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MR. CUELLAR: Hello, thank you. This is Tino Cuellar. I'm here with Guy Johnson, and with Russlynn, and with a number of other folks who are on the Commission.



Since we did have a little bit of a technical problem getting started, if you all don't mind I'm just going to plunge right ahead.



I want to start by just making a few quick points. Number one, my wonderful Co-Chair, Chris Edley, is on the line for which I'm grateful. Number two, I wanted to just recognize everybody who took part in our discussion last time we met. I thought that was extremely productive. I know a lot of work has continued to occur in the context of the various topic teams. And today what we're going to do, basically, is to extend that discussion. 



We're going to focus on the introduction and framing outline that's been circulated. The discussion of schools and poverty, also an outline that's been circulated, and then teaching, learning, and leaders.



Before we get to all that, I do want to give a quick update and reminder on the structure, and what we take to be the next steps.



So, remember that really what we're trying to do here is to give input to these topic teams, so the discussion should be of a sort of large grain size. The specifics of recommendations, how to take the input, we see that as still primarily being the purview of these topic teams who will then report back to help us prepare for follow-up meetings with the Commission.



And as a reminder, I think it's important to strike a balance at this point between giving feedback that reflects the fact that you're trying to see how the big picture is going to work, and how these different pieces fit together. But also recognizing that we've built in time in the process to do that, so there will be opportunities to ask, well, how does accountability fit in with finance? How does finance fit in with teaching? That's important. So, I urge you to not feel like all that has to be worked out today.



I think today the important thing is here's the feedback for the Teaching Group. Here's the main thing I want to make sure that the introduction and framing piece tries to include. And then these topic teams will do the best they can to react to that. 



By way of just saying a word or two on next steps and upcoming meetings, and here I'll also give Chris a chance to say a word or two. So, we've continued to struggle a little bit with issues of scheduling and quorum. The best thing to do at this point is to basically take the September 11th meeting off the calendar, and what we'll do really is to focus on the topic teams in the next couple of weeks to get those teams to work as much as possible, to make sure they've got whatever help they need from the staff. And we're going to just work on quorum issues, and we'll circle back with you in terms of when is a good opportunity for the next actual Commission meeting.



In the mean time, my sense is that we've gotten to a point where after this meeting we will have had good opportunities for input to these topic teams on the one-pagers, so the topic teams will be in a good place to actually get some of the drafting done.



I do think it's important for the topic teams to give us, by which I mean the co-chairs and the staff, something back by the end of the month. That will be extremely -- the end of the next month. No, the end of the month is sort of today for August. But, Chris, do you want to say a word or two about that?



MR. EDLEY: I think our conclusion is that we really need to get the draft in by the end of September. And I think if there are teams that aren't going to be able to do that, just let us know as early in the month as you can and the co-chairs, and Russlynn, and staff will try to jump into the breach and generate something so that -- 



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. Thank you, Chris.



MR. EDLEY: It seems to me you need to get a very solid draft done early in November so that we can think about roll out in early December. Everybody goes to sleep through the holiday season.



MR. CUELLAR: Exactly. And just to add one thing to that, Chris, thank you. My sense is really the Secretary would kind of like us to get this done by December 1st for a lot of reasons. So, I think that's a realistic deadline. I think we should work towards that. It does take a lot of effort, but I think we can make that effort, and today will be an additional step in that direction.



MS. BROWN: Are we still having this two-day session?



MR. CUELLAR: I think this is the way I would propose that we handle it. Really the bulk of the next few weeks will be the topic teams working. And, obviously, we'll need to find some mechanism for everybody to look at how the pieces fit together, so whether we do that as a two-day meeting or a one-day meeting we can figure out, but definitely that will have to come in the process.



MS. BROWN: We should keep it on our calendars.



MR. CUELLAR: Yes. But I just don't know if October is the right time for that. 



MS. BROWN: I mean, you should know people's schedules.



MR. CUELLAR: But that's exactly -- 



MS. ALI: We're actually having a hard time. I know for those that reserved it, it was a lot, but we don't have quorum. Guy can confirm it, but we don't have quorum.



MR. CUELLAR: So, I mean better than telling you hold that for sure. I think it's better for us to tell you -- 



MS. ALI: Just out of respect almost for the time -- 



MR. CUELLAR: Exactly.



MS. ALI:  -- given how --



MR. MARTIRE: It's okay. I mean, I'm one of those that cleared the dates and does have frequent scheduling conflicts, so if there are other dates you're thinking of either in November, the sooner you get it to us the better because right now I've already got about 15 or 18 things on the calendar for November. And if I have to move any of those, and some of those involve our governor and our state, et cetera, I will move them. But I need lead time. That's all I'm asking.



MR. CUELLAR: Point well taken, and understand where you're coming from.



MS. BROWN: So you're saying we're not -- we should release those October dates?



MR. CUELLAR: I think that's the safest thing to do at this point.



MR. MARTIRE: Yes, that's what I'm hearing.



MR. SCIARRA: Did you say release the September 11th date also?



MR. CUELLAR: Correct.



MR. SCIARRA: Thank you.



MR. CUELLAR: So, with that, the last thing I'll say as a logistical matter is I know we've got a lot of people on the phone. We're going to do our best to respond to people who want to get on the queue, just speak up and we'll put you on the queue, but in case you're having trouble getting on the queue email Guy and Guy will let me know, and we'll make sure that you get to speak.



Any questions that I can answer beyond what's already been raised? Yes?



MR. EDLEY: I'm kind of alarmed about this two-day thing, and how -- 



MS. ALI: Sorry, Chris. And how?



MR. EDLEY: I mean, I just think Guy has to get on the phone with every Commissioner's office and just get it done.



MS. BROWN: Yes, I wouldn't release those dates now.



MR. CUELLAR: Let's talk about it.



MS. BROWN: Well, you need to make a statement in this meeting that we're going to keep these dates on the calendar. 



MR. CUELLAR: Yes. So, I can make a statement that we cannot keep the October dates given the situation we have with quorum. I think it would be a mistake for us to do that, but I do agree with Chris that we need to put our foot down and find a time that's going to work and make that work.



MS. BROWN: I thought Chris was saying Guy should get on the phone to make the October dates work.



MS. ALI: I mean, he's certainly --Guy's in the room now. We're talking about not having quorum for the October meetings. And we've certainly done -- I can vouch for the kind of outreach we've done. If folks are more comfortable perhaps we leave it on for another week. We can continue to do a kind of outreach. It really -- my sense is in discussing it, it was to the contrary. It was more out of respect for -- 



MR. CUELLAR: Exactly.



MS. ALI:  -- holding -- having folks that held the dates, hold the dates if we're not going to -- 



MR. CUELLAR: Exactly.



MS. ALI:  -- if the likelihood is that we're not going to have quorum.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: If we're going to get a report out in November, we have to meet at some point. And we have some number of people holding those dates even if we found by Googling or something that there was only one of those two dates that worked for a quorum, if you get rid of those dates I don't know how you get any dates.



MS. BROWN: That's right.



MR. RYAN: By the way, I don't know how much outreach there's been. I don't remember anybody asking me if -- 



MR. CUELLAR: So -- 



MR. RYAN: Did that happen a long time ago? I just don't remember. 



MS. BROWN: Yes, that happened a while ago.



MR. CUELLAR: To be perfectly honest, some people have -- were dropped who had been able to and now cannot. So, this is what I'm going to suggest. What I hear people saying is you'd like us to take a good hard look at this. We will. We'll report back as soon as we can.



To Cindy's point, the most important thing for us, I think, is to be respectful. And if we're not going to be able to use those dates we want to let you know as soon as we can, so we'll do that. Okay.



MR. EDLEY: Look, I'm sorry, Tino. There's a -- let me say one more last thing and then you guys have got to deal with it --

MR. CUELLAR: Okay.



MR. EDLEY:  -- there in Washington.  But I am very uncomfortable cancelling the October dates with nothing else identified as an alternative, and no -- I have no comfort -- I'm not hearing anything that gives me comfort that alternatives will be identified in a timely and successful way. If worse comes to worse we should get the lawyers to figure out a way -- 



MR. CUELLAR: Okay, Chris.



MS. BROWN: I agree with Chris, it's the end of October. If you want to release something December 1st, that's a month later. If you don't spend that kind of intense time together in that time frame, I'm sorry, you're not going to meet your December 1st deadline. It just won't happen.



MR. CUELLAR: So, I take the point, and I think we need to think hard about this, and we need to make a decision. So, we'll circle back with people as soon as we can.



With that, let me turn to the intro one-pager. And I don't think we have Kati on. Let me just double check, Kati, do we have you on?



MS. HAYCOCK: Yes, I'm on.



MR. CUELLAR: Perfect. Okay. So, Kati, I know you have a cell phone connection, and I want to step in here and say a word or two about what I think is going on in this outline, and what I think is valuable. But do you want to just say a word or two about what you and Matt were trying to accomplish?



MS. HAYCOCK: I'm not sure I can add anything at this point, Tino.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. So, ultimately, I think that the challenge that we have faced with the introductory part of the report has always been how to strike a balance between three goals that we've got here. And my own view is that the outline that has been prepared, and the document that reflects some of what's in the outline is a promising start in that direction. I know people have strong views about how the introduction should be written.



In the course of providing your feedback, I would encourage you to just remember that part of what we're trying to achieve in the introduction is to have it speak with a coherent voice. So, no part of the report works really well if it's written by a Committee, but this part especially doesn't work if it's written by Committee.



I do think there's a lot of valuable feedback that can be taken into account. Molly has helped prepare an outline that reflects some of what Kati and Matt put in their draft, and also includes some of the feedback that has been provided by the team that was working on the intro. That, to me, is also a promising part of this process.



But in particular, I think what we should bear in mind is that this section should be compelling enough to pull in some people who grabbed this from the public, should foreshadow some of the arguments that we make in the rest of the report, and should convey extremely clearly what the stakes are in this issue. Why it matters a lot, why it's not a small issue, but a big issue. 



So, my sense, just my read on what Kati and Matt were trying to do is to basically strike a balance. I think in particular they go a good distance in making sure that the stakes are communicated, but I know that there are different views about what should go in here, so I want to just open it up for people to give some feedback to Kati and Matt, and to the topic team. 



MR. MARTIRE: Well, I submitted a written markup for their consideration back, and so I put some of my thoughts on it in writing and black lined the version and just sent it to them. So, I'm not going to bore them with those comments on that.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay.



MR. MARTIRE: They are what they are. They can consider them, like them or not.



MR. CUELLAR: Fair enough. 



MR. TORRES: Well, from my perspective, this is Jose. I've come back and forth with this Commission in that I wonder if we're going to have an impact. You know, we're all very busy, and so coming out and spending time is something that you have to be very judicious about. And sometimes I'm not very hopeful that this will be what it's intended to do. But reading this introduction on the way here this morning was really hopeful to me that we're going to get somebody's attention and grab them by the collar, and say this is really important, and we need people to sort of invest in this.



Obviously, there's a few things that I would quibble with, but on the whole I'm very hopeful as I sit here.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay, that's great, very helpful. Folks on the phone?



MR. REBELL: This is Michael. I, basically like where they're going with it, so I think we should continue in that direction.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay, excellent. 



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: This is Linda. I also like the general direction that it's going. There's a couple of points where I would try to bring some nuance to it. I really like that it talks about what's happening with poor kids. I think it's great to get that up front and center. 



I think we're going to have to distinguish as we try to characterize the United States in international context, and we have people coming from the international group soon, I hope. That we do relatively well in reading. We do poorly in math, some of the specifics that gets thrown around. Also, one of the other -- I just think we need to be very accurate and not painting things too broadly that are more nuanced than that. And in both of those cases, particularly in reading and science, you know, most of our kids are well above international averages and sometimes at the very top. Our poor kids are way, way, way, way below, our kids in poor schools. In math we have a different problem. We're just not doing well in many respects in math, and if we want to refer to the international comparisons we're going to have to break that down at some point.



Another piece of information as far as being accurate on is the qualifications of educators. Most of them come from the top half of their college class, not the bottom half. About a third do come from below the average. Anyway, I just think we need to be careful about that, when we're comparing with other countries they're often talking about, like Singapore selecting from the high school class rather than a college class.



I just will send some comments about the specifics, but in general I think this is going in the right direction. And I hope we in response to the questions do take up the charges dealing with issues around poverty  as we are asked to weigh in on this discussion question.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you, Linda. That's very helpful. And absolutely part of what we'll have to think about is how to integrate the paper that comes on the international comparisons with this. But that's -- these are important points.



Did you have, Russlynn, a question you wanted to ask?



MS. ALI: Why don't we do it at the end after the sort of roll call. I do want to circle back.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay.



MS. ALI:  Linda, in particular on one of the questions that you raised if we could for deliberation because I know that it was an issue that's come up as the staff was preparing previous documents and working with the Subcommittee in the past, so maybe we can have a little bit of a public conversation about it.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay, that makes sense.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: I'm sorry, I didn't hear everything you said, Russlynn.



MS. ALI: Sorry. We were just putting a pin that I'm going to come back in. We're going to go through everyone's thoughts, and I'd like to come back and ask you a question, but we'll go through everybody first.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Okay. And do you want us to send line edited comments on these drafts to like Molly and Guy, or to them plus the chairs and Russlynn? Or how do you want to -- 



MR. CUELLAR: Yes. I think you should send it to the Subcommittee first. And if you want Guy to facilitate that, Guy can send it to the people who are working through the drafting. So, that's the easiest and the most  FACA-happy way to do it.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Okay. Thank you.



MR. CUELLAR: David Sciarra.



MR. SCIARRA: I just want -- I sent some comments in, as well, on this. I want to echo Linda's concerns about the use of international benchmarks. I've raised those concerns. I've had some interchange with Kati about this, particularly because, you know, we're dealing with countries that have very different child poverty rates, very extreme. So, I want to echo Linda's comments about the careful use of international benchmarks. And then the consistency with what her group is doing on that. And I also want to echo her concern about distinguishing between the performance of poor kids and other kids relative to international benchmarks, which is significant.



