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P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S


11:13 a.m.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Let me call the meeting to order.  Thank you everyone for being here.  We don't quite have a quorum.  We are one short of a quorum.  But a couple of people are on their way, and the lawyers have caucused and by a vote of 20 to 19 have concluded that we can start without a quorum as long as we don't do anything important, which doesn't limit us a whole lot.



(Laughter.)



MR. EICHNER:  As long as we don't vote, we can begin.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Let me ask that everyone please make a special effort to speak closely into the microphone for the benefit of folks who are not physically present.  And also let me ask people who are on the phone participating, we have some Commissioners on the phone, to please mute your phone unless you are talking.



With that, let me ask Russlynn or Jim, either of you, to talk about, a little bit about the agenda.



MR. EICHNER:  So you all have the agenda, but we are going to just have this brief opening period where we were going to talk about our plan for the day.



And then we wanted to sort of talk in sort of order of the things, the decisions we needed to be made, and basically, the overview of the goal for the day is to -- we want to come out of here with as much direction as possible for there to be a drafting process -- we had some discussion about the drafting process and we are still working out the details, but in any event we are going to want to be in a position to do drafting.



And so the purpose of the meeting is to make -- to get as much guidance from you all as possible for the drafting team.  And so we are going to start with talking about the format of the report and then move on to the frame of the report.  We gave you a bunch of materials relevant to that.  And then lunch is going to show up at some point, and after lunch we are going to start talking about recommendations and the staff has some thoughts about sort of how to organize our recommendations and we'll talk to you about that, and then we want to talk to you about a couple of things that we need to sort of decide whether they are in or out and where they go, including higher ed.



So that's the overall plan for the day, and we thought we would start with the, the sort of report structure, so if you'll just dive right into that.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Let me just ask folks on -- folks participating by conference call, speakerphone, please mute your phones unless you are talking.  We are getting some feedback here.  Thanks.



MR. EICHNER:  So I was just going to talk a little bit about -- I was just going to recap our conversation at the last meeting, since it may not be super fresh in your all mind, about the report structure, and we just wanted to confirm and discuss whether that's still sort of the thinking.



And so I think where the discussion was headed at the last meeting was that there would be a short, kind of core document, Nation at Risk being kind of the model, and I look back at Nation at Risk, and that was less than 20 pages.  So I don't think we have a hard page limit, but that was sort of, you know, as an analogue.



And then there's been a lot of discussion of a compendium of additional information.  We have been going back through the transcripts and identified a bunch of things that you all have mentioned as possible ones of those.



Some of those, we put in the recs documents that you got, but there are things like a discussion of the mechanics of maintenance of effort, information about state finance litigation, case studies on states that are doing various things well, that kind of thing.



So that's sort of, I think, where we -- that was sort of where we were at the end of last meeting, and we just wanted to sort of make sure that that was sort of where people still were.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So do people have any -- actually before I ask people for questions and comments, I also want to take note that Secretary Duncan has decided that he wants to add a third co-chair, thankfully, and has asked Tino Cuellar to play that role.  And you said yes, right?



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Thankfully for everyone except me.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, great.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  But thank you.  Yes, I did say yes.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right so that's very helpful.  As you know Reed Hastings has been rather preoccupied, so I think as we move into the drafting process, having a third person working with Russlynn and the staff to do shuttle diplomacy, will be invaluable.



So any other comments or concerns overall about the, about the structure of the report, as Jim described?  I suppose what we ought to do, if I can, is that in addition to producing a draft of the, the main report, we should probably move pretty quickly to reduce to paper at least an outline of what would be in the appendix/compendium.



So let's just, if we can put that on the to do list, so that folks can get a sense of what might be in it, and Rick?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Just one quick question on this compendium.  Is that viewed as an official part of the report so that we are going to vote on what goes into the compendium or not, or is this a collection of things that seem relevant?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  My suggestion is that we separate it into two separate things, using the division that you just, that you just mentioned.



But I'm open to other suggestions. I think there may be some subset of things that we all think are valuable, for example there may be some case studies that -- where there's a wide consensus that that's useful information, or there may be the digest of state finance litigation that is purely descriptive.  Everybody may agree that that's useful to have out there.  But there may be some other things that individual Commissioners think need to be, quote unquote, in the record in some sense, but without the imprimatur of the Commission.



That might be confusing.  That would be the downside.  But what do you think, Rick?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well, could I suggest one thing, in this modern age, that we could have actually a website --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Absolutely.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  -- that in fact had a collection of papers that the Commission or various Commissioners have looked at without any official research background and so forth, that informed the Commission along the way, but does not have the official seal of the Commission on it.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So that would, that would, so then I think, I think it's a great idea, I happen to think, so then that to me suggests maybe three pieces to the compendium.



One is I expect that we will have some individual or groups of Commissioners who want to write separate opinions, either in the form of dissents or in the form of rejoinders/elaborations.  So that would be one piece.



Then if there is a set of materials that the Commission is saying collectively this stuff is really cool, take a look at it, think of that as the appendix and it might actually be referred to in the body of the report.



And then the third would be this, this library of miscellany without endorsement.  Agreeable?  Kati?



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  I guess the only question I had is if we are going to -- if we have in mind the report itself being limited to --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Six pages, was that what you said?



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  Let's say between, between 6 and 20 at the outside, there may be -- may be -- a need for more detailed recommendations on two or three subjects.



And I don't know in what -- this is another bucket of things.  Those obviously we'd have to vote on.  But I just wanted to raise that possibility.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I would suggest that that's in the, in the second piece that I described, things that the Commission is embracing that add detail.



So let me say it's both backup material and detail.  Does that, does that make sense?  Because I think everybody has expressed a view that where we have a view about some of the detail of how something could be accomplished, we shouldn't keep it secret.



We should share that but try to make sure that our main report isn't mired in the weeds.  So I think that would be a way to walk that line, again with Commission approval.  Okay?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Just so that staff is clear, Kati's question about that, that second bucket being something that folks voted on.  Do we agree that that one would, and so the separate opinions or elaborations may not need to be voted on.  The second piece of materials that the committee has endorsed and/or fleshing through certain recommendations or giving examples of how recommendations might be in practice, be put in play, would be voted on, and the third would be the library, the ongoing library that we have been collecting over the last year of information, shared, discussed or deliberated by the Commission.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right.  I think, are we ready to talk about Matt's essay?  That's what's next on my --



MR. EICHNER:  Just one note, I'll note that we do have quorum, so that's good.  And I just wanted to, by way just of introduction, before Matt talks about his, just talk about sort of why we sent Matt's piece and Tino's and Karen's sort of altogether, and I think we are going to try and discuss them sort of together because we think that they are possibly sort of the frame, if you knit them together, in that Matt's talks about the problem, and then Tino's talks about the federal role in fixing the problem, and then Karen's is just a good reminder that reforms have to fit together and so that the recs aren't -- 



MEMBER REBELL:  Where does Linda's --



MR. EICHNER:  Well, Linda's -- and then we are going to have a separate discussion of recommendations, which I think, Linda's is more in the recommendation.



So basically we are going to talk about the frame this morning and the recommendations this afternoon.  So right now we wanted to talk about the three frame documents and we also have -- you got some materials on international data comparisons, and we also have with us Lindsey Luebchow and Tom Snyder.  Lindsey is a staffer for the Commission, and Tom is from the National Center on Education Statistics, and he has helped us reach out to get some of that information.



So we thought we could talk about that and also answer any questions you have about what is possible and what is not possible.



So we can, we can, I think maybe we should just do Matt's and then we can talk about the data to the extent the Commission wants, and then we can move on to Tino's and to Karen's, unless someone feels differently.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  And just by way of context, all of these documents including the international research were to dos and assignments per our last meeting.  So the discussion of the three documents pre-submitted by Commissioners -- the four documents including Linda's -- for this afternoon, and the international research, are the sum total of the homework assignments that were discussed in the last meeting, and this will be the first time we are -- we are fleshing through the details in this setting.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I just have one sort of framing question on the day.  We have a set of four different recommendations, as I see it, sets of recommendations.



Is this the sum and substance?  Or I mean, what I don't have is the overall picture, which I personally think is rather thin on some very key areas.  And so how do we expand on the breadth of the areas of recommendations?



MR. EICHNER:  I think that's one of the main purposes of this afternoon.  What we tried to do is, in going back through the transcripts and through the documents, identify the things that we thought there was sort of solid discussion and agreement to date, and just make sure that that's where people were, but then it was not meant to be an exhaustive list.



And one of the things we also want to talk about is how to treat various subjects, because we know, in addition to the subjects you -- that recommendations were distributed on, there are another -- a number of other subjects that have been referenced or talked about but there hadn't been sort of recommendations fleshed out, higher ed, English learners, among others.



And so maybe -- so we were going to sort of use -- we are going to do the frame this morning, and then talk about the recs this afternoon, and we can have sort of a -- and we were going to have a separate framing discussion of sort of how the recs might all fit together, which we were going to do this afternoon, but --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So we will do that before we talk individually through each of these four, to have some idea of the overall thing?  Because what bothered me was we get down to 4:45, half the people leave, and then we have a discussion of what else should be included.



MR. EICHNER:  The idea was to talk about the buckets up front and then to talk into the particular pieces.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  But, Rick, if we could, let's be mindful of time.  That's a very good point. That's why we did not set times on the agenda in the hopes that we could be flexible to ensure that the recap section of the recommendations so far, that you all had enough time to have the conversation that you felt warranted about those.



To reiterate what Jim said, those documents are not at all meant to be exhaustive, but they are reflective of the course of the last year's deliberations and surveys and other feedback.



How detailed you'd want to go in those today, certainly, would be left up to the Commission as a whole.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Here's what I thought we were doing.  We talked -- I think we had agreed generally that the report needs to do two things.  It has to have the context and call to action, and it has to have recommendations about policy measures.



So I think these four bolded headlines on the agenda are candidate subjects and ideas to include in the call to action piece, part 1.



And then the bullet that says recap of Commission draft recommendations is a list of five buckets for recommendations, part 2: finance; teachers and leaders; efficiency; early learning; college and career readiness; leaving open the question of what if anything we do with crosscutting topics below.



So is that -- I mean we -- I think if -- absent further direction, I think that's the structure that the writers would go after.



MEMBER REBELL:  I just have one question from a structural point of view.  I'm not exactly clear why Karen Hawley Miles's paper fits into this framing part of it.



She makes a number of recommendations and I think they are worth talking about, but it seems to me they are more recommendations, unless you were viewing her paper as a statement of how we have to emphasize efficiency.



So if that were the idea, and I'm sure Karen could write something more generally about efficiency, efficiency as a theme I see as a framing idea, but the seven specifics that she talks about, to the extent that we would want to adopt some or all of them, are specific recommendations I think.



MR. EICHNER:  I think that's right.  We included anything in the first discussion that was part of the frame.  The piece that Tino did as well has some recommendation aspects of it as well, but we wanted to have it in the discussion when we were talking about the frame, or the -- as Dean Edley says, the statement of the problem, or the vision.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So then, so then what you are saying Jim, is that that part of Karen's work that talks about the importance of thinking holistically and thinking in terms of systems, could be part of the frame, but then the particulars that she -- the particular pieces that have to be folded into the system, would be part of the recommendations section?



MR. EICHNER:  Yes, and I think -- I mean, my understanding from her is that her draft was sort of -- the systems part was what she wanted to emphasize and the particular recommendations were just meant to be illustrative, and I think, you know, those could be changed -- those would change as the recommendations from the Commission changed, you know, that whatever we are going to do on teachers needs to be part of the frame, but -- and she talked a little about teachers but not so much to give specific recommendations, but to sort of show how the teacher piece would fit in.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  And I think, Michael, what we tried to do was, given the great work done by the Commissioners in submitting these, frame them, give -- certainly give appropriate time to have conversations with them and really do the work that they have done justice, but in many of them -- all three, all four really -- there's a combination of recommendations and frame, so we ought not think of it so binary, but certainly, hopefully through the course of the conversation about them, what is a recommendation, what is frame, will sort of emerge more clearly.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So, Matt, do you want to, want to lead us off into a discussion of your cheery, upbeat, optimistic --



MEMBER MILLER:  Sure, although I don't think I have that much to say, except I was trying to just contribute a provocation for, if we wanted to sound not like a typical milquetoast Commission report, but sound like -- I mean, I was trying to write what I would write if I were writing a column about this, and try and suggest that that's a possible way for a Commission to break through the clutter with a different kind of tone than one typically sees, that would get lots of national media pickup.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Jesse.



MEMBER RUIZ:  Loved it.



MEMBER REBELL:  Ditto.  You know, I have a couple of little points which I guess are recommendations.  But I loved the thrust.  It really picks up the Nation at Risk grabbing your attention thing and I would really strongly recommend that we use something like this as our, our rhetorical approach to the Commission report.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Rick.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I have already told Matt my views, that I think that you have to avoid accusing people of acting badly, and the sort of serious theme that talks about nobody has been serious and everybody is pretending to do good work and so forth, I think is a mistake, because there are lots of very serious people out there.  They just might have messed up and not done very well in terms of getting responses, but that you have to avoid accusing individuals and personalizing it to individuals, that they are not serious.  I think that's a mistake.



MEMBER MILLER:  I understand the spirit of that, but I guess I -- I wasn't trying to personalize it.  I'm trying to say that as a country we haven't been serious and to try and frame it that way.



And I think the objective evidence is, despite lots of, lots of good intentions and hard work by many people, if you look where we are relatively speaking compared to the trajectory of other nations, I guess I feel -- I feel we are not serious about school improvement.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So the counterexample is that we have had somewhere between 2.5 and 3 percent real growth in per pupil expenditure for 100 years.



And so if you take seriousness, where you get immediately going into inputs as a measure of seriousness, on the aggregate level, the country has in fact taken this seriously.



The bigger point, in my opinion, that you start out with, that I really think is the important framing of this, is that we have messed up, and we aren't competitive in terms of outcomes, and that that's what -- given the disparities in outcomes and the importance of different outcomes, we should in fact contemplate larger changes than we have up till now.



We should contemplate things that are more than half a student per teacher reduction in class size, that's not going to get us to these outcome differences.



And to follow through with the theme of how badly we have done in terms of outcomes and how it affects the nation as a whole and individuals, I think is the right theme.  But then to say -- I think you are mistaken on the -- going to input side.



MEMBER REBELL:  Wait a minute, I don't read this thing the same way you do.  I don't see him calling for dollar amounts and all.  His first bullet item says would a serious country spend two times per pupil for wealthy kids than poorer kids.  That's not talking about what the absolute amount should be.  That's our core equity issue, and I don't see any problem with featuring that up front.



MEMBER MILLER:  And the main thing I think about -- I think about countries like Singapore, are they serious about who they allow to teach, and who they recruit and retain for teaching, and to me, that's not an input the same way -- that's why I was trying to hit on the bullet points.  I guess I just feel like that's -- because I'm not making an argument for overall aggregate increases in K‑12.  I'm certainly not suggesting we do that.



I actually think one of the things we want to do as a Commission is acknowledge we are at the high end in the OECD in aggregate, but we are not getting the outcomes we need.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So, but why don't you phrase it just that way?



MEMBER MILLER:  I'm happy to.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, are we at the high end --



MEMBER MILLER:  This isn't the whole report.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  No, it's the frame. 



MEMBER MILLER:  That's a paradox that you could conclude in this, absolutely. 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Are we at the high end when you take into account health and pension costs?



MEMBER MILLER:  I think someone was supposed to try and get us that data that would help us actually show that one way or the other.  But my assumption, my assumption, based on what I knew before this Commission, is that we are near the high end on the OECD as a share of GDP, or per pupil, so there's a threshold argument that we are very inefficient in the way we spend our K-12 dollars.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So if you adjust for pension and health costs, you will in fact bring it down a little bit compared to other nations, but it's not going to overcome the differences that are laid out in one of our documents.



MEMBER MILLER:  But it would still be nice to see that.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Maybe we can -- we can talk about that a little more when we get to the international comparisons piece, because I am a little doubtful.



But -- Sandra?



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  I don't want to lose the point though that there are some important differences, disparities in inputs that do make a difference.



And whether you talk, again, about quality of instruction and quality of teachers, or quality of facilities, those being considered, I would think more inputs than outcomes, those disparities do have a direct effect on the outcomes.



So I don't want to miss that point you know.  That doesn't necessarily relate to hard dollars per pupil that we can come absolutely to, but those are I think important inputs where there are disparities.



And the other thing I think with Matt's piece, and I really liked the piece as well, is to put some dollars and cents in terms of the cost of this to the country.



I mean I think he points to the fact that this is an impact in causing decline of the country as a whole in terms of quality of life.



But we have spent a lot of time I think at some of our meetings talking about the -- those dollars and cents, the trillions of dollars for example we are foregoing in productivity because of inequitable inputs and outcomes in education, and I do think those would be important highlights.



So again, it's not just social in playing to people's hearts, but there are some real dollars playing to people's heads as well, some real dollars and cents that can be included in terms of what this is costing us -- excuse me, what this is costing us as we -- if we continue to forego it.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And can I make a suggestion that in doing that we -- we address both the macro issues in terms of economic prosperity, GDP growth, et cetera, global competitiveness, but also the more micro issues in terms of income distribution, inequality of income and wealth, and we separate -- and in doing both of those, we can distinguish between what we -- what the research has solid evidence about versus what we hypothesize as being the possible effects of our shortfall in education towards those things.  Mike?



And I don't want to lose sight of this disagreement, I think a very important disagreement, about how edgy we want to be.  But, Mike?



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, I generally like the piece, too.  I think it's a good framing document and largely sets the right tone, although I think Rick's point is a good one.



Just a couple of minor issues on the bullets.  I think we make -- or the report is likely to contain both recommendations and data on the second bullet, recruiting teachers, the third bullet on preschool, and the fourth bullet on college and career ready.



On the first bullet, I don't know that we are prepared yet to have recommendations on governance as such.  Yes, the first bullet on page 2. 



So it -- Matt may or may not be right on whether or not this is an important point, but if we are not -- if the rest of the report isn't going to speak to the governance issue, you have to wonder why we include it.



And the second part of that bullet is the country actually has been rather serious on the standards side, maybe not on fiscal equity and accountability, but the common core standards movement is a serious effort on the part of most of the country to raise expectations for kids.



So I think I'd maybe be a bit cautious on that.  On the second to last paragraph on that page, when you indicate schools serving poor kids largely due to disparities in school district funding, I think I'd also be a little bit cautious about attributing our serving poor kids largely to that and only that issue.



I think there are other issues that come into play here that are both instructional and other.  So I'm not sure I'd be quite so definitive, and in the last paragraph I think I'd be a little cautious about actually giving examples of what we think is good news and what we leave out of that calibration.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I'm sorry.  Staff did have a question to flesh out, and that's Mike's first point about the governance question, in that it's come up many times and we were certainly able to find it throughout the transcripts.



But we had not come to anything that looked even close to a recommendation on governance, period, and whether the Commission was going to address to governance so as a placeholder --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  We have raised it, we have talked about it multiple times --



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Right.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  But if we are not prepared to go there in terms of a set of proposals, you wonder why it is we'd keep that.



MEMBER MILLER:  I was just trying to maximize the number of enemies out of the box that we would alienate.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Nicely done.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Let's -- if you don't mind, let's nail that down in pausing.  Can I get some quick expressions of people's views about whether we should take on the governance, the governance issue, whether you are prepared to?



Mike and Kati, then Matt.  Let me just go round the table.



MEMBER REBELL:  On the governance issue, I think we do take it on, not in the direct way that you are pointing to.  But Tino's piece, and throughout here, we talk about national standards and the importance of that, and I think if it's written in the way that we need to have more of a national focus on some aspects of what's going on without directly saying we want to undermine local control and things like that, we can finesse this thing and come up with the right tone on it.



Can I quickly make two other points while I have the mic?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No, let me come back to you.



MEMBER REBELL:  Oh, okay.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I promise to come back to you.  Just on the governance.  Kati?



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  I don't think we want to take on the governance issue directly, but it seems to me there's a way to make a minor tweak in this that we do want to call attention to, and that is to add something like, leave fiscal equity, standards and accountability largely to the whim of you know, 4,000 state legislatures in 50 different states, and 15,000 blah blah blah.



Because fiscal equity is a function of action and inaction at both levels, so make that -- it's the -- you know, we just leave it to all these different people, and then not use necessarily the centralized strategies as much as when the best-performing systems essentially assure you know, both equity and excellence, avoiding the we are going after eliminating school boards, but really making it clear that you just can't -- the country as a whole can clearly no longer leave it to this collection of local and state folks to guard equity, because they don't.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  When you say fiscal equity, leaving to the 4,000 -- are you saying that you would limit the concern about dispersion of authority to the fiscal equity issue?



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  No.  No, no, no.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, I just want to be -- I just want to make sure --



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  Yes.  Yes.  No, no.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Ralph, governance issue?



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Yes, strongly supportive of what Kati just said.  I think it has to be in there as a statement of part of the impediments that we are confronting that we have to overcome if we are going to be serious as a nation, and I do like the overall framing, serious as a nation in changing things.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  So you have to -- and I would add in states -- that's one of the things I had written in here -- you have to add in the states as part of the problem.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  The state level, okay.  And Matt?



MEMBER MILLER:  I was only going to say, I mean, I'm not dogmatic on any of this.  I was just trying to have it somewhere in there to show as part of the theme that we are an outlier, just like we are an outlier on X, Y and Z, our governance thing makes us an outlier among nations and especially among high-performing nations.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Anybody else want to -- Carmel?  Hit your button please.



ASST. SEC. MARTIN:  Just following up on what Matt said, defer to the group about whether to tackle it in terms of providing recommendations about it, but it seems like even if the group was not recommending changes in governance, you should talk about it for the reason Matt said.



I mean, if you don't change the governance, it's something you have to navigate around, and there's probably lots of things about these high-performing nations that we can't replicate, certainly can't replicate overnight, but acknowledging them makes us more aware of how you have to navigate around them.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Great.  Rick?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I'm a little bit worried about sort of listing 90,000 schools in 15,000 school districts.  We used to have 120,000 school districts.  We have reduced that a lot.



But we wouldn't, clearly, want to reduce it to LAUSD and New York City and a few  others, which are completely ungovernable.



So I mean, I think that this is an area where we are not -- it's too complicated for us to enter into, anything other than to say we get very inconsistent kinds of decisions made, but we don't -- aren't going to rewrite the constitution of every state of the country.



MEMBER BROWN:  So I think it's really important to leave in the kind of reference that Matt made for the reasons Carmel said, and I could live with Kati's reframing.



But I must say, this is a Commission primarily about fiscal equity and you could solve a lot of these problems by having a state system of financing, not necessarily governing or operating schools that would be totally separate from this notion of whether you have school boards or not.



In Canada they actually have school boards in some of the provinces, but they -- the money in most of them comes from the state level.



And so, I mean, if we were going to do something that breaks out from the same old same old, I mean, we could take some recommendations like that.  But anyway, that's just my particular view of it, and I mean I can live with Kati's framing.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Mike 



MEMBER CASSERLY:  After I heard Carmel's comments, I am inclined to think that if we had in the recommendations a -- some commentary about how the recommendations work around the uniqueness of -- the U.S. has localized it case and system, that we would probably be okay.



My main point when I raised it at the beginning is whether or not we wanted to raise an issue and then not solve it.



But if we are able to say something in the recommendations about how the recommendations actually address or work around this localized governing issue, I am perfectly satisfied.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Jesse.



MEMBER RUIZ:  I mean one thing is not to -- so much a problem but also point to some successes on collaboration like we are seeing now on standards and other things that we can point toward more positive things, in terms of not necessarily abolishing them, but how could they work differently, and we have some good examples of late.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Let me ask this.  Does anybody disagree with the proposition that we can't get from where we are to where we want to be with the current distribution of authority?



