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Sample Letter 

to request support for certain provisions of the Senate version of the Perkins bill
Date

The Honorable ____________

Title

Organization

Address

City, State Zip

Dear _______________:

(Use the opening sentences to tell who you are and why passage of the Perkins legislation is important to you.)

I am requesting that you support the language in the Senate version of the reauthorization of the Perkins bill (S. 250). Three areas of the House version (H.R. 366) could negatively affect the ability of states to improve the academic and career successes of students, and as a result, hinder the economic development of states.

The House voted 416-9 on May 4 to approve H.R. 366, the Perkins reauthorization bill titled the “Vocational and Technical Education for the Future Act.” The Senate had passed its own version (S. 250) titled the “Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Improvement Act of 2005,” on March 10 by a vote of 99-0.
Reauthorization of Perkins seems to have proceeded in a relatively bipartisan manner indicated by such favorable vote totals. However, what is not revealed in these votes is that the House version differs from the Senate version on the following significant points. 
· The Senate version (S.250) includes a separate funding stream for Tech Prep, but the House version (H.R. 366) does not. We need your support for the Senate language. Tech Prep has made great strides as the only federal program requiring collaboration and coordination among high schools, colleges, and businesses. It is believed by many that eliminating the separate authorization for Tech Prep within Perkins would result in an eventual overall decrease in funding – and schools’ ability to prepare students for higher education and careers. The Senate version maintains the separate funding for Tech Prep. The almost 1,000 Tech Prep partnerships are poised to lead the way in development of career clusters and pathways (see third bullet below). 
· The Senate version keeps allowable administrative expenses at 5%, but the House version reduces it to 2% (a 60% reduction). We need your support for the Senate language. It is widely believed that such a reduction is counterproductive since the reauthorized law will require more accountability. Local programs will need assistance in meeting the new guidelines.
· The Senate version transitions away from the older terminology of “vocational education,” used by only three states, to the use of “career and technical education” which is used in some form by at least 42 states, while the House version fails to make this change. We need your support for the Senate language. Also the use of “career clusters” and “career pathways” are supported in the Senate version. See the attached “Case for Career Pathways” that tells why this initiative will help states meet the imperative of economic development and higher levels of student academic success.
Although there was strong Democratic opposition in the House to the losses on these issues, they agreed to support the House bill, but expressed hope they would be changed when the House and Senate conferees meet to work out the differences in the two bills. It should be noted that Senate Republicans and Democrats were bipartisan (99-0) in their action to save Tech Prep, keep the current administrative allowance, and update to the newer terminology that embraces a broader, more rigorous and durable set of skill preparation as in the implementation of career clusters and career pathways.
I am asking that the members of the House Committee on Education and the Workforce accept the Senate’s provisions of the Perkins reauthorization bill on the three issues above. Please let me know if I can provide more information about the importance of these issues to the education of our students and to the economic development of our state. 

Sincerely, 

(Name)

Enclosure