I also want to raise another sort of cut that I don't see here which is the states. Now, you know, it's hard to do international benchmarks in terms of state --use international benchmarks in terms of state performance, but I think it's important -- to me it's important that this frame, initial frame also make it clear that, you know, really begin to make it clear that we're dealing with 50 state systems of education, not one. Each state controls its system, as we know. 



The performance among the states varies significantly, and we have certain states that are performing much better and at much higher levels over all. And even with subgroups of students than many, many other states. 



One could argue that there are states and regions of the country that are simply dragging the whole country down in terms of academic performance.



MR. MARTIRE: Can I just ask you a quick question about that comparison, though?



MR. SCIARRA: Yes.



MR. MARTIRE: Are you talking the state's own standards or on NELL?



MR. SCIARRA: NAEP.



MR. MARTIRE: Okay, great.



MR. SCIARRA: I'm talking about NAEP. Not international, because that's problematic.



MR. MARTIRE: Yes, I just wanted to be clear on that.  Okay.



MR. SCIARRA: But I do think that needs to be drawn out in the frame. That's another cut that I don't see here because I think that a lot of our recommendations and our discussion go to what we want to see the states do in terms of building equitable systems of public education in terms of finance, accountability, et cetera. So, we need to start out early and talk about the problems we have among the states, not just in terms of national performance on international benchmarks, or even the performance of poor kids and non-poor kids on international benchmarks.



MR. CUELLAR: David, I just want to highlight one thing you've said, and that is on several occasions you've made this point about the importance of grappling with the fact that there are different state systems.



MR. SCIARRA: Yes.



MR. CUELLAR: And that is an important point. I think the challenge for this drafting group is going to be to reconcile that point with another point that I think is equally valid, which is we are one country. And while it's still entirely true that part of what makes this country -- what characterizes this country is the robust role for the states. 



I think it would be a useful thing for the introduction nonetheless convey, let's understand that at the end of the day we are one nation, and this is a problem that we are struggling with as a nation.



MR. SCIARRA: I'm not proposing an either/or. I think that there has to be a national frame. I accept that, but I also think as we parse that out in terms of both subgroups, poor kids, non-poor kids, I think the other parsing is among states and how the states are performing, because at the end of the day we're stuck with the system that we have which is not a national education system like other countries have, but 50 state systems. 



MS. BROWN: That should be easy to add.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: The story for the U.S., I agree with David, is one of strong inequities sliced many ways. We have high achieving states and low achieving states, and the high achieving states have done different things in their education systems. So, I think drawing that out as the questions at the end of the draft suggests is really powerful.



We do have little vignettes on three of those states, New Jersey, Massachusetts, and Connecticut that have gotten written over the months, but I think some -- that may be one way of talking about what those states have done, and maybe another way of doing it. But in a national system when we're trying to leverage the nation to achieve its highest potential, we should be thinking about how to leverage low performers to achieve what high performers have achieved. And you can't do that by painting a picture of a rising tide of mediocrity because this is really not a mediocrity problem so much as it is a very dramatic inequality problem, whether you slice it by poverty levels of kids in schools, or by states that haven't had --pursue different kinds of policies. It's not like we have 50 states that are all achieving at the same level which is mediocre. 



MR. CUELLAR: Linda, one quick follow-up on that.  You had mentioned earlier the importance of thinking about poverty in the context of the international comparisons and how poor kids are doing. Could you say just a word or two about what the state of our data is with respect to comparisons of poor kids in the U.S. to poor kids elsewhere in the world?



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: I'm not sure if this is what you're asking but, obviously, we have many more kids in poverty, and PESA provides those data. You know, we're among the industrialized countries the highest poverty rate by far. 



There's other data that also shows that if you attempt for government transfers childhood poverty rates in many other countries are reduced much more because of health care, housing, and other types of welfare pieces. 



But the other piece in the PESA data is that if you array schools along the PESA continuum, and there are reports in PESA that show these data, our kids in schools with less than 10 percent of kids in poverty, you know, rank number one in the world in reading, even if you look at schools with 25 percent of kids in poverty, they're number three in the world in reading. And that's --no other country has rates of poverty like that in their schools, and so on.



But if you look at the schools which are concentrated poverty, more than 50 percent, we are way, way, way below the international -- 



MR. CUELLAR: That's partly responsive to exactly what I hoped to get some insight on, but part of it is also how much can we disaggregate the piece of data with respect to poverty in other countries? It seems to me like that would also be an interesting comparison. Right? You see what I mean?



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: There are data that look at for the highest and lowest income deciles, for example, the 90th and 10th percentiles. What the gap in achievement is for kids in poverty versus our kids who have the lowest income versus highest income, all of them had a gap. It's just that we have a lot more kids falling at the bottom in these very concentrated poverty situations.



MS. DUNGEE GLENN: Right, but we also, Linda, have one of the largest gaps, fourth largest in the world in reading, and fifth largest in science.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Yes, I would agree with that. I'm just saying that every -- poverty measures in other countries, too. It's just we've got a lot more of it and the gap is wider.



MR. CUELLAR: Got you. Okay. 



MS. ALI: So, Linda, this is Russlynn. That's actually the question I wanted to raise, is about the comparison. I, too, get the data that talks about the schools that have less than 10 percent poverty rank in the top, but the top as compared to the average of all schools? Are we comparing -- in other words, is it top decile, top 10 percent of poverty versus top 10 percent of poverty, or is it top -- or is high wealth relative to the average.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: It's -- 



MS. ALI: So, that is where we were stuck as a staff in trying to do the synergy of the data points in earlier iterations during the Subcommittee process, because given that we're comparing the -- what we're saying is that schools with less than 10 percent poverty rank number one in the world as compared to the average school across the world.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: And if you think about it, in --



MS. ALI: Which is a different -- 



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: -- most of the industrialized countries, all of the schools have less than 10 percent of their kids in poverty because they just don't have kids in large numbers in poverty.



MR. CUELLAR: Right.



MS. ALI: But when you say -- but it feels more concerning for the bottom when we're saying in our schools with the most poor are performing worst in the world as compared to the average school in the world, in the average demographics. 



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Yes, this insures that I think we'll -- I think rather than us trying to parse it now, maybe there's a couple of charts that we'll be sending in the international one, and we can talk about how to frame it then.



MR. CUELLAR: Fair enough. That's helpful. 



MR. MARTIRE: I think there has been -- I've got to relook at all of Terotsi's stuff. I put some of this in my comments, but when he sliced the data he found the exact same things Linda pointed out. And, for instance, if you look at our schools between 10 and 25 percent poverty and their performance on PESA compared to other nations with that same demographic of poverty, those schools were third overall in the world in general, but number one in the schools with that demographic of poverty. It's only when poverty got over 25 percent that American school scores really started to decline.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: It's actually over 50 percent, and we're above the international averages all the way up to 50. 



MR. MARTIRE: Up to 50, right.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. So I would just note that  -- 



MR. MARTIRE: So, this stuff was parsed out. And I think Terotsi's work is really good on it.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Well, Terotsi's work is not on the PESA report. It's not his actual analysis.



MR. MARTIRE: Right. Okay. He just took the pieces.



MR. CUELLAR: I would just note from the last five minutes of discussion that it's interesting to note that there is one dimension of this which is about trying to understand the performance of poor U.S. kids relative to the performance of poor kids in other countries.



MR. MARTIRE: Yes.



MR. CUELLAR: But there's also another dimension to which people have alluded which has to do with concentrated poverty and the potential implications of that.



I've got Jim Ryan, Sandra Dungee Glenn, and I have David on the list again. And for Jim and Sandra, thank you for emailing, that's what you should do. And certainly if there are others on the phone who want to get on the queue, by all means go ahead and email Guy who's very good about letting me know. Jim.



MR. RYAN: Thanks. A quick question about the data. I wonder whether your data on the standings with high poverty schools in other countries compared to ours, which might be a useful point of comparison. 



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Jim, you are breaking up a lot. Can you get closer to the phone?



MR. RYAN: It's not me. I think that's just some interference on -- 



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Okay.



MR. CUELLAR: It's a little better now.



MR. RYAN: Is that better?



MR. CUELLAR: Yes.



MR. RYAN: I'm just wondering if it's possible to get data about the percentage of high poverty schools in other countries as compared to ours, so that we have a sense of the scope of the problem in this country as compared to other countries.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Yes, that's a great idea. We can look in the PESA data to see if they provide that, because I haven't seen it, but I haven't looked for it. I know that if you look at industrialized countries the percentage of kids in high poverty schools is much, much, much lower because they don't have many schools with concentrations of poverty because they don't have as much poverty. So, that would be interesting.



MR. CUELLAR: That's great, great idea. We'll put that on the list. Thank you, Jim. 



MR. RYAN: Okay.



MR. CUELLAR: Sandra. 



MS. DUNGEE GLENN: I want to go back to the comments about the balancing this issue of the national -- role of the national  -- national issue versus states and what they could do. And I think we outlined them, I believe it must be the second page, there are a series of questions about what a serious country -- it goes on to add what a serious country is about and these various things. 



(Whereupon, the proceedings went off the record at 11:49 a.m., and went back on the record at 11:51 a.m.)



MR. CUELLAR: Okay, folks. Sorry, we had a technical problem and we got kicked off, but we're  --  



MS. ALI: Sandra?



MR. CUELLAR: I'm sorry, we got kicked off for a minute, so we missed the last say minute or so. So, can you back up just for about a minute and kind of quickly recap what you were saying?



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Okay.



MS. ALI: Tino was being nice. It was my fault. It's Russlynn, I'm sorry, I pushed a button.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Thank you, Russlynn, for pushing me off.



MS. ALI: Sorry. 



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Did you get my comment about the national -- kind of balancing national and state?



MS. ALI: We were right there when I pushed the button.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Okay. I was making a point that in the outline there are a series of questions about what a serious country would -- would a serious country allow these things to happen. And I was saying I think we definitely want to set up in the frame and in the introduction that this problem causes a stronger national response, so one suggestion is to make the suggestion, and make the assertion for this question, that we could be asserting that a serious country would not allow this to happen, and that as a serious country we need to assess these kinds of problems. So that was one comment.



And then I was saying I found it more useful to work on the outline that Molly prepared, so my other comments kind of geared to work through the outline from Molly. 



MR. CUELLAR: Okay.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Starting in Point 2 under stats and status, all six assume or talks just about poorest children and talk about poverty. And I wanted to make the point that I believe throughout the document we have to talk about poverty and race, because race is still a strong factor around equity, and sometimes unrelated to economic status of children or their families. So, where we talk about poor children, just talking about poverty I don't think gets the whole picture.



And then moving through the outline, my other comment related to Point 6 under the problem. There I think when we talk about the challenges, one of the things we still do need to lift up is the problem of using a system designed for the 20th century to educate children in the 21st century, that that is a problem around the excellence, particularly the excellence aspect of education. It's something we have to deal with.



Funding is a part of it, reallocation of resources is a part of it, but as Karen brought out, I think quite well last time as well as Dennis, it's also a systems problem, a systemic problem, a redesign problem that we need to address, and also I think point out in the introduction, and that the disparities in funding are not just between districts, but also within districts, as well. So, that was another point I wanted to add in the outline.



MR. CUELLAR: Great.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Gives us some additional questions for our discussion. And under Question 1 she talks about how we framed it around poverty and the growing gap. I do think we need to in that context also make a stronger point around all of public education and maintaining the U.S. standard of living for all. This isn't just about families who might have children in a poor system, or children going through the system. This truly is a national problem that's going to touch all of us if we don't confront it. And that is how it is going to move the U.S. into a defined standard of living just from the sheer numbers of our citizens who are being under-prepared and under-educated; and, therefore, unable to contribute adequately to our economic health, and that we need to  -- I think if we put some data behind that in terms of quantifying the percent of the future students who are under-prepared or being under-prepared, and the cost of that I think we need to make that a stronger point in the outline.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you, Sandra. That's very helpful. You've given us a lot of good ideas for  -- 



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: One final thing.



MR. CUELLAR: Yes, go ahead.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: There was also a question about making clear about what the standards are for being viable in the 21st century. I think, kind of again listing out what education needs to be and look like is something that we can strengthen in our introduction. Thank you.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay, thank you. A lot of goods ideas there. Guy had asked me to do a quick roll call to make sure that other folks didn't get kicked off the call. So, I know Sandra is on. Can you speak up if you're on the phone, please.



MS. THOMPSON: Jackie Thompson is on.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you, Jackie.



MR. RUIZ: Jesse Ruiz.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you, Jesse.



MR. TERANISHI: Robert Teranishi is on.



MR. CUELLAR: Hi, Robert. 



MS. MILES: Karen Miles.



MR. CUELLAR: Hi, Karen. 



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Linda Darling-Hammond.



MR. CUELLAR: Linda, and somebody else was speaking up?



MS. HAYCOCK: Kati.



MR. CUELLAR: Kati.



MS. BROWN: Cindy.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. 



MR. SAENZ: Tom Saenz on.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay, Tom. 



MS. ALI: Michael?



MS. BROWN: Rebell was on.



MR. CUELLAR: Yes, we might have missed (- we might have  -- 



MS. ALI: Jim?



MR. RYAN: I'm here.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay, Jim.



MS. ALI: That's Jim. Is Michael still on? Okay.



MR. CUELLAR: Do we have John King on? Hopefully he'll jump on when we get to the poverty  -- okay, does anybody else want to make any comments on the outline.



MR. TERANISHI: Yes, I just have a quick comment. This is Robert Teranishi. I think I like the direction of the substantive issues. I'm encouraged by that, and I also wanted to disagree with Sandra about her point  talking about race, and talking about the intersectional issues relative to poverty.



I don't know  -- I don't think it's a good idea to talk about how it intersects with the other. But I think the bigger point I want to make is that - I think the importance of our next meeting in person is that we're going to have to really flesh out what this report is, and what it does, and what it doesn't do. So, thinking about going back to where we were when we had conversations about the audience and the intent, and I think that will help us in the end, because once the report is done, we're not going to cover everything under the sun, and we're not going to speak to every person in the universe who's interested in education. So, I think the next meeting will be really important, and I hope we can have that meeting.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you. Fully agree. David?