Okay.  I just wanted to be clear. I mean this is --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Could you translate that for me?  That was too vague for me to understand.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Can we get from where we are to where we want to be with as much local control as the current system has, with as much local control over finance, policymaking, you name it?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So, in California, in the State of the State address Governor Jerry Brown gave two days ago, three days ago, he advocated moving decision-making out of  Sacramento into the local districts.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  That's because he can't figure out how to pay for it in Sacramento.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  It has nothing to do with that.  It requires -- I mean that's an underlying theme in California, but do you think that he was wrong and that we should attack Governor Brown for in fact the idea of allowing more local decision-making on how to provide education?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, I do, but, but -- just because I don't see any evidence that that's going to improve outcomes for kids, quite the opposite.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well, I mean California is -- California is a great example and we are both sitting there, where in fact the state intervenes in almost every aspect of schools, and is that something that we think is the optimum?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Cindy?



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, that's why I think focusing on the finances gets you around this, and even, as I -- I'd be lying if I said I read his announcement, but I know he did talk about weighted student funding in a different -- and at least an implication of state funding of education, and then local decision-making about the operation of schools.  That's where I think we should end up.



MEMBER REBELL:  Look, I think, I think maybe if you don't put it the way you did, Chris, excuse me, put it more the way Kati was putting it, we have got I think three crosscutting themes that raise more national values and national standards.



We are talking about the finance, we are talking about common core, college ready standards, and to some extent, if we adopt Linda's approach, we are talking about some approaches to recruiting and training teachers.



So we are saying in three areas, maybe we have to restrict somewhat the policy prerogatives of the local districts, but otherwise we are leaving them alone.



And if Jerry Brown wants to give him more powers in some areas that don't touch on those three big things, that's not our issue.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well, his announcement was about finance first.



MEMBER REBELL:  All right, well then it is our issue, I take --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Secondly, it was a -- it has, presumably, other aspects of it.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, I read the speech as largely abdication because he doesn't know how to pay for it.  But, but yes, he wants to make it somebody else's problem not his, but -- which is exactly what I'd do.



So, all right.  Well I can't say I'm completely clear on where we ended up, but I am sure it will all be solved in the drafting.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Well, can I actually raise a question about that, because I do see a little -- I do feel like I have a little bit of clarity in --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  And Michael, I think you helped frame it right.  So this issue about, taking Matt's bullet and calling that the kind of governance question, certainly calling it out as it is so different from high-performing, other countries, addressing it as much more than just about school boards, but the complicated governance, Kati's point about the localized decision-making, talking about the need to have a -- perhaps it's federal or state -- leadership role in the finance, common core, and perhaps recruitment and training, and then balancing the other needs and pressures of local decision-making without getting to any specifics about how or, or, or -- how it's done now, or how it should be done differently.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  But, I mean, let me push back a little, folks, because I think this is really important, and, and I want to distinguish between the romanticization of local control, and evidence about whether local control produces better outcomes.



Now, the -- we are an outlier with respect to the level of local control, looking globally, if I understand it correctly.  So there is at least some evidence that less local control is correlated with better outcomes.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Come on, you can't draw a line --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I said correlated, I didn't say caused.  I said correlated.  Whereas there's -- I don't know any evidence that local control is correlated with better outcomes of the kind that we are talking about, better outcomes that include equity.



I mean local control is great for Scarsdale.  So if you want to embrace local control except around the edges, because you are romantically attached to local control or because you think it's politically inadvisable to challenge it, that's one thing.



But if you are saying leave it alone because it's good for kids, I don't see how you get there.  And on all the equity issues that I know about and am concerned about, from race to special ed to language, it ain't local control that's provided any, any, any of the advances.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So can we talk about this, because I think here's where -- I -- we have to make some decisions on the role of states and what we think about states and localities.



I think that this painting the whole country with one brush is a huge mistake, because there are dramatic differences in the finance, the performance, the standards, the outcomes across states.



And to take one brush and say states lead to inequities, or states lead to bad performance, if you look at NAEP data, there is no evidence that more funding from the state level leads to higher performance, other things being equal, and I can show you that evidence.



So there's no evidence --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm not focused on finance the way some of you are, but I'm thinking about just the way education performs generally.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I'm trying to think of metrics that have to do with your romanticization of local control.  The people who have studied this basically find that overall, it doesn't have any impact one way or another.



Now, you can have a romanticization that state -- decisions made in the state capitol are good, but there's no evidence for that either.



So what I'm just saying is that pushing this too hard beyond saying we know there are some inconsistencies that we get across localities and states that are important, that we are worried about, without sort of saying here's our answer, I think is a mistake.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So I want to just jump in here and acknowledge two things that I am hearing, one from my esteemed co-chair and one from my esteemed Stanford colleague.



I think it's very important to acknowledge, as my esteemed co-chair suggested, that if we write a report that does not make some reference to the governance issue, I think it will be very hard for us to argue that this report has addressed all the issues that this Commission is meant to address.



That said, I think that Rick is reminding us that if we want to take on a very specific position about governance, it would be very difficult to do for a variety of reasons, some practical, some simply because people have legitimate theoretical and empirical disagreements about actually what we can infer about governance chances.



So I want to simply acknowledge that I found this discussion extraordinarily useful, in part because notwithstanding those two perspectives, I actually sense a good deal of agreement on a very critical point, which is that, going back to something that Mike had suggested, if we are going to mention in the frame that something that makes the U.S. unique is the governance structure that we have, then we have to link that insight to the idea of how we are actually working with that challenge, how we are recommending solutions that take account of that, and perhaps, as we go forward, I am certainly hoping we can take the consensus a little bit further than that, which would be to say if states are looking for ways to address some of the problems we have identified, and they are willing and able to deal with governance issues, here are some tools that they might look at and pull off the shelf, that we actually believe as a Commission, may have some advantages.



I do think it will take further discussion to get to that point of agreement, but I think I sense complete agreement on the idea that if we don't acknowledge that governance is part of the challenge that we face, this report will not be taken seriously.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And I'd also just clarify, I'm not -- I think there's a different -- my proposition is not that we have the problems we have because of local control, because although I believe that, I don't have to win that argument.



MEMBER MILLER:  You also -- you mean districts not states, don't you?  When you say local control?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, yes yes yes.



MEMBER MILLER:  Because I think, I'm not sure if --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  That's important, it's the 15,000 and it's the -- and it's the --



MEMBER MILLER:  Not the 50.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  and it's the local competence and all the rest of it, and -- but, but having said that, I don't care about the causal argument, but to move forward, to be able to achieve the kinds of reforms we think are needed, I don't see how you do it without less local control, including things like the standards movement.



And I think that I would distinguish between school districts and states for a bazillion reasons, but formally, because there are constitutional, historical and other reasons why the states are what we have got to work with.



There is somebody on the line --



MR. EICHNER:  Doris Williams wanted to say something on this.  We are going to try and unmute her and let her get in, otherwise I'll read her email.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And then Mike after that.  Doris?



(No response)



MR. EICHNER:  Okay, well she says I agree with Chris, we absolutely cannot get from where we are to where we want to go with local control as it is, particularly in rural, low-wealth, high-minority communities in certain regions of the country, where there are deep and persistent power relationships and absentee policymakers who don't have the best interest of the local population at heart.  Deep south is the best example of this.



And also, if everyone could talk as loud as Tino in the microphone.  She says she can hear Tino but not the rest of you.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Mike.

 

MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, I'm just -- going back to Cindy's point, I wonder whether or not we might make this point a little clearer by bifurcating the larger issue about local control.



I think we all agree that local control has been largely a countervailing force against issues of equity, but I don't think we necessarily mean that all local control issues, like in your food service programs or your school transportation programs, need to be handled at the state level.



Standards seem to be now -- the locus of that seems to be moving more nationally.  I think we are mostly talking about the fiscal equity side of this and not necessarily local control over operational issues that may or may not have anything to do with equity issues, but I'd hate to see get lumped into this point and create a false impression that all decision-making power ought to be now vested at the state or national level, because there are some decisions that are really quite appropriate for the local.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Especially if things are working.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Sandra?



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  I wanted to ask Kati to make her statement again please.



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  I'd have to remember it.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Word for word.



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  I think what I was suggesting is that as it is, it's actually factually incorrect to not include the -- the state legislatures in that, in that scheme.



So my suggestion was to say, essentially, would a serious country leave fiscal equity, standards and accountability largely to the whims of 5,000 state legislatures, 5,000 elected officials in 50 state legislatures, and 15,000 local school boards, blah blah blah blah blah, then something like when the best-performing systems rely -- when the best-performing systems, you know, sort of guarantee both excellence and equity, just avoid the -- I would avoid the term central.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Can I suggest we move on to further topics, and that I pass the gavel to Tino?



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Great.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Does the staff have enough guidance on this question to proceed with writing?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I think so, and we certainly can get -- we can -- on this issue, since it's novel for us, at this level of detail, why doesn't -- why don't the staff try and get you something on this fleshed out a little bit in advance of the other drafts, of the larger draft.  Does that sound good?  So we can have some back and forth and more time for deliberation?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And Tino, I promised Mike that he was on the cue.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Mike, you're on the cue.



MEMBER REBELL:  Thank you, actually what I wanted to say as kind of a segue into the international issues, which I gather is our next topic, I wanted to make two points, one specifically on a statement Matt makes, the last full paragraph on page 2, says, "First, the vast majority of schools serving the middle class no longer deliver world-class levels of performance."



I know when we analyze closely the PISA scores, something like the top 25 percent of school districts in the United States do come out way at the top.



But it's when you add the poverty figures in, the districts that basically don't have any poverty kids are achieving at the highest world levels.  So I'm not sure this is factually correct.  That's all I'm saying.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Well actually though, I think it is, because it's zero to 10 percent poverty where we do well on the PISA test.  Once you get over that 10 percent poverty level and up to 25 we are still somewhat competitive in that group.  We drop down somewhat.  But then we remain competitive with Canada et cetera.



It's once we get to 25 percent poverty and above that we fall off the charts.



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay, all I'm saying is Scarsdale and some other districts do do really well, and I don't see why we can't say that, whether it's the top 10 percent, 25 percent, some of our districts are still performing well, but it's basically --



MEMBER MILLER:  But up top I cite Rick's -- Rick's got all the greatest new data and up top, I have cited, only one quarter of America's 52 million K-12 students are performing on a par data with the average students in the best five systems in the world.



MEMBER REBELL:  All right, so then I don't see how you reconcile that with this other statement.  That's all I'm saying.  This is a draft though --



MEMBER MILLER:  Twenty-five percent is less than -- still most schools don't.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  The reconciliation is -- Jay Greene did every school district in the country by name, compared to PISA, and he does not find at all that the great school districts of Palo Alto et cetera are doing well internationally.



And it's not to do with the school districts, it's taking the best districts in terms of maybe composition, I mean, how can you fault the kids of Stanford professors and they are not doing well.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Let me just recommend that we actually take this offline.  This is an important discussion.  I want to get particular site that you mentioned and --



MEMBER REBELL:  I'd like to see that too.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So we'll talk further about that.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  It's publicly available.  You can go to the website and get, by name, by school district name.



MEMBER REBELL:  If you don't mind, give us the link.  All right, the second point I just wanted to emphasize, when we are getting into the international comparisons, I think we also have to put in there that the United States is trying, is committed to doing something that goes beyond what a lot of the other countries have done or are purporting to do.



When we talk about college and career ready for all kids, we are saying that kids from a poverty background have to achieve at really high levels.



And you know, I'm not sure that's true of all the other countries, let me put it that way, that there is much more letting people fall by the wayside, a lot of heavy exam orientation.



I know in a lot of the Asian countries, if you don't make it at whatever the cut is from a college, career-ready point of view, you are basically discarded.



And we are at least, in aspiration, saying we reject that and we want to give a meaningful opportunity to every kid to truly be college and career ready and we ought to say that.



We are taking on more and maybe that costs more, Rick, but I think that ought to be in there.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  This is a perfect segue, indeed, I'm going to turn it over to Jim, who will describe what I found to be some quite interesting data that was gathered.



MR. EICHNER:  Well I'm mostly just going to turn it over to Lindsey and Tom to talk to you about what is in your packet, and also to answer some of the questions about what's available.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Wait a minute, before I moved off-of Matt's piece we were going to have a little bit more discussion and I just have one more little point to make about it before we move on.



MR. EICHNER:  Okay.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Well, two.  So number one, I would like just to -- I love how we have framed it and the approach so I am totally on board.



I'd like just a touch more of historical context.  I'd like to link us back to the Nixon Commission report, which found the exact same problems we are dealing with today back in the 1970s, and it highlighted that.



And I think bringing the Nixon Commission is an appropriate thing for our Commission to do as part of the framing of the historical context.  That's number one.



Number two, I agree with even his use of, "We need to fix our broken schools," but we need to make it clear that not all the schools are broken as part of that.



So I think this is getting around some of the points Mike Rebell was trying to make.  The system overall doesn't work for most children, but it works really well for some.



And so it's not necessarily the system that's broken.  It's aspects of it.  We have talked about this before and I think that that's an important point of clarification in the framing.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR: For national comparisons, first I want to acknowledge that and just make one other point before we go over the international comparisons.  First I want to acknowledge that you know, as Mike was saying, we definitely would want this section to note that not all schools are performing at the same level essentially.



But it would be interesting to try to reconcile that with the point that Rick was making about how some schools that are viewed as performing well, and that in fact they are performing well relative to other schools, they are not performing nearly as well as many folks including parents in those school districts are expecting.



So I think that's a key balance because it will help us make the case that this is a national problem.



The other point that I just briefly wanted to acknowledge is we don't have full closure on this point of just quite how edgy to make the opening.



For myself I would just say I very much like the tone that was struck, and to the  extent that we do have to go back and forth a little bit in terms of wording it so that folks don't feel like there's a backwards-looking sense that many, many people have been engaging in malfeasance, I'm sure we can do that, but I would certainly very much welcome a way for us to keep a tone that suggests that at least in the present, with all the facts that we are going to be laying out in this report, we really do expect that, you know, if action doesn't follow that does mean that people are not living up to their duties.



MR. EICHNER:  Okay, so without further ado I am going to turn it over to Tom and Lindsey to talk about -- to give you an overview of what's sort of in your packet, and then maybe more importantly, address what is possible and what is not possible.



We have already talked about pension costs so I have asked them to address that, and just generally, and maybe start, Tom, maybe you could introduce yourself a little bit and tell them how you know so much about international data.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I'm sorry, before we get to that, excuse me Tom, I just wanted to put this in context again.  What we did as a staff in working with the real experts, Tom and others on his team, we tried to answer the question that you all raised around how much money is spent where, in other countries, aligned to their success on the international assessments and what we could learn about our own funding by comparison.



So it is certainly not perfect, not exhaustive, not complete, but we heard you and gathered all the best resources and the best minds that we could, to answer the questions that we could answer. 



Hopefully, at the end of this conversation, we can get a sense from you about what other information might be needed before we flesh this out in total.  Thanks Tom.



MS. LUEBCHOW:  I'll start us off and then I'm going to hand it over to Tom and I can introduce him.  My name is Lindsey and I work with Jim and Russlynn here at the Department.



So I was just quickly going to walk through the two documents that we gave you and explain how we came up with the stuff that is in them.



You'll see there's an international data comparisons in school finance chart.  In this chart Tom and I put together, all of the numerical data from the columns to the right all came from OECD's education at a glance.



And then the first column, orientation of finance system, was research that Tom and I did by going to each country or doing research on each country and trying to put them into buckets of regional, state and local.



This was not an easy task to put every country into those three buckets, so what you see is a rough approximation of what we came up with.



Obviously systems are very complex and so it's hard to characterize some of them in that way, but that was our -- this was our best shot at it.



After that chart, you will see two other graphs.  I just pulled those because I think they are an example of other ways that you can present international data that might be compelling.  Those both come from OECD publications.



And finally, one other thing that the Commission asked us to look into was whether there was a way to look at disparities in finance in other countries, and how those compared to the United States.



There's no comparable data on that, but really the only way we have figured out that you can do that is you have to go to each country and kind of do a case study of the country, and learn about how their spending is distributed.



So the Finland summary here was an attempt to give you some idea of how their finance system works, and if there are disparities, and what those disparities are.



So because there's no way to compare equity really, you can't -- there's not really a number or a research program that looks at that kind of thing, you'd have to go to each country and do a case study of them.



So that was an example of how we might do that, if you wanted to know more about disparities in other countries.



So I am going to turn it over to Tom, who is the director of the annual reports program at NCES, and he knows a lot about this stuff.



He is going to give you some comments on what we learned during this process about what is and what is not available and then we are happy to answer any questions you have.



MR. SNYDER:  Thank you Lindsey.  First of all I was asked to provide some background on my expertise, so-called, in this area.  I have worked at NCES for a long time, several decades in fact, and primarily I have worked with domestic data.



But I do have some experience in the international area, because I have been working with OECD for a couple of decades now, and participated in formulating some of the education at a glance reports.



I think if I could sum up in just one sentence, I have learned a lot about what we don't know.  And I am sure that is not very surprising to the researchers in the group.



As we started looking at some of the international financing pieces for this specific presentation, most of what we found out were things were more complicated than what we had initially assumed.



And I want to emphasize also that we were looking more strictly at the funding, formulas of funding sources, not about control writ large.



So we were not looking into things like curriculum, or the exact legal parameters on which the financing system operated.  So we were able to determine that there was a lot of local control in terms of providing the funding to the schools, but sometimes there were variations into the level of government that dictated how the system was going to be operated.



So within that, we did find a wide variation of funding formulas, and the evidence that we found from the research suggested that more countries were moving towards local control than moving towards centralized control.



Unfortunately the sort of research that we saw on this topic was not entirely recent.  It was about to 2005 give or take a couple of years.



So, and then there was a couple of places where we said like well, maybe they went too far and they might be going to more central control.



So I think we can take away from that that there is a lot more local control than we might have initially thought, and that there's some tension in various countries in terms of moving one direction or the other.



MEMBER MILLER:  When you say control, do you mean control or funding?  I just want to be clear.



MR. SNYDER:  I'm sorry, funding.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Just so that we are clear on that, by meaning -- let me ask the question, what do we mean by local versus -- local control over funding?



MR. SNYDER:  Well, local control means that the local governments are raising substantial amounts of money for their schools, so they are taking, you know, certain -- they are taking high priority in terms of raising their own funds.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  And is local, would that be considered equivalent to our state, district and municipality?



MR. SNYDER:  Theoretically a municipality. 



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Okay.



MR. SNYDER:  But one thing I also want to emphasize, that some of the places we are talking about are very small, so you know, like Finland is the size of Minnesota in terms of population, and so that kind of gives you, you know, this is a big country, it takes a lot of government to get the whole thing running, so I mean that's something the group may want to bear in mind, that when we are talking about some of these countries, their states might be the equivalent of our localities in terms of population, or even smaller. 



But when I say local I do mean local as opposed to a state or a province or Länder.



MEMBER JEALOUS:  Just one, one question Tom.



MR. SNYDER:  Yes.



MEMBER JEALOUS:  Here.  The -- when you say local control, it seems to imply one thing, but then you say that is really defined by where the funds are raised.



And so I just wonder if there's more that goes with it, because when you say control, it sounds like -- here we would interpret that as also a whole series of decisions being made about how the kids are educated and the curriculum and all that.



MR. SNYDER:  I think we need to separate those things because I think you are going to find there's variations in that across the countries.



In other words the responsibility or the decision-making in terms of raising the funds might be different than the curriculum, or the hiring.



So I mean there's a -- there's a different -- there's different criteria that might be used to describe control.  What we looked at was more strictly the financing.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Cynthia and then Rick.



MEMBER BROWN:  Yes, I don't know, I'm very confused by those comments and I'd like to see it broken down in much greater detail.  What -- I mean I want to see how you define local, how you define regional, how you define -- there's a difference between raising revenue and the distribution of money.



I mean I -- it's not my understanding of how European countries work. It just doesn't make sense to me.  I don't know.  Matt, I would defer to your judgment and Rick's about this.



But I also -- anyway, I had another, while I have the floor, let me just say --



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Go ahead.



MEMBER BROWN:  I have a second question for Matt and Rick.  Is Canada as high a performing country as the Asian countries listed in your first paragraph?



The reason I say that is I think Americans can relate to Canada.  I think they are less dismissive of Canada than Asian countries, and -- but only if that factually fits.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So look on page 2.



MEMBER BROWN:  I know, that's what I thought.  And so my suggestion would be if it factually fits, I'd add Canada into your first paragraph.



MEMBER MILLER:  I'm prepared to accept a Canadian amendment.  Especially Ontario I think.  Aren't they very high-performing?



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Rick, go ahead.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I wanted to reinforce what Tom said, is that the heterogeneity is there and you can actually get it in the PISA individual surveys. 



I'm trying to look at the person but I will not, I'll look off in the distance. You can find in the PISA surveys about the degree of control over a wide variety of decision-making and funding.



In fact, when I was responding before, I didn't make the comment that internationally, a co-author and mine and I -- a co-author from Germany -- have looked at the degree of local autonomy in terms of well-developed countries and high-income countries, which includes the U.S., more local control is better than less local control, but that's the opposite in less developed countries.



More local control works well if you have a good accountability system, and you get that out of the data, so that there is direct evidence.



And where local control includes both decisions about making -- about budgetary decisions, decisions about curriculum, decisions about textbooks and other things.



So there are data on, on all of these international things and there's evidence on how that affects performance, which I am happy to provide you.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Michael, would that --



MEMBER BROWN:  That's not my issue.  My issue is the money.  I hear you on that.  But take Canada.  They distribute the money under some kind of weighted system from the province level.



They have all the decision-making on the things you just described at the local level.  That's the distinction I think we have to make.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So, on the money side, it turns out, as Tom points out, there's a huge variation across countries and that the sort of broad brush doesn't really identify it.



You could get some idea of the local control if you went to the PISA survey data and just looked at what's the variation in pupil-teacher ratios, which is going to tell you almost all you want to know about the variation in spending across local schools and local districts, and you can almost immediately get some idea of how much variation there is internationally in these matters, and I think you will find that it is very large.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Okay, so just before I go to Michael, one point that we will need to acknowledge and work on will be figuring out how to tell a story that reflects what we know about financing and what we know about administrative and practical control.



There are good reasons to think that those might go together in many countries and circumstances, but they are very distinct concepts.  Michael.



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay, one thing I wanted to say here, it seems to me -- well Tom and Lindsey both made this point -- the complexities you are dealing with in trying to do these international comparisons are enormous.



Every country has its own nuances. I'm not sure I understand this example of the Finland finance system, but it looks like there's a lot raised locally but some of it is redistributed I guess according to some central regulations.



I guess I'm wondering whether it's worth asking Tom and Lindsey and the others to do more work to flesh this out, because it seems to me unless you are going to write a whole book that really describes in detail how the German system works or the Finnish system works, and somehow compare that to America, any generalization we are going to make is going to be very tentative and very controversial, and I am not sure I see any reason to get into all of this.



We ought to discuss as a Commission how far we want to go in saying that the United States is more locally-oriented than other countries, but I would leave it at that, and not try to have an appendix that breaks out the systems in all these other countries.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Mike.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, this is just a question for Tom, and I'm not going any place with it in particular, but I noted with some interest your table on PISA results in cumulative per student expenditures from 6 to 15.



The -- I know you can do this with U.S. data and I wondered if you can do it with international data, and that is to add in to those per pupil school costs, the expenditures of families on education, families of differing income levels on education.



Again, you can do it with -- I know you can do it with the U.S. data, but I didn't know whether there's -- because once you add those differences to the per pupil school expenditures, you start to get more variance in your numbers, and then those -- these relationships start to look stronger.



