000
MAINE $13,567,000 $15,569,000 -$2,002,000
MARYLAND $41,372,000 $47,151,000 -$5,779,000
MASSACHUSETTS $52,228,000 $59,395,000 -$7,167,000
MICHIGAN $109,386,000 $122,400,000 -$13,014,000
MINNESOTA $38,404,000 $43,590,000 -$5,186,000
MISSISSIPPI $40,167,000 $44,791,000 -$4,624,000
MISSOURI $48,889,000 $55,830,000 -$6,941,000
MONTANA $13,567,000 $15,569,000 -$2,002,000
NEBRASKA $13,844,000 $15,846,000 -$2,002,000
NEVADA $13,705,000 $15,785,000 -$2,080,000
NEW HAMPSHIRE $13,567,000 $15,569,000 -$2,002,000
NEW JERSEY $65,019,000 $74,142,000 -$9,123,000
NEW MEXICO $22,743,000 $26,103,000 -$3,360,000
NEW YORK $229,429,000 $257,763,000 -$28,334,000
NORTH CAROLINA $61,493,000 $71,031,000 -$9,538,000
NORTH DAKOTA $13,567,000 $15,569,000 -$2,002,000
OHIO $103,418,000 $116,506,000 -$13,088,000
OKLAHOMA $33,536,000 $38,786,000 -$5,250,000
OREGON $26,922,000 $30,613,000 -$3,691,000
PENNSYLVANIA $112,487,000 $126,077,000 -$13,590,000
PUERTO RICO $93,047,000 $107,861,000 -$14,814,000
RHODE ISLAND $13,567,000 $15,569,000 -$2,002,000
SOUTH CAROLINA $36,249,000 $42,039,000 -$5,790,000
SOUTH DAKOTA $13,567,000 $15,569,000 -$2,002,000
TENNESSEE $47,256,000 $53,957,000 -$6,701,000
TEXAS $230,118,000 $263,523,000 -$33,405,000
UTAH $18,127,000 $20,746,000 -$2,619,000
VERMONT $13,567,000 $15,569,000 -$2,002,000
VIRGINIA $51,962,000 $60,029,000 -$8,067,000
WASHINGTON $46,264,000 $52,864,000 -$6,600,000
WEST VIRGINIA $23,275,000 $25,791,000 -$2,516,000
WISCONSIN $45,572,000 $51,345,000 -$5,773,000
WYOMING $13,567,000 $15,569,000 -$2,002,000
EVALUATION $14,250,000 $14,250,000 $0
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS $14,179,000 $16,201,000 -$2,022,000
OUTLYING AREAS $14,179,000 $16,201,000 -$2,022,000

TOTAL APPROPRIATION $2,850,000,000 $3,254,375,000 -$404,375,000

IMPROVING TEACHER QUALITY STATE GRANTS PROGRAM

FY 2003

(dollars rounded to nearest $1,000; amounts may not sum to totals)

Source: House Appropriations Committee Minority, prepared with the assistance of the Congressional Research
Service based on data from the Department of Education.
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State Bush NCLB Difference
Estimate Estimate

ALABAMA N/A $3,709,000 N/A
ALASKA N/A $723,000 N/A
ARIZONA N/A $4,266,000 N/A
ARKANSAS N/A $2,328,000 N/A
CALIFORNIA N/A $35,905,000 N/A
COLORADO N/A $2,349,000 N/A
CONNECTICUT N/A $2,598,000 N/A
DELAWARE N/A $631,000 N/A
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA N/A $875,000 N/A
FLORIDA N/A $11,942,000 N/A
GEORGIA N/A $7,841,000 N/A
HAWAII N/A $844,000 N/A
IDAHO N/A $798,000 N/A
ILLINOIS N/A $10,737,000 N/A
INDIANA N/A $3,779,000 N/A
IOWA N/A $1,491,000 N/A
KANSAS N/A $1,812,000 N/A
KENTUCKY N/A $3,711,000 N/A
LOUISIANA N/A $4,834,000 N/A
MAINE N/A $883,000 N/A
MARYLAND N/A $3,858,000 N/A
MASSACHUSETTS N/A $5,396,000 N/A
MICHIGAN N/A $10,248,000 N/A
MINNESOTA N/A $2,781,000 N/A
MISSISSIPPI N/A $2,575,000 N/A
MISSOURI N/A $3,928,000 N/A
MONTANA N/A $831,000 N/A
NEBRASKA N/A $890,000 N/A
NEVADA N/A $1,020,000 N/A
NEW HAMPSHIRE N/A $624,000 N/A
NEW JERSEY N/A $6,315,000 N/A
NEW MEXICO N/A $2,048,000 N/A
NEW YORK N/A $25,690,000 N/A
NORTH CAROLINA N/A $5,351,000 N/A
NORTH DAKOTA N/A $648,000 N/A
OHIO N/A $8,111,000 N/A
OKLAHOMA N/A $2,991,000 N/A
OREGON N/A $2,318,000 N/A
PENNSYLVANIA N/A $9,610,000 N/A
PUERTO RICO N/A $8,367,000 N/A
RHODE ISLAND N/A $858,000 N/A
SOUTH CAROLINA N/A $3,540,000 N/A
SOUTH DAKOTA N/A $672,000 N/A
TENNESSEE N/A $3,495,000 N/A
TEXAS N/A $21,394,000 N/A
UTAH N/A $1,030,000 N/A
VERMONT N/A $549,000 N/A
VIRGINIA N/A $4,372,000 N/A
WASHINGTON N/A $3,487,000 N/A
WEST VIRGINIA N/A $1,901,000 N/A
WISCONSIN N/A $3,585,000 N/A
WYOMING N/A $583,000 N/A
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS N/A $1,281,250 N/A
OUTLYING AREAS N/A $1,281,250 N/A
NATIONAL EVALUATION N/A $2,562,500 N/A