MR. SCIARRA: Just on a data point to pick up on what Jim said. I think the other data piece that relates to concentrated poverty is the growing concentration of poverty in the systems. So, we're seeing concentrated poverty, extreme concentrated poverty in districts, schools, and even whole states accelerate. That really, I think, relates to the challenge of why equity is essential to excellence, because we're facing this growing problem of the public school systems, and even entire state systems having to deal with substantial numbers and growing numbers of poor and disadvantaged kids, and that really impacts, to me, on the kind of whole frame of what -- of where this report has to go.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you. Karen. 



MR. RYAN: I got cut off while I explained earlier, I didn't really finish that.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. 



MR. RYAN: My own view, as I stated before, is that -- 



MS. ALI: Jim, I'm just going to --we're having a little hard time hearing you so I just want to reiterate to make sure we heard you correctly, that having a sort of attestation about concentrations of poverty, and our stance on that, and what that means. And that we do -- we talk about ways to ameliorate it. 



I think what you're probably getting at is the school integration, desegregation and where we're going to go on that. Jim, is that right?



MR. RYAN: That's exactly right.



MR. CUELLAR: Perfect. Thank you, Jim. I think that will be relevant for the introduction, and also be relevant for the next discussion we have on the poverty piece.



Karen Hawley Miles, I have you next on the list.



MS. HAWLEY MILES: Yes, thank you. I just wanted to thank Sandra for bringing up this point about -- that I really feel like in the outline Area 6, that there's a really -- I mean, the problem is disparities in funding. It's disparities in the standards, and it's old-fashioned industrial age systems that we have not tackled as a nation. And I feel like it's really important that we get help.



MR. CUELLAR: And, Karen, just to be clear, so when you say 21st century you're talking more about that than about, say, technology.



MS. HAWLEY MILES: When I say 21st century that definitely means technology should be in there, but I'm also talking about we still organize schools the exact same way we have for the last 50 years in terms of -- 



MR. CUELLAR: Got you. 



MS. HAWLEY MILES: -- in terms of how long, and all of those kinds of things in terms of -- all of those kinds of things that have not yet evolved yet.



MR. CUELLAR: Point taken. Thank you.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: I would like to reinforce -- this is Linda -- Karen's point about that, we have recommendations that are specific, but we could make a general point that we need to be looking at redesigning schools to be more efficient, effective and focused on 21st century skills, et cetera. We may want to mention if we do that that also means evaluating the regulatory apparatus and structure that we have in place at the federal and state level that are holding the old system in place.



MS. HAWLEY MILES: Hallelujah. 



MR. CUELLAR: All right. And what would be an example, Linda, of those structures that are holding the system in place?



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Well, all kinds of grade level requirements, you know, the way in which we structure the old Prussian age grading system, you know. We have all kinds of requirements attached to that.



MR. CUELLAR: Got you.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: Staffing ratio requirements, the way categorical programs are managed separately in ways that cause a lot more fragmentation. I mean, there's a bunch of stuff there but we could give a few examples, I'm sure.



MR. CUELLAR: Got you. Anybody else want to -- yes, please. 



MS. GLENN: This is Beth Glenn for Ben Jealous. So, just on the section where we had additional questions for discussion, and to get clarity on goals and purpose for the report, just to go through pretty quickly and provide some insight there.



The first question, should the frame focus on poverty and growing gaps or public schools on the whole? We say poverty and growing gaps definitely. Should the frame focus on the crisis at hand, or how our system works well for some kids. The crisis at hand needs to be the focus to get to the poverty questions that several people have brought up this morning.



And then in Point 3, should the frame focus on how the system is broken, not because it fails to educate all kids well, but because it's under-resourced to provide every child with a world-class education. We would lean toward the under-resourced to provide every child with a world-class education. So, if this the -- as the outline gets pruned and directed toward these sort of either/or areas of focus, then we would definitely lean toward the poverty and growing gaps, the crisis at hand, and the under-resourced issues as those that we should lift up.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you, Beth, that's helpful. Let me add one footnote to that. I think we've been struggling for a while with some of these tradeoffs. And they're more sharply in relief in the discussion of the introduction, but really it's about the entire report. 



And I guess one question that I would put to the drafting team here, not to be necessarily answered now unless people have thoughts about it, but just something to keep on thinking about is can we do some of what you're asking us to do, to focus the report very tightly on where the biggest problems are involving poverty, involving gaps and still make a profoundly compelling powerful argument to the entire nation that this is their problem. 



And can we do that in a way that essentially makes two points. One point is look, we should all have a stake in each other's future because this is the country we share, and not only for economic reasons but for moral and citizenship reasons we should care. But also, can we also, you know, foreshadow that part of the argument might be that some of the strategies that we might be grappling with in this report that could let us deal with this problem; it was just mentioned raising the teaching profession. You know, could we highlight that that can have benefits even to folks who are in schools that are not the most impacted, that are not actually the ones who are doing the least well, but that they might benefit as well in some respects from what we're talking about here.



I think -- I framed that as a question because I think it is -- it's tricky, but I think there's a big payoff with being able to do it in some way that achieves that goal. Yes, Ralph. 



MR. MARTIRE: Okay. And I think you can do it, and I think it's essential to do it. So, just to take the experience of my organization, I have a bipartisan Board of Directors that literally mistrusts and dislikes each other. So, when we do public policy initiatives, we start off with the appeal to common values at the beginning, bring in the data and the evidence for where there's problems, and then get to the solution. And I do think that that is how you craft stuff to resonate with a broader audience.



Remember at the end of the day, hopefully, we're making strong arguments for meaningful change that will bridge rather than reinforce ideological divides. And you can't get there if you don't appeal to common values, but you also can't get there if you're not clear about where the problems are. So, we have to build a case to where the problems are by first appealing to the common values.



And the only other comment I will make about this is to the extent during the drafting we can get rid of jargon, and wonk-speak, and overly legalistic speak, and use common simple language. To the extent we could put things in historical perspective and demonstrate that even conservative Republican administrations in the past have weighed in on this issue, have recognized it's of national concern, and have said that it's inequitable and has to be addressed with a national focus. We get more people on board if we're bringing them in. So, I agree, Tino, with how you laid it out. And I think if we want to be effective long term, that's how we have to approach it.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you. Is there anybody else who would like to weigh in who hasn't, or who has and has anything to add before we wrap up this discussion?



MR. EDLEY: It's Chris Edley. This has been a fabulous discussion, and I think we should -- in person. 



MR. CUELLAR: Chris, I think we lost a little bit of that which may precisely be your point.



MS. ALI: We lost you after brilliant. 



MR. CUELLAR: But what I take that you were trying to get across is we should all meet in person.



MR. EDLEY: No, we should never meet in person.


(Laughter.)



MS. ALI: You see. So, in terms of (-can I just ask a process question?



MR. CUELLAR: Yes.



MS. ALI: Folks will take their thoughts, and Kati as a representative for this drafting team, what would work best for you moving forward?



MR. CUELLAR: So, like one option would be for Molly to try to take this and add it to the outline she has now. Another would be for people to kind of just send it to Guy, and for him to just turn it over raw to you guys?



MS. ALI: Now, what we had decided previously was it would be the latter.



MR. CUELLAR: Yes.



MS. ALI: I mean, we sort of had decided that staff would not take your comments and do any editing; that, instead, the drafting teams would do that. So, happy to revisit but we really liked where we landed.



MS. HAYCOCK: I'm not sure what the process is from here. This conversation has been enormously helpful. And I think there's some obvious places to respond to your ideas in a new draft. 



I think the question from both Matt's and my perspective has been sort of what next, and whether it makes sense to stay in the outline mode for a while, or whether to go back into the narrative mode. And, if so, whether that's a task in this case better for the co-chairs than for us. But we're happy to do whatever you want us to do.



MR. CUELLAR: Yes. So, let me make the following suggestion, Kati. I think that it would be really helpful if we follow this process. If we have Guy pull together any other writings that people have that they want to pass along, and we add whatever notes we have that we think will be useful for you guys, but then for you all to do one last stab at the writing, at the narrative. That would be hugely helpful to us, and then we can take a look. We can go back to see what people's comments are, but it would be super helpful to us if you could take another stab at it in light of some of the feedback we've gotten. 



MR. MILLER: Hi, it's Matt. Can I ask one question? I promise I -- 



MR. CUELLAR: You can even ask two questions if you want.



MR. MILLER: I just joined so, obviously, I missed what sounds like a good discussion, but I guess I am, and I'm happy to talk about - again, Kati and I have talked about this, but it's just like-  I don't know how to take the time to do the drafting of this. And I thought we were going to have someone who can take whatever the input is, the outline massaged, and actually to address -- 



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. So, look -- 



MR. MILLER: We can talk about it offline if you want, but I don't know how to make that process work.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. So, let me suggest, we can talk about it further offline, but I do want to make one observation about it now, which is I think it -- one should not underestimate the value of like common voices here, at least in part of the drafting process. And what I see in what you and Kati put together that I would celebrate, and this is still with all acknowledgment of the valuable feedback that has been put on the table, is it does speak with a voice, too. And I guess before we lose that, I would love to  take a crack at figuring out how some combination of the staff and, you know, I and others on the team can work with you to sort of see if some of these pieces of input, like this point about the states and making sure that the state's role is highlighted here even though it is discussion of what our country is doing, and how our country is doing. How that could get run through your and Kati's sort of filter of where that might go best. You see what I mean?



So, we can talk more specifically about it, but I would just urge us to find a way to keep you and Kati a little bit engaged in the actual drafting of this for at least another couple of days.



MS. ALI: Let me sort of echo that. What I worry about, I know this process is new. Right? The Drafting Committee and this kind of deliberation, but the process of staff trying to do their earnest best to translate what we hear has not worked in a way. I mean, whether it is or may is a big deal, and we understand that, and it's been -- so, I do believe throughout the Subcommittee process and almost heretofore on every one of these iterations we tried a kind of staff synopses filter thing that got us back to the place where folks still needed to do a kind of line editing. And given where we are on timing, I just -- and while I hear -- so, I hear you, Matt, that we need to -- and, Tino, that we need to find a way to alleviate the time demands on the writers, if possible, but as a matter of precedent for the other groups, I think that needs to be the way that we really do it so that whatever staff effort they're putting in is sort of on the mark.



MR. CUELLAR: Yes. Well, let's try to make that work. If Matt and Kati are willing, we'll do everything we can to make that work.



MS. ALI: Okay. 



MR. MARTIRE: Yes, not to blow smoke, but I thought Matt and Kati did a phenomenal job of synthesizing the views of the Commission as expressed over time and putting it down in a pretty compelling fashion. I mean, Matt and Kati, you're off to a great start, and I do think that having that voice continue on would be both powerful and helpful, and move us ahead quicker.



MR. CUELLAR: So, yes, I don't want to pile on too much, Matt, but what you missed of the discussion is a lot of people saying that they thought that you and Kati were off to a fantastic start. That's partly why -- nothing succeeds like success. 



MS. ALI: We will follow-up with you, Matt and Kati, to really figure out what is the best way to help you moving forward. We certainly will take on as much as is necessary, as we will for the other groups, but it really has to be helping you get it to a place where you like it.



MR. CUELLAR: So, it's 12:15. Let me recommend that we take a 10-minute break so that folks who are in the room here can grab a quick bite to eat. And if you're on the phone you can either hold, or call right back in. But we'll do about 10 minutes and reconvene around what, 12:25. Okay, thank you.



(Whereupon, the proceedings went off the record at 12:15 p.m., and went back on the record at 12:38 p.m.)



MR. CUELLAR: Hello, everybody, we're reconvening. And if it's okay I would love to do another quick roll call to make sure that we're not missing anybody, and we don't have to send out Guy or anybody else to round up people who we need. So, we could just do, again -- earlier we had Chris Edley, I had Jack, Jesse, Robert, Karen, Linda, Kati, Tom, Michael, Jim, but if you could just sort of confirm that you're on, or see if anybody else has joined.



MR. EDLEY: Chris Edley here.



MR. CUELLAR: Great.



MR. SAENZ: Tom, here. 



MR. CUELLAR: Great. 



MS. HAWLEY MILES: Karen is here.



MS. HAYCOCK: Kati is here. 



MR. SAENZ: Tom is on.



MR. CUELLAR: Who was the last person? Say that again.



MR. SCIARRA: I think it was Tom.



MR. CUELLAR: Tom Saenz.



MR. SAENZ: Yes.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. 



MS. DUNGEE GLENN: And Sandra is here.



MR. CUELLAR: Great. Okay, so this is what we're going to do. We're going to just plunge into the discussion of the poverty, education, and needs of low-income students outline. I would note that it's been written more as a series of questions, which actually  is kind of helpful at this point because part of what is going to be important for us to think through in this section of the report is just to what level of generality in writing.



There are probably a lot of things that can be said about how particular states might more effectively organize what they're doing in this area. You know, the question is if we say it more generally, is that going to work for every state? So, I sort of welcome the fact that it's been written in this particular way. I think all questions are fair game.



I don't know that we have managed to get John King or Michael Rebell. So, obviously, the -- 



MR. REBELL: I'm here.



MR. CUELLAR: Oh, perfect. So, I'm going to turn it over to -- 



MR. REBELL: I'm here, John is not.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. So, it's good that you're on. I'll turn it over to you in just one second. I just wanted to highlight one of the things that struck me as really interesting, which is the notion of an expanded Race to the Top. Also, this notion of a Pre-K funding structure, getting a sense from people here about how those funding structures would work. 



So, Michael, why don't you just give us a quick overview and then we can take some questions and comments. 



MR. REBELL: Okay. I'm sorry that John King is not here because, quite frankly, most of this is his good work. He was the one who really wanted to focus on concrete remedies. Quite frankly, I was more interested in the narrative that we talk about the importance of wraparound services Pre-K and all as some kind of right for children. And John and I have gone back on that and we've got references to it here, but I'll leave that aside until we get him in the conversation. 



But I think, as you say, Tino, he has advanced the ball significantly by putting forward these hard recommendations, and they're probably more specific, more concrete than the recommendations we had in many of the other areas. So, they are mostly focused on the federal level. And you raise a good point about we should say about the state level. But let's -- since we have these here, I think it would be helpful to go through at least the main ones and see if there's a sense from the Commission if we want to go these routes.