MR. SNYDER:  I don't think you are going to be able to do that.  The OECD does ask for some of the information on the household expenditures.  But they are reported by so few countries that I am not sure that you would end up with anything.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Okay.



MR. SNYDER:  Because you would have data for three or four countries out of the 30, and then you wouldn't know if -- are these countries unusual in terms of having a lot of household expenditures, or are they just ones that happen to be able to report?



But you know, it's a reasonable hypothesis because we do know that some of the Asian countries in particular have a lot of household expenditures for education.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Before we take just a few minutes to break for lunch, I want to get in just a last few comments.  I've got Matt on the list.



MEMBER MILLER:  Thank you.  I've been pushing for these international comparisons since the beginning.  Let me tell you why, and why -- why I am unsatisfied.



It may be hard -- I understand it's hard to get this data, but let me tell you what has been driving this for me since the beginning.



My strong hypothesis, based on the reporting and research I have done, talking to experts like Michael Barber, who I know Kati knows, who is Tony Blair's education guy, and others, is that we are an outlier in the extent to which we rely on local financing to, to fund schools and that we are an outlier in terms of the degree of inequity in per pupil funding among advanced nations.



The reason that's relevant is because the inequity -- I believe what we should be arguing is that the inequity in per pupil funding in local labor markets for teachers and school leadership is what drives the difference in quality available to less -- low-income kids versus better-off kids.



And my strong hypothesis and basically working assumption, based one education gurus I know who have looked at this globally, is that that is not the case in other countries, and that there is not a disparity in the capacity for poor districts to compete for teacher and principal talent in those countries.



To be able to understand that, and if the hypothesis was right, to show in a way that I think would get enormous press pickup in the U.S., because this is never discussed, that we are an outlier on that, if it's right, my hope was to be able to find some analogue to the -- to two things: the percent of total K-12 funding that comes from local district versus state versus national that we are so familiar with here, and the illustrative variations, or the typical variations or whatever metric is reasonable to use for variations, between high per pupil spending districts or localities or systems, whatever they are called in other countries, and what they are here that's analogous to the way high-poverty districts typically in the U.S. spend less than their nearby affluent suburb in the local labor market for teaching -- teachers and things.



And I think that if that story were together, I think I want to show it for the U.S. anyway because that would get enormous pickup, but if we could also show, if that assumption is true, that we are an outlier, which people I respect have said is true, it would also deepen the case and the ability for the media to pick up this conversation in ways it hasn't happened before.



And so for that reason, it may be that there's no way to do it but to do case studies in each -- but a case study means, actually in my view, a case study getting on the phone with the authorities in relevant countries for comparison and trying to tease out exactly what I just laid out, not relying on book research or other available sources, because it's the kind of thing -- this is why I have said if we needed to get pro bono consulting help or something, this is the kind of thing I know from the consulting side of my life, people do every day, the data doesn't exist, well you go figure out how to do it on the ground, in a way that takes some effort.



This is not to critique or impugn any of the excellent work that has been done here, and my hypothesis may be wrong.  But guys like Michael Barber and others I respect, I -- my presumption has not been -- just seeing local versus regional here without knowing a lot more doesn't answer those questions I have as hypotheses.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So Matt, would it be fair to say that part of what you want us to take away from this is that since they are not to be included really for their own sake, but rather as sort of a basic point, about the way labor markets work vis a vis teachers for example, and that as we think about Michael's question about just how much effort we can put into this and want to put into this, and how much we can draw conclusions from this kind of data, we should think about whether it furthers our analysis vis a vis that kind of point.



MEMBER MILLER:  If the hypothesis is true, I'd like the Chairman and everyone, when we roll this out, to be able to say we alone among wealthy nations and nations that aspire to high performance, allow these disparities in funding that drive the disparities in teachers' salaries and principals' salaries, and et cetera.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  I want a --



MEMBER MILLER:  It's true.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Congressman -- yes.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Sorry, just to follow up on that to do, how about we talk with our colleagues who know this best, try and determine, given the available quantitative data out there, the best way to get an answer to that hypothesis in a kind of, you know, irrefutable way as best we can without the quantitative data, and then come back to you, Matt in particular, over the next few days as we flesh this out and certainly share it with the Commission as a whole.



But our question --



MEMBER REBELL:  Russlynn, I just want to put in one more cautionary.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Sure.



MEMBER REBELL:  If you are really going to make these kinds of comparisons, you also have to look at things like racial segregation in the schools and concentrations of poverty and the concentrations of poverty kids in different districts, because those affect the outcomes, you know, beyond who is raising the money and all these other questions.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So we can continue this discussion but just before we take 5 to 10 minutes of a break to grab our lunches and come back, I wanted to give Congressman Honda a chance to make any observations that he would like to make at this point.



REP. HONDA:  Thank you very much and I appreciate the, the vigorous and candid discussions that's going on right now.



It's kind of like the realization of my dream to hear folks like yourselves, at your level, have this kind of a basic discussion.



On the PISA, the graph and everything, is there a reason why, besides the graph of the columns that you have in there, is there a reason why the calculation of number of minutes per day is not infused in that thing, or -- because I heard you speak about personal, individual efforts by parents over and above what the school districts provide, because it seems to me that you know, time on task is one of those basic theories that we have, and it seems like if these countries are putting in -- those families and individuals are putting that kind of time in, it would be something that would be at least pertinent to put in there, and then individual efforts by citizens or corporations who put into the coffers and how much per child is being expended on -- in those areas that seems to be a driving force, and I appreciate the distinction on high-performing schools in this country, separating them out to be comparing against the other schools, because that's essentially what other countries do, is they have certain populations tested but not the entire student population in those countries, like PRC.



MS. LUEBCHOW:  So our task with this chart was solely to look at finance, but those other comparisons are definitely possible, so we were asked by the Commission to look at just how the financial inputs differ, but no question that we should consider other things and that's something that we can do.



REP. HONDA:  Yes, because outcomes is a product of not only the finance, but the time that's put in, unless you compute finance as a function of the time that -- function of time that is put into it.



The effort to look at the equity of each child is something that I constantly keep coming back to, when I listen to your comments.



And I think we are going down the right direction, and I think that the report, it's going to be very important, that we make a distinction of what it is that we are trying to achieve here for each child, versus in -- versus the past reports like Nation at Risk and Rising Above the Gathering Storm, whose conclusions didn't seem to be addressing the kinds of things that you are doing, and I think that that distinction needs to be made on your behalf, and on behalf of the efforts that you have put in, but also with the attention being placed upon the equity of each child that we are really struggling for in this country.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Thank you Congressman.  Let me suggest that we take a 10-minute break and reconvene at 12:50.  I have on the cue for when we return Rick and then Ben.  Thank you.



(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter went off the record at 12:39 p.m. and resumed at 12:51 p.m.)


A-F-T-E-R-N-O-O-N  S-E-S-S-I-O-N


12:51 p.m.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So we have a few more minutes that we would like to spend talking about international comparisons, a very big subject.  We could spend hours on this.



But just the process of getting a sense of your views is quite helpful and to that end I wanted to just call up on Rick, then I've got Ben, then I've got Robert.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I wanted to come back on the overall issue of how do you use international data.  I am really big on the comparisons of outcomes as you see in PISA and TIMSS and other things, because to me they show what is feasible from schooling systems and national education systems writ large.



I am less big on just finding all the correlations in there, putting them out and acting as if they are causal and that we should try to replicate these correlations that are across large counties that we don't quite understand.



And so I am quite against the idea of what Matt wants to do, his hypothesis.  So if your hypothesis were true, does that mean that you would advocate in fact changing the locus from local to state?  If your hypothesis were false, would you also recommend changes?



I mean this is saying that you believe that there's a causal relationship and both of you guys know, I put Chris in it, to always say as soon as somebody questions something like that, oh well, this isn't causation, it's just correlation, but then to write it as if that should govern our policy changes in our thinking and I think that's a mistake.



MEMBER MILLER:  Can I just -- my -- I don't -- I guess I -- to me I am trying to get at the, the ability, the local labor market competition for teachers and principals, you could say for facilities and stuff, you know, the investment of facilities and stuff too. 



But my hypothesis is that we are uniquely disadvantaging low-income areas in the competition for quality teachers and principals, and that other advanced societies, including the high-performing ones, don't do that, and that that's a fact that -- if we are in fact an outlier in that regard, that's something that we should be showcasing.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So you can make -- you can look in the U.S. at whether certain areas are uniquely disadvantaged and it's showing up in terms of their performance and there have been studies of that don't quite support that this is what's driving the performance differences that we see and that we care about.



You can argue one way or another about that, but there's a lot of evidence that suggests, including the evidence in the Education West study, in some sense, relates to that.



Bringing in the international does what?  It allows you to make a media presentation and sort of evoke the specter of foreign countries doing better, but it's not better evidence on what our policy should be.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So Rick, do you have any thoughts on -- just expand a little bit on the question of how or if, based on the research that you are familiar with, you think labor markets do or don't have an impact on differing educational outcomes for low-income kids for example.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I think that the labor markets have a huge impact on who goes into teaching and who stays in teaching and the effectiveness of schools.



That is something very different than saying that the districts in Westchester or Scarsdale or wherever you want to point out in Westchester, do or don't spend more than New York City on average for teachers and that that's driving the difference between Scarsdale performance.



I think that it is important to address labor market issues, but only in the context of addressing the issues of the salaries that are paid to teachers both in level and the form, the distribution of it.



Whether you want to continue and act as if the single salary schedule is innocuous or not, is something that I think is a mistake. 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY: Look, I think that there are -- I think that there's a short handful of hypotheses that are worth trying to state and test, and the -- and we ought to try to do that and take a look at what comes out.



I also think that -- that Rick is obviously right with respect to the difficulty of establishing causation, which is -- it's a deep problem in the social sciences, and it's especially a deep problem if you can't do experiments, and when data is imperfect.



But that doesn't mean that you can't -- that you can't learn from looking at other things and make educated guesses.  You just have to be -- you just have to be cautious about the confidence with which you make inferences, and we should absolutely do that, and add whatever qualifications are necessary in order to be intellectually respectable, at least I would want to do that.



Actually, I have tenure.  Never mind.  I don't care about that.



So, I think that it is instructive we can, for example, look at the ratio of median teacher salaries to media salaries of other professions within each country, and from that, see how teachers fit in, in terms of salary and presumably prestige, within those countries, and if the U.S. is an outlier, I think that's -- I think that's very significant, and it would not be out of line to draw some inferences that, that we should try to move more towards the performance of better -- better-performing countries.



So I think on a set of measures of that sort, it would be useful to just see how much we can -- we can get and be cautious about the inferences.



MEMBER JEALOUS:  You know Chris, I think it's -- I think it's sort of -- we are all sort of heading toward these comments, those of us who want to see some of this data in here.  I think the scope is just too small.  I think you know, that the -- the -- listening to, you know, they said look, we answered the questions that we were given, it might be worth restating the question, which is you know, what are the measurable things that schools that lead the world in training their children do that are significant.

 

You know, like is it, like you know, I think about the, you know, the -- I think it's called like the National Center for Data and Ed. -- sorry the National Center for Ed. in the Economy, put out a study that really focused on time, not just time per day, but how many days per year.



So I think what I would ask is that if we are going to have folks actually look at data, that we not just limit it to the financial data, that we kind of look more broadly at resource data.



Time seems to be the most important resource for kids.  It certainly is with my kid.  And you know, I think that the kind of basic theory, which is that, you know, if we don't -- if we want to bridge the difference between the U.S. and the countries that actually lead the world in education, we have to stop being so different in so many ways, is a sound thesis.



I just think that to really get to what is at the heart of that, we need to look at more than finance.  We -- you know, we need to include time, we need to include, you know, how they treat their teachers and invest in their teachers and distribute high-quality teachers and so forth.



And I know some of that you can't get from the global community, but some things, like certainly days in the classroom, we certainly could get.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So Ben, when you are using resources, you mean something much more broad than finance, because the thing about resources --



MEMBER JEALOUS:  Yes.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  It's a funny word, it's a little bit like the word development --



MEMBER JEALOUS:  Right, so time -- 

CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  The building blocks of quality --



MEMBER JEALOUS:  Yes, those kind of four, five top things that you know, that matter, and frankly I think that many of us, even those of us who find ourselves often fighting for more funding for schools, typically because poor schools, as Congressman Honda would put it, seem to always be found in poor communities, would be willing to concede that there are actually -- you know, that there are many inputs that are more important than dollars, like time, like high-quality teachers.



So if we broaden the scope we also might find more agreement on this committee. The other thing that I would say that as we shift into the next point on the agenda, I would hope that all of us would keep in mind, you know, what do we do about Mississippi? 



Because it seems like, you know, that, certainly for the civil rights community, that's where we start, right?  What do you do with a state that really doesn't give a damn about 40 percent of its population?  Right.



So this -- the reality is, is that the south and the treatment of black children in the south is iconic in this conversation.  It is one of the litmus tests that will be used by the media and the country to judge whether or not this report is serious, and it has impact, and we can't skirt around the question of what do we do about Mississippi.



If we are going to allow Mississippi to just be that place that fails based on this you know, formula, then we will have failed our purpose.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  If I could just add, that's why I think we need to talk about governance. Matt said, how can we be a serious country if we don't deal with X, I think how can we be a serious report if we don't deal with Y?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  How do you deal with the fact that Mississippi does better than California?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I would vote for putting California --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Yes, I mean -- you know --



MEMBER MARTIRE: Well-



MR. EICHNER:  Let's be clear.  You know, as somebody who grew up in California and spent a lot of time in Mississippi, 40 years ago that wasn't the case.  Forty years ago that wasn't the case.



I think that we need to deal head-on with some of the things that have happened in California in the past 40 years.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Russlynn had a clarifying question.  Go ahead.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Just again for followup for the staff on the international piece.  So I've heard two things.  On the finance, if we could -- if we could separate the finance question, what we are trying to get to is evidence that confirms or otherwise the hypothesis as articulated by Matt.



We are an outlier in vis a vis the rest of the world in the extent to which we rely on local revenues to drive school funding, A. 



Part two of that is we are also an outlier in the inequities, when it comes to the inequities in what we spend on whom, and the variance between schools.



That research is more, since we are clear that there isn't the quantitative data out there to do the appropriate regressions, that research may well be more case study like and we will flesh through that.



That is one piece.  In addition, we will look into the other metrics, Ben, that you articulated, namely teachers -- other resources -- but namely teachers, time.



We'll see what other evidence is out there on those quantitative indicator comparisons and come back to the group on those.



Are we clear on that for the international to dos?  Okay.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  I've got Robert on the list next.



MEMBER TERANISHI:  I just wanted to make a quick point while we are on this point of the context.  And I think it's relevant for our discussion about the international issues, as well as Matt's piece.



I think we have to very directly talk about demographic chance in our nation and how rapidly things are changing and the fact that we are in some ways at a tipping point.



And you know, if you look at the data on the older population versus the younger population, the trends around immigration, the majority/minority shift, I think we have to make that point.



So I don't know if that goes in its own section, or if it goes in a section as  a point, a bullet point for Matt's piece.



The other thing I think we have to emphasize, related to that, is the disparities and how these disparities aren't necessarily shrinking.  They are growing in a lot of instances and I'm not just talking about class disparity, I'm also talking about race.



And I think we need to be more direct about how racial disparities continues to be a significant problem in our nation.  To that point, that's one way that we are unique from a lot of these countries.



You know a lot of these countries that are listed, these are more homogeneous nations.  They might have class disparities but they don't have the vestiges of racial or ethnic disparities to the same degree as the U.S.



And related to that, I think we could find ways to talk about this not just from a deficit perspective, so how these inputs are a factor in the disparities that exist in the outcomes, but as -- talk about it in terms of assets, this is something that's a strength for a nation, but it reflects a lost potential, and something where we have a lot to that we have a lot to be proud of and that we shall work toward.



So I just wanted to add those points while we are talking about this context, because I don't see that context on any of these -- any of the material that has been shared so far.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Robert one way to provide that context might be for us to look for examples of other countries that have dealt with issues of racial, ethnic, cultural and regional disparities, not to make the point that the extent of the challenge they face is exactly comparable to the American one, but to see if we can get some additional insight of how those disparities have been addressed, what policy tools they have used, what failures they have experienced in the process.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  I just wanted to go back to the exchange that Chris and Rick had a minute ago and that Russlynn commented on.  It made me wonder whether or not there ought to be some piece of this report either in the compendium section or in the recommendations that pointed to what we didn't know, and what kinds of research could be done or ought to be done, not necessarily by this Commission, but researchers and academics across the country to shed greater light on some of the issues that we have raised.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Okay.  You will -- if we could hold off on that to flesh a little further, in the recommendations section this afternoon, you will se sone of the broad recommendations on the efficiency said was to this point, and getting some feedback of how deep we go on what we don't know and in what areas will be important. 



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  At this point I am going to propose that we move on to discuss the federalism framework. So at our last meeting we had a very interesting discussion that took both the form of subcommittee breakout sessions and then some discussion in the Commission, about the challenge of how to deal with the role of the federal government, here. And in the process of trying to take some of those ideas and just to put them down on paper to keep the discussion going, I want to describe four basic premises that I had as I was trying to write this up, and then I'll just say a word or two about what the scheme tries to do and then we will open it up for discussion.



Obviously the first premise is that we are not starting with a blank slate, and that means that we should acknowledge that however important we think the role of the federal government is in our system, it is only one piece of a very large puzzle, and that doesn't preclude us talking about how imagine that puzzle to be different.



But it does mean that certainly the entire report is not all about the role of the federal government.  This is not a national Commission on federal educational excellence and equity, it's meant to address the larger problem.



Second though, given the constrained role that the federal government plays in the larger system, what I was trying to get at here is: how do you design a system that maximizes the impact that a scarce amount of money and influence can have in dealing with issues of equity and excellence?



How do you allow that system to be scalable, such that if there are changes over time in the precise role of the federal government, the legislative authorities that it has, the resources that it has, the framework can endure to some degree, and can adapt.



A third premise is that we should not have-- notwithstanding difficulties with microphones-- that we are dealing with a whole bunch of different schemes that the federal government operates, where some elements of what -- of the problem we face here are also fixed.



That is to say, how does the federal government share responsibilities with the states?  How does it engage in a partnership to design common goals?  How does it assess results at the state level?



So in part, with the help of Lindsey and others on the team, we tried to look at a number of different schemes where the federal government works in partnership with the states.



So, the Clean Air Act and the National Ambient Air Quality Standards Context would be one, Medicaid would be another context, juvenile justice would be another context.



We can go on, but these are just some examples of where the federal government has pots of money and goals that it develops, in some cases in partnership with the states, and obviously these systems have a variety of challenges, problems, successes, and we tried our best to begin at least the process of getting some insights from looking at those different schemes.



And two things that emerged from that process would be number one, the idea that virtually all of these schemes fail if they try to overly micro-manage what the states are doing.



They create sometimes structures that make it difficult for folks in the federal government to gather the information that they need, and it's very difficult for anyone to have quite the same extent of information that someone at the state level has.



By the same token, if there isn't some accountability, some sense of understanding how the money is being used and with what impact, then it's difficult to expect that there will be results, whether you are dealing with food safety or environmental protection or any number of other goals.



The final premise is that the status quo is not working and I don't think any of us would be around the table here if we thought the status quo were working perfectly.

:

That doesn't mean that everything needs to be redesigned, but it does mean that it's useful to start at 30,000 feet and to ask what do we want from the relationship between states and the federal government.



So to that end, here are a couple of features of the scheme that you have, and then I'll open up for discussion.  The first element of it is the idea that states and the federal government should work together with various stakeholders to fix common standards, to figure out what educational outcomes are trying to achieve, and to do that in a deliberative process that reflects different points of view but that is honest, that recognizes that sometimes we are not achieving everything that we'd like to achieve, that recognizes that for all the benefits of allowing some variability in how states achieve goals, that there is something to be gained from having a national conversation about what we think, at some general level, in areas like math and science, kids should be learning.



The second is that states have in our system the preeminent role in making decisions about how they achieve educational outcomes and at some level, it's hard to see how that shouldn't be respected within limits, which is to say that states should assume the burden of developing plans to achieve equity and excellence, and those plans should reflect some clear and transparent accounting of exactly how they are going to do that on the financial side, how they are going to allocate resources in order to achieve excellence and equity relative to common standards.



The third element is that that process of the states fixing a fiscal plan to achieve excellence and equity should acknowledge the fact that not all kids require the same resources, that if you have high concentrations of poverty, if you have challenges in a school district that faces a larger than usual concentration of kids who are in special education, if you have a school district that is educating kids who are limited English proficiency kids, then that needs to be acknowledged at some level in the fiscal scheme.



Now maybe there's some room for states to experiment with precisely what those weights should be, but they should be accountable for setting what those weights are.



The fourth element is that there should be a tremendous degree of transparency with respect to both inputs and outputs, so that when states develop these fiscal formulas, we should see if they are living up to them, and that critically, we have a sense, a much greater sense than in fact we do now, of what outcomes are being achieved, who is learning, what are they learning, and to the extent that that implicates a conversation about how we measure these outcomes and that conversation will be important.



And then last, there should be some accountability.  That is to say that if this partnership between states and the federal government fails to produce the level of excellence and equity that we think is necessary, then the federal government should assume some role that is appropriate to create incentives for the states to change what they are doing, and in fact, as you see in the paper, the idea is that if over a certain period of time the states are not living up to their commitments, then this should be a prima facie case for states to change their policy.



Let me close just by acknowledging a couple of things that this framework does not entirely resolve, and which we will clearly want to talk about.



One is how do you transition from a system like the one that we are in to the system like the one that I have just described?  How much time should states have to achieve certain equity goals?



The second of course is how exactly does the federal government get involved in a situation where states are failing to achieve these results?



And we talked in the last session we had, in the Commission, about the different rules that the federal government has available, and I would just note here, that while the framework doesn't flesh this out, it does presuppose that we are using more than one tool.



One tool might be changing federal funding levels. Another tool might be providing data about why states might not be achieving the results that they have promised.



Another tool might be some form of incentive structure, such that if states change their behavior they get additional federal support.



But all of this is to say that some of the hard work we are going to have to do is to figure out exactly how the federal government plays that role.  Nonetheless, it's quite clear that if the federal government doesn't play that role, doesn't hold states accountable, then we are not going to be able to achieve the results that we need.



So with that, let me just open it for discussion.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I'd like just to say a few minutes on the comparison with air pollution, so I am assuming that most of you are unfamiliar with the regulatory structure for dealing with air pollution.



But the basic framework starting in 1970 -- President Nixon -- had the following key elements.  First of all, the feds established, based on science, national standards for permissible levels of pollution in a two-step process, first identifying what pollutants required regulation -- some were identified in the statute, the government came up with a few others -- and then secondly, applying the science to think as a matter of public health, how much lead can there be, how much sulfur dioxide can there be, before the health risks become unacceptable.



So first step, national air quality -- ambient air quality standards.  Second step, is that states were assigned responsibility to formulate a state implementation plan, SIP, which would enable them to go from where they are -- where they were then to achieving the national ambient air quality standards by a particular date. The date was unrealistic and the statute was later amended, but at least there was a date.



It was in legislation.  That said, the legislative date was unrealistic but it was then amended to change it.



States were given a deadline by which to come up with this state implementation plan, but the notion was for example that states would be able to make decisions about all right, if we are cleaning up sulfur dioxide, how much of that should be done by limiting the automobile traffic or truck emissions, diesel emissions, how much of it should be done by regulating coal-fired electric utility plants, make those judgements about what made sense in the local context given the climate, given the economy, dot dot dot.



States were given a time to produce a state implementation plan and if they didn't the feds were authorized to go in and impose a federally-designed implementation plan for that state, now -- and which of course set up a big bargaining thing that went on.