TOTAL APPROPRIATION $12,500,000 $256,250,000 -$243,750,000

Source: House Appropriations Committee Minority, prepared with the assistance of the Congressional Research
Service based on data from the Department of Education.

IMPROVING LITERACY THROUGH SCHOOL LIBRARIES PROGRAM 
(dollars rounded to nearest $1,000; amounts may not sum to totals)

FY 2003

Note: Under both the FY 2002 appropriation and the FY 2003 Bush request, all funds would be awarded
competitively. Since these grant competitions have not been completed, the distribution of these funds among the states
is not known.
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State Bush NCLB Difference
Estimate Estimate

ALABAMA $3,298,000 $4,496,000 -$1,198,000
ALASKA $643,000 $876,000 -$233,000
ARIZONA $3,793,000 $5,170,000 -$1,377,000
ARKANSAS $2,069,000 $2,821,000 -$752,000
CALIFORNIA $31,919,000 $43,514,000 -$11,595,000
COLORADO $2,089,000 $2,847,000 -$758,000
CONNECTICUT $2,309,000 $3,148,000 -$839,000
DELAWARE $561,000 $765,000 -$204,000
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA $778,000 $1,060,000 -$282,000
FLORIDA $10,617,000 $14,473,000 -$3,856,000
GEORGIA $6,970,000 $9,502,000 -$2,532,000
HAWAII $751,000 $1,023,000 -$272,000
IDAHO $709,000 $967,000 -$258,000
ILLINOIS $9,546,000 $13,013,000 -$3,467,000
INDIANA $3,360,000 $4,580,000 -$1,220,000
IOWA $1,326,000 $1,807,000 -$481,000
KANSAS $1,611,000 $2,196,000 -$585,000
KENTUCKY $3,299,000 $4,498,000 -$1,199,000
LOUISIANA $4,298,000 $5,859,000 -$1,561,000
MAINE $785,000 $1,070,000 -$285,000
MARYLAND $3,430,000 $4,676,000 -$1,246,000
MASSACHUSETTS $4,797,000 $6,540,000 -$1,743,000
MICHIGAN $9,111,000 $12,420,000 -$3,309,000
MINNESOTA $2,473,000 $3,371,000 -$898,000
MISSISSIPPI $2,289,000 $3,121,000 -$832,000
MISSOURI $3,492,000 $4,760,000 -$1,268,000
MONTANA $739,000 $1,007,000 -$268,000
NEBRASKA $791,000 $1,079,000 -$288,000
NEVADA $907,000 $1,237,000 -$330,000
NEW HAMPSHIRE $555,000 $756,000 -$201,000
NEW JERSEY $5,614,000 $7,653,000 -$2,039,000
NEW MEXICO $1,821,000 $2,482,000 -$661,000
NEW YORK $22,839,000 $31,135,000 -$8,296,000
NORTH CAROLINA $4,757,000 $6,484,000 -$1,727,000
NORTH DAKOTA $576,000 $786,000 -$210,000
OHIO $7,210,000 $9,830,000 -$2,620,000
OKLAHOMA $2,659,000 $3,625,000 -$966,000
OREGON $2,061,000 $2,809,000 -$748,000
PENNSYLVANIA $8,544,000 $11,647,000 -$3,103,000
RHODE ISLAND $763,000 $1,040,000 -$277,000
SOUTH CAROLINA $3,147,000 $4,291,000 -$1,144,000
SOUTH DAKOTA $597,000 $814,000 -$217,000
TENNESSEE $3,107,000 $4,236,000 -$1,129,000
TEXAS $19,020,000 $25,928,000 -$6,908,000
UTAH $916,000 $1,248,000 -$332,000
VERMONT $488,000 $665,000 -$177,000
VIRGINIA $3,886,000 $5,298,000 -$1,412,000
WASHINGTON $3,100,000 $4,226,000 -$1,126,000
WEST VIRGINIA $1,690,000 $2,303,000 -$613,000
WISCONSIN $3,187,000 $4,344,000 -$1,157,000
WYOMING $518,000 $706,000 -$188,000
PUERTO RICO $7,438,000 $10,140,000 -$2,702,000
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
AND OUTLYING AREAS $2,350,000 $3,177,500 -$827,500
NATIONAL EVALUATION AND 
QUALITY INITIATIVES $9,400,000 $10,227,500 -$827,500

TOTAL APPROPRIATION $235,000,000 $317,750,000 -$82,750,000

COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL REFORM PROGRAM 

FY 2003

Source: House Appropriations Committee Minority, prepared with the assistance of the Congressional
Research Service based on data from the Department of Education.

(Dollars rounded to nearest $1,000; amounts may not sum to totals)
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