So, I'd like to first start with the Early Childhood one, because I think John's suggestion here under Roman Numeral II, Section 1 in some ways is the strongest and most proactive of these, and I for one like it. I think we'd really value getting some reaction from the Commission.



Basically, what he's saying is that if you're going to take Pre-K seriously, and talking about low-income kids, it's not universal Pre-K that he's talking about for this federal. But, basically, it should be treated like Medicaid and say that we have to have full funding for quality programs. And in the narrative I think describe what a quality program is and we have a lot of input from David and others on that.



But to make sure it happens, the idea here is that we would come up with a whole new approach that would encompass Head Starts, all existing funding and just make a simple.



So, I think it would be useful, you know, if you don't mind to get reaction on this one, and work back to some of the others.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you. I have Cindy down in the queue. Go ahead.



MS. BROWN: Yes, first I have a process question. Are these proposals -- is it -- are they all ors? I think they are, but I just wanted to -- 



MR. REBELL: I'm sorry, are they all what?



MS. BROWN: Is number one or, number two or, number three?



MR. CUELLAR: All under Roman Numeral II, you're talking?



MS. BROWN: Yes.



MR. CUELLAR: I think Cindy wants to know whether you and John view these as alternatives or as complementary, potentially, you know.



MR. REBELL: Okay. Number 3 under II really is complementary, and it's because -- and John and I are not clear about the extent to which we should be using rights language. And that's a whole different conversation, so that's not really a recommendation. I think  he just threw that in there to satisfy me for the purposes of the discussion. So, we're really talking about Items 1 and 2. And yes, I think they are alternative approaches.



MS. BROWN: Okay. I like number one. I -- you know, if it was my recommendation as opposed to the Equity Commission's, I have some -- I would tie some strings to those federal funds and how they're used. But I don't know the -- I mean, this is a provocative idea. It's something fresh. I've been very concerned that there's not too much -- maybe because I've worked on these issues of equity in education my entire professional life. You know, I'm not struck that there's a lot of new fresh stuff in here, but that could just be me. But I think this is -- 



MR. CUELLAR: So, you're saying relative to other stuff this is more fresh -- 



MS. BROWN: Yes, I think so. And it's a huge problem we have in this country, a huge hole in our policy. As I said, I would elaborate on it, but I don't know that that's  -- I don't know that the Equity Commission needs to -- others can do that.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. Other thoughts? Yes, Ralph. 



MR. MARTIRE: We discussed in one of the very first meetings of the Equity Commission, first, second, going to an approach like this. It was put on the table that using Medicaid as a model to advance funding for things like Early Childhood or other educational access for poor kids. 



I think it's a great idea. I thought it was a great idea then. I do think it's a change in policy. I do think it will open eyes. I probably wouldn't be with you on putting too many strings on it. I mean, if in fact investments are being made in what's defined as a high-quality early education program I like the federal government coming in and providing some matching funds to really move that forward, so maybe the one string is that it fall along the lines of what we define as a high-quality education program.



But net, I really like number one far more than number two as a proposal, quite frankly, as something new and eye opening.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. 



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: This is Linda. I would just vote for that. Done.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. 



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: It's institutional and give us long-term support rather than things that come and go.



MR. CUELLAR: Right. David. 



MR. SCIARRA: I want to echo that. And I just -- you know, we -- there was one point at which Early Childhood was going to be a separate recommendation. And we worked extensively on that, and proposed a kind of 10-year plan to get all low-income kids and kids in low-income communities into a well planned, high-quality preschool program linked to K-12, unifying Head Start, child care and  public school programs with new federal policy to do that.



I sent John -- John may not have -- you know, I sent John that more detailed recommendation. It's not that detailed but it puts some meat on the bones in terms of how to do that, and how to integrate those into the state educational systems, which is sort of what number three gets at. So, I'm going to try to talk to John a little bit more about that.



I'd like to see sort of one and three a little more fleshed out in terms of what we mean by high-quality. Obviously, not providing all the details, but also making clear that what we want to see is a whole new federal policy that breaks down the silos, funding and program silos between child care money, Head Start money, and public school money for early education, unifies it and drives the states to build these systems linked to their K-12 systems. 



So, I think one and three go in that direction. I think it needs some more meat on the bones, and I volunteer to -- I've talked to John about this and sent him some of the stuff that we had previously worked on. I just haven't heard back from him yet. 



MR. CUELLAR: Okay, thank you. He's probably got a lot of things on his plate.



MR. TORRES: I would agree, David. And I would say not link it, it has to be part of the K-12 system. And -- 



MR. SCIARRA: Integrate it.



MR. TORRES: It has to be funded because when it's not required, then if I have a huge, huge deficit, that's where I'm going to go. We made some commitments in our district to not go there, and actually we've been expanding it. And we've seen incredible results, but we may not see them in my lifetime in terms of third through eighth because it takes some time for those kids to get there. But as an example, in '08 we had 50 percent of our kids reading at grade level. This last year we had 75 percent of our kids reading at grade level. And that's just some investments.



Now, those kids are not through the pipeline yet, but we haven't reached out to Head Start because we're just trying to do as best as we can with what we have. And when you don't have the resources to do the partnership meetings and so forth, it's just difficult. So, I think putting them together, and I think one and three need to go together. I think it has to be a right, and it has to be part of the state requirement.



MR. CUELLAR: Anybody on the phone want to weigh in?



MR. REBELL: Tino, I just want to make one comment following up David's point.



MR. CUELLAR: Yes.



MR. REBELL: I think we ought to combine the general strong recommendation for Medicaid funding with some realistic concept of phase-in. And I think New Jersey may be a good model for how you do this, that it is going to take a few years but it's got to be very determined. So, we want it to be a thoughtful, well considered process but have a very firm bottom line that within a reasonable number of years we achieve this 100 percent eligible funding for all at risk kids, et cetera. 



MR. CUELLAR: That's interesting. Ralph.



MR. MARTIRE: I want to support what Michael just said. In Illinois we got substantial Conservative, Democrat, and Republican support for going to this model provided it was phased in and allowed for thoughtful planning. And I think that that's a selling piece, and it's one that broadens out your potential base of support, so I think it's crucial and it's a really good add on. 



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. Mike. 



MR. CASSERLY: Yes, I just want to add my support for David's description of this. I think it's a good idea. I also like Michael's notion of a phase-in.



We might want to fuzzy up the language on an individual right per se because it may end up tripping us up in ways that we don't necessarily want. But some combination of one and three with a phase-in and the way David and Michael have described it certainly has my support.



MR. CUELLAR: So, I want to just note that this is very interesting and useful as a discussion that will help this get fleshed out.



I do think it's important to acknowledge in this discussion the fiscal challenges that we have. I think that certainly doesn't preclude us thinking through where things need to go, but I just want to have us be sensitive to that in the drafting process. In part, this is a tradeoff that we'll face not only here but in other contexts, and I do take Ralph's point that there's good precedent for how you can build bipartisan coalitions around this.



But, I mean, the reason I mention it really is to make a point about number two, and some analog to Race to the Top. I would just note that in reading the outline it struck me that one and two are, in fact, not at least to me mutually exclusive. Like you could think about two as part of some kind of phase-in strategy. You could think about two as an indication of -- or an opportunity to highlight what's working in particular regions but as part of a broader strategy.



So, I think that there's ultimately a lot of value in having a more coordinated thought out long-term approach that grapples with how to make this something that doesn't go away. But I would just urge us to think about the fiscal big picture and about ways in which number two might still add to that picture.



I've got Ralph, sorry, David and then Ralph. 



MR. SCIARRA: On the fiscal piece, you know, we are spending in this country billions now on the early care and education of three and four-year olds, and five-year olds. It's just all disconnected. So, one of the points we have to make on fiscal is this approach we're talking about, which is a kind of unified national agenda for early care and education moving the whole country forward over a period of time will start with a substantial base of funding that's already there in terms of Head Start funding, child care dollars, and public school dollars. That's number one. So, it's not -- there's a lot of existing money in the system.



In terms of implementation, I mean, we did a little piece and I'll dig it out on the AVID program, where we did this, we have this in 31 communities. Every kid is in, every kid is entitled to come in, everything is blended together. It took 10 years to implement it, and not just because of the money but because of the quality standards. That's what really took the time.



It took so much time to get the teachers in Head Start programs and child care programs up to Pre-K-3 certification, to get them back to school, to get them the tuition they needed, to retool the curriculum, to build the accountability system in. 



It's going to take time, and we have an example we can show. It's going to take time to do this in a way that not just because of fiscal reasons but really actually in terms of building the kind of program quality, because the one thing we know from the research on early childhood education in poor communities, if it's not high-quality, it's a waste of money. I'm overstating it but it doesn't do the job. It's got to be very high-quality in order to get the bang for the buck that we want. And that requires blending the investments, blending the money, but also really rebuilding a kind of -- or retooling, if you will, a whole sort of set of programs that are operating now in communities in a completely disconnected way without the kind of standards we need to get them to where they need to go.



MR. CUELLAR: Karen, I'm going to take the Chair's prerogative and advance you since you haven't spoken yet. Go ahead.



MS. HAWLEY MILES: Thanks. Yes, I want to build on that point about the fiscal reality influence and say that I think this is an opportunity for us to make this a productivity case, that it's very important for us to put the numbers in here about what's already being spent and how much it would cost to expand the increase in some sort of broad estimate. And then to be able to talk about the ways in which we reap the benefits of that going forward in so many ways to the point where I would even suggest that, you know, it's a short-term open investment that will end up, of course, reducing spending within the education system and outside of it. It's the perfect place for federal intervention because  it ultimately should reduce our overall spend, so I would like that to be a big part of the argument since I'm hoping that this productivity notion is really advanced throughout this. 



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you, Karen. Ralph. 



MR. MARTIRE: Okay. So, I want to support what Karen just said. In fact, one of the things I was going to say was in making the argument for this investment on the front end we can certainly document the cost savings over the long term, and what it will mean not just in cost savings from a public spend standpoint, but what it means in creating the opportunity for these kids to become more economically viable in the global marketplace.

And there are lots of studies out on that, and I think that that's a place to make these arguments, and that's helpful.



Tino, to your point about the current fiscal situation, I think it would be -- and I support what you're saying on that wholeheartedly and say it's obviously politically naive and unsophisticated to not recognize where we are currently. And I think we -- it's incumbent on us to do that. And we have an administration, fortunately, that is supportive of this Commission's efforts. And, certainly, we want to build in some steps that they can realistically take in the next couple of years if, in fact, this administration comes back. I think that that's all good, but I also think we have to rise above the current situation.



In addition to that, it's our responsibility as a Commission to say we understand there are fiscal problems now, but in the long term interest of America we have to do these things if we're going to, in fact, move forward and we're all in it, and we understand that the current environment in the Beltway can be toxic on some of these issues. But we're not always going to have this environment. And when we get thoughtful leadership in both parties that are willing to work together here's what they ought be working on, because it's the right thing to do to change things. And that's part of the Commission's job.



So, I'm putting that on the table as saying we really do have to have that second  part where you rise above the current environment and just point out the right thing to do because it happens to be the right thing to do.



MR. CUELLAR: All right, thank you. I will note putting that together with some of the other comments that part of what is useful for me about this discussion is that there are actually two different fiscal-related arguments that should be put on the table if discussion about this goes forward. One is the long-term payoff of the right investments and documenting that effectively, but the other is  to David's point, better targeting and coordination of existing resources. 


(Simultaneous speaking.)



MR. CUELLAR: David, I have you next. No, I'm sorry, Michael.



MR. REBELL: I wanted to pick up a little on Ralph's last point and then go back to Tino's point about the competitive grant funding. 



I largely agree with what Ralph said, that we have to be looking to the long term. And, actually, if you pick up the theme of the introductory section that we were talking about a while ago, it is making a powerful argument that we have to break out of current constraints, whether they're budgetary, or political, or whatever. 



It's the job of this Commission to get to the bottom line and say what's needed for education, what's needed for the kids, and make that large point. And I think this strong position on Medicaid funding is one great way for doing it. 



And at the same time we have to recognize political realities and economic realities, but I think we need to do it in the context of showing some careful thought about phasing in, about promoting cost-effective ways of doing it, but the overall message has to be strong that it has to be done. 



And the one way I would slightly disagree with Ralph is not approach this that we're writing some documents here to be put in a time machine for 10 years from now when there's more money or a better political environment. I mean, I didn't take the position that yes, this is maybe going to be seen as some radical position but read through it, see how important it is, and we have to get started, and we're going to try to write something of a guideline or beginning of a map on how to do it, whatever the administration is in January.



Now, I want to get back to Tino's point about the competitive grant funding. And I think it would be useful to have a discussion of where the Commission as a whole feels about competitive funding which John has put forward as an alternative under just about all of these things.



Basically, I don't think competitive funding is a good way to go because really it's a way of dealing with scarcity, and rationing in a sense. And I don't think that that's a healthy way if we want to make the larger point.



From the point of view of being politically savvy, I mean, I would go along to the extent of saying if we're going to phase-in maybe in the first couple of years we put out a competitive grant for the states that are ready to go, and can become models for others. But make it very clear that all we're talking about is who's first in line, not that this is going to be limited to 10 states or whatever number match some spending model. It's got to be a formula that within a very short period of time is going to reach everyone. 



And I guess that would be my position on any of these other suggestions. If the Commission goes along with the general recommendations, competitive funding should be a temporary aspect of it, but not the whole recommendation. 



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you, Michael. I have Russlyn next. 



MS. ALI: So, just briefly, Michael, to the point about competitive. I mean, I do think that's how the current administration sort of sees it, not that it's an either/or but in this time when resources are scarce, how do you leverage the greatest change with the resources you have? And that competitive seen in a light as articulated by you all as that with the hopes that it becomes an all feels right.



The question I have was more about the -- Ralph, to your point, and I think a little bit, Michael and David, to where you were going. But you started off, Ralph, by saying that yes, we have these fiscal problems currently, and there are some things we can do about it, but we have to rise above it. So, I totally get the rise above it and where everyone is going. On the fiscal problems currently we have to do some things about it. I'm just a little unclear of what the Commission means by that. Is it the targeting, is it the competitive, or is the -- in previous conversations you've alluded to revenue generating schemes and talking about tax reform, and where have you landed on that?