Now one of the key differences between this and that is that there, there wasn't any question that the feds had power under the Commerce Act to actually go in and establish regulations over for example coal-fired electric utility plants, as opposed to letting the state do it.



Here the comparable hammer presumably would not be direct federal administration of school districts, but rather doing something with the federal grant made program, right, doing something to cut back on federal funding to the state, or be more regulatory and prescriptive with the federal involvement, something of that sort.



Period paragraph.  So here's the only thing I want to point out.  A decision was made under the Nixon Administration that all Americans enjoyed the same right to breathe clean air, and that the calculation about what poses public health risks was appropriately made at the federal level, while giving states the options to be more stringent if they chose, but a baseline.



And the question that has nagged me, obviously, is why, in the 21st century, with the kind of economy that we have, with the historic equity problems that we have had, should we not have a comparably muscular federal role with respect to not just content, but achievement goals, achievement standards, not just, not just curriculum content but how much do kids have to learn?



And a willingness when Mississippi or California is failing to provide its citizens with what we think is appropriate for Americans, a willingness to go in and do something, period paragraph.



Last think I'd say is this is obviously not unknown in the education arena. There are federal statues that have something to do with content, specifically IDEA does it.



Lots of reasons to say it doesn't do it the way it should be done, but it does it.  And there's a little bit in the bilingual area, not as effective, but it does speak to it.



And I might add that in neither of those cases does the federal requirement depend as a prerequisite on full federal funding of the requirement.

:

Last thing I'll say is that in the clean air context, in the IDEA context, in the context of equal protection, we are talking about rights.  We are talking about rights, not nudging, but rights, and not incentives, but rights. Maybe incentives as an implementation tool, but at base, a commitment to a right.



And while I am not prepared to say that the report should call for establishing an individual right in the sense of a federal constitutional right to education, I think we should do more than simply note that there has been successful state litigation and we should try to move this in the direction of more clarity with respect to national expectations for achievement and closing of disparities and a muscular framework for implementation.  But I can write a dissent, you know, it's okay.



MEMBER THOMPSON:  In our discussion of federal and state partnerships, of course my background is special ed, so the first thing I thought of, we have a pretty powerful of the mandate for special education in, what I would call in my experience at the state agency level, a really profound partnership with the U.S. Department of Ed and states have tremendous obligations under that mandate. They are largely procedural.  


Only more recently has the focus been on results and those results indicators are split between compliance indicators and performance indicators, including graduation, student proficiency and state assessments etcetera.



However it has been very exciting to see the move in that direction, and for those who aren't that familiar with IDEA, there are a number of hammers that the federal government has. And the first, when you are not doing so well as a state, the first hammer is a light one, and they'll come and help the state or they'll identify technical assistance centers or providers to help a state get their issues straightened up.



If there is failure to do that, then money can be withheld, and if there is egregious non-compliance, i.e. children are not being afforded the access and the provisions that the law mandates, the Department of Justice can come into a state.



And I'm not sure everyone knows the details of IDEA to that level but the hammers are in place and they are laddered, and any good state agency pays attention to that and tries to get the procedures correct and get the policies correct.



The challenge that we have in special ed, and I'm going to use this opportunity since you haven't heard from me much, but this gets into an area where I do know something, the issue of a weighted formula, IDEA has a weighted formula for money flowing to states, there are three indices that are used: poverty; overall state population; and then a point in time count of students with disabilities.



And I would caution us in recommending weighted formulas that we talk about what a good weighted formula should do and what a bad weighted formula can do.



You don't want to incentivize inappropriate or unnecessary referrals or eligibility for special ed.  Over the last year and a half I have had the privilege, really, of working in a number of districts across the country, and in those districts that have a tremendously high eligibility level--and you notice I don't refer to it as a disability level--some children absolutely have disabilities, and some children are disabled by the systems they find themselves in.



And in those systems you tend to see high referral rates and I would argue that many of the referrals and subsequent eligibility determinations are inappropriate, and it's because the general ed system has failed to meet the needs of a diverse learner.



So not all children who are eligible as children with disabilities necessarily have a disability; they are in fact diverse learners whose needs have not been addressed in the general education setting, and I think this report needs to tackle that, and I know Karen Hawley Miles and I have had quite a few conversations about that and we have actually had a the chance to work in a couple of the same districts, and would agree that sometimes special ed becomes the default system for every struggling learner.



So as we think about weighted funding formulas, we really need to be cautious and address that issues, and I am going to back up too with what Ben and Robert have said.



The other thing I have seen in districts in the last year and a half who are facing all sorts of challenges, is they have a rapidly changing demographic, and they have large populations of immigrant children coming from countries many of the teachers have never heard of, and the districts aren't changing their mind-set about owning this group of diverse learners, and identifying what they should do differently to meet the needs of those children.



So I think all of that needs to be, as we look at this framework, needs to be embedded there.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Point well taken.  I appreciate that and I think it's very helpful and as we go forward I'd love to talk to you more offline about how we can learn from the IDEA scheme what helpful structure for weighted student formulas would look like.



I've got Rick then Mike then Ralph.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Just a couple of things.  I mean I agree with Jackie that we have to say something about IDEA in this report, I mean, because that's one of the big issues that every district is facing one way or another, and it also is a good illustration, as Jackie points out, that there are various systems across the states, some of which work and some of which don't, and we can use that as evidence about how you can implement, or not implement, federal action in the original action.



The one thing that I want to come back to, what Chris said, I like the idea of focusing on air quality and air quality outcomes.  I like the idea of focusing on educational outcomes.



My first reaction is I thought that's what NCLB did and that that's an example that is a little but messed up in terms of setting the standards that differ across states, but that in fact we have a history there that I think we should actually pay more attention to.



The difference between, off the top of my head what I would say, the difference between this accountability system and the air quality one is that in most of the air quality areas we knew how to achieve those goals of air quality, either scrubbing --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Not initially, but some of them, not all of them, but also the statute was very explicit about setting standards in terms of using best available technology.



So there were things in there that were meant to force practice and force the invention of new technologies, which of course is what we need for education.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  And I presume those are the mileage standards that we are fighting over right today, are part of that, of how much you use the standards to prod somebody to invent something and so forth.



But that seems to be more heavily weighted or more important in education, where we don't necessarily know --



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Mike. 

:

MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, I'll just go back to the framework of the paper which I generally liked.  I'm not sure that I would go so far as Chris's recommendation on individual right of action.



But on the other hand, I'm -- I'm wondering whether or not the framework of this paper overly reflects how it is we have come to define federalism, that is the role between the feds and the states, over the last 30 years or so, that has in many ways resulted in the federal government abdicating what was a historic responsibility to urban areas and to poor, rural areas, as it turned its enforcement accountability and other mechanisms over to the states, and I'm wondering whether or not this overly reflects that perspective without suggesting in some ways just short of the individual right of action that Chris was suggesting, that the federal government has to areas that the states just will not address for one reason or another.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Mike, say just a little bit more about that.  So imagine a system that, 20 years from now, lives up to that responsibility you think the federal government has. How, roughly how would it work?



MEMBER CASSERLY:  You know, for any state or system that lived up to the vision that was being said here, I'd say the federal government just left them alone.



But my concern here is that, because this paper reflects basically a federal to state conversation, it fails to recognize what states won't do and the lack of mechanism by which the federal government really has, at least in education, to hold states convincingly accountable for the goals that are being articulated here.



It's part of the reason we keep bouncing back and forth between the NCLB lack of accountabilities, and waiver accountability, say under -- that is more vested in the states.



But this strikes me as that it tilts too much in one direction because we haven't really resolved this question about where state responsibility end or where their capacity and willingness ends and where the federal government willingness and capacity and authority begins.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Can we just -- I hate to seem like a Socratic law professor but could you -- you are exactly the right person to say a couple more paragraphs on what you would say about state role going forward, state capacity, state responsibility.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  I think I would say less about state role and state capacity than I would about at what point do we recognize that state capacity and responsibility has failed.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Fallen short, yes.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Fallen short, and where the federal government responsibility then picks up, particularly in areas where there are students of color, poor kids, students with disabilities, English language learners and the like, that --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Extreme disparities.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, where there are extreme disparities that the state is not resolving, and the federal government appears to lack the mechanism to compel the state to act.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Can I just see if I am picking up some of what you are putting on the table here, and I acknowledge, these struck me as very important issues.



So one thing that I hear you saying is that we have to think about what are special areas of concern that for a number of historical and other reasons we don't expect states are going to do a particularly great job at, and we expect that the federal government should stay seized of those responsibilities at some level.



But a second issue is if we imagine a steady state 20 years from now, 30 years from now, or whenever, where some of this system makes the relationship between states and the federal government work better, we have more data about outcomes, we have more data about inputs.



One question that is still on the table is, what should the transition be between now and that system? And what special provisions should be made for some of these areas of particular concern?



So let's say -



MEMBER CASSERLY:  I'm not even -- I'm not worried about the transition point because we haven't actually decided here that that's a goal.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Right, what I'm saying is if we were to agree, for example, that limited English language, or English language learners, are a category of special concern, for example. After making that decision, there would still be a question of how much time should the state have to get its population of English language learners to get to the point where we think they need to get to.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, and let me go back to Ben's example about Mississippi, which is probably a classic historic example, to what -



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  All deliberate speed, right?



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Exactly.  Exactly.  So where does the federal responsibility in a situation like that pick up, when what you have outlined here falls short?



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Fair enough.  Okay, you have a quick followup to that?



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, maybe an idea.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Okay, even better.



MEMBER BROWN:  No, no, I'm agreeing with what he's saying, but it would take legislation.  I think you could have a bypass mechanism, and that you could, after failure, for urban areas you could go -- you could fund the urban areas.  For smaller districts and rural areas -- I mean, I think you could think of a non-profit entity that you, say an RFP, where a non-profit would offer to administer the funding for a group of school districts or something.



I mean, I think you can -- there is a bypass provision in ESEA now for religious schools, the Missouri bypass -- Virginia -- but so I think you could design some kind of bypass mechanism.  You'd have to legislate it.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Let's take another example here that's actually come up fairly recently, and that's Detroit.  Now, here was an example of a school district in the deepest possible difficulty, both financially and academically, where the state government acted to some degree, but in many ways, other than putting in financial managers, had limited tools in its tool chest, and as it turned out, the federal government had almost no tools in its tool chest and could not act in any way, shape or form in the Detroit situation.



And I don't mean to pick on Detroit, but it --



MEMBER BROWN:  I've heard you do it before.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, I have done it before.  But it illustrates that what used to be this historic connection between federal responsibility, often emerging from the Civil Rights Act and the like, and major urban areas and poorer rural areas, our federalism system has been so redefined over the last 30 years that in a place like Detroit, the federal government really had an empty tool chest in terms of what it was able to do by way of intervention for those kids.

 

CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  You know what the feds have, actually, when you think about it?  In institutional reform litigation, you have federal judges putting things in receivership. Right?  So you get the federal -- right, so you get federal judges running a prison or running a hospital system, or -- or running a school system in the deseg, some of the deseg cases.  So that's obviously not the ideal way to do any of this, but you're right, there's no --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  And I'm not suggesting what the exact remedy is here, but I'm suggesting that maybe this paper tilts too much in one direction.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Your point is well taken.  I acknowledge that and I think that in the end we cannot avoid the discussion that you are putting on the table about what areas of special concern should stay front and center for the federal government in its relations with the states.  Ralph.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Just a couple of things, and I strongly support everything Mike just said, and first I'm going to apologize to my fellow Commissioners, I do have to leave early to go vote as a school board member this evening and chair of the finance committee.  They are calling a vote on a big matter that I have to report on, and so that is why I'm leaving, is to perform another public function.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  I'm deeply disturbed about your priorities.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  I'm sorry.  I apologize for that.  I think I keep going back to the Nixon Commission report because it should be the reality check for our Commission.



You could take the key findings in that Nixon Commission report and just stick them in our report and nothing would be different.



So the failure has been a stronger federal role in making important change happen that benefits children.  So I don't think we can, if we're being honest, continue along a system that simply plays around the edges from the federal level with a few incentives here and there.



That's the system we have had.  That system hasn't worked.  Period.  And there's, beyond that, there's no rational basis to think it will work going forward.



So when the federal government has gotten serious about stuff, it's put more resources into it.  Medicaid is a classic example.  You could like or not like the program.  The federal government at a minimum covers 50 percent of the cost, depending on your state, up to 65 percent of the cost.



And after Medicaid came in, the number of uninsured individuals in America went down significantly.  So America made it a priority, made it a federal priority, and put federal dollars into it.



I don't think there's a way to get around this and design a more positive and strong federal role without the federal government assuming some more cost.  I don't think you get to play a bigger role without putting money into the kitty.  I just don't think that's realistic. 



And I think if you look at what's really been the problem, there's been a lack of state capacity, from a fiscal standpoint, to make the investments at a state level needed to drive higher educational opportunity into rural areas and into urban areas of concentrated poverty.



States aren't going to fix that.  And if you set up an accountability metric that penalizes them with lost revenue, who ultimately are you penalizing?



It's not the state.  It's the children that, number one, were denied a quality education because of their state's fiscal problems and inequitable systems, and now are getting denied federal resources.  Who do you think is going to get the funding cut for?



It's the same kids that are supposed to be the focus of the work of this Commission.  So unless we are willing to very much revisit this federal role, make it much more of a right, and I could pull out other states, I like to pick on Detroit too because we live in Illinois and we can feel superior to no one and so we try to find one example, something to add.



Look at Ohio.  How many times has Ohio's school funding systems been ruled unconstitutional by the state supreme court?  Four times?  And the fifth time, the state supreme court says, well, it's still unconstitutional but we give up.  If you legislators aren't going to put in a constitutional -- you are not going to fund poor kids, you are not going to fund black kids, you are not going to fund Latino kids.  You're not.  So we give up.  Had it.



We can't be in a give up position. We can't be in a position that has an accountability metric that actually harms the very population we are trying to help.



And I think, to get back to a couple of points made earlier, we can't ignore that the system we have now is not just classist, but it is also structurally racist.



I don't know that anyone set out to design a system that would drive fewer resources into communities of color, but that is certainly what we have.  And after a while, your refusal to recognize that and deal with that makes it intentional.  I mean, you know, you see a turtle upside down on a fence post, somebody put him there.  He didn't get there by himself.



After a while, we have to deal with the fact that our failure to resolve the problems caused by fiscal funding mechanisms that have resulted in structural racism has made it intentional racism by all of us.



And I think we have to hit these nails on the head.  So I like Dean Edley's suggestion that there be some sort of federal right created here, and resources put behind it, to address longstanding inequities that it was left up to the states to resolve in the same language we are using today, back in 1972 by the Nixon Commission.



We have got to learn.  Thank you.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Thank you, Ralph.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  I'm going to go back to the question of clarity for the staff on writing this post- this conversation, because we have had this -- yes.  Because now that I -- I do feel like I can memorize our transcripts and recite them back, like the national anthem -- we  have had this exact conversation over and over, right?  This one of federal right, do we need it, what is that, what are we saying when we say that, right?  What do -- in light of Supreme Court doctrine that says there is no federal right to an education.



That, coupled with we have had the conversation about more money, are we going to say that how are and how much, that I think we resolved there, the answer was, we are not going to sort of try and do a kind of costing out, though we might have something in a compendium that articulates ways that it could be done, we weren't as a group.



But as we struggle with trying to take this vision as articulated and write it, it seems that there are just some tensions that emerge, in the same way that Ohio, not unlike about 40-some odd other states that have challenged this, right, where -- in those states where their state supreme courts have said the funding system is unconstitutional, regardless of how many times they have done that, it has then been effectively punted to the state legislatures to do something about it, and nothing has been done.



So as you indicate -- right, right -- those that have -- in those states that have had -- 40-some add have dealt with this in those states -- sorry, right.



Forty-some odd states have tackled this.  In those states where it has been found that the system is unconstitutional by their state supreme courts they have punted to the legislature.  We are in a place where there's not much action.



So I think about that reality, and Jacquelyn, to your point about the enforcement mechanisms in IDEA, it's rare that I have heard folks refer to them, like you have, as effective enforcement mechanisms, right?



We tend to hear the opposite.  And then I think from the perch that I am privileged to sit on, with the civil rights laws that embody the spirit of all of these things that we have talked about, and enforcement there, which has the ultimate hammer, and that's taking all federal education monies, is rare and has been historically non-existent.



So how do we not create the same problem for ourselves by either trying to get to a federal right, which would not just require legislative fixes, but overturn, you know -- it would have to deal with the Rodriguez case in 1983 that said there wasn't one, which feels like an enormously heavy lift -- and at the same time, learn from, Rick, your point about NCLB, had a kind of federal enforcement if you will over accountability that didn't have the hammer and reconcile this vision.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  The other problem with NCLB, it left the standards to the states.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Yes.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  So you could have a very low bar look like a successful state under NCLB, and not be educating your kids.  So, I mean, there are a number of problems with NCLB, although the goals behind it, laudable.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Ralph, I just wanted to add one other thing.  I appreciate these comments and I -- look, I -- I think there are a lot of difficulties that are not fully resolved in this framework.



But I do want to note two things that I think are important.  One thing that I think is important in what you said, and then one thing that's a little bit of a pushback but just I think is still consistent with what you are saying.



I take especially your point that when we are thinking about the hammers here, the ways in which the federal government can work with the states but push the states to be accountable, we have to think about not creating perverse consequences.



And this partly picks up on your point about IDEA, but it especially picks up I think on what we can and should learn from the experience with NCLB.



Where I do want to push back a little bit is I would just note that, from my perspective, the goal of making -- of putting states on the hook for making inputs and outputs highly transparent, and breaking that out by subregion, by region, by district, by race, is not a small thing.



It's actually part of a strategy to leverage the political that states have in our country, which is as mechanisms for accountability.



MEMBER MARTIRE:  I agree with that.  I thought that was great.  I think, I think that -- and it's the most difficult question we face in a lot of ways, is this federalism issue.



But honestly speaking, I mean, we have got a very long track record, and some scary recommendations and findings of the Nixon Commission where things haven't gotten better and we have the exact same problems 40 years later.



We all know the definition about the definition of insanity and so we need as a -- in my mind, for our Commission to be successful, and so I could be the minority vote -- I've been that before in my life -- for our Commission to be one that satisfies its mission, we have to put forth recommendations that create a rational expectation things will change from the past practice for the better, and especially for the kids who are most left behind, of color, minority children, poor children, rural children, et cetera.



And I see playing around edges in accepting a very limited role as not capable of making that transition in the system.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Fair enough.  Michael and then Chris.



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay, one kind of framing issue that speaks to this question of federal right, and then I just have a few specific items I'll quickly mention.



I think we can be somewhat aggressive along the lines of what Chris was saying about there being -- I don't know if I'd use the word a federal right, but let's be clear, that on the business of what is needed to restore America's role in international economics and international competition and all, there's unanimity.  Every state has this as a goal.  It's the subtext of NCLB and all.



So we have got a national goal there.  From an equity point of view, we also have some national goals that go back to Brown v. Board of Education, and by the way, I don't totally write Rodriguez off.  It said there's no federal right when it comes to equity in switching dollars between places, but on the adequacy front, there's a lot of language in there.  There's an open issue about First Amendment rights implying some level of adequate education so kids can vote intelligently and speak freely and all.



So it's not clear that there's no federal right, and I think with some good drafting, we can pull some of this stuff in there.



I just wanted to mention again, for the drafting, because I thought your framing piece was quite good, Tino, on the bullet on page 2 about the common standards, you know, to some extent we have common standards now that most people think are pretty good in English, language arts and math.



I would spell out that we need them in all other areas -- science, social science and all -- and we are not getting much movement from the common core state approach there, quite frankly because I think those who are interested in this kind of thing were burned back in the '90s when they tried social studies standards, not to say we shouldn't do it, because I think we do need to do it.



Second thing I wanted to say, just a language point, but to me it's an important one, on the next bullet when we are talking about how we should develop -- we should require states to come up with standards on equity and all, I'd like the word adequacy in there, that the state resource level standard should address both adequacy and equity.



And then on other things that need to be taken into account, the concentrations of poverty and all, if we are going to get into what the state formula should be, I would stick in a reference to cost of living, but that's because I come from New York City.  Okay.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Being very cheap.  Thank you.  Okay.  Rick, Chris, Sandra.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I just wanted to add footnotes until Michael talks, and then I always have to respond to him.  I mean, the idea of writing adequacy in without being able to define it strikes me as kind of a little bit far out.



MEMBER REBELL:  We're not defining equity there either.  We are giving states a lot of discretion, if I understand.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  We do it all the time with the Constitution.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I know you do.  I know.  That's what makes law schools such vibrant places.  I understand that.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  I sense a hint of irony in what you just said about law schools there but --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  And the idea of re-trying or reinterpreting Rodriguez after 40 years now -- 50 years -- 40 years, seems kind of strange for our report.



The point that I really wanted to talk about, though, was in your comments on standards and so forth, I think we want to be very careful in our language.



Standards gives an idea of what you want people to know, and then you have assessments that judge how well people do at that, and then we have accountability systems that have some reaction to how well people are doing.  And I don't think we want to just say that's the same thing, and that we have to be careful along the way. 



I personally am not a great big standards person because I see states with -- there's no correlation between ratings of the standards in states and the NAEP scores.  I mean, there's no correlation.



So I think in my own mind, we want to pay attention to outcomes.  In terms of NCLB, I think that NCLB is about 180 degrees off, in the sense that I think the federal government should be much more heavily involved in saying what we think kids know and what level they should get to and back off on how they do it.  And we do just the opposite in NCLB.  But that's -- anyways, the key point is being clear about the variety of things that people often sweep under the idea of standards, which are not the same thing.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Fair enough.  Chris.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Just a small point.  Look, it -- I am not saying we should call for a federal right.  My shtick, which I'll come back to at some point, is eachism.



But I think with respect to that, and with respect to the federal role, there are going to be places where I think the role of this report should be more directional and aspirational rather than engineering, and that because if you think of this as an agenda for 20 years that federal, state and local people should be pursuing, then there's a lot to do between now and the realization of it, a lot of process, a lot of politics, a lot of research, et cetera, a lot of consensus-building, and to get bogged down in the engineering aspects of it would not be very -- would really not be that helpful.



But if we can be inspiring and clear about the aspiration, I think that that would be a contribution.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Sandra.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  Mike Casserly's comments and Ralph's comments really resonate with me around this role of the federal government, and I'm kind of processing this as almost a two-tiered response.



When reading Matt's paper, who really makes the point of revamping our educational system and doing things differently as being in the national interest, I think, Tino, a lot of your suggestions and kind of framing of this, in how to rethink the federal-state role fits in that context.



So there's a need to reverse this slow decline and really have the federal government assert a direction for education, and I think that's appropriate.



But at another level, coming from the place that I come from, Philadelphia, large urban district, not too different from Detroit, this has reached a level of crisis, where it is beyond kind of a slow decline and it is a -- in some ways a direct attack on an individual's constitutional right to the pursuit of happiness, because millions of children are being cut off, their life chances are being cut off, by the extreme low quality of education caused by very great inequities and disparities in inputs, investments, resources.



And so the ability to kind of have a slow turnaround of the Titanic, to me is inappropriate, and there needs to be a much more direct and dramatic intervention, if you would, by the federal government, because it has reached crisis proportions.  There's a code red, if you would.  



And so what could that look like?  I don't know.  How does the federal government, can the federal government almost bypass this idea of going through the states because there needs to be a direct intervention.



Thirty miles, about, from Philadelphia, we have a school district that is about to close, Chester Upland School District.  The state has been very slow in their response to taking on the fact the children may not have a school to go to one day.



A federal court has intervened for an immediate, three-week solution.  What happens after that?  Is there a role, what does -- and there's, after some discussion, a very limited role, as has been pointed out, that the federal government can play.



That's not going to get us to where we need to go, and because the states have historically shown that they are unwilling and/or unable to react appropriately, quickly, aggressively enough, to protect the interests of these pockets of children that are cropping up in more and more places as time goes on.



So I do think that we -- I don't think we can settle for -- or I would not -- I would be arguing against a report settling for kind of a traditional interpretation of the federal role, or kind of an incremental improvement.  I think there's some places that call for something more than that, and that may be joining Ralph in his dissent, his minority dissent.



But I don't think -- I think that for too many children, and now in the millions of children, it is a crisis level immediately, and so a slow and incremental response is just not satisfactory.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Point well taken, and I will share some thoughts about that as we wrap this discussion up.  I have got Mike, then Kati, then Matt, then Ben, then Michael Rebell and then I will try to sum up if possible.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  I made a comment earlier about the role of the federal government, and now on one issue I'd like to take it back, at least in part.  This is an editorial issue.



I am more of a -- I have more faith in the standards movement than maybe Rick does, but there are three or four different places in the text where the words federal, define and common standards all appear in the same sentence, and for the -- for the health and well-being and future of the common core standards, please decouple those words.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Perfect. Thank you.



(Off-mic comments.)



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Always lead back to law school, just to make that clear.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  But you've ignored the law, that's the point Mike is --



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Oh, I beg to differ.  Kati.



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  Tino, as I think you know, I have been a big fan of everything you have written so far for this Commission, but it stops here.



This one doesn't do it for me, and I think it's, it's in part because of the reasons Sandra talked about.  It's too slow, it doesn't deal at all immediately with what we know is a crisis for kids now.



But secondly, because there's no clear end-game, it doesn't deal with the problem Ralph or Cindy or others talked about with states that simply won't act.



So for me at least, until we come to grips with that, and having argued in several cycles, along with people at this table, for a federal right to education.  Good luck on that one.  We couldn't even get progressive Democrats to give that a ride.



So it seems to me what we have to be willing to do, we have to imagine what that all-out assault looks like.  What would the Secretary of Education do with inequities of the sort we see in Pennsylvania or Illinois or New York right now?



What could you do immediately, what -- could you set up an expectation of progress on both resource equity and on gap-closing, that progress -- adequate progress on either of those would be fine.



But absence of that triggers immediate response, and for me, we have to do one of two things.  We have to either play the game of chicken that says you don't equalize out or you don't close your gaps, no more Title I money, period.



We have to be willing to do that, or we have to say what's probably easier, and it's a variation I think of what's Cindy's suggesting, and that is, okay, we are going to take all the Title I dollars that would come to your state, but go all over your state, even to relatively affluent districts that have a handful of poor kids, and we are going to start with your poorest district, and we are going to fund them at whatever, you know, whatever gets to the 1.4 --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  That's interesting.



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  -- federal ratio --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  That's interesting.



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  -- until we run out of money.  And so who screams then are all the stuck pigs around the state that actually are getting Title I money now, but don't have the same need for it.



So something -- I'm not sure those are the right ideas, but we have to -- we have to get that bold on the -- on the endgame, in order for the scenario you are talking about to actually --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Kati, I have one word for you.



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  Because I don't think we can do what Ralph's saying most federal people would say -- well, most state people would say, well, why the hell should Massachusetts, for example, which is already spending more on its poor kids, what are they, the sucker, right? So the feds will come around and pay for them? And I mean that's a huge disincentive.  Nobody in Congress would vote for that, for that reason.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I have one for you.



MEMBER HAYCOCK:  Good.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  CitiBank.  No, in the banking, in the banking -- in the banking context, right, in the banking context we have a whole mechanism for the feds swooping in and trying to stabilize the situation.



We even have this too-big-to-fail construct, and right -- so you know there's -- I guess my basic point is there are some contexts when we seem to be able to do it, right?  We seem to be able to make the leap across the governance difficulties to make a short-term fix if there's a code red.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Thank you.  Matt and then Ben.



MEMBER MILLER:  This is all good stuff.  Actually I mostly had a question about -- I was just starting to think about maybe we need emergency rights for poor kids to be able to incorporate themselves, because they would have more rights then, as corporations, and they could --



The -- but the --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  But their taxes would also go up.



MEMBER MILLER:  My question was, what -- on the rights question, I remember seeing a couple of the Race to the Top applications, I forget if it was Delaware or maybe it was Rhode Island, that put in something like a right not to have an ineffective teacher two years in a row.  Am I remembering right and whatever happened with that?  I thought it was interesting.



It was Delaware?  And that -- they -- like what can you do?  What can parents do or what happens?  It was just interesting.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Yes, I mean, we can find out how Delaware is implementing that and what we can learn from that process.  That's a really interesting idea.



MEMBER MILLER:  Attractive as part of their application.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Interesting.  We already then have some initial data.  Ben.



MEMBER JEALOUS:  So let me just preface what I am about to say, I'll send a set of notes about the -- his part that will kind of pair a little what I am about to say.



Going through this, you know, and Tino thanks for what you have done here and I am focused on the last four bullet points on the last page.



In the first of those, I think we need to insert some just reference, we talked about special needs, to kids who are suffering from post-traumatic stress.



We say that because of this.  We would not have a conversation about the VA or vet affairs without talking about PTSD, and kids in the toughest urban areas are typically a multiple as far as the likelihood to suffer from PTSD, relative to vets returning from war zones, and those kids continue to live in the same war zone.



And when we talk about what's different between 1970 and now, the number of kids in our country who are suffering from PTSD is a big difference between what Nixon was dealing with and what we are dealing with, and I just think that we should be explicit about that.



The -- that's one.  Two, when we talk about the issue of, going to the second bullet point, the need to -- for the feds to monitor state ed achievement and issues of equity, there or separately, there should be I think some mention of the school discipline issue, in part because it's such a good proxy for the failure of classroom management and school management.



Where you find huge school discipline issues, you find real issues of teacher quality and principal quality, and you know, the -- this administration has done a much better job of dealing with that issue and dealing with school districts where 100 percent of the black kids -- sorry, excuse me, 100 percent of the kids who are expelled are black and zero percent are white, for instance.



But again, if you are talking about what's different between now and 1970, the issue of school discipline really in many ways is sort of the flip side of the coin of the failure of -- for us to get from desegregation to actual integration, and the continuing fear of black children and the willingness of states to tolerate school districts who treat them differently in profane ways.



And you know, having had that report come out on Texas, where they looked at one million kids' school discipline records and found no factor more determinative of how or whether the child would be punished than their race, we have a real problem that we just have to acknowledge and deserves -- there are ways again to tie it into issues of teacher quality, to tie it into issues of how we measure equity.



The -- you know, the last think I would say is I think that Cynthia had a good point, and Chris sort of alluded to it too, that we need an alternative to sort of a judicial process for putting schools in receivership.  It's just way too hard and the need is way too great.



And I think that we could get to  frankly get some of the states out of the way of us actually addressing these essentially Superfund site school districts that exist in places like Appalachia, that exist in places like California, or as kids in East Oakland call it frequently, Calabama, because the racial stats are so much worse, are so much worse, not just in education, in incarceration, and you know, in places like Chester.



So, you know, that's a place that if we are going to step out, you know, we can't I think allow ourselves to be too constrained by what's considered to be polite discussion of the relationship between the federal government and the states.



To your point, if this was banking, if this was the environment, if it was anything other than our children, we would be very, very comfortable, and I would say that you know, you -- right now we are fighting -- you know, this is not without controversy on sort of both sides of the aisle.  Right now we are fighting the governor in Michigan because we are so upset about him putting, you know, various areas into receivership.



I think part of that is driven, in some corners, by people not trusting that that state government is going to do right by those communities.



There should -- but you know, if -- if they have opened up that conversation, I think that the -- we should be willing to explore the possibility of having the federal government put some local school districts into receivership without having to go through a long judicial process.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Thank you, Ben, that's very helpful and in a way I think you have brought us full circle.  We will need to do more discussion and thinking about this but this has been enormously helpful, enormously valuable.



I'll just mention a few quick take-aways before we go on.  There are just man, many things --



MEMBER MARTIRE:  Let me just do one point of clarification.  The Martire system Kati alluded to would actually reward Massachusetts for investing more in their kids now and give them a premium, so it would be doable if we put enough money in at the federal level.  Just pointing that out.  Go on.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Thank you.  I heard a great deal about the federal role and the responsibilities of the federal government, the historic responsibilities of federal government to deal with equity and to deal with particular regions, particular kinds of environments.



I heard a great deal about the importance of being careful in how we use language and we will go back and forth about that, thank you for pointing out some things that were inadvertently put in there.



I acknowledge that there is a distinction between a framework that sounds more like a piece of engineering versus something that inspires and sets forth ambitious goals.  Being from Silicon Valley, I think good engineering  can be very inspiring, and so we will work hard to strike that balance.



And last but not least, this is a thing that really comes home to me the most from this discussion.  I think the core of what is in the paper is meant to describe how we can imagine a system working over time, and there's I still think some value in that, and that system might pivot heavily on the value of transparency in what is spent, and what is achieved.



But that said, what I hear very strongly, and I share this concern, is that we will not succeed if we don't also figure out what can be done now about challenges that exist in the here and now, and we don't have 15 or 20 years to wait for the system to get better.



And so in the next iteration of this I will very much be looking forward to working with several of you who have made this point, to flesh that out and to put that front and center, so that in the end we sort of flip the emphasis, such that the focus is still on where do we want to get to, and how do we achieve it and how do we expect that system to work when it's working.



But we have spent a lot more time fleshing out how do we get there in the here and now, what can the Secretary of Education do, what can be done using existing authorities, what requires a deeper and longer, maybe national conversation to make sure we have the right authority to act to deal with a crisis.



So with that --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, and Tino, just one other thing, I'd also say that I think we had a lot of discussion that the accountability dimension that you mentioned, the intergovernmental accountability dimension has to be coupled with an intervention/remedy that's -- that's at least as important as whatever the trigger is.



Okay.  So it is 2:15 and we really need to spend some time doing the recommendations, and also we have a solution, I understand, from the lawyers about how we handle the drafting process.



Let me suggest that with respect to the final piece of the front matter, which is Karen's essay, that in keeping with what I suggested earlier, we tease apart -- we tease apart the particulars of the set of reform ideas she elevates, and incorporate that within the recommendations section, part 2, but that we hold within part 1, the framing, a point that says, "and by the way, in responding to this crisis, let's make sure we do it with an eye towards a systemic and integrated set of interventions" -- no silver bullets, blah, blah, blah, right, which I take to be the other key point that she is making.



All right, hearing no objections, why don't we talk some about the recommendations, then?  And here's the way I think we want to proceed.



Jim will do a little bit by way of summarizing -- actually shall we talk about the writing process first just to get that out of the way?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Let's flesh this out, let's flesh this out first.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  You are still working.  Okay.  All right.  So Jim will summarize where the staff believes we are with respect to each of the five buckets identified on the agenda.



We will talk -- we will also say then a little bit about what's contemplated by the crosscutting topics that need to be added. I'd like to get a clear list from everybody of what those might be.



And then we will circle back around and use the remaining time, which hopefully will be close to two hours, to talk in more detail about as many of the buckets as we can get to.



I suggest that we do a little bit -- that after Jim has done his peroration by way of summary and we have had a little conversation about the crosscutting issues, and how to deal with the crosscutting issues, organizationally, separate versus integrated throughout, why don't we do a little straw poll to see which of the buckets people feel it's most important to talk about.



So with that, Jim.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Could you say what a crosscutting issue is?  I didn't see that term any place in our materials.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, if you look at the bottom of the agenda -- where's the agenda page?  So we have English language learners, special ed, technology, maybe poverty, things that we have talked about I think at various points, perhaps not deserving a special heading within the recommendations section but that we want to be sure we touch upon.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Sorry, and these were just by way of example.  Think of them, Rick, as the topics that have come up repeatedly throughout the committee's deliberations but doesn't fit squarely within one of the insular buckets listed above in the bullets.



Another example besides --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Maybe it's miscellany and crosscutting --



ASST. SEC. ALI:  -- right -- wraparound ELL, special ed, was Ben, as you have brought up before, the idea of racial isolation, and today it was brought up as well.



So we just wanted -- this is mostly a staff question, wanting to be clear on -- with guidance from you all -- on how and in what ways you wanted to address these topics.



We don't have to resolve them but wanted to at least have further discussion with you about it.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So we're going to have a listing of them, and there's several huge things that aren't even mentioned anyplace.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Okay.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  The word choice never appears anyplace in any of these documents.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And the problem is?



(Laughter.)



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Sorry, just kidding.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  No, I mean --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  The word technology appears in one of Karen's -- buried in Karen's.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  In fact --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  The word accountability appears in virtually nothing.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  And especially on technology and choice, those were two of the -- again we put these by way of just reminding, not at all meant to be exhaustive, but choice is one of the questions we had, as well as racial isolation and others, so yes, so that --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Choice was in the first outline that was distributed to the Commission.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  But we have no recommendations on choice.



MEMBER REBELL:  Right that's why we have to talk about it.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Okay, it wasn't on the list.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  No, this list was by way of example Rick, it just -- there were many on the list and I think what the team that did the agenda did, was to pick like the top three and put them as e.g.  Really.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  We are going to do it in the May meeting.



(Laughter.)



MR. EICHNER:  I don't think I have ever --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  You give me such confidence Chris, any time you open your mouth in a way that is supposedly humorous, but it gives me such confidence that we will get there.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh good.



MR. EICHNER:  I don't think I have that much to add to that discussion, but I think the way I would think of it is that we are trying to sort of make sure that we have covered everything and put it into one of I think three buckets, one being areas where we are going to have standalone recommendations, which it seems the five we have listed -- finance, teachers and leaders, efficiency, early learning and college and career readiness -- seem like the clearest-cut, that we are going to have standalone recommendations.



Then the second bucket is, as Russlynn and Chris mentioned, things that we think could be -- have been discussed and may be better handled in the context of one of those buckets.



Technology we see as being part of efficiency, some of the special ed might be part of weighted student funding, that kind of thing.



And then finally, things that we weren't sure whether they would be sort of in or out -- higher ed, post-secondary ed is one of those -- and what we wanted to do is to get the guidance and sort of make sure that we had covered all of those topics and put them in one of that -- one of those buckets, and then we would go -- then we could go back and sort of go through the particular recommendations, at least on the five that we have talked about a lot, and that's in your packet to summarize sort of where we think we are.



So that's just the overview of how the rest of these agenda items sort of fit together.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Did you want to --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well we have just solved one of our problems.



(Laughter.)



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, did you want to -- so we have this series of sort of one- or two-pagers, Commission's draft recommendations on finance, teachers and leaders, --



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Early learning and college and career --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, do we need to walk through each of these, because I think that will end up taking a long time if we try to walk page by page through these, so what was your strategy?



MR. EICHNER:  I think the strategy is partly to figure out where people want to start but --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, all right.  That's all right.  Okay so we have got these --



MR. EICHNER:  Or discussion of whether those buckets are the buckets that make sense and --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Why don't we get this list right okay?  Here's what I have.  Wraparound services -- I'm making the list of things outside of the -- there are five -- does everybody see what I am talking about?



It's this one page agenda.  Down at the bottom, there's a heading, recap of Commission draft recommendations, and then the five bullets.



All right, so first question is, beyond these five bullets, I have the following topics to be considered for possible inclusion in one way or another.



Let me say the first is poverty/wraparound services.  Second, English language learners.  Third, special ed.  Fourth, technology.  What else?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Choice.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Choice/charters?  Racial isolation.  Okay, so if people think of additional as we keep -- oh, Mike.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Could I add in either as a separate, or folded under one of the others, is just instruction, and I'm really referring to students' access to core instruction, or content.  And maybe it could be subsumed, although I don't see, when I get back to the page on college and career readiness, I don't see anything.  I am happy enough to embed it one of the other categories, but --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No, that's huge.  Okay, great.  That'll say content access.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  By crosscutting do you mean that these are things that might fit in among the five big topics that we have?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I think that some  will show up in more than one heading.  Some will show up just in one heading.  And some you may decide you want to handle separately or not at all.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  There's no possibility of more than five or a different five?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  There is, that's the next conversation.  Okay, any other topics beyond those that I listed?  Okay, so what about these five?  Are these five the major recommendation buckets, assuming there will be a miscellany also, but are these the five big ones?



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay, maybe this is picking up the point Eric was making about whether we add to the five.  I guess that's what you are asking.



And what we have is poverty/wraparound services, quite frankly my recollection was that that was an area of major emphasis that I thought was going to be one of these specific recommendation areas.



At one point we were talking about framing the whole thing in terms of what we have as a poverty question more than an education question, and we have got to deal frontally with that.



So we do have a lot of background you know, I think we should spell out that if we don't deal with things like early childhood, which I see fitting in here but beyond that, health and extended day and family engagement and other issues, kids from poverty backgrounds are not going to have a meaningful opportunity to meet the standards and all, and we ought to say that up front.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So, can I suggest that one way to do that would be to, rather than having recommendations about poverty as in we are going to fix poverty, we make the recommendation heading the wraparound services --



MEMBER REBELL:  Right.  Right.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  -- and use the wraparound services heading as a way to talk about the role of poverty and the different sectoral strategies that are needed to, to help address problems --



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay, and just in terms of terms of terminology, we use a term comprehensive educational -- educational opportunity, rather than wraparound, which I think is more of an equity way of framing it than something like wraparound, but that's just -- the drafters can think about that.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  So that we are clear, when you say this is -- as we were trying to conceive of the buckets as a staff, the reason why wraparound felt different in our previous deliberations, not to shortchange them, and we certainly have had substantial conversation about it, the reason it felt different than one of these five, is it felt like sort of an overall kind of purpose, need that would play out as a strategy perhaps more at the district level, or if we were to give case examples of how you do the K-12 pipeline to ensure folks are college and career ready.  That's where it's come up in the past.



When you -- if I am hearing you correctly now, do you see this as a -- by buckets here, there are substantial recommendations underneath each of these. 



 When we say the need for this comprehensive education opportunities otherwise known as wraparound services, do you feel like there are similar several recommendations that fall underneath that, and if so, what does that look like?



MEMBER REBELL:  Yes, I do see it as several recommendations.  You know, I can see fitting it under some of these headings, like college and career or finance or whatever.



But part of that is a strategy.  What do we want to emphasize?  And I don't think this is a sub-unit of finance.  It's saying let's be very clear that because of the nature of the problems that the kids we are focusing on are dealing with, we have to really be very specific about what they need, and it's not just more money, although Rick would say I'm an advocate of more money, but it's making sure that resources go in certain areas where traditionally they haven't.



And to some extent we are expanding the definition of education, some people would say, but if that's what we are doing, we should be clear about it.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm  kind of on Mike's side about this for two reasons.  One is perhaps the most important, as a communications matter.



I mean if you just imagine yourself, and you are talking to a group  and you are explaining what does the Commission want, I mean I think this is a major heading, because -- it's a major heading because poverty is a major challenge, and we don't expect to be able to deal with the achievement disparities with these five alone.  We also have things to say about these extra services.



And then the second thing is I think we should try to identify, we haven't done it yet.  So we have got to go out and find, figure out what to say.



But I think we should identify a few particulars about what would be entailed in actually providing these comprehensive services and one or two examples.



MEMBER REBELL:  And by the way there are tons of good examples I mean besides Harlem Children's Own that everybody talks about, Say Yes in Syracuse, the Strive thing in Cincinnati.



There are a lot of things you could point to, so it is a movement that needs a little bit of emphasis and a little bit of support, and as you say, from a communications point of view, breaking it out I think is important.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Sandra.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  Yes, I was going to say, I don't disagree that there is a need to highlight the implications and impact of poverty on our ability to get to the outcomes that we are talking about for all children.



But I think I see how we might deal with it in the report a little bit differently.  I do think it needs to be highlighted as part of the problem, the overall problem statement and it needs to be articulated very clearly, the impact of poverty again on the implications of equity, services, local districts and all -- local districts, localities and all of those things, if I'm making sense.



But I do also think that as you talk about each of these main areas of recommendation, it -- we need to come back and talk about poverty as it relates to equitable finance systems, that some special things may need to be considered and therefore carried out as you try to address finance systems an state finance systems, how they are dealt with at the local school district, and poverty may need to be a special consideration in that.



So I guess what I'm saying is I do think it needs to be embedded around each of these key areas because what we do around college and career readiness for poor children does relate to not just the technical skills but wraparound services that may need to be part of that. 



Same for early learning and so on and so forth, so I don't want to lose it as a part of the conversation around each of these things, and I guess I am concerned about removing it totally as a separate thing, because it is relevant in terms of how it relates to your delivery of your key drivers.



I don't know if I am making sense. It's kind of like, it's not in isolation, it really is a matter of how does it impact how we deliver education and therefore the --



MEMBER REBELL:  Yes, but you know, if we're saying something in the preliminary part about systems approach, then you can say all these things that are the recommendations have to work together, so if we have a separate bucket for comprehensive services, yes that has something to do with finance, yes that has something to do with college ready, but it -- for the reason Chris says, what are the recommendations of this Commission?  What's going to stand out in the one-page summary and all?



I think it's important to have that out front.  Now maybe it can be combined with the early learning, you expand the early learning, because I see that as one aspect of what I call wraparound services.  Maybe that's the way to deal with it.



But I hate to see it just be a subcategory of finance and all because people are going to say that's the same old thing, more money for poor kids and you know, ho hum.



We are saying it's not just more money for poor kids.  We are saying discreet services that are really going to make a difference.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So from a drafting perspective, if I could, I think I see three possibilities and I am going to suggest we take them under advisement and move on.



One possibility is to deal with the comprehensive/wraparound -- whatever the righ term is -- as a separate category.  Another possibility is to recognize that that -- the things that would be in that bucket would so overlap with the other categories that we largely leave them in the other categories.



A third possibility strikes me as dealing with the issue in all the separate categories but then having a box or a breakout section or a subsection where we say look, we are highlighting the fact that these various different sections of recommendations we have, all touch on this big and important issue and here it is.



I think we should just play around with it and make sure we find something that works.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  It could also be combined in part one with Karen's --



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Exactly.  Exactly, but your point is well taken. 



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Rick.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I just want to come back quickly and say maybe it's where I live or something, but the only issues I see being discussed now are accountability, choice and technology, and they aren't the things on this list.  Are we going to have anything to say about them, or are these going to be little footnotes in the --



ASST. SEC. ALI:  That's the next issue.  Let's move on.  I mean we were just trying to get through an understanding of the list that we just talked about.  We have talked about wraparound services and how that will fit.  Let's next go to charters.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Okay, I would propose these as three open circle bullets at least as important as the ones on their list.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm sorry, rural and native American students?  Rural areas and Indian country? 



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Yes, but can I just so that I better understand from the drafting perspective on -- Rick when you say they are as important, again, no -- please don't take these buckets as a matter of what's important to the Commission versus it's trying to organize the thinking and the recommendations of the Commission to date.



So in the case of technology or charters for example, how do you -- technology clearly, as you have seen from the efficiency, the summary of the efficiency recommendations, technology comes up a lot there and in all of our deliberations about efficiency, came up as a standalone.



And certainly on the idea of choice it has come up a lot mainly in the finance conversation but also in college and career readiness, and teachers and leaders.



In the -- it's hard to see from a drafting perspective to take your statement --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well, from a drafting perspective, I looked at the recommendations in each of the four categories we have, and didn't see those three word mentioned in any of the four areas where we have recommendations.



So to say that it has come up before, is something different --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So can I make a suggestion? I think we have talked about these a fair amount, but organizationally, I would make the following suggestion.



I think that the federal levers section is a governance section, not a federal levers section, it's a governance section.  And the governance should include accountability.