MR. MARTIRE: Well, I'll answer that because it actually fits in with -- is it okay, Tino? Am in line?



MR. CUELLAR: Yes, close enough.



MR. MARTIRE: You know, I'm Italian, I just tend to start talking, so I don't want to be breaking protocol. All right.



So, to respond to that and what Michael said. First off, Michael, I agree with your concerns on the competitive grant stuff wholeheartedly, and I also want to make it clear I was not talking about putting this in a time capsule. I'm talking about rise above your current condition and fix it. And there has to be a strategy to fix it.



And in the funding piece, for instance, Russlyn, we're telling the states that they need to enact fiscal reforms needed to drive more resources into education in those situations where they are not funding education to a level that can be expected to provide a quality opportunity to every kid. And we define what a quality opportunity is.



So, the Commission -- and this was kicked around during the earlier meeting, and seemed to have broad buy-in by the rest of the Commission. So, we've very much pushing the states to fix their fiscal capacity to make appropriate investments in education. Shouldn't we push the feds to do the same thing, and wouldn't it be somewhat hypocritical not to? We're a federal Commission. We're talking about this as a national priority.



If, in fact, we have fiscal problems at the national level, and we certainly do, we need to fix those, but maybe fix them in the right way where we have adequate revenue to devote to these core investments that make us more competitive as a nation, that promote the ability of individuals to grow into roles in a Democratic society, that allow individuals to gain the numerous literacy skills that they need to go out and get a high end job in a global marketplace.



I mean, these are all arguments for fixing your fiscal capacity and making the investment. So, in my mind it's hypocritical for us not to at least say that. I don't think we need to get in the weeds and say how to do it, but I do think that we, at a minimum, have to say they should do it.



Now, if we want to get in the weeds I'm more than happy to put forth a number of suggestions, but I think we have to deal with the issue. And if you look at the -- and I recently did. If you go back and look at our charge, the tax issue is squarely in it. 



MR. CUELLAR: I got you. Thank you. I've got Sandra Dungee Glenn next, and then Mike Casserly.



MS. DUNGEE GLENN: Yes, I just wanted to say that I agree with David's earlier point about coordinated funding and emphasizing that in this section, as well as I think there's a point a little later on in the outline about school-based health clinics, and basically talking about education, using schools as sites who will deliver these services, so yes, I strongly agree with that, not necessarily just for the health clinics, but we could probably also think about programs that might come through the Department of Labor or HUD, but that schools should be the center of the delivery for many of these services for these children. So, I want to say that.



And, finally, I do agree with Ralph's point that overall I think the -- a strong emphasis of this report should be forward looking and forward thinking. Understanding current realities but also I think constantly making the point that the -- we're talking about really investments that are either going to be made now or they'll have greater cost if we fail to make them in education later, and that point needs to be made over and over again so the idea -- some of the comments Ralph made about this being in the context of pushing the feds for things that maybe can't start this year, but these are still high priorities of what types of investments we need to make. I think that's an important point to be made through this report kind of as a theme throughout.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you, Sandra. Mike.



MR. CASSERLY: Yes, back on the competitive grant issue for a second. As I heard Tino and Russlyn describe this, I think I was convinced by their line of argument that  we ought not to think of competitive versus formula stuff as an either/or proposition, but that we view a competitive strategy as an entry point, a phase-in to a larger set of strategies. But to make that argument convincing, I think number two needs to have some language attached to it that has an evaluation component that determines what about the competitive grant works or doesn't work, and can then be translated into a larger longer term strategy.



MR. MARTIRE: I just have to --because one concern that I'm frequently getting from people that I work with in Illinois at the Illinois State Board of Education and others is that the competitive grant situation may just simply reward those that are better at writing competitive grants. 

MR. CASSERLY: No, I -- 



MR. MARTIRE: So, I just want to be clear that we're going in a slight -- I'm hearing that we're going in a slightly different direction, and that -- 



MR. CASSERLY: I don't doubt at all that you're likely to skew the recipients of competitive grants to the folks who've got the highest capacity, but if you combine it with at least some learning opportunity, some evaluation piece, and some determination to turn it then into a larger strategy informed by the research, then in some ways it doesn't matter terribly much. 



MR. MARTIRE: Yes. And, Mike, I like everything you just said. I would certainly, though, like to see a purely needs-based component of it, if in fact -- because the way I'm viewing -- 



MR. CASSERLY: I don't have a problem with that.



MR. MARTIRE: Okay. Because the way I'm viewing this whole approach is every kid is an American kid, and I don't care if they're in Connecticut, Mississippi, Louisiana, or Illinois, so if the capacity of their state isn't such that they could really be competitive but the needs are clear and compelling, it would be nice to have that -- 



MS. ALI: But I think I hear Mike's qualifier not as a weeding out who gets it, but as before you take it to scale. 



MR. MARTIRE: Right, right, right. No, that's how I heard it, too, and I actually appreciated Mike's explanation. And I'm very comfortable with -- 



MR. CASSERLY: And I don't disagree with your -- 



MR. MARTIRE: Okay.



MR. CUELLAR: This is a really useful exchange. Let me highlight two things about it. The first is I think a frank recognition that will be useful that different structures for funding have different advantages and disadvantages. Formula approaches have many advantages. They have some disadvantages to be honest, but that's true of competitive, as well. And one has to do with the fact that you're confounding a little bit a selection on the basis of some standard of merit with a selection on the basis of the fact that there's a presentation quality to it. It means you have this lawyering happening. 



But the other point that I want to make which I think really shouldn't be lost is there are different ways of thinking about the relationship between competitive funding and outcomes that we want to see happen. And I'm sensing deep concern if competitive funding is a sort of stand in or sort of like an excuse  not to do other things that need to be done. But, you know, to maybe just give an analogy from a different domain of policy I think to illustrate where we are, so Veteran funding. So, the Department of Veterans Affairs supports health care services for qualified veterans.



Now, on top of that you can have the Department of Veterans Affairs saying, for example, there's something to be said for learning if this additional approach would work effectively. We're going to try to figure that out but, you know, we still have this commitment, right, to support health care for our veterans and that's there. Right? So, I think it's important to notice that there is room for that kind of discussion. Yes?



MS. BROWN: Well, I think first of all we're having this conversation in the context of early childhood where we, unlike any other advanced country, totally under-invested. So, what we do -- and we're talking about the federal government stepping in to do something. So, this tension between formula and competitive is, perhaps, appropriate here. But you know what, I think it's totally inappropriate on the K-12 front, because 90 percent of the money is state and local. What the feds can do -- I mean, they've demonstrated with Title I and IDEA they can't do much, the IDEA because it has civil rights aspects to it. 



But if we don't -- I thought this Commission was saying the status quo wasn't acceptable. The only way we're going to break out of the status quo is trying some new ways of doing things. And the only way you can do that and support it is to do it through competitive grants to people who are willing to go out there and try something else even if it might fail. Otherwise, you're going to keep on keeping on with your formula grants, yes to Mississippi. I'm seeing a lot of -- sorry, a lot of innovation coming out of poor rural school districts in Mississippi. I'm not saying stop the investment. I'm not saying stop Title I, but I think it's naive to be hostile to competitive grants because some people are better at thinking about new ways of doing things, and maybe even writing about it. 



You know, if we're going to say something important, I think we have to say things like that in this report. And I go back to the -- I think we ought to be very forceful on early childhood. It's really obscene that we're the only advanced country that doesn't invest in -- at the national level on early childhood. Since we under-invest at the state and local level, you know, we should. It's one of the few ways the federal government could step in in a big way.



And yes, we have to phase it in and stuff, but that's not the point of this Commission to talk about all the nuances of implementation.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay, point taken. Let me make a suggestion to Michael, and that is that we've got about -- 



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND: This is Linda. I'm just letting you know I'm just signing off for a little while because I'm going into an appointment. I'll come back.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay, thank you. So, we've got about 20 minutes left before we have to maybe switch gears. And I wanted to give you, Michael, a chance to pose any other questions that you want to highlight about other parts of the document.



MR. REBELL: Okay. Well, I guess what I'd like to do is just very quickly go through some of these other sections. And I think that our discussion so far is going to be very helpful in doing that. Okay, on this -- let's take number three, the other wraparound areas. And if we start with school-based health clinics, John's proposal here under number one is incentives to Medicaid for school-based health clinics and all. So, we're not guaranteeing 100 percent funding that we wouldn't for the pre-K, but I think we should probably think of some magnitude here to really boot up the program.



And in terms of the realities of implementation, on this one I do think a little discussion of the weeds is probably helpful, because I know without really looking for more money from what's presently available under Medicaid and all, the internal regulations that limit school-based health clinics from getting access to Medicaid money because they're not health providers and they don't dot all the Is and cross all the Ts is a serious problem. And if somehow the regulatory impediments could be cleaned up so that Medicaid money that's now available to a lot of these poor kids can flow through a valid school-based clinic, we would have done a lot and would encourage a lot of clinics without really any new money. It's just shifting this Medicaid money from some other providers to have it come through schools; although, actually more kids would take advantage of more service so in the long run it might mean a little more money, but that's a good investment from that point of view.



So, anyway, I think that's the essence of the proposal here. I think it's both far reaching with potential implications, but it's not going to be a break the bank major new federal investment, so I really think it fits. 



And just so we can move the discussion along, you know, John has added these concepts of "involved and out of school youth." I don't think we're talking about large money there, but that's basically looking at some existing federal programs and improving the way that they work. 



And on Promise Neighborhoods, I guess we really ought to think here about whether the Commission as a whole thinks we ought to be putting more money into that approach, which really involves a lot of large-scale neighborhood funding, involving a lot of groups. It's much less school focused than the other things we're talking about, and it also requires a lot of matching private grants, so Promise Neighborhoods sounds like a great idea, but I don't know how far it takes us. I mean, in my mind it's sort of like what we were saying with the initial competitive grant things, it's great that especially in a time of a limited budget we've got some money out to let 20 or by now 30 or whatever number of projects have been fully funded, but it's not a vehicle for solving the major problems we talked about in this area or other areas. 



And, finally, expand the learning time. I'm not -- John really is in a better position to explain what he means here. I guess he means giving more money to the State Ed Departments to have more of a role in distributing federal grant program. I think (-- I don't know that much about it. Cindy and others probably know more. I think the 21st Century Fund, major federal funding for after-school has been relatively successful. I think it's under some pressure now with all the cuts, and we ought to speak up for expanding it rather than contracting it. But I don't want to speak for John about what he means by the refashioning of incentivizing state agencies and local districts.



And what's the last one here, this business about making it a right. That's basically the same kind of rhetorical of bringing the idea in that I mentioned earlier, that I think I have to work out with the others on the Committee.  We don't need to discuss it here, so let me stop at that point because I quickly covered a lot of these areas, and hopefully leave five minutes to cover the other -- 



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. So, I've got David. Anyone else want to get on the queue. Russlyn. Go ahead, David. 



MR. SCIARRA: So, I want to make more of a bolder -- what I think is a bolder recommendation or set of recommendations that I think need some work. This is a really important area because of the conversation we had at the outset about growing concentrated poverty in schools and districts. And the issue of kids coming into schools sort of doubly disadvantaged, not only are they behind in terms of learning but they bring with them a whole set of social and health, and other needs that are not being -- that may not be (-- that are generated by the communities in which they live and the lack of sort of coordinated poverty services in those communities.



So, the issue really is we have to - what I -- the way I think about this is we have to think about what can schools do to address those disadvantages as much as they can? Now, that's a term of art and not an exact science, but I'm talking about the social and health services, and other disadvantages, needs that kids have when they come to school because the staff, the teachers and the principals, it takes so much time away from their instructional core mission when they have to deal with all of this stuff, as we all know.



So, I think we need to be saying to the states that at the very least, and maybe this is the interrelationship between the finance formula piece and this piece, I don't know. At the very least, that they need to be requiring high -- or supporting, and helping, and assisting, and directing at the very least high need school districts and schools to do  comprehensive needs assessments of their students for social and health, and other extra academic supports. And then integrating into their delivery system either through various blended funding efforts or coordination of services with other agencies, et cetera, et cetera, programs to meet those needs.



That's got to be part and parcel it seems to me of what they do, not an extra or an add-on. So, you know, having nurses in school -- the issue of school nurses, and guidance counselors, and a lot of the extra services that we're talking about in the funding formula piece we will be, which is, you know, the extra costs of educating kids not just that are poor but that are also in concentrated poverty schools will look at some of that, but it has to also go -- it has to be connected to sort of a broader effort to make sure that every high poverty school in the country is doing this comprehensive needs assessment, not just of the academic needs of their kids, which is what we're focused on, but on the related social and health needs that interfere with that or have to be addressed. And then building connections and relationships, and funding mechanisms in order to make sure that those services are made available either through staff, programs and services that the district provides, or more importantly, which we do a very poor job of, connecting and coordinating existing services in the community to do that, such as, you know, the clinics and things like that. 



So, I think we have to take a more - and this needs to be what the states have to do as part of their system that we're asking them to build. It's essential if we're going to really deal with what we talked about in the beginning, this growing concentration of poverty and how it's driving everything down academically. It's such a huge issue to deal with academically.



Part of it is these kids need lots of other things, too, that they're not getting that interfere with their academic life. And I think we have to say some -- you know, I'd be happy to work on that, but I think we need to make a much more broad -- and then the federal policy comes in to support that, so it's not just oh, another grant that the federal government throws out. 



You know, I'm not complaining about it but it's just, you know, okay, now we're going to do extended learning time grants. Totally not -- just as a separate -- another separate strand. I think we've got to move -- we've got to recommend moving away from all that and starting to really think holistically about this problem, because -- the last point I'll make on this.



One of the things that, you know, I've seen over the years is just that, you know, we -- foundations and the federal government, for example, spend more time on task, summer learning, academic after-school programs. They get funded for a while, foundations may fund them, the federal government may fund grants, but because they're not structured into the system they can't be sustained. And they also can't be of the quality that we need to have in order to get to where we need to go.



MR. CUELLAR: Russlyn.



MS. ALI: I actually have questions about Section 1. 



MR. CUELLAR: Go ahead.