That would be one suggestion I'd make and I suggest that technology --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well, so can I come back on that?  I mean this is the fundamental issue in front of this Commission that runs throughout. Are we talking about trying to ensure equitable outcomes, which has to do with accountability and what people know, the skills they have, or are we talking about the inputs?



That's why I think that accountability is not something slipped in under governance.  It's a fundamental issue of how the entire report is framed.



And I see the current framing of the report to be something that I find completely unacceptable, because it says nothing about outcomes.  There's a little bit in our discussion here and in the Edley rights and so forth, but there's nothing in what's written.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  But, let me just make a quick comment on that front.  I think, look all of these are drafts.  We are just trying to provoke discussion and trying to move the discussion forward.



But one of the reasons why I think this is tricky, Rick, is because, let's take the concept of accountability.  That's actually all over the little write-up that I did on the federal role.



So if we think of some of that framing piece involving the federal role once it's appropriately reshaped, with the input that we got here, then getting translated into recommendations, some of those recommendations would show up in a finance discussion.



So I'm thinking just in my own mind, I'm thinking out loud here, if we have a finance discussion that implicates some of the accountability stuff we talked about involving the federal government relationship with the states, and the whole separate accountability section, how do we sort of split those?



They start to overlap in ways that require at least some thinking about how we reconcile the different drafting choices.



So my is, like you, that the accountability concept is so important that it is likely to show up in a bunch of different buckets, and I think we are just trying to get some ideas of whether, then, that means you put it in he framing, you make it very important but then you have it show up in these different buckets of recommendations, or you pull it all out but then at the risk of making some of the buckets of recommendations seem a little bit more hollow.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So maybe I didn't read this correctly, but when I looked at the recommendations, and they do not mention any of these items, it does not seem like that is central to what we are talking about.



So if at the end of the day they in fact become more central from -- on each of the areas -- finance, teachers and leaders, efficiency, early childhood -- then I might be more satisfied.



But when they don't appear at all, I think that we are on the wrong track.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I guess the only reason I'm having trouble understanding what you are saying is because I think I completely agree with you, no, I mean, in the sense --



ASST. SEC. ALI:  No, but Rick let me try --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Not, but I think, I don't think there's any dispute that everybody thinks that accountability is a critical piece, and I think that when we talk about, particularly when we talk about finance, there's going to be a discussion about the inputs versus outputs, and I think I know how we are going to come out on inputs versus outputs, which is that everybody will say that it's preferable to regulate outcomes, and some of us, don't know yet whether it will be a minority or a majority, will say and it's also important to regulate inputs at least with respect to X, Y and Z.



So I think that argument is going to be joined and hopefully we'll leave today with clarity for the staff.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Let me just try and -- for your comfort level, on those issues, namely technology, accountability, choice and charters.



Their omission from the words here is not meant at all to suggest or to ignore all of the Commission conversation around those three topics.



You will see them fleshed out throughout the recommendations when these recommendations are actually put from the very broad attestations the Commission, into practice, in sort of paragraph narrative form.



So, if, if the team in their effort to try and crystallize these and help frame the conversation, didn't make that more clear, then, then we certainly will in the draft that you see.


 
But on the -- it didn't feel like there was any disagreement about, based on all of the Commission deliberations, about the role of accountability or the role of technology, and you would see that --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, certainly when we get to the teaching, certainly one of my amendments to what's written here is technology.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Do you mind if I follow up?  I mean just the followup is that I looked through the whole teacher part and there's nothing about evaluations, accountability, or anything.  It was just absent.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  It was drafted by --



ASST. SEC. ALI:  But also, but Rick, let me be clear that is why the teachers section looked different than any of the other recommendations that you received.



The teachers section is one or two of the big picture recommendations, we had not come to consensus on that.  A Commissioner volunteered last time, because we hadn't come to a consensus, to articulate a vision.  That is what we had before you today.



If we don't have time to talk about now, we will certainly move on, we will certainly organize another time to do that.  But teachers and leaders stood out as separate from all of the other recommendations for that reason.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Can we stop arguing about what's omitted from the drafts, and talk about the drafts?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Yes.  Yes.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, so of the bullets that we have there, can I just see a quick show of hands?  People who are very eager to talk about finance right now, raise your hand.



People who are very eager to talk about teachers, learning, instruction?



People who are very eager to talk about efficiency?  Early learning?  College and career readiness?  Wraparound?



Okay.  We start with finance.  Tino?  Take the gavel please.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So thank you very much.  Sometimes I wish my flight had been even more delayed.  So I think that the reality is we have got these bullets here.  We can essentially do two things that I think would be useful at this stage of the game, picking up essentially where Rick left off a moment ago.



One is to have you briefly scan the recommendations on finance and to give us some reactions to the language that we have here, what works, what doesn't work, what you would tweak, what you would change.



And then second, to give us a sense of what you think should be on the recommendation list that isn't, and of course, part of what we have to do in thinking that through is what degree of consensus we can get.



But I think the first level of reactions that we are most interested in is just getting your sense of what is already here and whether you think that works, what else you think we should add.  Michael.



MEMBER REBELL:  We're not on buckets, aren't we on bullets now?  We are in the finance bucket?  In any event, two and three and maybe four. So let me say on two, this is my perennial issue with Rick about whether we are going to use a term like adequacy in there.



But if we don't like the term adequacy because it's too vague, I think we need to something substantive term about what states have to define in order to then talk about ensuring that there are enough resources, enough resources for what?



And I have had this discussion with Cindy, I have certain reservations about the weighted student funding formula, because I think that takes away from an adequacy base the way it's implemented in many places, but if we have a clear adequacy base, then I have much less problem with weighted student funding and other things go forward.



So let me take a stab at something.  I don't know whether Rick and I are ever going to reach agreement on this, but if the word adequacy is too vague, can we say something like states should define the types of programs, activities and resources all students need?



And then we get to effective teachers and we get to laboratories and libraries and things that every kid should have.  But one way or another, we need a substantive base as far as I am concerned.



On item three, I just want to say quickly that I think there's too much emphasis on competitive funding systems, and I for one don't want to endorse that in this Commission  report.  That may be a minority view.  But I just did want to put that out there.



And on four, weighted student funding, I guess I made my point, that I would accept Jackie's point about being careful that we are not incentivizing putting people in certain buckets like special ed by the way we fund them.



But aside from that, if we have a strong adequacy base, I would certainly be open to talking about some mechanism for weights on top of that.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Michael, quick followup on your point about competitive funding.  Is your objection to emphasizing that too much relative to other tools, or is to just including it at all?



MEMBER REBELL:  Well, you know, it gets back to what I would call the adequacy base.  Let's say quite frankly, if we are talking in federal terms, when Race to the Top first came out, that was at a time that the stimulus funding was giving 40 or $50 billion or something to the states to make sure that they maintained their level of funding in general.



And then the Secretary carved out 4.5 billion for this competitive thing on top. That's fine, if it's on top.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And ESEA was on hold.



MEMBER REBELL:  That's right.  So this was on top, but the way it is working out in New York for instance, our governor announced that he has got X dollars for increases next year, and he has taken a third of it away from what every district would get by the formula and setting up a competitive grant.



So I see that as subtracting from a formula that all kids should get and it means some kids in those districts that are lucky enough or skilled enough to win the competition, are going to get that money, but two thirds of the kids are going to be left out.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Understood I guess maybe another way of getting at the question of what we think about these recommendations is we go to number one and see if anybody has any reaction to number one, or if that is broadly acceptable and then we can go to number two.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  On number one, I would add but we cannot neglect others.  We have to prioritize the neediest students, but we just can't leave it as if that's the only issue as in  California, our superintendent of public instruction says that's the only issue.



MEMBER REBELL:  That's great Rick, we agree then.  We need an adequacy base for all kids --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Wait until you get to number two Michael.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  This is beginning to feel like Groundhog Day.  Okay, yes.



MEMBER MILLER:  I wish that somehow we could define the prioritizing neediest students in terms of the ability of low-income districts to compete in the labor market for the best teachers and principals, or something -- something that keeps tying it back to why this matters, so it's never about it's just money, it's just money for money's sake, it's about being competitive for that.



I also think that applies to, you know, quality facilities, but I think it's more important to stress competitiveness in the labor market for teachers and maybe there is even a way to have to show it.



And I guess I thought it should also -- it should somehow be about lifting the bottom, not get us into the, and we are going to do that by cutting back the per pupil at the top.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  And in every aspect of this. Rick?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well, coming to follow on to Matt's point, I mean, if it's competition for high-quality teachers, we have to figure to look also at the structure of teacher pay, and not just, and so that's --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Different topic.  Different bucket.



MEMBER MILLER:  But an important bucket.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  If you're talking about competition as Matt just framed it, it's usually said that the average teacher salary in New York City is X, the average teacher salary in Scarsdale is Y, we have to equalize that, and that is I think not what you want to do.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  I would argue that bullets two, three and four largely track the discussion we have had about the federalism framework.  If anybody feels compelled to add anything at this point, we can do that, but I just want to note by just acknowledging that we have a great deal of valuable input already that applies to the framing part but also to the recommendations.  Yes.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  The -- we have no method now to define what is the dollar amount that goes with our goals in terms of achievement.  So to the extent that it runs through each of points two through four, which it does come through this, it strikes me as a bad thing to write those things in when we have no method of doing it.



MEMBER BROWN:  I just wanted to say on number five, where I think the state weighting system should account for districts and schools with high concentrations of low-income students.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Any other feedback?  Yes?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So there's one just wording thing in three.  I don't understand how the federal government in sense finance systems to achieve between state equity.



MEMBER BROWN:  Right, it can't be done.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  We will have to work on that.  Fair point.



Yes absolutely, I think we are roughly at five, six or seven now.  Moving right along.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  On number seven, please don't have this situation such that the Commission is calling for opening the Title I formula. I can't tell you how much I dread the possibility of a Title I formula fight on the House and Senate floors having gone through four of these major fights over the last 35 years.



MEMBER BROWN:  There's going to be one.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  No there's not, not necessarily.  I wouldn't mind having language saying that ensure that the Title I formula concentrates on high poverty --



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  If we were to adjust it what's --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  It's the word adjusted.  It presupposes that the Title I doesn't concentrate to some extent.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  On point seven, I don't understand how Title I can take into account local tax effort.  There are 50 states that differ in terms of the funding and the amount of local versus state versus other contributions.  They have different tax bases.  They -- I just don't understand how the Title I formula could conceivably take that into account.



State is different from local.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  It's clear that it was state, I think the use of the word local is meant kind of state here.  But -- I'm sorry.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No, I thought what you were getting at was that the intrastate distribution of Title I funds would reflect local tax rates.  Is that not what you were getting at?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  That's not where the Commission had been headed.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  It sounds to me like what we should do for now is to bracket the local and to acknowledge that there is a point here to be made about tax effort and we should work out the practicality and the goals of how much that really is about local and how much about state.



MEMBER BROWN:  Most of us who have written about this are talking about state and haven't thought about the local tax issue.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Right, I mean I think in the recommendations from that subcommittee conversation, it was referred to as the state.



So that I'm clear from the -- on the drafting perspective, is it the word adjusted, Mike, that we are struggling with or that recommendation writ large, because there had been pretty clear consensus on the issue of Title I formulas being addressed by this Commission.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Well, I'll --



MEMBER BROWN:  I think you could live with this and bridge our differences, maybe, if you said Title I formulas should reflect concentrations of poverty, costs of services and state tax --



MEMBER CASSERLY:  It does beg the question, does it now not reflect those variables?



MEMBER BROWN:  Yes, because of the number weighing that is included.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Well I tell you what, if the recommendations on numbers and state per pupil expenditures and stuff, gets accepted, the nation's major urban school districts lose over $1 billion in federal Title I money.



If that is equity, then terrific. But this Commission isn't worth the paper its recommendations are written on.



MEMBER BROWN:  You are assuming a zero sum game. 



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Congress right now is in a zero sum mode.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well in that sense we shouldn't even be talking about what we were an hour and a half ago, about greater federal investments and other things.



That is, that is a huge problem this Commission has to deal with, about what we think in terms of future investments, and the state -- excuse me, small state -- of a messed-up economy, and low tax effort in general for public services.



We don't need to get into this Mike. 



MEMBER CASSERLY:  It's on -- it was one of the recommendations.  That's why I --



MEMBER BROWN:  Well I know.  That -- well but I -- what about if you edit it the way I said?



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  I think what we are going to do is we are going to take a crack at editing it that way.  We were going to see if that reflects the general -- 



MEMBER BROWN:  You're not going to ever work out -- we can get it -- we can agree I think on this general statement, he and I are never going to agree on the formula per se.



MEMBER MILLER:  But I think if you just massage and just reflect concentrations, poverty, services, poverty, services and effort, you'll get there.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Without decreasing the amounts that needy districts currently get.



MEMBER RUIZ:  But I come back to, I think Mike's point is if it's there in the first place, then you are kind of conceding the fact that it doesn't, and then it begs the question of do you open it up to fix it, and I am looking at three and four, and that is more the mechanisms of leave Title I alone, and you have got to introduce those new funds through those bullet points, or numbered items.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So just a quick comment on that front actually, going back to something that Rick had said earlier, clearly it is very difficult to agree on a dollar amount in terms of just figuring out what the federal government should be requiring the states to do. 



And just two observations about that.  One is that the whole notion of creating a structure around the states, the leverage of what the states know what their incentives are, is partly designed to deal with this idea that the federal government shouldn't micro-manage the process and that the states should be at the center of it.



But the other point that might be worth considering is that the structure of the report that we have, which includes not only the body of the report but also material in the appendices, would allow us maybe to offer some road maps, recognizing that it's actually hard to agree on the one specific proposal.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Can I add another point? I have a point eight. 



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Go for it.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  State school finance or school finance systems should rewards good performance and not reward bad performance.  I would mean that states that got -- or districts that got high growth in student achievement should get rewarded for it, and districts that do badly, given that they already are getting the weighted student funding, should be punished for not doing -- not getting good performance.



In other words I think that there should be incentives that are related to performance outcomes.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I disagree with that.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Yes, I'd like to hear, what's the disagreement?



MEMBER REBELL:  One thing is punishing the victim.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  No no, wait a minute, I want to hear Chris Edley's explanation of why he disagrees with me.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Well I may be making a false assumption about what you mean by doing a good job.  If you mean for example something like has lots of high-achieving students, no.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  No, I mean having high growth in achievement.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Ah.  Well that's a little bit better, but I still have a problem, and the problem is -- and I actually don't believe -- I'm not an economist.  I'm deeply, deeply skeptical about the ability of these kinds of financial incentives to drive organizational behavior and state and local politics.



And to the extent that they can, I don't think that it is symmetrical.  I think that the responsiveness to the fear of having money removed, is greater than the responsiveness of providing carrots.



On the other hand, on the other hand I think that offering to reward someone for trying and supporting the effort, and then taking it away if they fail, that I'd be okay with.



Right?  In other words, no in other words, you are in trouble -- no seriously Rick -- you are in trouble, I will give you some money because you have a good plan for how to improve, and I'll give you some money to help you do it, but if you are unsuccessful, I am going to take the money away.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So what if you are successful?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  What you said, value added.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So if you are successful you keep getting the money or not?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Only until it's implemented but at some point --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  See, that's just the wrong incentive.  It's just perverse.  It says that the better you do, the less money you get, and the worse you do, the more money you get.



Now the idea behind having a weighted school student funding that is based upon characteristics of the students and so forth, is to provide a base level of funding that you think will allow schools to do a good job.



Having given them that money then you can reward good performance or punish bad performance, having already done that.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Cynthia wants to get into this discussion.  I want to just hear what she had to say about this.



MEMBER BROWN:  Well, I might be sympathetic to what he's saying, if we went to the next level like the conversation we had earlier, and said what's the alternative.



We have to get education services to those kids.  It's not their fault that they are getting a crappy education and that the people who are running the system are doing a bad job.



So I think if you go there, which I'm not totally opposed to, you have to say what the alternative is to deliver an education to those kids, and the -- and that's what we have done -- we do a terrible job of. That's what, you know, we keep saying well, states will take over these districts, but they don't really want to, they can't.



They don't even have the capacity even to run themselves decently.  They do a bad job.  The -- I mean the state looked the other way when the governance structure of Detroit was mismanaging funds, they had a mayor that went to jail, they had an irresponsible board, but nobody stepped in and provided an alternative structure to get a decent education, and now --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So you are ready to give more money?



MEMBER BROWN:  No, I'm saying, you can -- you -- I don't mind keeping them money, but I want different adults in charge of managing it, and that's where we never get.



MEMBER RUIZ:  And that's the key, that -- and I totally agree with Rick that the incentives are perverse if you don't -- the problem is how do you get the money to the student bypassing the adults who are creating the issue, and you are right.



In Illinois, my time on the state board, we took over three school districts, Calumet Park, East St. Louis, North Chicago.  We don't have the capacity to do that.  We know it has to be done but we don't have the capacity and we don't have the funds.



MEMBER BROWN:  See I actually think if we want to -- a conversation we probably don't have the guts to open up, relates to choice, and then you get --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I didn't say it Chris.  Cynthia said it.



MEMBER BROWN:  And I didn't say what my position exactly was, but I --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  It's already obvious.



MEMBER BROWN:  I'm coming to believe that there are different entities that can run education systems in this country, and that there are several different organizational structures for them.



There's no one I think.  I actually think we are moving that way.  I think parents are going to choose what they want to participate in, and you are starting to see the creation of some systems through CMOs.  You are starting to see some of it through virtual learning.



You are starting -- I mean, we are just starting down this road, but as a renowned cognitive psychologist, I won't mention her name, said to me the other day, you know the home schooling is changing everything.



It's the technology of home schooling and the ability of parents to choose how they educate their kids, we are moving into a different structure and it will look very different in 20 years and the financing will -- it causes all sorts of problems for accountability, for the -- you know, it will be the fifth version of ESEA from now. You know, at the rate we are going , maybe only the second or third.



But -- and what accountability looks like -- we will get to weighted student funding, I mean, it's almost inevitable.  I mean, we will go through lots of turmoil and what role we play in it all I don't know, because it's a -- I mean, how we ever get consensus on it, I wouldn't begin to say.



But I do think we have to look at different kinds of structures to get at -- we can't, the same system just can't be delivering education to those parts of the population that are growing and are going to be the workforce of the future, and get the -- and have gotten the crappiest education for 150 years, or since the existence of this country.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So, Mike and then Chris.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  I was just going to make a small point.  Rick opened this topic up by suggesting another recommendation on using federal money to incentivize good behavior.



But federal law technically already allows that.  So I don't know, we can put something in here about using that authority, but the authority is already there in federal law.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Allows, but we have never done it, have we?



MEMBER CASSERLY:  No.  No.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  And we've done the perverse.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  But there is a -- there is technical language that allows it.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Chris.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Look, I strongly believe that in the efficiency piece of the report, I mean I would love to see something that says the most important thing to do is stop putting money into things that don't work.



So that incentive, the incentive to just keep doing it even though it doesn't work, I would love to go after.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Are we on efficiencies now?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No, I'm saying, so that piece of Rick's argument I would try to make some headway on in the efficiency section. I think that one of the issues -- the way I think about it is if a school has to undergo substantial change in order to improve outcomes, the question is whether the financial problem is one of transition, or whether the new steady state, as a higher-performing school, will also require increased resources.



If the financial issue is one of making a transition to an improved school, then it seems to me taking the money away after they have made the transition is perfectly fine.



You rely on other things for them to stay good, not incentives because I just don't believe that micro-incentives of that sort will influence whether or not teachers try to be good teachers.



On the other hand, if providing the better outcomes, achieving the better outcomes, requires additional resources, then the question is how should those, how should the cost of that delta be shared between federal, state and local funding sources.



And I guess I am agnostic about it.  I guess I am agnostic about that.  But I wouldn't say that -- and it goes to the question of is this adequacy, is this beyond adequacy? 



So that's why I think a blanket statement that we should reward good behavior and good performance and penalize bad performance, I think just sweeps too broadly.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Michael and then Rick and then we are going to wrap up.



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay, I just wanted to make a quick point while we are using the phrase about value added, you know that gets us into this whole business of the testing and the accuracy and reliability of value-added testing mechanisms, and I don't know that the Commission wants to get into that in a big way.  It's obviously very controversial and I know some of us would have real objections if too much weight is put on say teacher performances measured by value-added measures as they exist now.



I'm not saying that we don't know outcomes.  We do know outcomes on some gross basis, but when you start to try to attribute it to individuals, and use value added methodology, I think we raise more problems than we need to.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Mike, I agree with that.  I was speaking in an idealized sense of, of looking at changes in performance.



MEMBER BROWN:  And you were talking about schools, not individual teachers.



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay, I just wanted to --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Yes, and we'll come back to it on teachers of course, but that wasn't -- you are ahead of the game here Michael.  


Two points. One is, I mean, the problem we always have when we go and we see a school and it's doing badly, the kids are performing unacceptably badly.  What do we do?



Well there's two reasons why they could be doing badly.  One is that the kids are coming unprepared to school or less prepared, and it just takes a lot more work to get them up, and they are not making it. And the other is that the school is providing a crummy education. And so the problem is that these are always hard to distinguish between those two explanations for why there's bad performance.



That's why in my scheme of the world, you try to establish that a 40 percent premium for a poor kid and a 36 percent premium for an ELL kid etcetera etcetera, provides sufficient resources to help overcome the disadvantages that on average they bring to the schools, and then once you have done that, then you hold the schools responsible for their performance.  That's what I am suggesting.



Now, if --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm for that.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Thank you.  That's just what I said.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No, but the question is, remember I said there is accountability but paired with that is the issue of what's the intervention/remedy.



And all -- what I'm saying to you is I agree that there has to be accountability for it, and that the accountability ought to be linked to outcomes.  My concern is whether the intervention in the form of price incentives, economic incentives, fits.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  No, okay, so we won't get into the argument about incentives and so on --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right.  Right.  But I agree with the accountability piece, completely.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  We know the lawyer position on incentives.  The second thing that I think that I want to come back and finish up on Cindy's point.



We have school districts like Kansas City and St. Louis, that the state had declared to be unacceptable. They are harming the kids in those districts.



Now to me, this is part of the -- I don't know if it's finance or some place else -- but you have got to do something about the kids that are currently in the system.  They cannot wait while we figure out how to put other adults in, and how do we revise the system and so forth, and to me, there's no option other than exit vouchers at that point, where kids can take a voucher and go any place in the state, in the world, public or private, to try to overcome the fact that the state has screwed them.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Okay, point taken.  I just want to go back for a moment and see exactly what the two of you were agreeing to earlier.



MEMBER MILLER:  I think it was a 30 percent increase for poor kids.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Because there's something quite valuable here, jokes aside.  I, I -- recognizing that there are still some unresolved questions about how we manage it, the idea that I heard Rick agreeing to was the notion that we have a sort of weighted student funding formula, it recognizes that some students will need more money than others, and then, having fixed that, we let the schools react in some way, and we focus on outcomes. And Chris is agreeing to that.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  And Chris agreed and then we reward people that do particularly well in terms of excessive growth and we punish those that do badly.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So, and just a quick last comment here. 



MEMBER JEALOUS:  That actually to me , that was the most exciting exchange all day.  You know, --



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  We should just turn the mics and go home.



MEMBER JEALOUS:  Yes, to hear Rick say something that he has thought a lot about and to hear Chris say I agree, was the most exciting thing that has happened all day.



(Laughter)



And I just, you know, I just want to point out that this report is going to have a lot more impact, if we can actually suss out things like that.



What the world is expecting is that this report will be somewhat diminished by the range of views on the panel, and the effort to get agreement, that there will be various types of dissent, and that it will be really hard for a parent to discern what are the three or four things that you walk away from this with.



And I just want to say something because I am probably going to have to leave about half-way through the next go-round, certainly by 3:45.



The -- I think it would do us, and the legacy of this Commission, and the report a lot of good if we could figure out those three or four things that we all feel passionately about, or at least a significant majority of us on both sides of the aisle if you will.



One thing I would like to put on the table is that a clear -- and I don't know whether it exists in finance or it exists in college and career readiness or where, but if this Commission for instance came out and just said quite plainly it's time to end the agrarian contours of our ed system, and actually get up to the 230 days that Japan has, and obviously do different things with all those extra days than we are doing right now, and stretch the time not from 9 to 3, because the kids have to go home and farm -- you know, each time I give a speech on education I ask people to raise their hands if they live on a family farm.  I've gotten like two people in the entire country so far and I think that they were kind of sort of like gentlemen professor farmers.



So, so, the --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Napa Valley is full of those.



MEMBER JEALOUS:  Yes,  right, exactly, exactly.  Exactly.



(Laughter)



So you know, I mean, for instance you know something like that, if we could just come out and say you know, this is something that you know KIPP has proved works, right, so it works you know -- this is a gift from the  charters if you will.  It's also something that just is common sense.



You know a parent could kind of look up and say that makes sense and let's go get that done in our state.  Again, things like what you guys just talked about, that we should, you know, have premiums, you know, if you will, of you know, investing extra resources to get kids caught up who start off at a deficit, is also something that the average person can wrap their mind around.



So I don't know how we do that, but it seems to me like it exists a little bit outside of the process that we are going through right now, to really figure out what are those big sort of game-changing points of agreement that we can all push coming out of this, even as we continue to bicker with each other.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  I think that's very well said.  I want to just note that we clearly have some unfinished business with these finance recommendations, but we made some serious progress.  We have gotten some very helpful feedback.



And notwithstanding the natural tendency for a number of us to think about our  roles, and about how this is going to play out in terms of majority/minority positions, I will note that I think we should to try to write this in a way that allows us to try to create as much agreement as possible.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So can I add one quick note that is going to have to be discussed, and that is what do you mean by weighted student funding, because many people, when they say that, mean the weights, the 40 percent or the 36 percent or whatever.  Other people mean that the locus of funding is the school level as opposed to the district level or whatever, or the charter or what have you, and those are two very different things and so if that's -- if you are putting those together, that's going to have to be discussed at some point.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  So we were not putting them together.  The Commission had, when we talked about this in defining it before, it was defined as: kids that need more, get more.



But where the recommendation landed was not the specific percentile weights, but that might be something that comes into a compendium, right?  The examples of weights that -- weight based on percentiles in different systems, that weight, could be something addressed in a compendium document.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  But more importantly is this an idea that that money goes to individual schools with the kid, or --



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Yes.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Or to districts?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Yes.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Well I'm frankly against individual schools because that's not the locus of decision-making now, particularly when there are local contracts and local restrictions on what can be hired and so forth, so that I don't think that's the appropriate thing.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Can I just note, this is a good discussion to have, but not right now.  It's duly flagged.  There will be a couple of places where that discussion will be important.  I can imagine a part of the report where we define what we are talking about in terms of weighted student funding formulas and also when we are thinking about the appendices.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  And then the locus, I mean that's something we can follow up with also, Rick.  Ben, to your point about the big picture, not lowest common denominator but ambitious agreement, that was an attempt to do that here.



Getting your lens after you have to leave about which of those jumped out at you, as bigger than others, would be helpful as we are thinking about which ones to flesh out more or headline more, okay?



One last question from the drafting perspective on this, Rick, to your point earlier about we don't have the dollar amount required to get to the goals, and so should we do it; in other words, we don't know how much it will cost. So I wanted you to clarify that a little bit.



The way we had heard that in previous conversations as we were re-- as we were analyzing the transcripts, was that these principles about aligning systems to goals were hugely important for the Commission.  The mechanisms and costing out examples of how that's done is something more for the compendium.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  No, that's not what I was --



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Okay, can you -- that's why we are raising the question.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  The problem that I have is that we know of no way to draw a line between any amount of money and the outcomes that we expect to get from that amount of money, which is what is required whenever you say, in Michael's terms, adequacy, or sufficient resources to get, meet these goals, or all those terms, we have no way of doing that.



That is what we currently have the state legislatures and the state governors decide upon.  They make a judgement that some people would say is a purely political judgement, and it is, because we have no scientific way or rigorous way or whatever words you want to use, to go from any amount of money -- its not whether we put that the adequate amount is $13,500 in the report, that' s not what I am talking about.



I am saying that we have no way to go between any level of goals for outcomes and the spending that would be required, that that would cost.



MEMBER REBELL:  Since the other side has gotten to speak I have got to insist on a retort to that.  On the specific thing, Rick and I have gone back and forth on this, and in some very pure, scientific or economic sense, yes, you can't have an exact causation link between $13,500 and some outcome.



On the other hand, from a judgmental point of view, we do know that some funding levels, like the current levels in California, are grossly inadequate, and there are a lot of mechanisms out there for trying to hone in on a range of cost factors that should be taken into account.



Now, I know this is a problem, but I want to emphasize again, what I am suggesting is either we use some general language like adequacy and in the terms Tino laid out, you put the responsibility on the state to come up with an adequacy formula, and somebody holds them accountable for it in relation to output so we are not in advance setting a dollar amount, or another way of doing it is to list major services, that every kid is entitled to an effective teacher and a working laboratory and up-to-date textbooks and we can list a number of things like that, and then you can get to efficiency and say, well, you can provide those in the most efficient way but you have to provide all those things to all of the kids.



One way or another we have to have something more than nothing, which is what I hear you saying Rick, that we should equitably distribute nothing --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  That's not even close.



MEMBER REBELL:  because we are not basing it on anything.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  I want to just get one voice in here, additional voice who hasn't spoken yet on this issue.  Sandra.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  I thought we had had this conversation before at one of our previous meetings, and I thought we had come to a consensus that there -- various states had undertaken what had been called costing out studies, and that we were, in our language, want to reference that states should go through a process to determine the level of funding required to bring students to these rigorous standards, I don't remember if we used common core standards or some  defined term like that, but that they would have to go through a process and that we would reference some examples of processes states had used in our compendium.



So I thought we had finished that conversation.



MEMBER REBELL:  I'm okay with that.  I don't know that Rick is.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  We are circling into that and we -- I -- we have some unresolved business but I think that's a promising strategy.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I don't think I'm close to that.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  We're going to draft it and vote.  We are going to draft it and then we'll have to have a vote.  



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  I think we have taken this discussion about as far as we can.  We have some unfinished business but we made some progress.  I am going to suggest, given the time that we have left, that we do two things, certainly, one, that we reserve some time to talk about writing process, but we probably have enough time to do another go-round on one of these.  Okay?  So I am going to suggest we move on to the draft recommendations on teachers and leaders.



Now, there are a lot of moving parts here so I am not going to go point by point.  I think what would be most productive at this point is to get some initial, general reactions to what you have here, which, as Russlynn mentioned earlier, is a good faith effort by one Commissioner to pull together a good number of ideas and perspectives coming both from the literature and from discussions here, and to start there.  Mike.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Yes, this is -- since we jumped over efficiency per se, I am just going to mention to Jim that we have got a good write-up with plenty of examples at the local level of efficiency processes and what it's able to squeeze out of the budgets and stuff, so that's coming.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Okay.  Thoughts about teachers, leaders.  Rick.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So, a longstanding discussion.  I have these discussions with Michael on adequacy and I have the discussions with Linda on teacher policies.



There are two different views of the world.  One is that you specify the preparation for teachers and pump up anybody that you recruit into teaching, and that's the teacher strategy, and the other view is that you try to bring teachers as well-prepared as possible into the profession, but to work more on the end of evaluating their performance and their effectiveness in the classroom, and that you have systems that are more designed to pay attention to who is doing a good job in a classroom, and who isn't, and to try to keep those that are doing a good job, and to get rid of those that aren't.



And so those are the two alternatives.  She has written up the full description of how do you, in her mind, prepare people to be teachers, with reference to Finland and all, and there's nothing on -- the word evaluation doesn't appear once in the six pages, as far as I know, and the idea of a system that pays attention to the evaluations of teachers is completely absent.



MR. EICHNER:  Can I just say one thing on the sort of scope of the assignment, since Linda is not here to say it, I think the thing that -- this came out of the discussion of the small groups last time, of Matt and Linda about a teacher strategy which was focused on recruitment, I don't think that this is meant to be -- the universe was meant to provide -- Matt you may want to say more about this -- but I think it was basically meant to sort of be a piece of the teachers and talk about the strategy as opposed to being crosscutting.



So if I think it's -- if the teacher piece is incomplete it's the -- it's our fault, my fault, not Linda's.



MEMBER MILLER:  I think that -- I think that was the -- we came out of one of the little small groups we had and then Jim asked whether Linda and I would take a crack at what we were talking about, and we meant a like national recruitment, and sort of prep strategy, and then I let the group down and Linda took the lead totally on it, and I did my other thing.



But just while I am mentioning this, maybe this would bridge both these things, because I think, you know, all your insights about the power of removing effective teachers are really important, and I wonder if there is some way that if we are aspirational, we are blending the near-term and the long-term, which is ideally, we would be in a state like the best-performing systems in the world, that tend to recruit and retain these much more talented people to teach in their classrooms.



But in the meantime, because we can't snap our fingers, and here's a set of policies that we think are going to get us there, and here's the ideas, you know, behind it, and the way the nation needs to mobilize at the federal level to mobilize these ideas, but in the meantime, there's no question that one of the most powerful levers for improving student achievement and life chances for millions of kids, is going to be to be smarter and more thoughtful about getting people out of the classroom who are doing more harm than good.



And I don't know, somehow that -- I mean it is interesting.  You look at Finland -- Singapore does do evaluations as I understand it.  Finland does none, because -- and they have no teacher turnover.  I mean it's a totally different system but you know, we have just no way to snap our fingers and be there overnight.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So what do you make of TFA?



MEMBER MILLER:  As what?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  TFA seems to be a small experiment, 10,000 a year doing exactly what you are talking about, of hiring the best people, trying to screen them carefully, trying to provide background for them and so forth.  What do you make of what we have gotten out of that?



MEMBER MILLER:  It seems like a nice, small program to create a core of activists who over the course of their lives, have hands-on experience of what the problems are and inequities facing kids.



I see it, and I think Wendy would say, it has nothing to do with the scale of the talent shortage in teaching in the United States.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So it's not about the scale of the talent shortage.  If you look at all the --

 

MEMBER MILLER:  It's also two years and out, by the way, as you know, not about a career.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  If you look at all the evaluations of TFA, you find that on average, they do slightly better than teachers who come through traditional recruitment mechanisms, even though they are noticeably different in terms of what they look like in college, where they went to college, what level of skills they have and so forth.



And so what we find in the TFA example is that yes, it pays to try to hire really talented people, but these really talented people have a wide distribution of effectiveness in the classroom, and we are not banking the whole thing on just getting -- filling up the whole system with TFA people. We're not going to do it.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Sandra and then Cindy.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  I think to pick up on Rick's point, I think he makes a good point that what is missing from the draft we are looking at from Linda, is this issue of evaluation around effectiveness and its role in retention and so forth.



But I think part of what I would like us to do is think about this and present it as a system, an aligned system that we really have to address as one of the major levers in improving outcomes for children, and I think that this speaks to part of it, selection, training, retention, supports, evaluation is another component of it.



And so what I would like to ask if we can expand this to talk about an aligned system that moves from selection to development and retention and supports and what that looks like, and evaluation that is all part of a systematic approach to dealing with this most important lever within our control, which is quality of instruction and school leadership.  I think it's worth the time and effort because it is one of the inputs that we can have a great deal of control and influence on as it relates to getting to excellence and equity.



But I think that's the missing point.  It is not a discreet, these little discreet pieces of it, it has to be an aligned system, and that should be the perspective that we put across.



MEMBER BROWN:  So I have two points.  One is you may want to read a paper we are putting out tomorrow, I was telling Rick about it.  It's by Craig Jerald.  It's called Moving It or Improving It.



And it's about two strategies for dealing with teachers, and basically it argues that you need -- it argues two things, that we need to both move them, get rid of the ineffective ones, Rick's strategy, and moving it also includes differential pay and more responsibilities, tenure; and improving it, which is what we call professional development.



But the paper -- first of all we basically waste most of a $3 billion federal investment a year in professional development, and we -- it talks about research on professional development, and the couple of good studies that now show how it can be effective, and that that's not what we invest in.



So anyway, it may provide some, some help for this section.  We basically argue you need to do both.  You can't fire your way to an effective teaching force.  You have got to have some other strategies.



And secondly, I think we have to get into this teacher -- I don't have a huge quarrel with what you wrote about you know, performance assessments of candidates coming out of preparation programs.  But there's some alternative certification stuff which we can probably tweak as we go down the road.



But to be silent about the pretty outrageous system we have of preparing teachers in big public universities, where if you can breathe, you are allowed to get into a teacher preparation program, and you know, a lot of people who go into them have failed in other majors and stuff.

 

I mean there's a reason our teachers come from lower academic levels than they do in the high-performing countries, and that is because of how we have set up higher ed, and little things like it costs less to educate a teacher than it does other majors, and this cash cow of the extra credentials for teachers to get salary bumps.

 

So, and the universities aren't willing to tackle this because they have their own financial problems right now, even though I believe eventually, the way we finance higher ed will collapse of its own weight, this teacher preparation part of these big public universities is a substantial explanation of the totally screwed up financial structure of them.



And you know, they don't care about investing and improving teachers, and I think we ought to call them on it at least in some way.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I agree completely.  Mike and then Rick.



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay, I guess from one point of view, I want to understand where we are.  Picking up Sandra's point that we should approach the improvement of teaching from a kind of systemic view of looking at all these aspects of it, seems to me Linda has really done a good job of all of that, with the exception of the evaluation piece that Rick has been emphasizing.



So I guess I'm trying to understand, does anybody have any problem with what Linda has written as far as it goes, except for it leaving out evaluation?



And I'll just make one quick point on evaluation, I think we should say something on it.  It's important.  It's in the air.  But on the other hand I can tell you at least for urban districts and all, this stuff is much more important because I remember very clearly the testimony we had in our CFE case, when a lot of our principals and superintendents got cross-examined, why did you only give U ratings, unsatisfactory ratings, to six people out of 25,000 or whatever, and they said, well, yes, we have got the bottom of the barrel, but if we get rid of these, we are beyond the barrel, and you should see what we have to get into the classroom just to have a body in there.



So until we deal with all of these things, a lot of this evaluation stuff, in my mind, is of secondary importance.



MEMBER MILLER:  But that also I think gets back to the salary trajectory of the profession, because I know that's true, I'm on the Board of the Mayor's Partnership in Los Angeles, where you know, it's like 15 or 20 of the worst schools, and the people are -- there are a lot of teachers who are disasters,  and they are trying to use more computer time for the kids as a way because it does less harm.



I mean it's so unjust, it's crazy, and that, we should call -- that's what we should be saying in the report, that -- what you just said should be in the report.  Part of the problem is we are going to go beyond the bottom of the barrel.



MEMBER REBELL:  That's right --



MEMBER MILLER: Unless we change the whole nature of the profession to attract more of the -- and I don't know if the TFA folks, are the answer, and I'm not sold on the TFA thing --



MEMBER REBELL:  And by the way they didn't get -- they didn't get the kind of preparation Linda is talking about.



MEMBER MILLER:  I understand that.



MEMBER REBELL:  They may --



MEMBER MILLER:  They get a boot camp, but these other --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  They get to go to a better law school than they would otherwise.



MEMBER MILLER:  Exactly, or they go to McKinsey, but they -- what they -- but these other countries take the caliber of person who gets to get into teaching, and the way they prepare them, it's a major national priority, and it's just not, it's not even -- it's a joke in the U.S.



MEMBER REBELL:  Listen, are we in agreement on Linda's --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No.



MEMBER REBELL: Stuff as far as it goes?  No?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm not.  Rick and then Ben.



MEMBER JEALOUS:  So you know, so I think two potential points again of sort of left-right agreement if you will here.  One is that you know, whatever the national equivalent of the rubber room is, right, we should just jettison.



So if it's above 7 percent or 10 percent or whatever teachers, every different way that you measure them, you know, just don't add up, don't add up to actually working for our kids, making that easier to get rid of the worst-performing teachers and not the bottom 50 or 70 percent, but the bottom 7 or 10 percent, you know, I think that's a place where the civil rights community would be very happy, and I know folks on the right would be very happy and we have done that at the state level in several places, and in New York City, and I think we could do it nationally as one too.



You know, honestly, TFA is inspiring but I think that quite frankly, any of us who have really looked at it, you know, agree that, that I think it's pretty easy to get agreement that it's inspiration for something that doesn't exist, that's sorely needed, that we actually need a way to recruit the best folks into our teaching profession, and stay there, and you get more kids who actually come from those communities into the program, you know, and there are other models, like for instance the Mississippi Teacher Corps, you know, for instance, which I haven't looked at in 10 years, but was doing some pretty interesting stuff back in the '90s where they -- kids paid for their Masters in Education by teaching Monday through Friday in the public schools in Mississippi.



You know, but I -- so I think those are two points.  One, sort of of kind of vision for sort of scaling and improving upon, you know, the inspiration of TFA, and two, being really clear that we have got to create to make it easier for, especially big urban school districts, but ultimately all school districts, to get rid of that worst, bottom 10th, you know, or again, I've heard it called 7 percent, 10 percent, whatever it is, but that very bottom layer of schoolteachers.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Can I give my reaction, because I was trying to figure out the drafting thing when you opened up the -- my problem with what Linda does is that first of all it feels very in the weeds to me, I mean really in the weeds to me, and it comes across as being, to me, a little too particularistic in terms of Linda's take on how to handle -- how to -- a prescription, and I think for the body of the report something that has a little more buoyancy with respect to the details would be preferable.



Second, it does not have what I think we need.  It has hints of this but not really hitting it -- this thorough critique and alternative vision for teacher education, what Cindy was talking about.



I just, I really think that for teacher education and for professional development, I think some of the international comparison stuff -- well we have been talking about it.  I just think we need to -- we should hit that really hard.



And I don't believe that a couple of thousand here and there added through the federal budget or the state budget or whatever, is going to be a substitute, and I also think that you are not going to get -- so there's -- so that's the -- that's big point number one: re-invention of the way we prepare and do professional development of teachers.



Big thing number two is I think we should clearly lay out the difference between how we fix teacher preparation and what our vision is of what teachers actually do, and the instructional approaches, the availability of technology, our expectations for the way that the -- because I think part and parcel of  elevating the profession is to be able to legitimately say teachers are different from what they -- teachers are going to be different from what they are today.  They are going to have a different kind of professional role, different kind of professional responsibility, more kinds of professional autonomy, and that's going to be built on top of a different kind of teacher preparation and professional development.



So I think having some clearer notion of what it is going to take, what great teachers for at-risk kids are going to look like, what they are going to be doing, the teams and all the rest of it are going to be doing on the one hand, and then the preparation that goes along with that on the other.



And I think the things like the evaluation, and the licensing stuff, is in support of all of that, but the key things I think we want to get people to focus on, are not the engineering and not the stuff that's in the weeds, but where teachers come from, how we prepare them, train them on the one hand, and then what it is they actually do, should be doing, in order to be more effective.



That's the way I would organize it.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So can I follow up here?  Partly what you said, Chris, I agree with completely, that we have to think of technology as something very different and different training.



The corollary of what Cindy said about teacher training programs taking any warm body, is that the faculty of these programs operates under the same principle.



And so when you talk about let's change, we are not going to make California State College at X into Linda's step program, because they don't have the capacity to do that, and they aren't going to conceivably have it.



So you have to have alternative ways of doing this, and just holding out that we have higher licensing requirements is not going to do that.



One of the things that all of these plans call for is making it much more expensive to be a teacher.  It is increasing the cost and then there's an attempt to take care of that with a scholarship or something like that, but you are increasing the expense of being a teacher.



That works if the preparation program really makes people into good teachers, but we have very little evidence that we can take just anybody and make them into a good teacher, and so we are making it much more expensive.



Final point that comes in here but along with some of our other recommendations. I feel very strongly that any time when we have a recommendation in our report, we should also talk about evaluating whether the recommendation is effective or not and whether we are getting what we expect.



So that if we have in fact a program to do Bob Pianta's professional development program, we should also have a recommendation that we evaluate that over time to see whether it pays off, and at every point recognizing that there's a lot of uncertainty, particularly about how you take many of these programs to a larger scale than running it out of the back room in University of Virginia, that we have to do that.



Well, oh no, it's the front room, because he is the Dean.  Deans have the front room, sorry.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I agree with most of what you said.  But if you look at the Flexner Report, how many decades did it take for the Flexner Report to be implemented to reform medical education?



So that's like three?  So none of this stuff happens overnight.  I think what we -- but I think you identified a bunch of interesting things to wrestle with.



I mean I wonder what we could do by way of revamping teacher education for example, if the NGA took it on the way they have taken on common core, if we invented different certification mechanisms.



I mean I don't quite --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  These entire schools are designed to produce the current set of teachers.  What do you do?  You walk in and say oh, you are not doing it right, why don't you change and do it better?



MEMBER MILLER:  But even the ones who want to improve, I mean I know of one university that I think most people would agree is, you know, very progressive leadership, it's trying to improve teacher education.  Their big complaint in a meeting I had with them  not long ago was that they can't -- they are frustrated that it's only the kind of C students who want to go to the education department, and I said well what does the starting salar for teaching in this state? $25,000.  What's the highest a teacher can earn in this state, you know after 25 years you can earn $52,000.



Unless you change the value proposition of the career, unless we talk about that, not for the current corps, the current corps made their choice under the prevailing financial, you know, framework that you have for teaching.



But if we think that because of what's happened, women and minorities have opportunities outside the classroom the way they didn't, you know, three decades ago, and we are not getting the people that choose teaching as a career that we want to, we have to talk about the money and the working conditions.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  But I think this is -- I think we should really wrestle with this.  I agree with what you said about the value proposition.  The strategy, I don't know if there is any uptake on it, but what I have thrown out one or two meetings ago was this -- was the nurse practitioner model.



I think the predicate for changing the pay-scales is to change the nature of the job, and the way to change the nature of the -- and you can't change the nature of the job unless you also change the nature of the training and the professional development.



So with nurse practitioners, the idea was not we are going to go out and we are going to retrain every RN out, there or every  LPN out there, and give them broader responsibilities, and let them write prescriptions and so on, instead what you did is you created a new profession on top of RNs and created new training -- sort of a -- and you had a different curriculum, and you had different admissions criteria, and you had higher pay for that, and so over time, that lifted the professionalism of the entire thing, it created a career ladder.  It allowed for a different kind of division  of roles in the delivery of healthcare, a more efficient division of roles within the delivery of healthcare and so forth.



So I think that especially when you think about, on the one hand, the incredible diversity of the students, and the problems that the students bring into the classroom, and the possibilities afforded by technology, on the other hand, then it just seems to me that out there, there is a different, I don't want to say a different vision or re-conceptualization, that's too grandiose, but I think there's a way to think in terms of career ladders, that influences the way we do compensation and training and accountability.



MEMBER REBELL:  You know what, I would like to pick up on that, because I think we are getting to a consensus here of something that is really important.



Linda mentioned something about getting the federal government to set up a West Point of teaching in -- which is, it sounds almost like what you are saying.



You put that together with the TFA stuff that we are already attracting some of the best and brightest but we are not doing with them the maximum of what can be done.



So I could see coming up with an idea here, that the federal government establish several West Point, Annapolis type leadership academies to create this new profession, and I would also take what Linda has done here is lay out that you need induction, you need mentoring, we need evaluation, we need all these steps.