MS. ALI: Just I know that we talked around this issue, around thoughtfully. I'm unclear on where you are in terms of your recommendations on not just socioeconomics, that's what this talks about, but there have been several among you who are really strong that this ought not be just about socioeconomic, it ought to be also about racial integration. So, I don't know if now is the time to talk about that, but if we're moving past this given that it's such a big section of the report, it's thorny for all of the obvious reasons, and I know you sit differently on it, and just haven't kind of (-



MR. CUELLAR: Well, can I amend that question a little? So, I think Russlyn is right to ask what do folks want to say about this general subject here? I want to actually broaden the question slightly and note that there are parts of this outline that I thought work well as pieces that are sort of policy focused. You know, maybe a little general but maybe also other examples. There are also pieces of this that struck me almost as being addressed more to the report writ large.



MS. ALI: Yes.



MR. CUELLAR: Right? Like let me give you an example of what I mean. So, a section on accountability, a section on finance, a section on teaching if the teaching profession is what you're talking about. All of these pieces you could argue really go to questions involving poverty and the needs of low-income students. There's at least a case to be made, so this is fair, that whether it's to talk about integration, or low-income students, that's some of what actually works better as a set of principles that should be sort of woven in through the report such that as we think through each other individual section we are asking ourselves how well does this set of issues that we're addressing here fit into the context of the concerns we have about poverty.



MS. ALI: Yes, I think they are two separate questions, but to add to that, I mean we've had lots of conversations about a standalone section again unresolved, or embedded throughout. Obviously, it is the Equity and Excellence Commission so it's embedded throughout. 



There were many of you who felt like needing to at a minimum have a separate thought process on these issues a la where we are now and getting to.



I, for one, worry about a separate section on poverty and/or race, and/or these kinds of wraparound things. I think for what's underlying your concern about making this a one off or just competitive that as much as we know special attention comes from when it's called out, we also know that equity is a good strategy to get the excellence even if your intent is just excellence. And that we -- if it's standalone, a lot of categoricals we lose them, as opposed to if they become part of the system. 



MR. CUELLAR: So, we want to get a few reactions on that. I should just note I don't think this is a point at which we can completely resolve this. I think we're still in the mode of giving input to the team, but it would be good to just get a quick check in from you all, how you feel about this.



MS. ALI: Yes. I'm sorry, are there two separate? First -- because I do think the integration aside from where we land on the woven through or -- I would have a hard time articulating where the Commission stands on socioeconomic and racial integration. 



MR. REBELL: You know, can I just butt in here. This is Michael again. Because the socioeconomic racial thing really came from Jim Ryan who was part of our team on some items. And I think he should speak to that. I don't know if we've got enough time, and I don't know if Jim is still on the call, but I would certainly leave it to Jim to lead that discussion.



And I just want to say one other thing while I've got the floor, willingly or not, about Russlyn's last idea. I do think it's important that we break out this wraparound service thing. And I think David put the issue really well. And I'm taking it from what David said that when we get back to our finance piece we ought to put in a specific recommendation about states having some responsibility in this area, comprehensive assessment, et cetera.



And then the federal piece becomes complementary, and it's not some -- it's not as radical a recommendation as say on Medicaid funding for Early Childhood. But there is a lot of movement in states about this, and Promise Neighborhoods has start things up, and Harlem Children Zone, and all these other programs. And I think it's important for the Commission to pull this together and say something very clear on the need for these comprehensive services. 



MR. CUELLAR: Jim, are you still on the call?



MR. REBELL: I don't know if you want to -- Jim, are you still on the phone?



MR. RYAN: I am.



MR. REBELL: Okay. So, Tino, I don't know if you want to let Jim sort of take over the discussion on this.



MR. CUELLAR: Yes, sure. Why don't you take a quick minute or two, Jim, to give us a sense of your thinking on this.



MR. RYAN: I'll be brief, but from my perspective, you know, if this report is supposed to be about the obstacles to achieving equity and excellence, and ways to overcome those obstacles, it seems to me imperative that we confront front and center the difficulty of high concentrations of poverty.



No country in the world has figured out how to make schools of concentrated poverty work as well as middle income schools, and this country certainly hasn't either. There's no possible way to eliminate all those schools, but to just suggest by silence that it's okay and that nothing should be done seems to me to be just ignoring what I think everyone would agree is the most affronting issue in education. 



So, for my money there ought to be a section of the report, and I think it would be fine in the section that it is that talks about ways to do concentrations of poverty in schools, not as the only strategy but as part of a comprehensive -- 



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. 



MS. ALI: Is that poverty and race, Jim?



MR. RYAN: I recognize that they overlap on poverty and race but I -- the driver when it comes to academic achievement is concentrations of poverty, not concentrations of minority students. So, I would prefer if we're talking just about achievement talk about socioeconomic integration.



Personally, I'd also like there to be a section about diversity and how if we're talking about excellent schools we ought to be thinking not just in terms of purely academic achievement but preparing kids to be part of a diverse society, and that levels of racial and ethnic segregation that we have in this country are incompatible with that goal, and that affects everyone, not just minority students. 



I would like to see those discussed. If you had to prioritize a few of them, it just seems almost crazy to me that we wouldn't talk directly about concentrated poverty and think about ways to try to reduce those concentrations of poverty.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. Before I take some more feedback, I just wanted to note that we'll probably spend another eight to ten minutes on this, so think in terms of comments you want to make about this, or comments about any other aspect of this outline. Casserly. 



MR. CASSERLY: Very quickly.



MR. CUELLAR: Mike.



MR. CASSERLY: Casserly is fine. I'm, frankly, okay in having a separate section on wraparounds. I can understand why one might want to integrate it, but I think it's a separate enough set of issues that it might warrant its own section.



I listened to heart to David's point, and I think I'm convinced that this has a little bit of a categorical programmatic feel to it that's not terribly integrated around the non-academic needs of kids. It's built mostly around funding, categorical funding streams or programs of one kind or another, and having this more integrated and cohesive might make a little bit of sense. So, I think whatever the magnitude of the effort is, I think I would be inclined to argue in favor of something more cohesive rather than program driven.



On Roman Numeral I, I think I'm where Tino is on this one, and that is that maybe these issues of socioeconomic and racial integration ought to be embedded in the  narrative all the way through. These two items sound very bureaucratic to me involving certification plans and all of that that ultimately have people doing a lot of paperwork and don't necessarily amount to anything in particular. So, I think I'd rather embed these things as priorities in the narrative and not try to do a recommendation in the ways that these have been articulated.



MR. CUELLAR: Ralph, I have actually -- yes, Ralph next, and then David, and Sandra is on. And I want to save just a minute or two, at least, to have Michael go back to the issues of parent education, which I think are important. I just want to make sure we flag this. Ralph. 



MR. MARTIRE: Okay. So, I think there has to be a strong statement on the wraparound services, whether it's a separate piece or this is what constitutes a quality education in communities particularly of concentrated poverty. This is a component. I'm okay either way, but I do think it needs to be isolated out either as a strong component of what goes into educating a child in certain communities, or on its own. I agree.



I think we do need -- we are the Equity and Excellence Commission, so this needs to be woven through the narrative. And I think once we've appealed to common values we can emphasize that this is where -- this is a significant place where the system does break down, and where we have to address resources, capacity building to redress and get up to speed and make excellent.



Which then implicates I think something you said, so I've thought a lot about your comment, and I agree and disagree. So, I agree that we were put here to challenge the extant system and point out ways that the extant system doesn't work, and needs fix. But I don't agree that formula funding in and of itself is the problem in that for Title I or whatever. So, my point on that is -- when I look at that, the real problem is that the federal government does only fund nine percent of the cost of education, and the cost of education in America is not tied at all to the actual cost of delivering education. It's tied to the fiscal capacity of the states to fund it, so we have an under-funded system to begin with, and then the federal government at best plays at the margins in putting additional money in that doesn't get you to the critical juncture where you can see differences in results.



I don't need Mississippi to be in the data. I want those Mississippi schools to have high-quality teachers with great pedagogy skills, with classrooms that have smart boards and technology, and rich, challenging academic programs and high expectations for the children. Mississippi doesn't have the capacity to do that and, excuse me, the piddling money coming in from the federal government isn't going to change that. Mississippi isn't going to change it, so unless the federal role changes to the point -- and it could be part formula, part competitive as much as I'm not a fan of that, but okay, I get it. I'm willing to vote in favor of it along with other stuff, but the bottom line is unless the federal government steps up its role and is putting in resources tied to the actual cost of educating children in communities of concentrated poverty around America, irrespective of whether their states are willing to do it, we won't solve the problem.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. So, we have some people on the phone who have gotten on the queue. I've got Sandra, and then Randi Weingarten who just joined us, and then I've got David and Cindy, and then we'll have to wrap up. Sandra. 



MS. DUNGEE GLENN: Yes, very quickly. I just want to respond to Jim's comment. And, again, I do want to point out that I do think there's some important distinctions between race and poverty, and that both have been -- are serious factors in terms of the inequities that we see in our educational system. And that one does not substitute for the other, and that we need to highlight both. I think the data does show that even when you're talking about children within the same socioeconomic status that there's still an achievement gap that falls out around race. We shouldn't overlook that.



And, also, the Department's recent report around disparity, and I think from discipline to assignment to gifted and talented programs that go beyond this issue of economic status and poverty. That race is a factor, we need to confront it, we need to make sure that it is clear in our report that we have not overcome that. We shouldn't shy away from it, that that would be a mistake, and I think it would be misleading. So, I just wanted to come back to that point.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you, Sandra. Randi. Going once. Okay, we'll come back. David.



MR. SCIARRA: This is a question, or a comment and then question for Jim on number one. I, you know, wholeheartedly endorse addressing the issue of de-concentrating poverty in schools as a strategy for educational improvement of low-income kids. Let me say it that way, so let me put that on the table.



However -- and, Jim, this is my question. One is about -- this is about districts -- trying to get districts to do more to create more socioeconomic diversity in their schools. And as we all know, in so many places in this country entire districts are in deep concentrated poverty. And we have the problem of state policy which creates municipally drawn and other drawn district boundaries, and we've had the experience under NCLB transfer provisions, basically, being totally ineffective because kids can't cross district lines. 



So, don't we need to do something -- my question is how do we address that? And don't we need to do something bolder about getting the states to deal with this issue, not just districts?



MR. RYAN: Just a quick response. I think I completely agree. I didn't really focus on the fact that it was so --



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. All right.



MR. SCIARRA: How do we work on that?



MR. CUELLAR: That's the challenge.



MR. SCIARRA: Yes. I mean, I think that has to be worked -- that's a heavy issue. I have my own thoughts about it. I'd be happy to weigh in on it. I've done some work on this, but I do -- I think it's a very -- it's an important one, but I think we have to go beyond -- we know from NCLB if all you're talking about is districts you're not going to get too far because of the growing concentration in entire districts, and even regions for that matter. So, you've got to get the states engaged in this because it's the state policy that draws the district boundaries. 



MR. CUELLAR: Michael, can I ask you to say a word or two about the parent education stuff?



MS. BROWN: I was in the queue.



MR. CUELLAR: Now you are. Before we go to Michael, Cindy.



MS. BROWN: Well, I'm sorry Ralph is not here because I have two main points, one about federal investment fixing Mississippi and the other about how we talk about race.



Yes, we cannot fix -- we cannot bring equity to the South, some of the Southwest without federal dollars -- oh, here he is. But we have no credibility. When this Equity Commission report comes out we're going to look like a bunch of left of center progressives; even though that's not our total makeup, that is the way we're going to look to the general public.



And if we don't acknowledge the data that people throw at us all the time about increase in investments in education doubling with no results and lots of increase in staffing, we're just vulnerable when we start arguing for increased federal investments to equalize across the country, which I'm in favor for. 



I mean, Goodman Lew has written terrific Law Review article about all this and we've written some, too. So, I think the way we -- we have to build political will as a part of this Commission report, and that means we've got to acknowledge that money is not always well spent, that we over-invest some places and under-invest others but we're not naive. We're probably not going to take money away. We've got to talk about what we're going to do with new money. We've got to talk about productivity. We've got to talk about accountability for how money is spent.



And if we could make that case then maybe we could not only fund preschool which I think doesn't have the same credibility problem that K-12 does, and then increase these investments. That's just one point. I just think we're so vulnerable and we look like the usual liberal gang if we don't watch out.



The other thing I want to talk about is race. I agree that we have tremendous racial problems continuing in our schools and other facets of society, but we have got to talk about the fact that there's been progress, as well. And we really need to do that, and there are a couple of things I urge people to read.



One is, if you haven't read Eugene Robinson's "Disintegration," it's really a very interesting book. It is all about African Americans, and he basically says you can't talk about one group any more. He talks about four different groups. I won't recite the whole thing, but it's an important nuanced study of the African American community, and the largest group of African Americans are middle income. 



Secondly, I too am upset about school to prison pipelines, but if you read James Farmer's comment, Michelle, I forgot her last name, about incarceration, in fact, the incarceration of middle income African American men has gone down. And that's contrary to -- now, the incarceration rate of low-income African American men has gone up horrifically. But we've got to start talking about race in these more nuanced ways, I think; otherwise, we -- you know, again, we just sound like '60s liberals, which I was one.  Some of you weren't born yet. But it's -- I just think we have to do that.



MR. CUELLAR: Randi Weingarten, I want to give you a chance to jump in if you are back on the phone. 



MS. WEINGARTEN: I am back on the phone. Thank you.



MR. CUELLAR: Great.



MS. WEINGARTEN: Can you hear me?



MR. CUELLAR: We can hear you great.



MS. WEINGARTEN: Can you hear me now or no?



MR. CUELLAR: Yes.



MS. WEINGARTEN: I just -- even though I -- I heard the last like 20 minutes and I've heard it's been an amazing conversation. The people around the table know a lot more than I do how you actually craft federal policy to make sure the wraparound services are real, not just a talking point. But I have actually seen schools go from -- I have seen them play unessential roles, and I have become real zealous these days on wraparound services because if you don't actually break through this logjam of poverty as an excuse, or poverty potentially shifting the responsibility fully onto the backs of individual teachers and principals, we have to break that logjam.



One of the ways to break that logjam effectively is to actually do in a very smart and thoughtful way wraparound services.



I'm also going to go to Cindy's point about how we have to actually spend some time about spending money more wisely because lots of times money can be spent unwisely, and wraparound services is one of those areas where if you have too big a price tag people never actually even engage in the conversation. So, the issue about the hows I'm totally open with, but the issue about doing it, I think it becomes absolutely essential particularly in areas of concentrated poverty.



On the issue of race and poverty, I think we have to start doing things to create much more diversity in our schools. This is an Equity report, and there's things that we actually used to do in terms of, for example, Clear Ladders for paraprofessionals, people in communities to become teachers, to become assistant teachers, that we may want to think about in terms of teaching and learning, as well, but I think it's absolutely essential in terms of ethnic diversity. 



But the point I just really wanted to make was I think wraparound services are as essential right now as anything we say on the instructional end.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you, this is really helpful. Let me suggest that we do the following. We should turn to teaching now just to make sure that we can make use of the time we have left. But I do want to ask people to send any thoughts they have, of course, about any aspect of this outline, but in particular since we haven't had a chance to talk about it more extensively, about parent education, to Guy so that he can send it to the group.



Mike, you've been on the queue for a while so I want to give you the last word.



MR. CASSERLY: It was only on parent education. Should I -- 



MR. CUELLAR: Just say what you want to say about that.



MR. CASSERLY: I don't have a problem in having a section here on parent education, but I find this particular recommendation to be pretty unconvincing, because the current Title I, 1 percent turns out to be something of a bureaucratic -- yes, it doesn't do anything, so raising the 1 percent to 2 percent doesn't solve the problem. 



MS. ALI: Our blueprint already does that.



MR. CASSERLY: Pardon?



MS. ALI: Blueprint accomplishes -- sorry. On the parent the blueprint moved it from 1 to 2 percent.



MR. CASSERLY: Well, I'm saying -- 


(Simultaneous speaking.)



MR. CUELLAR: Okay, fair enough. Thank you. Okay, so we have reached the point in our discussion where we can turn to teaching. And what I'd like to ask is that Randi just take us briefly through what the draft outline looks like, and then we'll open it up for questions and comments for about 45 minutes.



MS. WEINGARTEN: So, everyone should have the newest draft in front of them. Yes?



MR. CUELLAR: Yes, I believe we have it.



MS. WEINGARTEN: This has gone from -- we haven't had a lot of conversations, the group that's been working on this, but we had a lot of email exchanges back and forth, and we had a couple of -- this week, Monday, we had a very good conversation. And I'm sorry that Mike Casserly wasn't on the phone because I think that that could have actually helped  round this out. I know he's there, and I'm just sorry, Mike, that we couldn't make that a reality. 



But this has been the dilemma in terms of the teaching and learning one-pager. Initially, we started with -- and some of you  have seen it. Those are things that everybody agreed to, and it then started looking like a laundry list of federal policy as opposed to both a value statement as well as a strategy for what could actually insure that every child had a really good teacher, which is essentially what we're trying to do here, particularly in areas of concentrated poverty; particularly for kids who have not ever had the ability to have reliably really good teachers. So, we actually in the last few days totally changed the way we want to present this, and now we've presented it in quite a different way.



Now, I also want to say that we can go back to something that several of the groups that are working in education agree to, covenants that they agreed to as part of the  Labor Management position, and you all have that covenant, those principles in terms of Labor Management, and they were pretty universally -- we spent a lot of time on them. We can go back to that as a default if you -- if this group so chooses. But this is what we tried to do.



We tried to say -- we tried to create a value statement here that says -- look at the first paragraph. That teachers are critical to insuring the goals of having an equitable society and a vibrant economy. And we know that teachers and school leaders are the single most important school factor affecting achievement, but that teachers cannot do it all. So, the first paragraph was a value statement.



The second paragraph was another value statement that basically says that we need to actually have good teachers for all kids, not just for some kids. And the fourth value statement, I'm just going to shift to the fourth paragraph right now, is that we also said that one of our central recommendations is that we have to actually change this toxic environment of blaming and  shaming because what's happening is that we are losing -- we are demoralizing the current crop of teachers, they've never been as demoralized as they are right now, and we are creating a huge deterrent for people to go into our profession.



So, the third paragraph is basically tied in of the need to have great teachers for all kids to this concept of equity, and that there needs to be some adequate level of funding in each of the districts that would provide enough resources for separation of climate, and for salaries sufficient enough that we would insure that every kid had a great teacher.



And then lastly, we talked about equitable distribution of teachers, as well, because we know that we need to make sure we  break this notion that the neediest kids have  the youngest and most inexperienced teachers. 



So, on page 2 what you see is very specific. I know this is supposed to be a one-pager, but it was a two-pager -- yes, it's a two-pager. So, essentially what we thought that meant, goes to the value statement. What we thought that meant in terms of strategies was (a) we have to actually prepare, prepare, prepare.  So you will see this is a real focus of the document. Number two, we felt that there had to be meaningful entry standards in terms of teaching. I know that NEA has does some work on this. Linda Darling-Hammond has done some work on this in terms of the new student performance assessment -- the Consortium have done that kind of work. And the AFT is about to do some work, is about to announce as part of our Preparation Task Force this whole notion of a bar-like exam in terms of having that kind of meaningful entry standard that we  really assess for the funding.



So, preparation, meaningful standards, supporting teachers once they get on the job including having an environment that has good enough -- And number four, having something that  -- something particularly  -- something about compensation in there so that we're not constantly chasing -- so that we could actually compete in the market. And then we said that, obviously, we have to knit this together with the regular (- with the accountability systems that has been thought about in the other Committees. And, obviously, both NEA and AFT, let me just talk about AFT, you know, we are in line with many of the rest of you about needing to have real evaluation systems that are about continuous improvement and continuous feedback because as much as we have to actually really focus on content, we are not walking away from an environment that if somebody can't teach, they shouldn't be there.



But this paper  -- the shift here was  -- and Michael and Linda if they're in the room, can talk about this point. The shift was on let's actually focus on the things that we have seen from the countries that out-compete us from the places that do really well, and it comes down to preparation, preparation, preparation. I mean, either rigorous programs or something like that, high, high, high standards to get in, supporting teachers when they're there, and having enough of a competitive salary so this could be an equitable distribution so this could be about all kids, not some kids.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay. Thank you very much. I think I have -- you wanted to -- 



MR. CASSERLY: No.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay, all right. Anybody? Okay, so let's start with Russlyn, and if you want to get on the queue just get my attention.



MS. ALI: This is a question coming from me but we also received a note from Kati I think trying to get at the same. If I -- I absolutely get where you're coming from, Randi, and it makes perfect sense. I'm wondering, though, if I parse this out is it that the equity piece -- I get that if we do say the first four bullets on page 2 by implementing those will make equitable distribution make sense. Is it that the Commission's recommendation, though, on the kind of hardcore equity focus is to make distribution a condition of federal funding. And I wonder if that's the case, trying to bridle that line between nuance how that's different from NCLB, which tried to ensure that.



MS. WEINGARTEN: Right. I think that -- so this was -- this is the -- you know, you just asked the $64,000 question. I know Cindy is there. Cindy should weigh in, as well.



You know, this is a matter of can you force it. And, you know, I'm taking my AFT hat off and I'm just speaking as, you know, every other Commissioner there. I think we've seen -- some people would argue that you need to have that stick because without it nothing gets done. But I think what we've seen in the last 10 years is that the stick actually didn't work to get things -- it worked to tell the story about what we're not doing, but it didn't work to actually get anything done. And what we tried to do here is to say these four things; rigorous standards coming in, real preparation to ensure that people have met those standards, real support and, you know, people like Michael and Linda were more vocal about compensation than even I was, but when you have those things you can actually have a quantity of qualified teachers as opposed to simply moving people around.



MS. ALI: So, if I could -- can I follow-up to that? So, two questions are raised then. Is it a -- do you want to address a sequence issue, a sort of short and long term given that that's going to take a long time to get to. And, two, for the benefit of trying to say what I'm saying fast, Randi, and I think you'll know how to take it, it feels like trickle down and all boats rise. It feels -- and I'm wondering if that -- 



MS. WEINGARTEN: Well, let me -- 



MS. ALI:  -- stuff will drive equity.



MS. BROWN: Well, I think we need to -- I think there are two things we need to do. First of all, the group did see what the Ed Trust and CAP proposed around equitable distribution. And what Randi and her colleagues did was -- we decided as a group that we were going to move back to a more general statement, because we have disagreements among the group when we start getting into five, ten-page discussions about what's needed around teaching, so we all agreed to step back.



So, this is the way -- basically, in the CAP-Ed Trust proposal, just for those of you who haven't seen it, it talks about building an index where you look at several factors at the school level that are indicators of equity from number of new teachers, and absences, and all sorts of stuff. You build an index, and then where you show differentials, high-poverty schools have all the things. They don't -- you know, low index, and a school district has to take action. They have to first -- they have to report on it first, then they have to direct all their Title II money to dealing with this. And then if they still don't get any results their Title II money is held up, because the Title II of the SEA is the Title that deals with teachers.



That's all of the consequence we had in our proposal, so the way it was dealt with in this statement is by saying within districts as a condition of federal funding eligibility. Maybe we should say -- Randi, I raise this with you as a question, federal funding of teacher improvement programs or something. You know, that would be a little bit more specific. 



That's very different than what's in NCLB right now. There's nothing like that -- 



MS. ALI: Sure.



MS. BROWN: But I know that's what (-- I know that this drafting was -- the way this was added to take account of the points that Kati and I were making. And Kati is off the call now so, unfortunately, she can't weigh in.



The other thing that I know she feels strongly about, and I feel -- our two organizations feel strongly about is if you dealt with the comparability loop, we're trying to learn to talk about it without using the word "comparability," so here I am breaking my own new rule not to use that word. But if you distributed funding within districts based on kids' needs and poverty so that you would have more money available to these high-poverty schools than you have in most multi-school school districts, you would then have the funding to bring in master and mentor teachers to work with what is likely to be always a disproportionate number of young new teachers, mainly because teachers transfer out of schools for a lot of reasons, a lot to be nearer to where they live, and their families.



But if you brought in master and mentor teachers to work with these young teachers, just like that you're increasing the number of effective teachers in these high-poverty schools, unless you're hiring jerks to be master and mentor teachers, which I don't think anybody would do. So, you go a long way to solving the equitable distribution of effective teachers when you bring in this very diversified teaching staff into high-poverty schools through these master and mentor teachers. 



So, it needs to be -- this notion of equitable distribution has to go hand in hand with these money issues, because you -- it costs money to get effective teachers of any sort into these high-poverty schools.



MR. CUELLAR: Yes. Well, put. And part of what I'd been saying before and I'll just emphasize here again is some of the work we will have to do when these things are drafted is exactly at the level of -- you know, the micro level in the report but also in the nature of the policy thinking we're doing to figure out exactly how to link up the discussion -- 



MR. MARTIRE: Real quickly, because I do have to leave.



MR. CUELLAR: I've got Michael on the queue but I'm going to advance you since I know you have to leave. Go ahead.



MR. MARTIRE: What that does is it ties it nicely not just with the fiscal equity piece and the additional resources needing, but also it should tie in nicely with the international comparisons that add value, because the drivers in those nations that have successfully turned around their educational system have focused on capacity building and systemic change. 



This is the type of capacity building at the teacher level that's been proven to be highly effective, more collaborative teachers, more collaboration among teachers, especially having some master and mentor teachers in there working. So, this would tie in nicely with a couple of other themes that should be being developed throughout the report.



And I think that that's a powerful way for the different sections of the report to reinforce each other and help make a coherent message moving forward. So, I strongly support that part of it.



MR. CUELLAR: Great. Okay. Michael.



MR. REBELL: Okay. I want to just pick up and endorse Ralph's last statement that I think the tie in is important, and that was some of the intent here that, you know, a lot of people talked about the Finland model, and on the one hand it seems fabulous, and that's why they're so successful. The other hand, most people then say, you know, Finland is this very tiny, homogenous society. It's got nothing to do with America. 



I mean, if we build the beginning of the report to say that what we need is a dramatic new approach to building up the status of teaching, getting the best and the brightest in, and all of that, we can achieve what they've achieved in a large diverse society, but we have to do it in very specific ways that make sense for America.



So, I think the way Randi and the writers of this broke it out is doing that. And the equitable distribution, yes, in the long run it solves itself if we have only quality teachers. But even looking at it more pragmatically from the short run, I think you could have the two work together with some of these recommendations. And I like the first one, which I guess is the way they do it in Finland, saying that you basically pay for the education of all these highly qualified people that you want to get into the profession.



Now, whether year one we can do all of them or some number, but I would think here as with the wraparound services, Early Childhood we need at least one really blockbuster recommendation that shows we're serious and breaks through. So, I think if we said that we would guarantee four years of funding or whatever it is for people who pass certain quality criteria, and then think through how much of that should come from state funding, how much from federal, and tie that with an equitable distribution requirement that the people who get these scholarships have to go where they're needed. We make a dramatic statement and we back it up with a concrete recommendation that's ambitious but plausible. 



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you. Anybody else want to join? I've got Michael, and then Ralph. No, sorry, David. Michael and then David. Thank you. 



MR. CASSERLY: A couple of things about the paper pretty quickly. I'm generally in accord with what's here in the two-pager. I do think there are -- when we get to the report itself we probably ought to do a somewhat more convincing job of tying some of these points to the broader equity argument, because some of them aren't -- they were clearly drawn from the statement that we all signed a couple of months ago. But that paper was drafted in a different context, and I think some sharpening of the arguments around equity and the teacher points could be strengthened.



Second, back to the issue that we talked about earlier on racial diversity, the paper does lack an argument around the racial diversity of the teaching force, which is mentioned in the statement that we all signed a few months ago, but is absent here. And I'd love to see that reintegrated into the piece.



Let me make a suggestion on the comparability piece, because I, like you, are trying to stay away from what sometimes snags us about the Title I comparability issue. And at this -- I think that equitable distribution of qualified teachers in part is driven by the fact that we fund our schools off of a staffing model. And that's what we ought to address and recommend in lieu of that doing something closer to a weighted student formula. So, I think I would argue couching this bottom bullet as a -- in favor of weighted student formulas, and casting off the staffing model mechanism for funding schools. So, this is what really drives the inequitable distribution.