 

But I agree with you, create a new system.  That would be dynamite.  That would really galvanize some attention.  We can't quite say it that way, but if you say you set up some federal academies that are going to be very competitive, that's going to pay the whole tuition, that's going to lead to some new category of job, that's got a real career direction at high salaries, then it seems to me we are really doing what Matt's been talking about, what Linda has been talking about, and we probably could get agreement and come up with a dramatic idea here.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I will say that the creation of  nurse practitioners was driven in part by the reimbursement system.  In other words, if you change the kinds of people for whom Medicare, Medicaid are willing to give reimbursements, and you define the profession in a different way, then that -- that's another piece of the puzzle.



So if you thought of federal funding streams or state funding streams, or indeed federal accreditation, as being somehow related to --



MEMBER REBELL:  Actually instead of one federal academy, you just gave me an idea, get the federal governments to give some kind of matching funds to every state to set up one of these things.



(Off mic question)



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I don't remember, I don't remember, but it could right?  It should, right? It should and because that would be a great market signal right up front, in terms of the caliber of people that you are looking for. Rick?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I want to come back to this issue of pay that I think is really important because I think we can and should and must pay good teachers a lot more and we can afford to do it.

 

The problem is we can't afford to do it if we pay bad teachers more too, and I think that the long-run salary pattern in the U.S. is heavily influenced by the fact that we -- if we increase pay for good teachers we have to increase pay for bad teachers at the same time, and that stops legislatures and lots of people from doing it, because they can't -- legislatures can't stand up and say we want to throw more salaries at bad teachers.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  It seems the conversation, and our ability to delve into, define, and really highlight the problems of the current state of affairs with this strand, the teacher and leader effectiveness, is somewhat different than we have been doing with like finance for example.



We didn't talk as much about the current state of affairs and laying that out and defining it, and I just want to raise the point that I think we just need to have the same format for each of these buckets, components, however we are calling these big pieces.



So if we want to do that, if we are doing this with the teacher and leader, I think we need to do that with finance and efficiency, defining our recommendations but being clear about how we are laying out the problems in the world as they exist today, so I just wanted to say that because I just didn't hear this same level of conversation about it.



On the factors, I mean Matt talked about the need to define and really talk about the pay-scale and compensation, and I think that's right, but I think there are a number of factors if you want to begin to do that, that again, research and looking at other practices in other countries where we see better results for students in terms of outcomes, and the quality of instruction, that there are other factors like prestige and recognition, respect for the profession, the idea about selecting into the profession and being very clear about their criteria for entry into the profession, that we need to kind of lay out a series of things that are those factors that have been found to be relevant factors and  not just isolate a couple of them, that there is I think a body of research and evidence that's mounting about what some of those critical factors are.



So I just would like to suggest that. And again, I just wanted to keep emphasizing though, that no one is saying anything different than this, but I think we also need to just, again, make it clear that this is a system from beginning to end, that has to be realigned, rethought, reenergized, reprioritized, whatever, all across the system, to get to the outcomes we are talking about, and I don't believe any of these things in and of themselves will be sufficient to galvanize or get to the -- get to the number of -- to meet the numbers and the demands that we are going to be talking about for the future, the turnover in 100,000 plus slots for teachers that we are going to need to fill, so we really need to think about the scale that we bring this to, so I just wanted to again kind of keep emphasizing the systemic approach and hitting every point in aligning a system.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Can I try to summarize?  See if this kind of structure would work.  It's -- I see two big things.  It's who they are, what they do, supported by three things, that's the accountability, the compensation, and the distribution.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  How they are prepared.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  That's the who they are.  The who they are is how they are prepared, trained, professional development, qualifications, that stuff, that's who the teachers are, how we got them to be teachers.



And then the what they do is the description that we imagined for how teachers behave, what's the job like, what's our expectations of them in order to produce the excellence that we want.



And those are the two things we are trying to do, and then sort of the foundation for doing all of that is having accountability, having the right compensation scheme, and doing -- and the right distribution of the talent, for equity purposes.



Something like that?  We could play with that, see how it writes?



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So I just want to make an observation about the point you were making Sandra, which I think is a very important point involving the amount of background discussion and framing discussion we had about teachers vis a vis about finance.



I agree that when we got to the recommendations on finance, we didn't have quite this level of discussion.  I think it's been a good discussion.  It's aired out some differences in views.

 

But I actually think part of that is a result of our blurring a little bit in way that is maybe unavoidable, the line between what is a framing discussion for the report and what is the recommendation discussion.



So I think on the finance side, we actually had a little bit of this kind of discussion when we were talking about Matt's piece and when we were talking about international comparisons when people brought up for example let's be careful not to compare apples and oranges, let's not lose sight of why we are trying to do these international comparisons.



So I think in the end this will get reflected in some drafting dilemmas for us, just in terms of how much we treat the discussion as being really about the sort of initial part of the report that says this is the problem, this is why their current finance system doesn't work and how much of it ends up getting reflected in the recommendations.



But I endorse that point.  The other thing I wanted to note is when Ben, before he stepped out, made his comments about dealing with the lowest performing 7 to 10 percent of teachers, I just wanted to underscore that that clearly implicates the notion of some evaluation system to weed out those teachers, and that means I think if we were willing to sign onto that as one example of something that could generate crosscutting consensus, we are going to have to deal a little but with this issue of evaluation, more than we have so far.



And then last I wanted to just endorse warmly Matt's point about maybe bearing in mind that we could structure this just as we were talking about the federalism piece, in chunks that deal with the more long-term, steady state, and then the shorter-term interventions that can move us forward in a very rapid way in that direction given the extent of the problems that we have faced so far.  I think that will be useful in drafting this.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Well, I think before we lose any more people we ought to do a clarification about the process going forward, because we do have to, I guess there's a FACA matter, we have got to get that straight.



So here's the strategy that I think we need to do.  I have forgotten what it is.  No, so we have two different -- right, so actually I think there's two options left.



Right, one is we will have the staff, principally the staff, maybe some involvement of the co-chairs, produce a draft, and we will then share that draft with a subcommittee that could be no more than 13 people so as not to be more than half of the Commission, and that group will give feedback and work with the staff to make sure that something is appropriate, good enough to share with the entire group.



This is model A, and the idea is that group of 13 would meet in -- would meet at -- would do the February meeting?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Subcommittee.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  As a subcommittee, and then the full Commission would meet in March, so that's model A.  Model B would be that we divide into two subcommittees, and we have one subcommittee focus on part 1, and another subcommittee focus on part 2, because they can't have the same assignment.



And then we try to produce a combined -- and then the staff will produce a combined report, combined draft for us to review in March.



And the two subcommittees would work -- would be able to meet in some configuration of in-person plus technology at our February date.



So the drawback, obviously, to -- the distinction between A and B is how many Commissioners can be involved? And B is better for that. And whether or not what the subcommittee does is easily coherent because it's tackling the whole document, and model A is better for that.



So if we did model B, everybody could have an outline of sorts, so that they would know generally what was going on and the staff could presumably fill in some mysteries.



But it would be a division of labor in that respect.  So Russlynn does that, Jim does that  -- so A and B?



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Can I just add one quick thing?  Under either one of those options, it would still be very valuable for folks to provide feedback on the buckets of recommendations we have not had a chance to discuss, and those would go to Jim who could then, you know, collate you know, amass that, and then whether we go with option 1 or potion 2, we distribute those in different ways, but that feedback is still very important even if we haven't covered all those buckets in this meeting here.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  And that can be done in a myriad of ways.  The only thing I would add to that is certainly we will do whatever fits the group better.  If, as we are thinking about it from a drafting perspective, every time we articulate the second option, it just gets a  -- it -- the singing and cohesiveness of the document feels more difficult to achieve.



So we don't, though, for purposes of today, have to define with specificity how we are going to move forward, other than to say we will create a subcommittee or two, so that's what we need your agreement on, whether it's one subcommittee or two subcommittees, but a subcommittee that we will then work with you, take your recommendations on, work with you on ensuring that that subcommittee gets a solid draft that it can then edit and discuss in subcommittee format.



It will still, that document will still, of course, go before the Commission of the whole for deliberation and feedback and discussion.



MEMBER REBELL:  You know, I would just say, I understand the drawback of option B, but there's an advantage to option B that hasn't been mentioned, and that's the time factor.



I mean, seeing how rushed we get to try to deal with some of these very weighty issues in one day, the advantage of B is that you would only be covering half the material. So I just put that out there.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And I would also say that being on subcommittee A does not in any way prejudice your ability to one on one give input as to what is in the other half of the report.



MEMBER REBELL:  Oh, could we -- if we go with option B, we would all see both pieces?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  As individuals they couldn't? 



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Let's talk about it in the administrative part.  No.  They ultimately they won't.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh no?  They won't oops.  Oh well, just an outline.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  So why don't we follow up?  We'll call for the creation of a subcommittee in this form and we will follow up with you for all of the administrative details this week.



MEMBER REBELL:  If we have time can we take five minutes on the efficiency bucket?



ASST. SEC. ALI:  We have -- yes, I am going to leave it to the Chairs, but we do have the fundraising briefing.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Could we do the fundraising -- I am very tempted, but I think you know, five minutes is probably not what it will take is my guess, and so I am going to suggest we do the fundraising.



MS. IMMERMAN: I'm Suzanne Immerman.  Nice to see many of you again.  I am pleased to report that we have successfully the new venture fund. 



Lee Bodner, the executive director is over here who is serving as the fiscal agent for the Equity Commission's funds, has successfully raised $675,000 in support of the work of the Commission.



That's from a variety of funders. There are six foundations that contributed relatively equally to that total sum -- the National Public Education Support Fund, the Broad Foundation, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, the Ford Foundation, the W.K. Kellogg Foundation and the Hewlett Foundation. 

So all of those funders are supporting this work.  We have done a briefing for them just on kind of the status of the report.  They understand that the timeline has been pushed back, and they are all very eager to see where all of this goes.  So happy to answer any questions people have.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I'm  sorry Suzanne, could you give that list again please?



MS. IMMERMAN:  Sure, the National Public Education Support Fund, which is a family foundation, the Broad Foundation, the Gates Foundation, the Ford Foundation, Kellogg Foundation and the Hewlett Foundation



So we tried to get a variety of funders all coming in at relatively equal amounts.  And --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I've never heard of the first one, what is it?



MS. IMMERMAN:  It's a family foundation and they gave it that name.  It's a couple that actually donate a lot to education causes.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Do you know anything Suzanne, has -- are you -- what's your guess I suppose I should put it, about the possible level of interest in these foundations in funding follow-on, rollout-related work?



MS. IMMERMAN:  So I think that's a good question.  They have, I would say that the funders were all interested to know what the strategy was for dissemination of the report and communications around the report.



And so I think that outside of what the Department of Education and the Commission does, there might be interest from people in pursuing other activities outside of that.  But we didn't explicitly discuss that with them.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Just one note on the budget side of it.  As you know, and we have been discussing throughout the year, because we had commitments from funders but the money had not yet been received, we have expended funds that we were raising dollars for, in other words, the OCR administrative funds to house the Commission, and other funds of the Department.



That leaves us with a budget now that can do more on rollout than we had anticipated in our first meeting and when we  first began talking about fundraising for this.



So we will be coming back to you as a staff, presenting some potential ideas to start discussion on what we can do with rollout now that we have unanticipated resources to be able to do it heavier.



MR. EICHNER:  And just to be clear and to fulfil my FACA duty, so we are setting up one subcommittee to review the writing Commission draft and will be back in touch with you about the details and we anticipate that it will meet one or two times, either February 23rd or another date that works for the people who are on it.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I don't understand why one rather than two.



MEMBER REBELL:  Yes, did we take a vote or how was that decided?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I mean I didn't hear what the group --- I don't understand.  If there' a legal objection, that ends it, but if there's not a legal objection  I just want to make sure that people --



I don't -- if people really want to be involved in doing -- in playing this role, I don't want to say only 13 people can.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  Sure so what about for the purposes, since we don't have a full group  here to get a sense of that, for the purposes of our GC colleagues, can we announce the creation of two and we --



MS. McFADDEN: We can announce two, but we need to say what their purpose will be. 

CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, so we will announce two and group number two will do whatever group number one doesn't do.



MR. EICHNER:  I think we have to--



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No, why?  Why?  Where is that in the statute?



MR. EICHNER:  I am under the impression we need to say, if we want to have both a one and a two, we have to say what the function it would be if there were one, and the functions that would be if there were two, but I will defer to the GC people but that's my understanding, you have to say -



MS. McFADDEN:  The two committees cannot be -- cannot constitute a quorum.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  The two together cannot -- each one separately cannot be a quorum.



MS. McFADDEN:  As long as they are reviewing separate parts of the document. 



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So just to be clear, if each subcommittee is reviewing a separate part of the draft then they can together add up to a quorum?



MR. EICHNER:  You guys have to use the microphone.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So I was just trying to explain my understanding of what you just said and I apologize for looking one way, and you were behind me, but if each subcommittee, is reviewing a different part of the draft, then the subcommittees together can add up to a quorum, or more than a quorum, as long as they are reviewing separate parts of the draft.  Is that correct?



Okay, thank you.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I may have a motion that the chairs should decide on this matter.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  That's fine with me.



MEMBER BROWN:  Yes, you should decide on whether you want to go with one subcommittee or two.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  We don't have a quorum in any event, so we will take this under advisement.



ASST. SEC. ALI:  But you can call for the --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Look okay, we can decide this.  We'll have two.  If turns you that nobody wants to serve on number 2, then number 1 will just have to do more work.



Okay, so --



MR. EICHNER:  But we have to say what the function of both of them are.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  They will each review separate parts of the report.



MEMBER BROWN:  No, you can't -- first of all you don't have a quorum, secondly to even make a decision now, so you should -- we are willing to defer to you.



MR. EICHNER:  The problem is that we have to say, we have to establish the subcommittee and say what it's going to do at an open meeting.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I just did.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Oh, but you didn't establish the subcommittee.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Members, we have to establish that they will exist and what they will do.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  Could you state something like up two subcommittees, you are going to be taking under advisement the establishment of up to two subcommittees to review various portions of this report?  I'm just trying to -



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Folks, you have got to -- the purpose of the statute presumably is to give people in the public who don't like this a chance to squawk about it, right?



So I think we have satisfied that, if --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  By hiding everything, yes.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  No, I mean if people object to us proceeding by subcommittee, we will hear from them. 



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  You know I am going to suggest we -- can we take like two minutes to figure this out and then reconvene?



I just feel like --



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Why don't you go do that while the rest of us talk about efficiency.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Sounds great.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  We have a transcript.  Okay so the efficiency recommendations, folks? 



MEMBER HANUSHEK: Yes I object to number 1 on the bullets and I think that it is impossible to talk about efficiency without talking about how you pay 80 percent of the funds in education, which go to salaries.



MEMBER REBELL:  How is that an objection to number 1?  I'm not following this.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  These are separate issues.



MEMBER REBELL:  Oh, oh.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  My point A is that I think that a blanket statement that we should increase retention efforts is misguided.  I think we should increase the retention of good teachers, and I don't think we should increase the retention  of bad teachers.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Can we just amend it to say good teachers?  Effective teachers?  Can we amend it to retention of effective teachers?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  That's good.  Sure.  Sure.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Now what was your second point though?



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  My second point is that 80 percent of spending in schools goes toward personnel and so if you are going to talk about efficiency in that, the -- you can't talk about efficiency in schools without talking about salaries an whether they are appropriate.



MEMBER REBELL:  Well you can talk about efficiency.  You may say you get more efficiency if you adopt one of your performance incentive mechanisms, but that's not to say that you can't do significant things in other areas.



And I'd like to give an example of one that I don't see mentioned here, which I think we discussed somewhat, but that's special education.



And I was just having an interesting conversation with Jackie coming over here, I have seen this in New York, she has seen it in other cities, special ed becomes a default mechanism for poorly performing school districts that don't know what to do with kids that are not making it.



So they dump them into the special ed system.  It would be more cost effective to have decent programs in general education that might teach these kids how to read by the time they are three, rather than putting them in the special ed wagon as learning disabled, and they spend seven or eight years getting nowhere and costing the public two and a half times as much.



So I think that's an example of, if you do a cost effectiveness analysis, of what it would cost to put in a high caliber RTI system let's say in New York City or Syracuse or some other place, and figure out how much you might save over some period of time on the evaluations and everything else that goes into special ed, that would be a great example of a cost effectiveness approach that could make a serious difference and it's a win-win.



School districts ave money, kids get better services.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I support that.



MEMBER REBELL:  Oh, okay.  Hey we got unanimity on an efficiency point here.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And we've got unanimity on a writing strategy.



MEMBER REBELL:  Okay. Everybody including Rick agreed on using special ed as a good example of how, of how you can save money. If you have decent programs in general ed, you could keep a lot of kids out of the special ed route, and since special ed is more than two times as expensive per capita as general ed, the example I gave is if you had a quality RTI program that gave kids what they need in general ed, you could probably save a lot of money, and it's a win-win, because the kids get a better education, they don't get bogged down with the whole special ed problem area, and the state or the city or whoever it is saves a lot of money.  So it's a concrete example.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  So how would people feel about -- great.  Period paragraph.  How would people feel about identifying two or three popular reform ideas of the past 20 years that the research says are bad?



MEMBER MILLER:  You mean inefficient?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, in other words --



MEMBER MILLER:  Like class size?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes.



MEMBER REBELL:  Small schools.  Breaking up schools.



MEMBER MILLER:  Paying for Masters degrees.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Yes, some things like that, okay so we will work with the researchers and identify those and have footnotes etcetera, but I think, I think it would, I think that would be helpful.



MEMBER MILLER:  I mean another thing you might consider, I'm sure there are some people here who may not support this, but I guess I would say even though I think that we need to invest a lot more in teacher salaries and the teacher profession, I think we have to acknowledge that at the macro level, we spend as much or more as a share of GDP, and we don't get as good outcomes, and that's the threshold case for why we should be reallocating within the K-12 pot, along with the examples, and the examples you just mentioned can be big pieces of it.



I also think, if we are talking about efficiency, we might want to be, and I am sure again this has potential controversy, is we might want to say that with technology on the verge of potentially reinventing the way teaching and learning gets done, that it is possible, not to say it's a recommendation, but we have to be open to the possibility that one vision of the system in the future is far fewer higher paid teachers, supplemented by technology that customizes teaching and learning in a way that reimagines what schools do.



You know what I mean?  Instead of 3 million teachers paid $50,000, you have 2 million teachers paid a hundred -- whatever it is, and that that's a way of thinking about the evolution of this, not a recommendation, but we have to be open to the possibility.



MR. EICHNER:  And just on that point, and Rick's point about technology earlier, we have some recs, we didn't include them in the packet because we knew we wouldn't have time today, but we have some recs that came out of the  webinar, and that Milton Chen from Edutopia helped us with, and will -- they'll get folded into the draft and people can react to them.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Okay, anything else on -- anything else on efficiency?  I'm wondering whether it's edgy enough or helpful enough to simply say there ought to be more research and dissemination on what works.

 

I mean I --



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So I come back to the point I made before which is not the edgy point, is that we have to have a system that evaluates the new things we do, and the only way, because we know so few things that are universally applicable, and universally effective, that we have to have a system that experiments with some things and keeps the good ones and gets rid of the bad ones.



And that has to be an integral part if we are going to get better.  There's just no other alternative that I know of.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  That's certainly -- that's clearly right, and 4 and 5 kind of are of a piece and have to be, I mean you need the data systems in order to do the evaluations appropriately, but that's not all you need.  Data alone is not sufficient.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  Right.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  And -- but one of the things I'd like to see if we could get into a draft to see how it feels is just something about the -- the limited R&D expenditures we have on education, on K-12, in comparison with other centers of activity.



MEMBER BROWN:  There's some good stuff written about that.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Right.  It's just nuts.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  So that's easy to get out, but what I am saying, right now we have improved our education research dramatically with IES and so forth, but it's now in terms of the one big bang up experiment, that does something and in reality what we need are individual districts and states, when they put in programs, doing it in a way that they can learn something from it, and also we can have some way to accumulate that knowledge.



And it's a very different model that I personally think is more productive, where instead of the $10 million experiment out of IES, each district, for peanuts, can in fact get a lot more information.



So take the example that you are going to try a new textbook, and instead of giving everybody in the district the same textbook in year one, where you can never learn whether it had any impact, if you give a third of the schools randomly selected that textbook, and compare it to the alternative, and plan on giving new textbooks to the other schools in year two and three, you can immediately evaluate whether this works or not at no cost to the district.



And so it's the ideas like that I think are the hope.



MEMBER BROWN:  Just one caution.  You know, for years we have put money into evaluations, gave them to the local districts, told them they had to get an evaluation, and they got their local graduate student at local university to do some worthless piece of analysis, so -- and soak up all this money, federal evaluation money.



So I would like your idea to be much more carefully articulated and maybe you could write it for us.



MEMBER HANUSHEK:  I would be happy to.  I mean we obviously have virtually no capacity in at least 45 of the 50 states, maybe more, to do this.



And we need some sort of capacity development to figure out how to do this.



MEMBER BROWN:  You know, the IES budget is only about 12 percent the budget of the Office of Naval Research.  Actually I have no idea. I just made that up.  But it sounds good.  But it's -- it's probably less.



MEMBER DUNGEE GLENN:  With that said though, and Karen is not here, I think she has said at previous meetings that we do know a lot about -- or there is a lot of research about what does work for the students that we have been most concerned about, that there are some things that have been shown to be pretty consistently effective, and that our challenge is to do them and bring them to scale, as opposed to constantly be looking for something  that works as a silver bullet.



So I think we want to be careful and say that we need to really lift up those things that research is proving does work, and maybe we have to look at how do we incentivize, enforce, whatever, their universal, consistent, sustained application and implementation, as -- and that's not to take away from the fact that we need to continually learn and continually, you know, continue the research on it, but don't overlook the fact that there is a lot that is known and that we have to apply it.



MEMBER CASSERLY:  Just to Rick's point, there's a -- I think it's a good idea.  A lot of the cities are actually using that kind of approach to do some cross-city research and we do a lot or are doing a lot on bilingual strategies, on use of data, on dropout prevention where the cities across their jurisdictions agree on a particular approach, then we go out and secure an independent third party research outfit to study the issue for us, and then disseminate across the cities.



I mean it's fairly informal but it's, in terms of how it is we arrange it, but it's -- it yields the same kind of thing that you are suggesting.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  There are a few other buckets of recommendations that we will very much welcome your input on again through emails to Jim, and those are early learning, and college and career readiness.



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  Oh, we need to explain the subcommittee --



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  So I want to, before I turn it over to my co-chair for his closing remarks, I want to just say thank you.  This has been a little bit of a whirlwind.  I am very happy the plane did bring me here eventually, and I am very optimistic about our discussions today.



In the interest of delivering a draft that reflects deliberation and speed, which is not the same as saying with all deliberate speed, we have a structure in mind that we would like to announce, and that is that we will create a subcommittee to assist in the reviewing of the draft.



If we have need for a second subcommittee, we have a structure in place that will easily allow us to do that.  We will work out the logistical and administrative details offline and will be in touch about that as soon as we can.



MEMBER MILLER:  As of now, is February 23rd released now?  Or I just want to understand the status for the calendar.  Is that a date that we are still holding, or not?



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  If you could hold it for just a couple of days, as we work out the subcommittee process, but in all likelihood we will not need it for a Commission meeting.



MR. EICHNER:  And just one, since the authority for subcommittees is technically delegated to me, I am affirming what Tino said and reaffirming this subcommittees from the summer under my authority delegated from the Secretary.



CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Thank you very much, and with that, Chris, any further --?



CO-CHAIR EDLEY:  I got nothing.  Thank you.


 
CO-CHAIR CUELLAR:  Thank you.



(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter went off the record at 4:32 p.m.)
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