Finally, I'm just going to say this in part because we're running out of time, but  I'm going to use this occasion to say while what's in here is generally fine, I'm going to argue one more time for some attention in this report whether it is in the teaching section or someplace else that we have some part of this report address the inequity of access to high-quality instruction. And none of that appears here, but all the issues about the inequitable placement both for ELL, students of color, students with disabilities, weak academic rigor, students get placed into that, then often using exclusively leveled text and the like, and then the whole exclusionary piece that schools often use to make sure that some kids have access to the core curriculum and other kids don't. 



Again, it's not a money piece, it's not a teacher quality piece, it's an access to high-quality -- 



MS. BROWN: Could you write a paragraph that fits in the style of this?



MS. ALI: Yes, we've given it to you.



MS. BROWN: I never got it.



MS. ALI: This was in the packet -- this would have been -- for those on the phone, this one-pager that Mike passed on to Cindy is the one-pager that went to the teacher group along with other materials from staff in preparation for your -- 



MR. CASSERLY: I understand that people are interested and committed and rightfully are attempting to teach quality issues, but the narrative is incomplete without this.



MR. CUELLAR: That makes a ton of sense to me, I should just note. And, you know, reserving the issue of whether ultimately the best place to put it is teaching, I think for the moment we should try that, but I think it's hugely important. Thank you. 



MS. BROWN: I agree. Have you seen this before? Well, I'm giving it to my friends because she assures me we have -- 



MS. ALI: So, if you could just let us know -- if the teaching team could let us know if it's not going to be in the teaching, we'll loop back with Mike and figure out -- 



MR. CUELLAR: And we'll figure out the right place to put it. 



MR. CASSERLY: And I'm happy to -- you tell me if you want me to write something more expansive.



MS. ALI: They can tell you.



MR. CUELLAR: Actually, I'd like to try to have us do it in teaching. I think it's worth a try, right? And if it doesn't fit, then we will put it somewhere else where it will get a lot of attention. 



MR. CASSERLY: And I don't care -- 



MR. CUELLAR: Great, okay.



MS. BROWN: I think we'd all agree.



MS. ALI: Yes.



MR. CUELLAR: Yes, we do.



MR. CASSERLY: We all agree, except it never appears.



MS. BROWN: Well, it got lost. I confess, I had never read it. 



MR. CUELLAR: Okay.  So, I've got David, Jim Ryan, Sandra Dungee Glenn, and Representative Honda.



MS. BROWN: Oh, no, I was just confessing to Mike. I'm not -- 



MR. SCIARRA: So, I'd like to make three points on this quickly. One is the tie into state school finance reform which we're working on. I happen to think that the real problem here in terms of resources is the within district disparities and the broken state finance systems that leave whole districts basically underfunded. And as Cindy knows, I don't think Title I -- you know, I'm not a -- I don't think moving money around within districts, although it's important to be done, is going to solve this type of problem. The resource deficits that high-poverty districts have, and even whole regions of the state have in terms of funding, under-funding by the state finance systems is what's got to -- is what's essential to drive this type of development. That's number one.



Number two is, you know, the focus here is on districts, and I think it really (- I think this is an area where it's got to be around teacher labor markets because the problem isn't just that teachers leave schools and go to another school within districts, in so many places it's they leave districts and go to other districts that are more well funded within their same labor market. We see that so much all over the country.



So, I think we've got to be talking about the issue of teacher or staff labor markets rather than simply districts, because I just don't think that narrow focus is going to get us to the issue of, for example, how do we attract and retain teachers, and recruit them and keep them there in high-poverty districts when they can move to districts, you know, cross districts that are much more well funded, paid better, have better conditions. And when they get the experience they leave, so that's a huge issue.



And the third point related to that is who's going to do this. I don't see that in this document. We say on page two we need to revamp the recruitment and training, goes on. It's got to be the states, again. This is part of what the states have to do. They have to build through equitable funding, through all of these things, through teacher preparation, through connections with higher Ed in terms of  Ed school preparation and all that. States as part of their systems have to build, it seems to me, strong teacher workforce so the focus just narrowly just on districts I just don't think is going to take us where we need to go.



MS. BROWN: No one is doing that. That is a mis-characterization of my position.



MR. SCIARRA: Okay, I'm just saying that -- I'm just making the point. That's all.



MR. CUELLAR: That's fine. I mean, I took David's point to be about a suggestion for how to draft this such that it's conveying who the actor -- 



MS. BROWN: He's right, but to say districts are totally fine -- 



MR. SCIARRA: No, no, I wasn't saying that. I wasn't making that point.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay, thank you. Jim Ryan. 



MR. RYAN: Okay, so I just wanted to agree with both Mikes. I agree with the need (-



MR. CUELLAR: Jim, we lost you. While we see if we can get you back let me turn to Representative Honda who I think is available and on the queue. Go ahead.



REP. HONDA: Thank you very much, and I apologize for being late. But the discussion I've been hearing has been very exciting. And in spite of all the, you know -- what appears to be not moving forward. We are moving forward and it really feels -- I know that sounds contradictory, but it really feels like the pieces are being woven together now.



The one that Mike just brought up about the inequity to access to quality instruction, isn't that something that could be woven in as a strand in everything that you talked about?



MR. CUELLAR: It could be.



REP. HONDA: And be addressed in such a way that it could be substantive in every one of the categories and still be part of what you wanted, Mike, in terms of in the teacher area or whatever, but the constant rechampioning of this inequity to access of quality education -- all the areas so that -- I think that's one of the messages that we want to send out in order to, you know, really raise the issue of equity and excellence of education, the lack of access. I think that if we keep pounding on, or harping on, or just addressing it in a very constant and consistent way, I think people may get the message who are outside of the schools.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay.



REP. HONDA: And I just wanted to share that. Thank you.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you, Congressman. Appreciate it. Jim, are you on? Can we try again?



MR. RYAN: Can you hear me?



MR. CUELLAR: We can hear you much better now.



MR. RYAN: Okay, good. So, I was just going to -- I agree with the point made by both of the Mikes, inequitable access to teachers I think are a crucial part of the report. I think it's a big part of the story. And I also love Mike Rebell's idea, I mean, it's part of the teaching report, but I just want to put an exclamation point next to it.



I think a proposal that, you know, we meaning the states and/or federal government pay for the education of at least some teachers who in turn agree to go to high need areas is just a terrific idea. And if we're looking for an analogy, an analogous program, I believe there is a program that does the same thing for nurses or nurse practitioners who agree to go to high need areas in exchange for getting some or all of their tuition paid for. So, there are examples out there that we might be able to draw from. But I think Michael Rebell is exactly right, that along with wraparound services in pre-school, if we're looking for things that will get attention and maybe change the conversation, this is one of them.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you, Jim. Very helpful. Sandra, I have you next. 



MS. DUNGEE GLENN: Thank you. I just wanted to concur with Mike -- actually, both Mike's points, as well, Michael Casserly's point about this issue of diversify the teaching and leading workforce in this section. And also his point about including (-- speaking to this issue of students' funding as a way schools -- that would improve school's working conditions and also assist in attracting and retaining teacher and leader talent in the schools where it's most needed. So, I think that's a good fit in.



And, finally, I wanted to question, I think it's in the second bullet on the one-pager of the draft where you're talking about the need to redesign the teacher education programs. And is this a place to emphasize the role of the federal government in creating models or in sending the models not -- don't just put in part of the preparation programs but really incentivize or show models for the complete redesign of those programs, that includes both the traditional teacher ed programs, and all these alternative certification programs that are out there, that there should be kind of a common platform of standards and outcomes that should be looked at no matter how the teachers are coming into the workforce, or coming into the classroom. And what the role of the federal government is in helping to set that platform and encourage those models.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you, Sandra.



MS. DUNGEE GLENN: Thank you.



MR. CUELLAR: That's very helpful. I want to add just a quick comment on something that I liked about this write up, and then something that I think needs a little bit more attention in the days to come.



I think there's a really nice balance struck in the first two paragraphs that is related to something we were talking about that is a challenge for the introduction of the document, and that is threading the needle with respect to how much of this report is about excellence, and how much of it is about equity. And the balance that I like in this section as it stands is basically the nice strong statement that everybody acknowledges that teachers are an absolutely core element of achieving excellence, but then a quick circling into equity issues involving how challenging it is that we don't always have the distribution of access that we would like to great teaching. And then framing from that a larger set of issues. And I just note that that's, to me, a very good balance that's struck, and I hope that in further iterations of this effort we manage to keep that.



I would also note that this is echoing Russlyn a little bit. I view where this document is right now as a very compelling statement of where the country needs to go. I do think we need additional work to figure out what we do in the interim, basically, so that when I read this, I sort of back out of it, a vision of what does the country look like in a world where people have access to great teachers, doesn't matter if you're poor, doesn't matter if you're rich, doesn't matter if you're in an area of the country where there are a lot of poor living, you have access to a great teacher.



But the question of how we get there is one important question, and yet a related question is what do we do while we're getting there? So, I just urge us to think a little bit about what we say about that in further iterations of this. Does anybody -- 



MS. WEINGARTEN: Can I just jump in here?



MR. CUELLAR: Please.



MS. WEINGARTEN: You know, that was a constant question for us in terms of how you balance between mandates, sanctions, incentives, and also what is and is not covered, because what research has shown us now between the international comparisons, as well as schools that work, as well as schools that have turned around is that two drivers that federal policy almost never deal with, preparation of teachers in highly rigorous ways, as well as school working conditions.  Those are two drivers that really turn around schools.



So, the question was rather than trying to create a whole new panoply of mandates, that's why we ended up going in the direction that we went. We loved the idea that Michael Rebell raised because it's an incentive that directly gets to you get your tuition rebated if you go to an area of high concentration and you did a rigorous program.



The place that we've never gotten to in terms of federal policy was how do you get the kind of conditions where people will stay in a school that very much needs to turn around. That was our dilemma, and that's why we didn't go any farther than that.



MR. CUELLAR: Fair enough. I hear you, and I look forward to circling back to talking further about it. Russlyn.



MS. ALI: Just a quick question on the Michael and Randi point and others about the proposal that states that pay for education or some of it, wondering if -- is Matt still on the phone?



MR. CUELLAR: I think he left us.



MS. WEINGARTEN: Say it again?



MS. ALI: I was just asking if Matt Miller was on the phone. Recall -- and we can resend this to you, recall Matt worked on the vision about a fund that would used to sort of drive, and placement was certainly a big part of that. And it was very fleshed out. A few members worked on it. Should we -- 



MS. WEINGARTEN: If you send that stuff to us that would be great. I don't recall -- you know, it's just -- I may be brain dead. 



MS. ALI: No, no, no. I just wanted to make sure that that was the case. It will definitely -- 



MS. WEINGARTEN: We would love to see it. We went back and forth with five different iterations of what to do. You know, we got to this one and just wanted everybody's guidance about whether it was the right iteration.



MR. CUELLAR: Got you. Absolutely. Mike. 



MR. CASSERLY: Just a quick point about the incentives for teachers to teach in say high-poverty areas. We need to craft that in a way that it doesn't feed the comparability problem.



MS. ALI: Right, or make it reverse.



MR. CASSERLY: Yes, exactly.



MS. ALI: Got it.



MR. CUELLAR: That comparability thing, you know, I want to put this together with an admonition from Ralph I think to keep this jargon free, but this comparability work is -- 


(Simultaneous speaking.)



MR. CUELLAR: We're going to have to figure out a way to get that point across.



MS. BROWN: We're writing whole documents now without using the word.



MR. CUELLAR: I think this has been an enormously productive discussion. Randi, I'm going to give you the last word on this. I'll just note that Guy will be working with us to pull in all the feedback and to send it back to you and the rest of the team, and we'll go from there. But do you want to share any closing thoughts?



MS. WEINGARTEN: No, I think this has been fantastic discussion, and people around the table have really helped us a lot because, as I said, we went back and forth on, you know, we started with this is what should be -- it was really quite remarkable how much we actually do agree on. But then once we started seeing the different structures, we went back to something that was like this. So, it will be good to get everybody's feedback in writing, and we will try to re-craft it based upon what we've heard.



MR. CUELLAR: Excellent. Thank you.



MS. ALI: Tino, just for process, I just want to articulate what I just heard. So, it's not that Guy will try and breathe written word to what we've heard today.



MR. CUELLAR: He is the contact point.



MS. ALI: He is the -- right.



MR. CUELLAR: Yes.



MS. ALI: So, people will send feedback to Guy, and Guy will get that in a place that makes sense. Then we will --between the staff, we will work with each chair, if you will, of the subgroups to make sure that we are as helpful as we can in the drafting -- 



MR. CUELLAR: Yes. Correct. So, my understanding from trying to check in with all the folks who are doing drafting of these one-pagers and now of the fleshed out versions is that work is underway with pretty much everybody. We'll continue to circle back and make sure that that proceeds, and that the staff and that Chris and I can be as helpful as possible.



We also have on our agenda to circle back with everybody as soon as humanly possible about scheduling issues.



MS. ALI: Yes.



MR. CUELLAR: Is there anything else that we need to cover?



MR. REBELL: Tino, this is Michael.



MR. CUELLAR: Yes.



MR. REBELL: Just a quick logistical question. Do we have summaries of this whole discussion? I'm just concerned with John King not being here, and I've got some notes, but was anybody actually taking a transcript or anything like that?



MS. ALI: Yes. We'll have a transcript. It will be posted as the other meetings are. We will -- maybe we can get an expedited version to get to John just so we don't lose the week.



MR. CUELLAR: Exactly, particularly for the piece that is relevant.



MS. ALI: Yes. Copious notes. 



MR. CUELLAR: And I'll compare notes with Guy and Russlyn to say that whatever notes we have we can convey to him and you.



MS. ALI: Yes.



MR. CUELLAR: Okay?



MR. REBELL: Thank you.



MR. CUELLAR: Thank you, everybody. I'm very happy that we're moving forward.



MS. ALI: Thank you.



MR. CUELLAR: Take care.



(Whereupon, the proceedings went off the record at 2:29 p.m.)
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